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The purpose of this research is to gather the perspective of rural Ontarians regarding their 

collective priorities for the future of rural Ontario. This Shared Rural Vision 2021 is like a 

tapestry woven with strong bold threads of sustainability, capacity development, and building. 

The research is supported by the pillars of place- and asset-based development principles, 

anchored with self-determination, communication, and socio-economic growth.  

This project used a mixed-method data collection through online surveys and offers an 

empirical understanding of the application of strategies for perspective measurement to manage 

contributions of shared vision in rural contexts. It also devises a set of complementary tools to 

support categorizing and analyzing the emergent correlations of information shared by rural 

citizens about their vision for their rural conditions through their desirable rural realities. The 

study opens many doors for the validation of the Shared Rural Vision from rural Ontarians.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Context 
 

According to Cummings et al., in 1998, agriculture accounted for only 4.81% of Ontario’s 

economy. They reported then “that agriculture remains the largest and most important sector in 

the country” (p. 3). On April 8, 2020, Katie Nolan, Nick Kindle, and Stephen Morris of the 

Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) presented Ontario’s agri-

food economic impact, the farm, food manufacturing, and retail sector grew by 9.37% or $2.474 

billion from 2015 to 2017. Nolan, Morris, and Kindle (2020) shared that during that same period, 

Ontario’s agriculture sector contributed approximately: 

• $47.7 billion in gross domestic product (GDP) to the provincial economy; 

• approximately 837,000 people employed (11% of provincial employment); 

• 49,600 farm businesses, 98% family owned and operated: and  

• Produces over 200 agricultural commodities, representing 51% of Canada’s total prime 

agricultural land (Nolan, p. 8). 

Hence, these authors concluded that the rural retention of human resources and business 

are challenges to rural wellbeing. Nolan, Morris, and Kindle (2020) informed that these 

challenges cannot be attributed to poor agricultural production, as it is contributing positively to 

Ontario’s GDP. They presented two keyways to increase local wealth as the community stays 

focused on bringing new money by doing the following: “attract/start new business, expand 

existing businesses, export development, and encourage visitors to spend money in your 

community” (p. 25). The second strategy suggested is to “Plug the leaks [in order to] retain 

existing businesses and buy local initiatives” (p. 25). These strategies could keep the rural young 

people and rural residents from succumbing to metropolitan lifestyle attractions. Akimowicz, 
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Cummings, & Landman (2016) informed of three types of factors which influence investments 

in agricultural/farm business: land, equipment, and human capital for farmers to have farm 

operations. These factors exclude those without ready wealth or assets, like the young adults, to 

choose a career in farming. These are barriers for the young adults to stay in the rural. This 

invites a rural exodus, which depletes the population of its youth and young adults. Collectively, 

these works articulate that the rural youth deals with their first message, in their teen years, that 

their rural is not enough for them. In some cases, to attend secondary or tertiary education, these 

rural offspring must step away from the comfort of their rural context. 

         Thereupon, OMAFRA widely provides “funding to help create jobs and boost growth in 

your rural community” (ontario.ca/page/rural-economic-development-program, p. 1). Therein, 

OMAFRA also states its purpose as “Unleashing the potential of Ontario’s rural, agriculture and 

food systems by developing vibrant rural economies, making sure our agriculture is sustainable, 

and supporting the growth of our agri-food system”. 

OMAFRA provides funding to stimulate economic growth in our rural communities. 

OMAFRA funds various projects aiming at improving rural socio-economic and social 

development, using two streams of funded projects under the rural economic development 

programs. First, “Economic diversification and competitiveness projects, which aim at removing 

barriers to business and job growth; attract investment; attract or retain a skilled workforce; 

strengthen sector and regional partnership; and diversify regional economies in rural Ontario”. 

Second, “Strategic economic infrastructure projects advance economic development and 

investment opportunities in Rural Ontario, such as rehabilitation of cultural, heritage, or tourism 

attractions; redevelopment of vacant or under-used properties; main street minor capital 

improvements” (ontario.ca/page/rural-economic-development-program, p. 1). After enjoying the 
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lifestyle of the city for secondary or tertiary education, most youth/young adults only return 

home for a great Sunday supper or family gatherings. Often, the newly developed skills cannot 

be put to task in the rural.  

At the 2019 Ontario Good Roads Association conference, the Honourable Ernie 

Hardeman, then Minister of OMAFRA, noted his Ministry continues to measure the 

effectiveness of funded rural projects in Ontario. Although the projects are valuable, there are 

some constraints in determining the effectiveness of these funded initiatives to larger shared 

priorities for the future. The Minister noted the value of not only an Ontario shared rural vision, 

but mostly, a direction to guide funding and the accountability of such funds for a robust rural 

socio-economic and cultural development in rural Ontario. Bill Ashton (2016), among the 100 

recommendations for rural development, elaborated on the need for the federal and provincial 

government responsibilities to hold a rural robust vision for rural Canada.  

Ashton (2016) further enunciates in the absence of those visions or some of these 

frameworks, “We will end up with short term and even narrowly perceived policies and 

investment decisions that will continue to waste taxpayers’ money and further burden rural 

places with inappropriate decisions, investments and infrastructures” (p. n.d.). He focused on 

those three top recommendations, which stress the importance for rural development to generate 

a sense of ownership as it relates to making rural places rather than making cases of the rural 

localities. Ashton (2016) informed about the impact of the absence of a rural development 

vision. He stressed that the lack of a vision highlights results in terms of infrastructure 

deficiencies to senior government officials. The author presented the need for regions to 

collaborate and apply for federal dollars. He also stressed the importance of working together at 
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the regional level to provide a framework for expressing local needs and affirm their rural vision 

as to what matters at their local level.  

As a provincial senior official, Minister Hardeman expressed the reality noted by Ashton 

(2016) on how to effectively use taxpayers’ money in rural places. The Minister noted the value, 

as suggested by Ashton (2016), in a shared vision from rural Ontarians to inform direction and as 

a framework for evaluation. This research seeks the input of rural Ontarians to identify priorities 

to develop a shared rural vision framework, which can be utilized by provincial government 

ministries such as OMAFRA. Nolan, Morris, and Kindle (2020) demonstrate, “It takes a village 

for rural economic development” and suggest shifting roles for leaders. They metaphorically 

suggest to “plug the leaky local bucket” by retaining current businesses and support local 

economic initiatives. They also emphasized the need to find ways to bring new money into the 

community (Nolan, Morris, & Kindle, 2020, p. 25).  

The lack of a shared vision is perceived as limiting. It creates a void in the direction. The 

current research examines the notion of a rural reality as a conceptual understanding. It considers 

the access to a better lifestyle in rural settings as possible and attainable by all. This research 

aims to offer shared rural vision as a path to dialogue and implement locally funded economic 

development projects. It also aims to provide a framework to OMAFRA’s accountability 

inconsistency challenges to rest on supporting and measuring rural communities successful use 

of funded projects through the realization of the shared vision held for their rural community’s 

prosperity.  

1.2 Problem Statement 
 

There is currently no provincial government shared vision for rural socio-economic 

development in Ontario, which limits the capacity to request accountability of provincially 
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funded projects. Accountability would be better measured within a planned direction for better 

wellbeing in rural communities. Consequently, this study investigates the priorities of rural 

Ontario residents for a shared rural vision for socio-economic development in rural Ontario.  

Despite the policies that govern each rural economic development program, the activities 

implemented by various interest groups reflect that group’s passion for their communities. Often, 

these activities are identified more as ad hoc than synchronized with a vision for such rural 

localities. While an economic development program exists, it promotes a top-down approach 

instead of a grassroots initiative from local communities. Consequently, this top-down 

development program does not contain within it a shared rural vision from the very communities 

it seeks to develop. From a conversation with Minister Ernie Hardeman, there seems to be a need 

for an Ontario shared rural vision. He views such shared vision as a way to ensure that every 

funded project would embrace their locality’s vision through their rural economic development 

activities. Mr. Hardeman believes that, with a shared vision from rural Ontarians, his Ministry 

will hone a synchronized sustainable impact on local rural economic development in Ontario.  

         Reporting on self-determination theory (SDT) and the facilitator of intrinsic motivation, 

social development, and well-being, Ryan and Deci (2000) informed about “three innate 

psychological needs—competence, autonomy, and relatedness … when satisfied, yield enhanced 

self-motivation …” (p. 1). Suggesting a shared rural vision as an outcome from rural Ontarians, 

the Honourable Ernie Hardeman affirms that rural Ontarians are motivated to enhance their well-

being through rural economic development projects. This represents a people approach to 

creating the development path for rural Ontario compared to policies and legislations such as in 

the Greenbelt Act, 2005, where land-owners’ consultations and opinions were kept at bay 

(Akimowicz, et.al., 2020, p.166).  Within Deci and Ryan’s (2008) SDT perspectives, the 
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Minister projects his belief in the capacity of rural Ontarians to autonomously create the vision 

that everyone could work towards.   

The Minister appears to be aware of his constituents' capacity to generate this vision. 

Therefore, Minister Hardeman demonstrates the practice of transformational leadership through 

mindfulness, which taps into the ability or capacity of rural Ontarians to achieve transformative 

social change (Maslow, 1920; Freire, 1970; Cranton and Taylor, 2012; and Mezirow, 1991). 

Cranton and Taylor (2012) informed that experience of transformational change is voluntary, 

collaborative, and self-directed. 

1.3 Research Questions 
 

There is currently no shared vision for rural Ontario that would impact rural economic 

development. However, there is much literature on rural economic development and many 

policies, memoranda, and legislations for the various aspects of Ontario’s agriculture and food 

industries (OMAFRA, July 2020). The literature and many webinars feed in the dialogue about 

the state of the rural in Ontario and elsewhere in Canada. However, OMAFRA is advocating for 

Ontario’s agriculture and farm industries to oblige to higher operating standards and ensure 

compliance to those standards as regulated under legislations. The Minister shared that in the 

absence of a shared vision, it is difficult to monitor, assess, or evaluate the quality of the services 

or products that rural projects accomplish. He pointed out that without a framework that 

corresponds with rural Ontarians’ vision of their rural realities now or in the future, it is very 

challenging to assess how the funds invested in the projects improve the community’s conditions 

in ways that it would “help create jobs and boost growth in --- (a) rural community” 

(Government of Ontario, 2020). From our class conversation at the OGRA conference (2019) 

with Mr. Hardeman, he seems to favour a grassroots approach for OMAFRA to be informed 
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about rural Ontarians’ shared rural vision. Furthermore, it seems implicit that the former Minister 

invites Ontarians to share their vision of their rural. 

Through a participative rural communication process, this research assesses opinions 

and perspectives about what the future of rural Ontario would look like from their hearts' and 

minds' eyes. The study views the importance for participants to share the perspectives they hold 

dear in an open format question to validate their opinions and dreams. Where participants’ 

perspectives of their rural visions were not included or that they have a picture that would 

support or question the argument that they wish to share, the survey of the study provides the 

opportunity for that expression to be manifested. This research strives to answer two research 

questions:  

• What are the key drivers of rural Ontario from the perspective of rural residents? 

• What are the opinions of rural Ontarians about the key rural element for the future of rural 

Ontario? 

Through the sharing of perspectives and visions by rural Ontarians, the study examined 

the expectations, assumptions, and limits of rural reality, including rural living standard and 

improved quality of life. This study invited residents from rural Ontario’s 241 lower-tier 

municipalities to contribute to the identification of key priorities for a shared vision framework for 

rural Ontario. The study relied on rural organization networks and rural community organizations 

in lower-tier municipalities to facilitate data collection.  

The motivation for this research was the opportunity it provided to rural Ontario and rural 

Ontarians to participate in a dialogue propelled by personal energy. The goal was to bring changes 

that would impact quality of life and rural socio-cultural-economic development. Though inspired 

by the Minister of Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs, this research was set to engage rural 
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Ontarians in dialogues about the enhancement of rural development structures. The research 

sought to directly or indirectly inform about perceived priorities of rural Ontarians that would 

influence decision on greater sustainable economic development, resilient job creation, young 

family retention, and attraction in rural settings. 

1.4 Research Objective 
 

This research investigated the future vision for rural Ontario as held by rural Ontarians 

which, enhances their local rural economic development, timely access to basic services, and the 

possibility of reaching a desirable quality of life. This research has two objectives:  

1. Gather the input from rural Ontario residents about the key factors for the future of rural 

Ontario through a participative approach; and 

2. Report the findings of the research and the compilation of the shared rural vision from 

rural Ontarians. 

1.5 Key Definitions 
 
1.5.1 Rural 
 
There are multiple definitions of rural used in Canada, complicating the understanding of the 

concept. Key concepts within the definition of rural include distance from a metropolitan centre, 

density of population per kilometre squared, and socio-economic indicators based on the 

expectations (du Plessis, Beshiri, & Bollman, 2002). Statistics Canada uses a definition of rural 

to stratify the Canadian land mass. Statistics Canada (2016) defines “a population centre 

(POPCTR) with a population of at least 1,000 and a population density of 400 persons or more 

per square kilometre” as non-rural. Based on the current census-population count, all areas 

outside these population centres are classified as rural.  
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 Rural consists of a wide variety of geographic factors that ranges from small towns, to 

farmlands, to remote communities, and/or any cultural variables (Statistic Canada, 2016). It is an 

inclusive guide for the varied conceptualization of rural geography used to self-identify a 

geographic environment as rural. However, Statistics Canada’s stratification of rural and non-

rural defines rural based on low density population size. This research utilizes Statistics Canada 

(2016) and all that rural defines in Canada as discussed in the two paragraphs within this section. 

It also uses the attributes given to define a rural setting as what makes the rurality of that area. 

Therefore, the rurality of an area is a set of characteristics that defined a rural as non-urban, as 

per the traits above.  

1.5.2 Rural Reality 
 

Rural reality for this study is that within an area considered rural, based on Statistics 

Canada (2016). Rural communities in Canada with a single-sector economy limit the availability 

of employment for young adults and encourage rural exodus. OMAFRA, therefore, provides 

funds to invest in rural community projects for the purpose of economic diversification to “create 

jobs and boost growth in rural communities” (Government of Ontario, 2020). Ontario’s rural 

reality that defines rural Ontario exposes common trends with China. The following information 

provides a picture of rural China, which also reflects the reality of rural Ontario. Looking at the 

experience of China where diversification is practiced in their rural communities, Prändl-Zika, 

(2006) defined rural reality as “the rural economic situation … with a living standard … level—

[lagging] far behind the prosperous development in the cities and coastal areas”.  She expressed 

the rural reality for China as “this disequilibrium … and the endeavours … necessary [for] 

keeping in view … not just economic interests and needs that contribute to lively rural 

identities”. She also reported that: “in the rural context, only 50% of the Chinese population are 
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working in a role in agriculture where sustainability concepts have been redefined within the 

economy to bring focus on “environmental health and food safety as main targets of political and 

other supporting measures” (p. 236). The optimum rural reality is eclectic and is not dependent 

on one industry but on a composite economy that contributes to the well-being of rural citizens. 

 A rural reality is a situation, a condition, or a context where a continuum encompasses 

the rural. Rural reality, in this study, describes the quality of experiences of rural citizens, those 

living in a rural context. Rural reality here is linked to the socio-cultural economic development 

that is beneficially or detrimentally sustained. Many participants may consider the limited 

accessibility to services a factor to determine the position of their place on the rural/urban 

continuum. Campbell et al. (2019) define also as rural, communities that lacked or had limited 

infrastructure that would support public transportation or a reliable transit system within and 

between communities. 

In rural reality, the word ‘reality’ describes the experiences of living in a rural setting by 

the rural inhabitants individually and/or collectively. Bollman & Reimer (2019) are recognized 

for their ideology that specifically, rural reality is linked to the socio-cultural economic 

development that is beneficially sustainable for the rural community and its citizens. In this 

study, rural reality is defined by the fundamental pursuit of life within the context and the 

dynamics of the rural community and wishing for the conditions and services to be accessible for 

a quality lifestyle and comfortable well-being within rural boundaries. 

1.6 Organization of Thesis 
 

The organization of the thesis reflects the path taken to gather the opinions, information, 

and vision from a randomly selected 2535 rural Ontarians residing in any of 51 000 or less 

within any of the 241 lower tier municipalities. These residents responded to an invitation to take 
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part in the research in the first survey and for some 119 in both surveys. Their municipalities 

were not metropolitan and are situated away from the metropolitan. The organization of the 

thesis is as follows. 

The first chapter provides the context of the thesis. It places the thesis within its contextual 

framework and the motivation for seeking to discover the key elements that rural Ontarians are 

most likely to value as important for shaping a better rural reality in Ontario. This chapter lays 

out the problem and states its characteristics and poses two research questions to investigate and 

stimulate discussions. This chapter also defines the meaning of words that are key for a common 

understanding in dialogue throughout this research and its publications. 

The second chapter provides an overview of the literature on the theories governing the 

fundamental beliefs in facilitating a shared rural vision. This chapter discusses the perspective 

from which the research evolved. It uses other research studies to support its view on the impact 

of motivation, asset- and place-based perspectives to propel and sustain community development 

activities. Chapter 2 presents the process, indicators, and impact of the conceptual construct of a 

shared rural vision. 

Chapter 3 discusses the processes and methods for data collection, management, and 

analysis. It also provides for the measurement and evaluation of the data collection and analysis 

process. This chapter offers the rationale and the use of the Project Logic Model (PLM) and the 

Project Logic Framework (PLF). It informs on how these models are supporting the rational and 

evolution of the research. Chapter 3 provides a geographical representation of Ontario lower tier 

municipalities. It provided the management of the research project and information about the 

contributors to the research in table formats. Chapter 3 outlines the ethical considerations of the 

research project. 
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Chapter 4 describes the process of seeking research participants. It is about data 

collection through survey one and through a follow-up survey as an evaluation of preliminary 

findings from Survey One. Chapter 4 provides tables of statistical procedures to be used to assert 

the sub-questions leading to answering the two research questions of the study. This chapter 

provides graphical illustrations of each result pertinent to the research questions. It provides the 

results in a two-column format where the written report of the insights gained for the research 

question through sub-questions is on the left side of the statistical graphical information.  

Chapter 5 presents the conclusion of the thesis research. This chapter discusses the 

beneficiaries of the research as three distinct broad categories of audiences. Each bringing a 

different set of interest into the benefits of the research. Chapter 5 discusses the key drivers of 

the rural vision shared through the surveys and the key rural elements expressed for the future of 

rural Ontario. It attempts to connect these research findings to the theories and framework 

discussed in the literature review. Chapter 5 summarizes the expansion of the shared rural vision 

research through summative perspectives of the conceptual framework of the theories discussed 

in the review of the literature. The focus is on the aspects of the summative reports of the results, 

findings, and their limitations. This chapter informs about follow-up research and community 

activities that this study may inspire or provoke. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 
 

Changes, occurring in rural Ontario as in any community, affect both the individual and the 

community. This research uses Anyaegbunam et al.’s, (2004) Participatory Rural 

Communication Appraisal principles with the Project Logic Model (PLM) and its evaluation 

model based on the change theory approach that identifies critical incidents of new behaviours / 

perspectives. The Performance Measurement Framework (PMF) was used to explore 

relationships of the changes proposed by individual participants and those common within 

communities of the participants. Participants were selected from any of the 241 lower-tier rural 

municipalities’ population. They were invited to participate in identifying priorities for a shared 

vision framework for their rural Ontario.  

This research is on the collection of respondents’ inputs of their perceived needs of their 

rurality for their rural community to benefit from a better rural future. The research used a 

feedback loop process for respondents to evaluate and confirm primary results. This research 

studied the emerging priorities using two in-depth online surveys with participants sampled 

within a self-selection process, as rural adult Ontarians fluent in English, living in a rural 

community within any of the 241 rural lower-tier municipalities. This outcome of the research 

focuses on identify key priorities and how these priorities could be mobilized to enhance rural 

futures.  

2.1 Shared Vision, Sustainability, and Capacity Building 
 

Every now and then a different term emerges, with its own budding epistemology, to 

indicate our discovery for a relief or a cure for any of our humanly created socio-economic and 

cultural malaise.  Such a word allows us to point a finger at a symptom, that may have been 

growing before our own eyes for generations, but now has become unbearable. At times the 
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symptom appears unmanageable from our well-cherished worldview/assumption/belief. In this 

case, the term shared vision is a clearly and literally understood term, which offers the ethical 

lenses within the conceptual framework of sustainability, capacity development, change, and 

self-determination theories. Rural Ontario’s economic and resource depletion have become too 

accentuated for rural Ontarians to remain dormant. Its diverse impacts are becoming more 

poignant than before and therefore, drawing attention, dialogs, funds, and projects into rural 

communities more than ever. Nguyen & Wells (2018) explained that: “Rural communities often 

witness the poverty, vulnerability, isolation, and powerlessness that prevent rural people from 

reaching a state of well-being” (p. 156). 

A flurry of government funded projects, in response to rural crises, create questions about 

the purpose of government funds disbursed. Rural citizens, for the most part, continue to live 

with their socioeconomic lacks and concerns despite the impact of funds disbursed by 

OMAFRA. The Minister still questions the impact of these funds for creating a more desirable 

reality for rural citizens. His concerns are focused on whether the funds act like a symphony 

complementing the rural situation for better wellbeing or just sustaining unharmonized 

orchestrations of projects in the rural landscape. Furthermore, the Minister expresses his 

concerns about the use of these funds in relation to their purpose and the impact they have in 

limiting citizens’ better rurality. The desirable symphony can be related to the capacity of a 

community to become successful through the full use of its own capacity (Banyai, 2010a). 

Banyai further notes that capacity-building strategies of a community are often revealed by its 

policy structures, their conceptualization, and their potential in the community’s prosperity. 

Banyai (2010b) and Mendis-Millard and Reed (2007) anticipate that this challenge can be 

overcome through participatory governance and community capacity assessment with 
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community members as they are the advocates for sharing the formulation and implementation 

of policies on poverty alleviation. Nonetheless, these authors reiterate the importance to use 

inclusive adaptive reflective practices, which can open further access to community capacity and 

enhance capacity building itself.      

This literature review argues that though shared vision has become such a term for the 

common time, its practice and impact date back to pre-colonization era where Indigenous 

populations took decisions through the input of a council for the common good of their people 

and Mother Earth. Today, there is a shift to become more conscious of the impact of the 

economic challenges at hand and the funds to stimulate a new rural reality by rural Ontarians. 

Shared vision is more than an ‘in-term’. It is for our current rural realities, the need for rural 

communities to pull together to become more attractive.  

The call to draw a shared vision from rural Ontarians has warranted focus. The impact of a 

lack of a shared vision will continue to cause disconcerted rural economic development and an 

anomaly on the part of the provincial government in its ability to answer to the accountability 

challenge of rural development projects. The path taken to explore the concept of shared vision 

in this context leads to the dimension inherent of a shared vision. For this, sustainability, 

capacity development/building, motivation, community asset-based development, feedback 

management, and collaboration are considered fundamental to the formulation and the 

implementation of a rural community shared vision. Therefore, inputs from the literature will be 

brought forth about the fundamental elements cited above within the perspective of a shared 

vision for a rural reality to become more capable of securing the lifestyle and economic 

conditions that are desirable more than ever before. 
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This chapter brings to light the elements that stimulate a shared vision to sprout and be 

expected to be implemented within a sustainable framework. According to Yates (2012), 

“Sustainability has become a word of our time” to encompass a wide range of advocacy and 

application, which includes “everything from sustainable economic development to sustainable 

architectural design and city planning, fashion and apparel, energy, farming, education, 

healthcare, and so on” (n.p.). A shared vision emerged from a locality to bring focus and effort 

for a common good and the wellbeing of citizens of rural places in Ontario. From this 

assumption, a shared vision is place-based. Through the process of sharing hopes, perspectives 

and use of funds, community members may awaken their perceptions for a better rural future. In 

the sharing process, motivation is sustained and has sparked their creativity, needs for change, 

self-determination, and capacity to take on new thoughts for their community shared vision for a 

better future to sprout. According to Rigby and Ryan (2018), community members are the 

human resources of their localities for as they engage in rural economic development projects, 

practical benefits are gained by both the community and its members. Accountability of funds 

becomes a community activity that benefits the rural community citizens more so than 

provincially elected officials.  

This chapter considers shared vision connected with sustainability as supported by Yates 

(2012). It views shared vision as intertwined with three spheres of sustainability as being the 

core of the UN Agenda 21. Yates’ (2012) sustainability dimensions of planet, prosperity, and 

people are perceived as mingled with the three Es of development: environment, ethics, and 

economy. Sustainability and shared vision can be seen as interdependent for socio-economic and 

cultural development. Yates shares the definition of sustainability using that of the Brundtland 

Report (1988) by echoing the affirmation of sustainability as being “development that meets the 
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needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs” (Yates, 2012, n.p.). Furthermore, Yates (2012) observed that sustainability has also 

become a goal in business circles in their effort to withstand competition and be viable in the 

long run. However, Yates (2012) warns about the politicization of sustainability where such a 

concept is laced with the pursuit of economic growth for the purpose of dismissing rural 

economic stagnation at the expense of socio-cultural and ecological values. This perspective may 

provoke a dialectic confusion between economic variables and social justice issues (i.e., 

community, education, equity, inclusivity, health, resources, wellbeing, and quality of life) when 

social justice is overshadowed by (i.e., the bottom-line and cash flow) the pursuit of profit 

(Wanamaker, n.d.). 

This study considers sustainability, capacity development, change, and self-determination 

theories as main threads of the fabric of a community shared vision. This research holds the 

belief that the pursuit of a shared vision is provoked by our human ability to seek to compensate 

for the failure of our community resources to facilitate our enjoyment of a quality of life 

equitable to that of the urbanists. The discussion aims at balancing the rural with what it takes for 

a rural community to thrive and master progress in a sustainable way. That is, by being resilient 

in preserving the rural culture as an authentic niche. As rural shared vision is the conglomeration 

of the desirables of a community situated in a place and within idiosyncratic conditions, shared 

vision, just like sustainability, can be seen holding “… cultural significance … [connected] to the 

mounting scrutiny and doubt now facing the master terms of modern progress” (Yates, 2012, 

n.p.). This study offers a review of the literature on the socio-cultural, psychological, ecological, 

and economic aspects which would influence the creation, implementation, and evolution of a 

rural community shared vision. 
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Mendis-Millard and Reed (2007), Banyai (2010a), Yates (2012), and Wanamaker (n.d.) 

informed that when communities are not sustaining their economy, human, and asset-based 

resources overtime, they come to question their own assumptions about their abilities/capacities 

to create progress/growth and to enjoy a better state of wellbeing. The collectivity of these 

communities has been to hold onto their undesirable status quo while the world around them 

evolved and moved on to new limits. The communities may come to realize that their 

terminology and concepts cannot provide them with the new expressions/perspectives to apply 

to, or to dialogue about their current reality within this new world. Furthermore, there seems to 

exist a gap between them, their situations, and their needs.  In some cases, as shared at the 

OGRA Conference 2019, what-so-ever answers they may hold for the challenge at hand, are 

most likely part of the problem they are facing and may even seem to be far removed from their 

desired solution. In as much, Wals and van der Leij (2009), shared “Einstein’s observation that 

we cannot solve today’s problems with the same kind of thinking that led to these problems in 

the first place, holds true even more today” (p. 17) in the aforementioned context.  

As such, holding Lauzon’s (2013) perspectives, not only that these rural communities have 

lost pace and frame of reference with the rest of the world, but also their worldviews have not 

evolved within the contextual rhythm of the world around them. According to Sterling (2009), 

this embraces the examination of the underlying beliefs and worldview of the western mind’s 

culture. Sterling and Lauzon present “social learning as a cultural shift” – that is, the necessity 

and possibility for a deep change for achieving a shared worldview by community members. 

These authors informed that if community “members are to [manifest] the transition towards a 

more livable and sustainable world [much] workable options remain” to be implemented 

(Sterling, 2009, p. 63). Both authors stress the need for a strong shift away from the modernism 
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era to move towards a “relational, ecological, or participative consciousness appropriate to…  

[our new] deeply interconnected world … based on participation, appreciation, self-organization, 

equity, and justice” (Sterling, 2009, p. 63). Within this context, Sterling purported that the new 

worldview emerges from social learning at a cultural and global level, centred around critical 

self-awareness and cultural evolution. In this case social learning is intentional learning, which 

“emphasizes the quality of life, human solidarity, and a strong ecological sensibility” (Sterling, 

2009, p. 63).         

The new worldview contains the organic elements of the Indigenous cultures concerned 

with all living systems including everything, like humans, as part of a whole with dynamic 

conditions in the now and the future. The new worldview is not only organic, but participative, 

co-evolutive, and inclusive of all living systems while valuing the relationships with Mother 

Earth and evolving from sustainable social learning rather than formal instructions. Sterling 

(2009) presents a persuasive agreement dismissing social learning from the dogmatic context. He 

has discovered that it emerges from individuals’ and groups’ personal ways of deriving meaning 

from their actions and those of others. The author informs that social learning provides 

coherence to and supports interpretations and actions appropriate to local cultures and 

conditions, while echoing the ecological principle of diversity in unity. To that, Sterling 

purported Ackoff’s (1999) view to affirm that, “an ecological worldview yields many different 

views of the same thing, and the same view of many different things” to confirm that this 

ecological worldview nurtures a level of “consciousness that is both connective and collective” 

(p. 79). Nonetheless, Sterling (2009) still questions the capability of social learning to transcend 

the dominant social current to cause a strong shift to sustainability across the globe. However, he 
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professes that, “Sustainable change and sustainable social learning derives from engagement, 

reflection, and self-critique, rather than instruction.” (Sterling, 2009, p. 79).  

Yet, Yates (2012) cautions about sustainability which could create a “picture of thrift and 

thriving” (n.p.). Based on the assumptions of the relationships of these conditions, the 

community can, then, conceive their “new normal” as characterized by “scarcity or abundance.” 

Consequently, Yates informed that within our “dominant economic ethic, … [we] vacillate 

uncertainly between scarcity and abundance” (n.p.). After all, the challenge in creating a shared 

rural vision is that of a community which is confronted with holding a vision that provides for 

sustaining sustainability! Yates (2012) shared that we, as community members, “Are aware of 

the risks and the cost associated with the ways we have tried to formulate and implement a 

compelling picture of thrift and thriving both at home and globally” (n.p.). Therefore, the 

challenge can be seen to nest within the dichotomy between the worldview needed to manifest a 

shared vision and the worldview that is gated by the status quo and habitual, knowing that their 

hope is to develop as a thriving community to some uncertain future. Many communities like 

Tumby Bay in Australia, as per Tabart et al., (2001) study, lose their momentum to become 

unable to sustain their efforts to evolve into a full-circle change; or manifest a policy 

development instead of retracting their involvement; and resigning to compromising their 

collective, and individual capacities by returning to their known state of poverty despite their 

awareness of it being still undesirable (Tabart et al., 2001, n.p.). 

Tabart et al. (2001) confirmed that the Tumby Bay community’s shared vision is not 

favourable to the wellbeing of its citizens. Their shared vision is set to leave a community that is 

sustained by poverty for the future generations. The latter will not be able to meet their needs in 

that locality and within the collectivity. It failed to meet the global objectives within the World 
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Commission on Environment and Development (WCED, 1987, p. 8). Though Seghezzo (2009) 

informed that, “Sustainability could be better understood in terms of ‘Place’, ‘Permanence’, and 

‘Persons’. The author informs that Place contains the three dimensions of space, Permanence is 

the fourth dimension of time, and the Persons category represents a fifth, human dimension” (p. 

539). Seghezzo (2009) argued for a sustainable framework that is “more inclusive, plural and 

useful” to develop policies that would nurture sustainability. Seghezzo’s most forthright 

deliberation on the aspect of inclusion of the economic dimension of sustainability infers that 

such dimension is, to some extent, “Incompatible with the long-term thinking required to attain 

inter-generational justice” (p. 544). The author presents the dichotomy between the use of the 

cost-benefits analysis tools, limitations, and feasibility of resource allocation to evaluate the 

feasibility of projects. These challenges are rooted into assumptions. This incompatibility is 

rooted in the lack of provision for special and temporal limits. 

Seghezzo (2009) informed that because: “Operational tools such as sustainability 

indicators are usually defined only in economic, environmental, and social terms … A paradigm 

based only on those aspects will most likely be unable to understand and explain, let alone solve, 

these problems. The increasing centrality of a globalized economy in the relationships between 

nature and culture has also undermined the importance of specific locations, landscapes, or 

‘places’ as critical components of sustainability” (p. 546). The key point from Seghezzo is that 

sustainability is intertwined with personal happiness distinctive of location. He relates failures of 

sustainable development to lack of constructive attitudes which he describes as: “the security, 

well-being, and very survival of the planet” (Seghezzo, 2009, p. 547). His emphasis is on the 

place where people attach their sense of belonging and identity to connecting to generational 

culture. Place is given the strength of an axis where the individual has a location in relation to 
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their surroundings, where they would feel grounded within their environment and their universe. 

It is where knowledge from the new world benefits from the wisdom of the elders from prior 

generations. That would be the point of delineation of a new worldview. Furthermore, Seghezzo 

(2009) argues that, “individuals and society play different roles in the pursuit of sustainability” 

(p. 551).   

The expectation that sustainability may be enjoyed with time is vague and appears to 

differ, based on the perspectives of the beholders as that of the local leaders, presumed as 

stakeholders, or that of the parachuted leader as the expatriates/external technician and still that 

of the assumed beneficiaries in the anonymity of the Indigenous/locals/nationals. However, 

Mensah and Casadevall (2019) purported the meaning of sustainable development (SD) as it 

relates to thinking and actions. These authors conclude and argue that “sustainable development 

centres around inter- and intragenerational equity” (p.1). This dimension of equity is seen as 

sprouting from place- and asset-based development but, is rooted in human development. 

Distinctively, Mensah and Casadevall state that “the entire issue of sustainable development 

centres around inter- and intragenerational equity anchored essentially on three-dimensional 

distinct but interconnected pillars, namely the environment, economy, and society” (p. 1). 

Furthermore, they also stressed that “sustainability seeks to prioritize and integrate social, 

environmental and economic models in addressing human challenges in a manner that will 

continually be beneficial to human” (Mensah and Casadevall, 2019, p. 5). Notably, Mensah and 

Enu-Kwesi (2018) relate sustainability to planned “recursive interactions among key actors in 

the economy” (p.1).  Mitigating the risk of SD becoming a ‘fashionable rhetoric’ that no-one is 

able to define, recognize, or implement with ‘precision and exactitude’, Mensah and Enu-Kwesi 

affirms “research and innovation as established in and in practice as critical drivers of economic 
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growth” (p. 3). They inform that research and innovation must be accompanied by networking, 

collaboration, and entrepreneurship. Meanwhile, Seghezzo emphasizes on the concept that: 

“Space, time, and human aspects are not independent from each other and interact in complex 

ways. In fact, … [He conceptualizes the] use of space and time …[as] important cornerstones of 

people’s cultural identity” (Seghezzo, 2009, p. 552). In conclusion, Seghezzo (2009), Mensah 

and Casadevall (2019), Mensah and Enu-Kwesi (2018), Yates (2012), Banyai (2010), Mendis-

Millard and Reed (2007), and Wanamaker, (n.d.) inform that sustainability gravitates towards the 

concretion of the ecosystem specially as it relates to human resources development, conservation 

of a progressive culture, and people participation. Mensah and Casadeval (2019) conclude that, 

“Sustainable Development cannot be achieved through isolated initiatives, but rather integrated 

efforts at various levels, comprising social, environmental and economic aspects [as it] thrives on 

the commitment of people and so in order to translate the concept into action, public 

participation should be increased” (p. 15). Whereas Hansmann, Mieg, and Frischknecht (2012) 

insist on the need to strive for “positive energies in sustainability-oriented decision making” (p. 

451). In-as-much, they affirmed that, “sustainability-oriented projects, measures, products, or 

processes … can contribute to the simultaneous achievement of these goals” mostly as it relates 

to the field of energy (p. 458).  

Mendes-Millard and Reed (2007), Banyai (2010), Wals and van der Leij (2009), and 

Hansmann, Mieg, and Frischknecht (2012), assure that the change needed to improve lifestyle 

and basic services in a community will come through the involvement not only of the state, but 

mostly from the stakeholders of a community. Hence, these authors, claimed that “Community 

capacity can be conceptualized further as both a process and an outcome of intervention 

strategies” (p. 84). They further informed that capacity acts as a catalyst to build local policy 
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structures while strengthening the “social capital” as the community exerts greater attributes to 

achieve more, and as the community recognizes and accesses their local resources to achieve 

their objectives for their community. Banyai (2010), in a case study on community capacity 

building and local policy in Pagudpud in the Philippines, offered the acronym “SCOR” as a way 

to remember the attributes or characteristics of community capacity. She invites all interventions 

and policies to be formulated around these attributes of community capacity, promoting shared 

vision manifestations. 

Sense of Community: feeling of belonging knowing that each one matters to one another and 
to the entire collectivity. Banyai (2010) purported Miller,1992 affirming that this attribute 
fosters the development of characteristics of community capacity. 
Commitment is the feeling that means community members see themselves a stakeholder, 
willing to act and participate in community activities. 
Objectives: ability to set and achieve identified community issues and desires; and to develop 
strategies, gather resources, and bring favourable solutions. A community has capacity where 
it achieves goals by visible manifestations. Banyai stressed that a community that translates its 
commitment into actions, has capacity. 
Resource recognition and access. Banyai reported that economic, human, physical, and 
political resources are community assets. The author stressed that there are many ways to 
access and exploit community’s resources for asset-based development. 

Table 0.1 SCOR – An acronym to remember the attributes for community capacity (Banyai, 2010, p.122)  

 
Lauzon (2013) informs that “belief, … [is like] capacity development [which] is an 

expression of an emerging worldview” (p. 251). A community shares its worldview through the 

contextualization of their day-to-day lives. Lauzon explained that a community’s worldview is 

fluid and evolves to meet the challenges of the day or to sustain the status quo. However, Lauzon 

affirms that community worldview gives background to a community’s assumption. As such, it 

“facilitates the organization of language, thoughts, perceptions and ultimately actions” (p. 251-

252). As a community questions and challenges their worldview, they are pulling together from 

the same breath to share their new vision of their community. Lauzon further shared that where a 

community engages in analyzing their worldview, they are “to transform it, and in transforming 
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their reality, [they] too are transformed” (p. 253). They bring forth the desired community 

experiences that are valuable life enhancing opportunities. 

2.2 Elements of Collaboration, Concept, and Application 
 

Tabart, Fulton, and Clark (2001) reviewed nine distinct studies from different researchers 

from around the world on collaboration: Ballyhoura, Ireland; Kerala, India; Colorado, USA; 

Kane, USA; Tumby Bay, South Australia; London, Canada; Derwent Valley, Tasmania; and 

Western, Australia. Tabart et al. (2001) deducted that through collaboration and community 

economic development, success was highly related to the resources available in the community, 

the experience, and skills of those involved, and the local organizers’ motivational spirit. 

Communities that reported to have experienced success were noted as such because of the 

beneficial impacts experienced by their citizens. Tabart et al. (2001) identify the apparent causes 

for success but did not analyze the research in relation to any conceptual framework. The lack of 

connection or the communication of the results to relate theories hinders the study the 

opportunity to weigh in the aspects, causes, and resources that would have made the research 

experience possible to be emulated or just rendered it teachable.  

Informing the state of a success does not necessarily make it useful to another community. 

Because knowing the results of a community does not make it applicable to the enhancement of 

capacity development of its members. Furthermore, the authors reported the Canadian 

experience among the successful ones for they stayed on task and have set a legacy whereas that 

of the Tasmanian among the non-successful ones as they have aborted their own vision and 

abandoned their collaborative efforts. Mindfully, they stated that: “things have been bad — 

they’re still bad — but we’re coping” (Tabart et al., 2001, p. 12). The same feelings invaded the 

minds of Derwent Valley, Tasmania. Though “during the initial phase of the rural crisis, … [ 
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they have] achieved positive outcomes for the community”. After 18 months, their challenges 

which were “Shop closures, job losses, … drought, …” became overwhelming symptoms of 

their known poverty and enough to drown their vision (Tabart et al., 2001, p. 19). It seems that 

community’s environmental factors took precedence. Tabart et al. (2001) reported the expressed 

symptoms that brought communities to be unsuccessful. The report seems to leave readers 

seeking for insights into the challenges for undressing success for some and not for others. 

The reader of a review may be seeking concepts or a different narrative to enhance 

comprehension and adaptability, which could add layers to the known and enrich comprehension 

of the causes and discussions. Analyzing Tabart et al.’s (2001) review in the light of the work of 

Deci and Ryan (1994) on Self-Determination Theory (SDT), the Tumby Bay’s motivation for 

community development came from a newspaper editorial publicly exposing the reality of their 

community’s socio-economic challenges/crises. The article, written and published by an 

outsider, became a motivating force. As explained by Ryan and Deci (2000), this kind of 

motivation is driven by external forces, regulated by the experience of great shame. They were 

extrinsically motivated to undo what tainted their community’s reputation for so long. They are 

faced with external factors driving long-term multifaceted burdensome internal problems. Using 

Ryan and Deci (2000), it seems that being extrinsically motivated to save one’s community 

under external forces, when sprung from any part outside the community, is not sustainable.   

Within SDT, Ryan and Deci (2000) present the attainment of social development and well-

being as facilitated, energized, and promoted via intrinsic motivation. Therefore, it seems logical 

that the Tumby Bay community's lost momentum and all their other challenges could well be 

associated with the absence or the lack of intrinsic motivation. Based on the SDT framework, the 

purpose to save the community’s socio-economic wellness had to emerge from one of their 
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members rather than from an outsider. The loss of momentum and acceptance of the bad 

situation were not just because of the lack resources, experience, and skills available in the 

community. The motivational spirit of those involved in the development project and the local 

organizers as suggested by Tabart et al. (2001) were not up to par. Examining the roots of the 

motivation, internal or external brings in the SDT conceptual framework. Deci and Ryan (1994) 

would inform differently. It seems then, that when the motivator is intrinsic or self-regulated, 

self-determination appears to be the most important factor for success and the reverse is also 

true. Whereas the reverse of Tabart et al. (2001), this concept seems to be true consistently.  

The locus of control in the case of Tumby Bay and Tasmania was outside the communities 

and their members. Jeffreys and Munn (1996), authors of the Tumby Bay study, concluded that: 

“those communities which lack a sense of hope or vision will find it difficult to respond to the 

challenges which the present situation brings out. The challenge is certainly difficult, but not 

impossible” (p. 5). From Jeffreys and Munn’s (1996) perspectives, the critical factor in this 

initial success can be attributed to the anxiety and despair experienced by the community in 

response to the public embarrassment about their rural crisis and its associated socio-economic 

impacts. Jeffreys and Munn, by relating the motivational factor of the community to their deep 

shame, rather than to their lack of skills and resources like Tabart et al. (2001), seems to also 

perceive the motivator as extrinsic as Ryan and Deci (2000). External motivators are short lived. 

They are not sustainable according to Ryan and Deci’s SDT framework, which informs to the 

contrary of Tabart et al. (2001). The basic tenets of SDT, according to Deci et al. (1994) is that 

only intrinsic motivation facilitates and sustains social development, and well-being. 

Collaboration in local development initiatives, reviewed by Tabart, Fulton, and Clark, (2001), 

informed that community collaboration has the power to successfully impact on community 
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economic development in proportion to the community’s resourcefulness. This conclusion is 

highly appropriate for those of Tabart et al. (2001) that have been reported as successful, while 

the reverse seems to be erroneous for those communities lacking stamina and capacity to meet 

their initial desirable success. Tabart et al. (2001) alluded to collaboration as synonymous to 

shared vision. This seems to expose a misrepresentation of both concepts. While shared vision is 

sustained through communication and collaboration, collaboration does not necessitate a shared 

vision.  

Using Tabart et al. (2001), collaboration with a project/service can be subservient to the 

shame of being known as poor, like in the case of the Tumby Bay, Australia and Derwent 

Valley, Tasmania. The members of these aforesaid communities participated but were not 

invested into the purpose nor in the results of the projects. On the other hand, the engaged 

stakeholder and beneficiary took the ownership of the project as in the London (Canada), 

Ballyhoura (Ireland), and Kane (USA) cases have caused their work to impact positively on the 

betterment of their communities and left a legacy through policy development. With the help of 

SDT narrative from Deci et al. (1994), Brown and Ryan (2003), Deci and Ryan (2008), in cases 

where success was encountered and sustained their motivation was internal while resources, 

leadership of tasks, and reliance for success were internally energized and directed. This view 

reflects a position presented by Tabart et al. (2001) whose argument lies on the shared 

commitment to a vision of development among the members within their communities.  

Notably, activities propelled by a shared vision trigger mindfulness and ownership, 

whereas those supported by collaboration do not nurture engaged participation strung in mindful 

ownership. This can be observed and interpreted from the Tabart et al. (2001) research. The main 

aim of these studies was to stimulate economic development as per the Canadian case in London, 
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Ontario. The actions were controlled by local people. Anticipated successes were met and 

measured as benefits of sustainable development using asset- and place-based resources. Local 

people were the leaders in control over their decisions for intentional community change. This 

demonstrates that locally led development activities are best championed by external agencies 

but directed by local leaders. As supported by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) (1999) and Tabart et al. (2001), the provision of assistance and resources 

to individual communities can be beneficial where there is facilitation, rather than a duplication 

of a successful experience from one locality to another. 

The use of the concept of shared vision and that of collaboration seems to have been 

misconstrued and misused by Tabart et al. (2001). The experience in London, Canada, as 

highlighted by Micak and Roberts (1994), was done through dialogues and “strategic decision-

making” activities which came to define their “collective vision” for their city (n.p.). The 

community owned their vision and anchored it into city planning documents that would ensure 

its possible future realization. The London, Colorado, West Australia, Ballyhoura, and Kane 

experiences were managed by and within each of the communities. They have experienced 

success as they have accomplished what they have set out to do. Participants of these 

communities received, according to their needs, the trainings to advance to their goals. These are 

supported by Kincaid & Knop (1992), who state that: “CRRP [Colorado Rural Revitalization 

Project - 1988-1991] focused on delivery of leadership training and technical assistance and 

provided a programmatic framework for delivery of research and educational information to 

rural areas” (p.1) as the core axis of success.   

The Colorado project was not achieved through a process of establishing a shared vision, 

but rather through community collaboration, capacity development, and communication. The 
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Tasmanian, Tumby Bay, and South Australia examples flirted with success, but anchored in their 

environmental and capacity challenges. In these later cases, the process seems to have been 

influenced more by outside agencies rather than being led by local capacity. Notwithstanding, in 

situations of success or failure, Jeffreys and Munn (1996) reported committee members 

affirming their “major achievement…[as] uniting the community and thereby creating a positive 

feeling” (p. 3). As Jeffreys and Munn (1996) reported, the community members’ frame of mind 

and agreement came with an undeniable realization that: “the rural crisis is not over, [and they 

have developed a] somewhat stoic acceptance of the current conditions” (p. 12). Despite the 

initial determination which brought the Tumby Bay community to pull together, they entertained 

delegating their activities to external agencies because they lost their self-confidence. Jeffreys 

and Munn (1996) reported that the community became satisfied with “community's survival … 

[through the] integrity and persistence of its people. They have … hope in the face of despair” 

(p. 13). In parallel with the Colorado and London cases, the Tasmania and Tumby Bay used 

community collaboration and communication to inform their shared perception for their limited 

success.   

The Tumby Bay community represented the vision laid out for the expected realization for 

their members (see Table 2.2). These members chose the easiest path through the energy to 

delegate the responsibility for the delivery of their plan to external agencies. They abandoned the 

goal to change their conditions and returned to the familiar. The lesson learnt for this research 

would be to have a built-in framework to nurture, monitor, and promote a place-based 

momentum as rooted into Ryan and Deci’s (2000) SDT and the facilitation of intrinsic 

motivation, social development, and well-being. Relating to the SDT and the facilitation of 

intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being, Ryan and Deci (2000) insist on the 
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vital importance of these “three innate psychological needs—competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness … [which] when satisfied, yield enhanced self-motivation” (p. 1). The Tumby Bay 

and Tasmanian communities reported to have lost momentum. Hill (1937) notes losing 

momentum could be understood as to say that the community has “drifted away” from the gate 

of their desires. They have quit by neglecting the desire to continue their plan. They have left the 

path to achieve success. Caught in the web of poverty, the communities have stopped thinking 

for themselves. They have started to believe and recondition their mind that they are not holders 

of the resources and knowledge needed to realize or direct the manifestation of their own 

community-designed plan. They used the environmental local habits to be satisfied by just 

coping with those conditions that were and remained ‘bad’ (Jeffreys & Munn, 1996). Hill (1937, 

1938) associate this choice of behavior with poverty mentality to accept their minimum gain as 

enough. The Tumby Bay plan drawn in 1992, if edited today to reflect inclusive values, could 

still be current for what various communities could be envisioning and still desire for their 

present place-based environment. Jeffreys and Munn (1996) revealed the robust Tumby Bay 

community plan as exhibited in the Table 2.2. 
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Table 0.2: The Tumby Bay Community Development Plan  

2.3 Self-Determination Theory 
 

Revisiting the Tumby Bay community through the lenses of SDT according to Deci and 

Ryan (2008, 2009), the understanding of the dynamics at play for that community or their 
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members become clearer. Through their abandonment of their development project, they 

compromised their community wellness in exchange for maintaining the undesired status quo of 

their on-going poverty and misery. The Tumby Bay community was primarily moved by 

“controlled motivation” where the option to initiate change was regulated by a newspaper 

editorial. The editorial served for the community members as the “function of external 

contingencies of reward or punishment, … [which have become] partially internalized and is 

energized by factors such as an approval motive, avoidance of shame, contingent self-esteem, 

and ego-involvements” (Deci & Ryan, 2008, p. 182). Jeffreys and Munn (1996) inform about the 

community and Deci and Ryan’s SDT affirm that motivated under pressure through shame as per 

the Tumby Bay, community members can be directly motivated to change their location’s 

reputation. However, it was short lived as persistence and maintenance of the desired “change 

towards healthier choice is challenged”. To that effect, Deci and Ryan (2008) reported that 

apparent motivation process as observed in SDT is also “non-conscious” (p.183). Therefore, one 

could be curious to know whether the Tumby Bay members were non-conscious when they 

opted to settle for the known, which is the “bad”.  

Deci et al. (1994), Brown and Ryan (2003), and Deci and Ryan (2008) note the 

development of autonomous functioning “depends on awareness which is an interested 

attention… to what is happening within and around oneself” (Deci and Ryan, 2008, p. 184). SDT 

is a theory, which informs through observations and experiments about behaviours in the field of 

motivation, development, and wellness. Deci et al. (2017) define “self-determination theory as a 

macro theory of human motivation that evolves from research on intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations and expanded to include research on work organizations and other domains of life” 

(p. 19). In making connections with SDT, Tabart et al. (2001) would have brought other 
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perspectives to the discussion for understanding the results of each community within the 

condition of the resource of each place. It could be seen that the Tumby Bay community 

members’ failure to stay on course for the better rather than running back to the familiar ‘bad,’ 

was caused by lack of vitality. Within the conceptual framework of the SDT, Deci and Ryan 

(2008) describe vitality as “the energy that is available to the self. It is an exhilarating and 

empowering energy. The energy which allows people to act more autonomously and persist 

more at important activities” (p. 184). On the other hand, Deci et al. (2017) demonstrate the 

relevance of SDT to the community via a workplace research:  

The distinction between autonomous motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation and fully 
internalized extrinsic motivation) and controlled motivation (i.e., externally and 
internally controlled extrinsic motivation), as well as the postulate that all 
employees have three basic psychological needs—for competence, autonomy, and 
relatedness—the satisfaction of which promotes autonomous motivation, high-
quality performance, and wellness (p. 19).  
 
SDT is highly concerned with motivation types, conscious and unconscious. Deci and 

Ryan (2008) promote: “autonomous motivation, controlled motivation, and a-motivation as 

predictors of performance, relational, and well-being outcomes” (p. 182). Deci and Ryan give 

added value to the social conditions which enhances, rather than diminishing these types of 

motivation. Furthermore, Deci and Ryan (2008) are concerned with the correlation between 

“basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness” (Deci et al., 2008, p. 

182). Their theory of self-determination emphasizes the differential relationship of intrinsic 

versus extrinsic life goals to “performance and psychological health.” Deci and Ryan present 

SDT as also relatable to mindfulness and vitality to its integration in applied fields such as: 

“work, relationships, parenting, education, virtual environments, sport, sustainability, health 

care, and psychotherapy” (p. 182). SDT naturally impacts the individual, family, community, 

and consequently the capacity/ability of a community to pursue and manifest development, 
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regression, or simply to render attraction to, or abandon their community. Building on the SDT 

framework, shared visions need to respond to the needs and capacity of each community, 

otherwise it is as worthless as the paper on which it is printed. Deci et al. (1994) posit “that when 

the social context supports self-determination, integration tends to occur, whereas when the 

context does not support self-determination, introjection tends to occur” (p.119) rather than 

integration.  

Shared visions are best implemented where the social context has been supported to 

acquire the basic elements for success to take roots. Communities seeking to use a shared vision 

as a skeleton to flesh out their community values and visions would need to first validate and 

strengthen their community’s foundation for success. As in Tabart, et al. (2001) and Micak and 

Roberts (1994), the London community exhibited the intrinsic motivation type. Their activities 

were internally regulated. They are reported to have mobilized and integrated their local 

resources to reach success and leave a legacy through municipal documents of their vision in 

order to ensure its continuous implementation.  

In an earlier study, Deci et al. (1994) posit that within self-determination, there are two 

types of internalization. First is the introjection which avails individuals naturally internalizing 

the uninteresting. Through self-regulated activities, they introject their “core sense of self’ into 

the unwanted. They then become assimilated within by outside regulations. The second type of 

internalization occurs in the integration of self-regulation in the choice of behaviours and 

through the determinativeness of actions.   

The development of autonomy, self-regulation, and self-determinativeness are shown to be 

a natural organismic integration process that can interact with the social context. Deci et al. 

(1994) demonstrated that in cases where the  
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social context provides needed nutriments such as support for self-determination, 
the integration process will function optimally, whereas when the social context 
fails to provide the needed support for self-determination, the organismic process 
will not function optimally, and introjection will result” (p. 139).  
 

Within this context, in advocating for social changes or new social expectations and within a 

shared vision creation or implementation, being mindful of the need to nurture and to hone the 

capacity to develop self-determination, autonomy, and integrated intrinsic motivation will be the 

anchors to manifest and sustain success. Deci et al. (1994) shared that social contexts and 

internalization are impacted by interpersonal factors which they referred to as “autonomy 

support,” an important element in “promoting internalization and self-determination” (p. 123). 

Furthermore, Deci et al. (1994) state there is evidence to suggest  

that self-determined regulation is associated with more positive attributes than 
controlling regulations. For example, self-determination has been linked to greater 
creativity …, more cognitive flexibility …, less anxiety …, enhanced achievement 
…, higher level of satisfaction …, and better physical and psychological health (p. 
140).  

 
Within this framework, the promotion of “integration and self-determination rather than 

introjection and internally controlling regulation” becomes primordial (Deci et al., 1994, p. 140). 

The starting point for successful integration or implementation of a shared vision within a rural 

community aims at undertaking meaningful, integrated, and resilient socio-economic 

development (Deci et al., 1994).  

2.4 Shared Vision: Concept, Process, Indicators, and Impact  
 

The practice of sharing ideas and perspectives, for doing good to others, self, or 

community transmutes into community relationships between participants, encourages self-

sufficiency, sharing in decision making, skills sharing, and more. The awareness of self and 

community needs can have transformational effects on members and their communities working 

on a common good, which defines their shared vision. Boyatzis and Khawaja (2014), through the 
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intentional change theory, demonstrate the impact of this process in the same way that positive 

participation creates and strengthens shared vision. This seems to connect relevant meanings to 

appreciate the dynamism of London, Ontario’s community members that led to the success 

reported by Tabart et al. (2001) and Micak and Roberts (1994). However, these authors took a 

unitary disciplinary approach to their discoveries. It appears that the reader would be missing 

connections to other discourses that could have ignited other perspectives and relatedness. Using 

Boyatzis and Khawaja (2014) to appreciate Tabart et al. (2001) and Micak and Roberts (1994) 

allows for an added focus for the reader to capture the multilevel interventions reported by 

Tabart et al. and Micak and Roberts. Like in the London, Ontario and Kane, USA, they informed 

that leaders emerged, and many roles were fulfilled.  

Notwithstanding, Tabart et al.’s discussion could have been enriched by authors emerging 

from Dr. Akhtar Hameed Khan's 1950 work, which postulate that: “Successful rural 

development programmes depend more on ideas, leadership and appropriate strategies than 

money” (Tabart et al., 2001, p. viii). Malik (1998) and Uphoff et al. (1998) stressed that: “The 

point made throughout is that the management of resources is more important than the source of 

funds” (Uphoff et al., 1998, n.p.). Notably, Malik (1998) added to Uphoff, et al., (1998) by 

emphasizing that: “rural development [as being] more about management of resources … than 

the source of funds” (Malik, 1998, n.p.). This reinforces the need for a shared vision for rural 

Ontario to achieve managed resources for local assets development to reach accountability. As 

per these authors, accountability of dollars granted, and the annual funded dollars spent will not 

prevail as much as accountability of local assets development. Therefore, there is a need to give 

greater focus to accountability through the lenses of rural place asset development. Furthermore, 

these authors inform that rural development programs need to incorporate capacity development 
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in accordance with the socio-economic, political, and environmental changes within the context 

of each community to be successful and sustainable. Malik (1998) advised that, “Replication of 

successful projects is not the solution” and informed that success is to “build local capacities for 

mobilizing and managing resources” (n.p.). Boyatzis and Khawaja (2014) shared that their 

conceptual framework grew from a review of Khan’s work in the 1950s. Boyatzis and Khawaja 

(2014) emphasize that relationship characteristics within a community bring empowerment of 

the self as practiced and experienced, which leads to the emergence of a shared vision. Through 

continuous attention to the desired vision and the process of inclusivity, community members 

gain greater capacity, empowerment, and continuous attention for generations to come. In this 

situation, community development, participatory efforts, and communication play a crucial role. 

Many advocate sustainability as highly related to success that can only be attained where 

capacity development impacts on socio-economic, political, and environmental changes within 

the character and context of the community. The rural community, within Boyatzis and 

Khawaja’s (2014) conceptualization, accesses the power of success as related to emotional 

intelligence, which is the ability to be sensitive to and relate well with others (p. 124). Through 

an earlier work, Boyatzis (2006) entertained a longitudinal research to unravel the impact of 

emotional intelligence and cognitive competencies on success and the use of tipping point to 

predict the financial performance of leaders. Though the study accounted for leaders within an 

urban financial context, this research also acknowledges that elements of leadership qualities, 

which define a leader, are similar. However, the context and the circumstances in which the 

leadership yields success, differ for and amongst leaders. Boyatzis (2006) defines success in the 

light of competencies, which is the “underlying characteristics of the person that led to or caused 

effective or superior performance” (p. 130). 



 
 

 

39 

Boyatzis (2006) posits that competency is a predictor of successful performance. A 

substantial account/product revenue was used as relevant indicators to identify competencies. 

Boyatzis discovered four clusters of indicators from successful leadership.  

The self-motivation cluster was demonstrated through planning, achievement 
orientation, and self-confidence. The self-regulation cluster defined individuals 
who exhibit the ability for taking a risky stand, self-control, adaptability, 
conscientiousness, values learning; the people management cluster: networking, 
leadership, coaching, empathy, facilitates learning; and the cognitive cluster: 
systems thinking (Boyatzis, 2006, p. 130).  
 

Although Boyatzis (2006) studied leaders in financial contexts and situations, the basic 

validation of his research seems to be extendable to other fields where leaders emerge to produce 

indicators that could also be examined qualitatively through the tipping point analysis rather than 

through SPSS methods of correlation.  

Boyatzis (2006) reveals that it is “important to note that 93% (i.e., 13/14) of the 

competencies predicting performance were from the emotional intelligence clusters [self-

motivation, self-regulation, and people management]” (p. 130). Nonetheless, Boyatzis (2006) 

found that in his study “both cognitive and emotional intelligence competencies predicted 

performance” (p.130). Could it be performance for change or vice versa? The underlying power 

in performance for change is informed by Boyatzis and Khawaja’s (2014) Intentional Change 

Theory (ICT). ICT is intentional change purposefully charged with emotions/feelings nurturing 

the desire for change in a sustainable way. Boyatzis (2008) relates ICT to Sustained Desired 

Change (SDC). Boyatzis (2008) describes SDC as sprouting from a conscious choppy awareness 

of emerging thoughts provoked by discoveries of coherence and dichotomous shared norms, 

values, or culture present in the self: real or desired. Boyatzis, Boyatzis, and Saatcioglu (2008) 

suggest that SDC may bring emotions of various qualities within a wide spectrum. A sustained 

desired change in crisis could impact a community positively or negatively depending on the 
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ability or failure of position-leaders to tend to a community’s SDC. Then, as Boyatzis et. al. 

(2008) inform, a community may achieve success when its “SDC resonant relationships with 

leaders and social identity groups” meets community expectations (Boyatzis, 2008, p. 130). 

Through that relationship, the ICT depends on SDC to grow and come to fruition. Boyatzis 

(2008) seems to attest that a community is needed for sustainable change to occur rather than the 

effort of one. Intentional change seems to be driven by a community intentionally within a 

shared vision, and not by the individuals.  

Notwithstanding, Nguyen and Wells (2017) considered ‘bringing the shared vision into 

being', is indicative of a community’s “active engagement” and “effective learning processes”. 

Furthermore, they stressed that through promoting a community’s perspectives shared, “Genuine 

ownership in…[the] process causes “co-creating, feedback, and co-learning are energizing and 

enjoyable” (p. 174). Despite the challenge of engaging everyone in identifying the indicators of 

rural successes, the authors highlighted that identifying community influential indicators impacts 

individual and systemic transformation. These allow the community to engage more actively in 

their experience. Nguyen & Wells (2017) informed that: “Confidence and engagement in the 

present moment foster the trust that we belong to one community and we can together make our 

life better, reflecting what we really want, not what we’ll settle for, creating a sense of 

accountability for the identification of […]  community indicators supported by facilitators” (p. 

174).  

Within this thinking process, Nguyen and Wells (2017) offer an alternative to overcome 

the drawbacks of the traditional way of creating a shared vision, which often translates into 

strategic planning. Nguyen and Wells (2017) believe in the strength of the community indicators 

movement, which facilitates community engagement. Nguyen and Wells inform that through 
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“community engagement, a culture of ownership, a whole-system perspective and accountability 

through an iterative process of adaptive learning and sharing” (p. 161) arises. They are the 

systemic indicators which are better identified and supported. Nguyen and Wells (2017) define 

“Community indicators ... as bits of information that, when combined, generate a picture of what 

is happening in a local system” (p. 161).  

2.5 Summary 
 

The literature review presents the framework that anchors the elements of this Shared 

Rural Vision Research in seeking to respond to the two research questions. It compiles theories 

and understanding shared about the capacity to achieve something better sustainable and the path 

to identifying a shared vision reflecting community’s intentional development efforts through the 

lenses of theories on sustainable development change, self-determination, intentional change, 

and community engagement. The drive of the review of the literature for the shared vision is 

nurtured by the motivation to move the self and the community to a more desirable context as it 

relates to socio-economic wellness. The catalyst of this research is to create a framework with 

the vision shared and compiled. This literature review seeks the foundation to gather rural 

Ontarian’s visions for their rural place.  
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Chapter 3. Methods 
 

Vision, values, and assumptions are key factors affecting the ability of the study to note 

what Ontario’s rural reality is, and what it could be in the future. Values and assumptions are 

limiting or expanding factors causing diversity in needs which often drive dialogues or the 

sharing of opinions (Lauzon, 2013). Rural stakeholders in accepting the invitation to become the 

study’s research population, shared their e-mail as their consent to receive the survey to 

participate in the feedback loop of the study. The research plan collected data in a ‘spiral form’ 

linking and looping the two phases of the research. Therefore, participant feedback influenced 

and impacted the shared rural vision framework. The survey outlined the visioning and sharing 

of values and assumptions grouped by trends or according to their relationships due to the 

significance of their correlations. 

Influenced by the literature, the research methods were built on the premises that rural 

commitment and engagement will impact rural economic development. The literature review 

served as a baseline perception for the shared rural vision study. It acted as a baseline to centre 

the survey questions to inspire participants' contributions to the research process.  

3.1 Research 
  

This research was guided by the literature on project logic model.  

3.1.1 Project Logic Model (PLM) 
 

The evaluation of the research is the monitoring and assessment process for documenting 

and refocusing the research project. It activates the need to periodically examine the evolution of 

the research project implementation process and to confirm the state of progress considering the 

goals of the project. Therefore, it assesses the degree to which the research project activities are 

achieving the objectives and producing measurable results as set out by the survey of the 
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research “phase by phase” (Zorki et al., 2012, p. 16). Furthermore, it provides the data needed to 

follow the evolution of the research. Consequently, the evaluation phase, which included the 

feedback loop, became a beneficiary of the evaluation process (Zorki et al., 2012).  

The Program Logic Model (PLM) evaluation process exposes short, medium, long-term 

direct and indirect outcomes. It facilitates the forecasting impacts of creating a forward-thinking 

culture of change. The PLM facilitates the use of participatory communication method, such as 

the conceptual framework of the follow-up survey. It laid the foundation for the study to deduct 

the shared rural vision from rural Ontarians through conversion of the information from 

Qualtrics into data for statistical analysis using NVivo and then SPSS software. The quasi-

experimental design facilitated the use of qualitative and quantitative information and methods 

for participants to provide inputs by calibrating their outputs. Participants played a major role in 

the evaluation process too.  

Changes occurring in rural Ontario affect both the individual and the community (Flora, 

2002). This research uses the Participatory Rural Communication Appraisal principles with the 

Project Logic Model (PLM) and its evaluation model, based on a theory of change approach, 

which led to identifying critical incidents of new information (Anyaegbunam et al., 2004). The 

model helps to explore the changes that may occur in the responses at the community levels. In 

this research, data were collected from the pool of 241 rural municipalities to build a shared 

vision for rural Ontario. For categorizing the responses within the municipalities of the 

respondents, the survey's purpose did not align. However, it became possible within the two data 

sets collected because the software connected the responses with the respondents and all their 

attributes without their names. Despite all this extra information, the identification of the 

respondents remained fully confidential. It was set rather for considering the views of lower tier 
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rural communities’ inputs as a whole. Much more could be done with the data collected. It could 

be used to determine preliminary indicators in doing a place-based study about the intricate 

nature of the rural vision shared in a specific rural municipality where residents were respondents 

in the research; their data could serve as guideposts for future shared vision research in local 

rural economic development projects. The data also could be used to pull out the responses per 

municipality; however, this would be a different aspect complimenting the study at hand, which 

could be delved into at some other time. 

The PLM, used for managing the data collection, supports the monitoring and evaluation 

of the data. Building on the work of Kerzner (2013), Table 2 illustrates the PLM in use within 

the shared rural vision research and highlights its evaluation. It implicitly demonstrates the 

ability of the study to give focus to the deliverables and support the monitoring of the progress of 

the research through the PLM.  
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Table 3.1 Project Logic Model for the Shared Rural Vision Research Initiative  
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3.1.2 Rational for the Project Logic Model (PLM) 
 

The rational for the Project Logic Model (PLM) provides for situational factors. It 

highlights input, outputs, and outcomes. It exposes the key activities and the basic participation 

that generated the outputs. Also, the PLM provided for the reasoning of the timing of the 

outcomes/impacts as short-, intermediate-, and long-term. Moreover, to compliment this 

evaluation model, The International Centre for Education and Training for Health (nd) informs 

that evaluation design offers three tools to consider for the design and methods in order to 

manage the overall structure of the evaluation process: Experimental design, Quasi-experimental 

design, and non-experimental design. The research refers also to methods as “strategies used to 

collect the indicator data, … [citing:] pre, mid, and post knowledge testing, survey and 

observation” (nd). This research utilized the logic model for its “diagrammatic representation of 

a program” (Dwyer & Makin, 1997; Rush & Ogborne, 1991) as per Table 3.1. 

The PLM facilitated the monitoring and evaluation process. It generated ample input and 

output to make data analysis rich, feasible, and informative. Through the PLM it was possible to 

monitor and obtain information about the research process. It also laid out the feasibility and the 

evaluation of the process of this research. Rush and Ogborne (1991) demonstrate that:  

The logic model depicts the relationships between the objectives of the program, 
program activities, indicators, and resources ….  [Also] assists in pinpointing 
vague and unrealistic or conflicting objectives and identifying the key issues and 
questions to be addressed in an evaluation” (p. 105). 

  
The last phase of the research used the quasi-experimental design for participants' perspectives 

sharing to be done through a Qualtrics survey questionnaire completed by invitation with free 

will by rural adults aged 18+ who accepted to continue their involvement in the research. The 

participants of the feedback loop of the research were key informants, fully representing the 

population living in these communities of lower-tier municipalities as listed and defined by 
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Statistics Canada. Participants were invited to draw or photograph their ideas/perspectives/vision 

online, free of faces and personally identifiable land coordinates information, for the research 

study. Those contributions offered a greater depth to what rural Ontarians cherish and value. 

These pictures reflect what need to be preserved, protected, and kept sacred to safeguard the 

cachet of what is to remain for rural communities to stay rural and still be progressive and 

attractive. 

3.1.3 Rationale for the Project Logic Framework (PLF) of the Research 
 

The Rural Ontario Municipalities Association, ROMA (2012) stated that rural initiatives 

need to be “creating innovative solutions that build capacities and promote … long term health 

and sustain[able] … communities” (p. 21). The program logic framework process distinguishes 

itself by being simultaneously a research method and an evaluation process. This process makes 

the program ready for evaluation. Dwyer and Makin (1997) inform that the PLF 

“diagrammatically shows the relationships between the objectives of the program, program 

activities, indicators, and resources” (p.1). They presented an expanded version of the program 

logic framework where it can measure program performance. It provides information not only on 

indicators, but also on program objectives, activities, and (Cummings 1997a, 1997b). For the 

indicators, Dwyer and Makin’s PLF provides the outcomes and processes. They demonstrate the 

difference of this expanded model against the other logic models where only the service-delivery 

indicators are shown. 

For this research, the PLF offers simple activities with measurable goals triggered by 

simple tasks, allowing every lower-tier community member, qualified within the criteria of the 

research, to be a research participant at the intake of the data collection phase or the feedback 

loop. The feedback loop stems from the interpretation of the results from phase one for the 
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development of phase two of the Ontario shared rural vision research process. Despite the 

tediousness of the PLF, it facilitates planning for the research while integrating the evaluation 

process. One of the key advantages of the PLF stems from the interactions that are indispensable 

when the process is done within a team of researchers or as a self-reflection process. Dwyer and 

Makin (1997) argue that the “logic model helps … to share a common understanding of the 

program” (p. 5). Furthermore, the authors affirm that: ‘the logic model is an effective tool to 

integrate program planning and evaluation” (p. 5).  

Ultimate Outcomes Increased in the number of rural Ontarians’ interest in forward constructive thinking for integrated economic development 
dialog & participation 

Intermediate Outcomes Increased interests to local 
shared vision activities 

Increased % of lower-tier rural 
municipalities in Ontario (L-TRO} seeking 
to hold a locally shared vision 

As shared in survey questionnaire, 
monitoring and reporting is on-going by the 
study’s evaluation program with one 
feedback-loop. 

Immediate Outcomes   Increased rural inclusive participatory communication Greater % of L-TRO engaging in discussions about the 
project. 

Outputs Information / invitation 
letters. 

Reading of Invitation letter to participate 
with an e-mail address to respond. 

Surveys completed and other materials 
shared like stories. pictures, and sketches  

Activities Invite all 
qualified; 
Provide an 
inclusive 
opportunity 
to 
participate 
in the 
study. 

Create 
opportunities 
that ensure 
invitations are 
accessible to 
all who meet 
the criteria to 
contribute to 
the study. 

Ensure that 
lucid 
seniors 
living in 
institutional 
homes are 
informed of 
the 
research 
and are 
invited to 
participate. 

Conduct the 
survey online 
and ensuring 
that the 
survey is 
accessible to 
those 
with internet 
access. 

-Track for 
completed 
and 
returned 
surveys  
-Seek to 
motivate all 
citizens to 
participate 
with gentle 
reminders. 

Welcoming   feedback 
Accept opinions, 
criticism, suggestions 
from participants.  

Monitor 
information from 
surveys: Convert 
qualitative info 
into cardinal 
numbers. 
Perform analyses. 
Provide 
discussion & 
Report 

Inputs Online through the of the 
project; Providing 
participants with ongoing 
feedback during the field 
research study and at the 
conclusion of the report of 
the findings. 

Participatory agreements / 
consents with rural 
residents and all 
participants who accepted 
the invitation to participate. 

Review of 
literature to 
access 
more 
knowledge 

Creation of tools 
needed (surveys, and 
scheduled 
reporting notes. 

Community 
participants & 
Non-participants 
information 
sharing  

Table 3.2 Project Logic Framework  
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3.2 Data Collection Process 
 

This research project relies on the participation of any rural Ontarians, age 18 and over, 

from the lower-tier municipalities in rural Ontario to complete online surveys through the 

Qualtrics software. Great attention has been given to a framework for a field research design that 

supported a participative program throughout the research process (Cummings, 1997a). Rural 

Ontarians are the stakeholders and beneficiaries of the research study. To implement the 

participative communication aspect of the research, the approach is in one phase and one 

feedback loop. This process reflects and follows a program of inputs / outputs for the study while 

monitoring a concurrent evaluation process (Cummings, 1997b). 

Rural Ontarians living in lower-tier municipalities, once informed about the research were 

invited to participate. Rural Ontarians were informed and invited to contribute to the research 

process, as they wished, through their local civic and municipality’s affiliations, and their local 

service institutions through their municipality's websites. Any adult rural Ontarian of the 241 

lower-tiers municipalities were considered potential participants and are stakeholders for the 

purpose of this research. The research process is described in five phases. 

3.2.1 Step One – Online Survey Data Collection 
 

Survey participants were selected from Ontario lower tier municipalities with a population 

of less than 51,000 people. The number 51,000 represents a convenient cut-off for the parameters 

of this research project as some lower-tier municipalities have a population that is between 

50,000 and over 100,000. To avoid limiting the data to the minimum population of lower-tier 

municipalities but also incorporating slightly larger lower-tier municipalities, the number 51,000 

was practical and conducive to this research project. The list of these lower tier municipalities 

was extracted from the full list of all municipalities in Ontario. Municipalities with a website 
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listing their municipality's staff with their personalized work-email addresses were selected. The 

staff’s email addresses, and their listed roles were used to build the contact list of the survey. 

Where a lower tier municipality included its community-service providers, listing them on its 

website with personalized community e-mail addresses, these providers also made up the contact 

list of the survey. The survey’s contact list came to have a broad range of candidates from 

various walks of life.  

A total of 2,535 candidates were invited to participate in the research via email. Each 

prospective participant received the invitation letter and the consent form. Each prospective 

participant, by request, was able to click to access the survey questionnaire. Upon access, the 

option to complete, continue or stop participating in the survey was available. Thereafter, 

participants were able to click the print option before clicking submit and depart from the survey 

site or abort their participation. From the 2,350 invited to participate, 194 opened the invitation 

e-mail. Then, 185 chose to respond to the invitation and nine chose to decline. From the 185 

participants, 25 withdrew and did not submit their responses. The survey was completed and 

submitted by 160 participants where 53.13% were male and 46.88% were female who responded 

to most of the questions.  

The online Qualtrics Survey One was made available to participants from February 16 to 

February 25, 2021. The survey had a total of 19 questions where three of the questions invited 

participants to share their vision, a belief, and a suggestion of an economic project for their 

community that would use $3 billion. Furthermore, participants had a space to share a picture of 

their vision for their rural Ontario. A copy of the survey instrument can be found in Appendix 

3.1. 

3.2.2 Step Two – Data Cleaning 
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According to Ganti and Das Sarma, (2013), when concerned with safeguarding the 

authenticity of a consistent method of collection and application of data cleaning processes, raw 

data from one or multiple sources are to be given great care. Ganti and Das Sarma (2013) see 

data cleaning as a solution for an organic problem from the data collected. One of the prominent 

problems the authors addressed is the choosing of a data cleaning method which addresses the 

issues at hand. The authors warn about errors in data which tend to creep in for a variety of 

reasons. They suggested errors due to typography at the point of entry of the data and errors 

caused at the point of merging data collected independently across different occurrences or data 

bases. These errors could impact on the results, the researchers' interpretations, discussion, and 

consequently, the conclusion of the research. Ganti and Das Sarma (2013), informed that the 

biggest challenge in research is “the process of maintaining data quality [which] is commonly 

referred to as data cleaning” (p. 1). 

The data cleaning definition, chosen for this research, seeks to facilitate the compiling 

of data from rural Ontarians from a lower-tier municipality’s perspectives. Data cleaning was 

secured in the review and editing of the survey prior its distribution. To address the cleaning of 

keyboard errors, data standardization, data flows, segmentation, straight similarity functions, the 

survey offered a dropdown menu to select from the name of the municipality. It used the 

multiple-choice context for part of the survey and presented participants with the option to share 

one's opinion about a vision. The survey was edited so that similarities in names of words or 

meaning attributed to an action are set within a parameter that is well understood by most. Our 

activities were to block errors that could have slipped downstream and impact the interpretation 

of the survey and the reporting of its results. Ultimately, there were still four possible risks of 



 
 

 

52 

data errors through integrating the data from survey phase one to generate the questions for the 

survey that would be used to collect data for the data intake of the feedback loop of the study. 

 For this research the risk of errors stems from several data quality issues engendered from 

the interactions with the same elements which are distributed across the one phase and the 

feedback loop. As Ganti and Das Sarma (2013) informed, such tasks may be common but not 

comprehensive, nor linear.  

3.2.3 Step Three – Preliminary Data Analysis 
 

The evaluation of the quality of the data is identified as profiling. As informed by Ganti 

and Das Sarma (2013), data profiling implies the assemblage of statistical data which contains 

values aligning with the study’s expectations. This research used profiling to create the follow-up 

survey. In this research, the top highest percentage scores of a response were used to request 

participants to evaluate and give feedback on the preliminary responses of survey one.  

Background information questions were abandoned as there were no one for that category (i.e., 

unemployed and highest education achieved: Grade 8). The self-employed section had two 

domains (i.e., agriculture and other sector) both became a self-employed choice. 118 diverse 

responses were generated from the open question. The responses were grouped according to the 

aspects of the rural community addressed. Then they were grouped into six categories 

(infrastructure; youth retention and employment; economic development and entrepreneurship; 

agricultural development and diversified economy; affordable reliable county-wide internet, high 

quality of life, and population retention; community involvement, connectivity, and attraction to 

new residents). These six categories were used in the survey two (the feedback loop) for 

participants to rank from highest to lowest (1 to 6). The profiling concept of Ganti and Das 

Sarma (2013) guided in the creation of the follow-up survey, the feedback loop of the research. 
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3.2.4 Step Four – Survey Two, Feedback Loop 
 

All 160 participants of survey one was invited to participate in the feedback loop survey. 

The feedback survey was opened for six days to participants from March 9 – March 14, 2021.  

Of the 123 who volunteered to participate in the feedback loop survey only 109 provided email 

addresses that were correct (the remainder were undelivered or bounced back). From the 109 

invited to participate, 67 (61.5%) completed and returned the survey.  

The feedback loop survey (Survey Two) contained 16 questions requiring 15 minutes of 

participants’ time to read and answer to the invitation, respond to the questions, provide 

anonymous background information, rank the results of the first survey, and provide a photo or 

image that expressed their vision of their rural. The feedback loop survey provided participants 

with a space to express more of their ideas in nine words. It also provided to participants the 

URL (https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/ruralvision) to be used in summer 2021 to access the 

results of the research in the format of their choice. 

The feedback loop contained the preliminary results from phase one of the research. The 

purpose was to confirm or reveal their affinity with visions previously shared that had been 

pooled to create trends, patterns, and relationships. The feedback loop afforded the research 

participants to evaluate the preliminary results. This served as a reporting format and a feedback 

opportunity. The responses collected for a qualitative analysis were used to create the feedback 

loop survey. The data arising from the interpretation of their input at this phase were 

incorporated in the conclusion of the study and the compilation of the visions shared through 

qualitative analysis using NVivo and quantitative analysis using SPSS. 

The purpose of the feedback-loop was to instigate dialogues between the researcher and 

participants. The feedback loop opened the door to participants for inputting into the output of 
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the study. Participants’ input at the feedback loop ensured that the researcher’s interpretation of 

the key elements of the literature substantiated beliefs for rural-place views on development. 

Then, the information of the feedback loop embodied the interpretation of the data from the first 

survey. The feedback loop should lead to an alignment or a defiance of the main thoughts across 

the literature on rural development. Therefor the output of the feedback loop should support or 

question the literature. 

The feedback loop was an evaluation of the researcher's interpretation of the input of the 

participants about the shared rural vision. If the literature is informative about place-based 

development for best economic development and retention, the results of the feedback loop 

should confirm best practices defined by the literature. 

The purpose of feedback loop is to keep communication open with every participant and to 

ensure that the researcher’s interpretation of their information, as shared, continues to express 

their views and to what extent. The feedback loop also confirms that the responses interpreted by 

the study represented the information shared and that it continues to reflect participants’ views to 

the extent that their intended meaning continues to be expressed. The response from the 

feedback-loop have influenced the results that will create the multiple report formats.  

Building on Ganti and Das Sarma (2013), the data collection did not link survey 

participants in the two primary data collection surveys. It became simpler to record participant X 

as an entry of the research in phase one and if X participates in the feedback loop, their 

participation could be recorded as a new participant rather than connecting it to that of phase 

one. Although the participants of Survey Two were those who responded in Survey One, for 

each survey, they were treated as new participants. It also became easier to track the percentage 

of participants who stayed with the research for both parts. For the study, participants of survey 
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one had the option to submit their email to receive the Survey Two to continue to contribute into 

the shared rural vision research. The research is set up to not be able to trace participants’ 

responses to the individual nor their municipalities or workplaces. However, the responses were 

matched only to the survey that gathered them rather than to the respondents that completed 

them. The responses of each survey were preserved independently and anonymously in separate 

online files. Information from Survey One was used as the building blocks of Survey Two. 

However, Survey Two remained independent of Survey One and as a feedback loop where 

respondents played a participative role in evaluating the preliminary results from the first survey. 

3.2.5 Step Five –Final Analysis 
 

The study aimed to draw its conclusive information through statistical analysis using the 

information pooled from the selection process used in both surveys. Each survey invited 

participants to select or to rank their choices while responding to the surveys. Question 15 in 

Survey One and 12 in Survey Two provided an opportunity for participants to express their most 

deeply held vision if they wished to do so. Questions 15 and 12 generated free flowing qualitative 

outputs from respondents which were encoded through NVivo and analyzed through SPSS.   

The statistical analysis process derived from the research used the key variables grouped as 

themes that had emerged because of the qualitative data analysis and the initial descriptive 

analysis using the Qualtrics software. To add clarity to the results, the following statistical 

analyses were performed for each of the surveys as represented in the table 3.1.8 below. 

The procedures for data processing were influenced by the operations available in IBM 

SPSS Statistics software version 26. While the entities within a cluster of information/data may be 

similar, the clusters themselves were dissimilar. The analyses were done into clusters of 

independent variables as it was estimated that there were more than one factors influencing the 
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decision of one choice over another. While this research will not be sufficient to identify with 

confidence the specific clusters of influence, it offers a point of discussion and a departure point 

for further research looking into the cluster of variables using various statistical operations that can 

be performed to seek various processes and ways leading to answering the first of the two research 

questions (What are the key drivers of rural Ontario from the perspective of rural residents?) 

through the first survey. 

3.1.8 Statistical Analyses Performed for Each Survey 
Analysis Used Survey One Feedback Loop Survey  
1. Preliminary Descriptive 

Analysis 
Report and data analysis from 
Qualtrics software 

Report and data analysis from 
Qualtrics software 

2.  Descriptive Statistic 
Analysis 

For accurate data 
visualization 

For accurate data 
visualization 

3.  Cross Tabulation For drawing relationships For drawing relationships 
4.  Binary Logistic 

Regression 
For a correlation metrics of 
pairs of variables 

For a correlation metrics of 
pairs of variables 

5. Chi Square For drawing relationships For drawing relationships 
Table 3.3 Procedures for Statistical Analysis of Survey One and Two  

 
3.1.9 Statistical Analysis Procedures Used and Purpose of Survey One 

Survey One 
 

Independent  
Q1. #  

Dependent  
Q1. # Analysis Name and Purpose  

I.D. 
age cohort,  
gender, 
level of education 

7 
8 
9 

membership in 1 or 
more organizations  

3 Descriptive Statistic Analysis - How 
being membership to organization is 
proportionally characterized? 

S1-A 

gender, 
 
membership in 1 or 
more organizations 

8 
 
3 

continued 
participation in the 
survey - hope 

18 Binary Logistic Regression - How 
continued participation is influenced by 
gender and being a member of an 
organization? 

S1-B 

my opinion matters 
  

5 1 most important 
value 

10 Chi Square — What relationship exists 
between the independent variable and 3 
selected most important values for a 
vision? 
How strong is it? 

S1-C 

age, gender, 
education, 
membership,  
my opinion matters 

7, 9 
8 
3 
 
5 

My rural Ontario 
future relies on one 
factor 

12 Cross-tabulation - If my rural rely on …, 
then what influences this selection for a 
better future rural? 

S1-D 
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Age, gender 
Education 
membership 
My opinion matters 

7, 9 
 
8, 3 
 
5 

My municipality 
would use funds for 
3 key elements. 

13 Binary Logistic Regression - How the 
top 2 preferred ways to spend $3B 
criteria influencing rural activities 

S1-E 

education level 
age  
gender 

8 
7 
9 

Most likely to rely 
on 

14 Chi-Square 
How level of education influences my 
opinion for possibilities in my 
community and characterizes my hope 
for my community 

S1-F 

Table 3.4 Procedures for Statistical Analysis of Survey One  

3.2.6 Intentions of Statistical Procedures Applied in Survey One 
 
3.2.6.1 Descriptive Statistical Analysis -S1-A  
 

To describe and summarize the data, descriptive statistics provide information on the 

responses and their patterns based on respondents’ output. This research used the descriptive 

statistical analysis to consider the tendency of the data more so than its variability. It informed 

about the proportion of engagement of respondents for each question of each questionnaire. 

Through this basic output, more questions about the relationships of the variables as they connect 

with, depend on, or relate to the responses received. The descriptive analysis led to various other 

possible questions that could shed light on the aspects related to the research question. Survey 

One landed itself to be more supportive to answer the first research question (What are the key 

drivers of rural Ontario from the perspective of rural residents?). 

Each of the survey-one questions led to a spread of information that allowed the data to 

identify the characteristics of the respondents as to their age cohorts, gender, level of education, 

and being a member of a rural focus organization. The descriptive statistics informed about the 

mean, the mode, and the distribution of each of the independent variables. The Qualtrics 

software also kept track of the length of time respondents spent completing the survey in 

minutes. The latter information, though incidental, was not intentionally used rectify this issue 
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while developing the follow-up survey. The second survey was made shorter only by reducing 

the number of questions. 

3.2.6.2 Binary Logistic Regression -S1-B 
 

The binary logistic regression is used in the analysis of the research data to respond to the 

desire to model the relationship between gender of respondents and their membership in a rural 

organization with choosing or not to participate in the survey. Here the relationship between 

gender or membership and the probability of the target outcome as the opting to participate 

offers two possibilities yes or no.  

The binary regression also examines the fitness of the procedure used for the question 

being investigated. The fit is in the ability of the model to classify individuals into groups on the 

dependent variable of participation in the survey. 

3.2.6.3 Chi-Square Test for Independence -S1-C 
 

The Chi-square test used in the analysis of the research was to explore the relationship 

between each independent variable with the dependent variable. Question 15 in Survey One 

sought two top factors for a better rural from its participants. Through the Chi-square test, the 

dependent variables (age, gender, education employment, and the values of one’s opinion) were 

used to unravel the presence of a relationship or not between the variables. The calculation 

reflects the results found, if those results inform of a significance in the relationship based on a p 

value that will be between 0 to 1. However, there will be a significance of the p value if it is less 

than 0.05 (p < 0.05) which may or may not be right nor true. 

3.2.6.4 Cross-Tabulation -S1-D 
 

The cross-tabulation procedure is used to demonstrate how pairs of characteristics of 

respondents influence two unordered key points that the rural Ontario would rely on. Through 
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the multinomial logistic regression, the focus of the study is on the selection pattern of people for 

two key points and two factors. The prediction is whether the characteristics of respondents’ 

impact on their choice and the type of the choice (concerned with people wellbeing or the 

wellbeing of rural infrastructure). 

3.2.6.5 Qualitative Analyses – Inferential Statistics and Cross-Tabulation 
 

The inferential statistics of this research informed about the relationships between the 

variables. The level of the relationships may not be fully standardized due to population size. 

However, the IBM SPSS Statistics calculated the expected count for variables which pdf under 

the count of 5.00 inform the unreliability of results as it relates to low population size. The 

variable used were those that sets the answers into categories (male/female; agree /neither 

/disagree; yes/no to participate; factor 1 or factor 2; yes/no for membership). In this format one 

of the variables is put on the x-axis and the other on the y-axis to create a table of representation 

of the data to analyze their relationships. One point of interest could be to find out if there are 

more female who are members of a rural organization than man. In perusing the relationships 

between the pair of variables, multiple relationships can be observed and analyzed through 

inferential discussion for greater depth and breadth of the data collected. 

3.3 Geographical Context of the Sample 
 

According to the Ontario Federation of Agriculture (OFA), rural investment in Agriculture 

in Ontario fuels prosperity. It reported the agri-food sector contributing $39.5 billion to Ontario’s 

annual GDP in 2016. OFA also noted the financial power of rural Ontario by highlighting that 

Ontario farms provide $8.1 billion in annual wages and salaries. Ontario is known the most 

populous province in Canada and is its third largest in land mass. Ontario.ca reported that it has 

444 municipalities covering only 17% of the province’s land.   
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A municipality in Ontario is defined by the provincial government as an incorporated 

area. There are 444 municipalities of Ontario divided into upper, lower, and single tiers for 

administrative purposes. The single tiers have unitary authorities and are located principally in 

the northern part of Ontario. The upper tiers are more urban. Municipalities have a broad range 

of powers and responsibilities under the Municipal Act, 2001, the City of Toronto Act, 2006 (for 

the City of Toronto) and over 100 provincial acts.  
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Figure 1: OFA Map of Zone Areas 

 

The ontario.ca webpage informs that there are 241 lower-tier, 30 upper-tier, and 173 

single-tier municipalities. It also stressed the importance to verify with a municipality to confirm 

its name. The names of all 444 Ontario municipalities, based on the latest information provided 
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to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, are listed.  It acknowledges that the official 

municipal name may differ from that listed. Appendix 3.2 contains the list of the 241 lower-tier 

municipalities in alphabetic order. For local and regional influence, the municipalities grouped 

themselves through OFA (the Ontario Federation of Agriculture). There, municipalities have 

grouped themselves into zones. Each zone has an administrative structure with representation 

from the municipalities that comprise it. All lower tier municipalities residents meeting the 

conditions to participate in the research were invited without distinction. Appendix 3.2 shows the 

number of research participants per Ontario lower-tier municipalities. 

This research focuses on rural Ontario. Any resident of a rural place located in a lower-tier 

municipality was welcome and invited to contribute to the study once they have responded to the 

invitation with a consent to become a participant. This sampling was done through the lower tier 

municipality's websites. After receiving the invitation, each candidate elected or declined their 

participation in the study. From then on, each adult was fully included in the research process. 

They can continue with other phases of the project and to receive updates of the results, and any 

publication featuring the results of this research. This served as their request for ongoing follow-

up information until completion of the study and beyond. This communication process was 

operated via the e-mail address the respondents provided within the Qualtrics platform. 

3.4 The Management of the Research Project 
 

The research study was organized, planned, and run through the activities that supported 

the population sampling. It structured the planning and the operating of the research methods, 

monitoring the methodology of the research, and, in parallel, evaluating and redirecting the 

evolution of all activities pertaining to the successful implementation of the research process. 

The MS Project structure facilitated the coordination of activities and supported the use of the 
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Qualtrics platform to communicate (i.e., invitation, reminder, collecting quantitative and 

qualitative information, thank-you note, reporting, collecting feedback of preliminary results and 

accessing final reports of the study in the format of their choice). Then, the study used NVivo 

and SPSS software to facilitate the transposition of qualitative information into quantitative data 

via the NVivo software coding system. Data cleaning was performed within each phase of the 

research study. The Qualtrics software was used to create the questionnaires. The Qualtrics data 

processing, once collected, was supervised by the specialist consultants available through the 

data support program of the University of Guelph McLaughlin Library. Although processes, 

procedures, and analyzing the results of the research were formally discussed with consultants 

and faculty advisors, the field researcher had the sole responsibility for interpreting the data and 

writing the reports of the findings along with the discussion for the purpose of the thesis format 

as an M.Sc. degree requirement. 

The research surveyed random samples of diverse community groups of rural Ontarians 

from lower-tier municipalities across rural Ontario age eighteen and older. The research met the 

requirements and was approved by the Research Ethics Board of the University of Guelph (20-

01-036) which granted approval November 26, 2020. The field work lasted 13 days for two 

sessions in the two phases of the research. Phase one of the research took place from February 11 

to 19, 2021. From the qualitative analysis of the responses of phase one, the feedback loop 

survey was created, which ran from March 9 to 14, 2021. 

3.4.1 Communication Management  
 

This research realized how important regular and sufficient communications are for 

stakeholders and their ability to sustain interest and motivation to participate in the research to its 

end. Though communication is vital to the success of the project, the way and style to do it will 
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vary immensely to ensure that each audience receives the information needed to sustain their on-

going interest and participation in the research. This research, as per Abudi’s (2013) suggestions, 

emphasizes the aspect of inclusivity, ethnography, and frequency. Furthermore, the research-

project has a communication plan to execute as it reaches milestone to: 

• “Improve the overall effectiveness of communications. 

•    Keep individuals engaged in the initiative through open communications. 

• Get stakeholders involved in communications through enabling for more … [open] 

conversations” (p. 2). 

Poor communication generates a poor project. This initiative takes note from Kerzner 

(2013), warning about the impact of assumptions in causing challenges that: “place barriers in 

communication”. The challenges for this initiative have been identified 

as: “perception, communication patterns and the incidental play of the dynamics of personality, 

attitude, emotions, and prejudices” (Kerzner, 2013, p. 274). These we have acknowledged in the 

PLM Table 3.1 as assumptions. The model draws the principal investigator to become meta-

cognizant of their “screens and barriers” through the elaboration of the rationale, which itself is 

not foolproof. In a more recent publication, Kerzner (2017) informs that: “when a breakdown of 

communication occurs, disaster may follow” (p. 204).  

Success in communication, according to previous experiences, has for grassroots effective 

team building culture and development. It cannot be treated as a vaccine but rather as a 

preventative serum. Kerzner, (2013) presents “Team Building as an Ongoing Process” (p. 258). 

He, therefore, emphasizes the importance of positive team building for successful 

communication, predicting outcome, increased creativity, innovation, and resourcefulness in 
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conflict situation and management of risks. Kerzner offers this schematic representation of the 

benefits in “effective development of team membership.” 

The research study devised a communication plan building on Kerzner (2017) and Abudi 

(2013). It ensures the basis of the plan is formed. Abudi (2013) offers a great initial format to 

shadow for developing and experiencing better communication. As Abudi proposes, the project 

will create its “Simple Communication Plan [with] the following components [to capture] the 

following elements: 

• With whom to communicate (e.g., participants who requested it). 

• What to communicate (e.g., 150 words on status of research as thank you note for 

participating). 

• When to communicate (e.g., after a survey input). 

• How to communicate (e.g., by the venue of survey completion). 

• Format of communications (e.g., a 150-word memo to participants)” (p. 10). 

Furthermore, Abudi (2013) warns about keeping the stakeholders grouped for 

communication rather than communicating with every single individual stakeholder” (p. 10). As 

informed, this research will post online on association’s social venues the feedback survey 

which, can be opened from the ‘contact us’ button. This will lead the participant to the 

information letter, the consent form and then to the survey feedback where the participant may 

consent, complete, and proceed through the process to print if desired and then, submit at will. 

This will not interfere with sending the same survey directly to all those that completed survey 

one and requested to receive one directly in their email address inbox. Participants will be 

informed that each survey may be completed only once by one individual, however, they may 
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invite others to also complete the survey where they are 18 years of age or older and reside in a 

lower tier rural municipality of Ontario. 

The feedback survey is part of the evolution of the research where participants are asked to 

evaluate the preliminary findings in six questions and to express their opinions in order to inform 

the study of their new thoughts or missing or misinterpreted elements in less than 300 characters. 

Participants in the last questions may insert photos or drawings to illustrate their thoughts if these 

illustrations do not have any human faces or names. The feedback loop as a report format is a 

process to facilitate sharing the progress of the study following data input period as an evaluation 

process. The occurrence of the sharing of these two brief reports of preliminary findings will be 

use in a feedback loop process. Hence, participants will have the opportunity to evaluate the 

preliminary findings and provide their feedback which will serve as input to measure the reliability 

of the researcher’s initial interpretation of participants original information. The feedback loop 

process serves as a feedback loop for the researcher and as an evaluation of the findings by the 

participants. These findings are considered preliminary as, the research is seeking to ensure that 

these findings are validated by its participants before considering them as representing 

participant’s opinion and therefore final.  

This process of interaction with participants, for the purpose of getting their opinions on 

the findings was through the feedback loop process. This is included in the appendix of the thesis 

in the format of Survey Two (Appendix 3.4).  

3.5 Ethical Considerations 
 

The research required ethics approval from the University of Guelph. The research 

involved contacting humans, collecting data online about their activities, locality, age, intention, 

perception now and vision held for their community. According to the “Principle of Justice,” 
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research participation was opened to all individuals, groups, associations, and organizations 

residing in the localities of any lower-tier municipality. This research was not concerned about 

participants’ personal history or identity. It was the explicit duty of the research process to be 

fully inclusive and confidential. It ensured that attributes like gender, race, ethnicity, age, and 

cognitive ability were not factors of exclusion which helped ensure equitable population 

representation.  

The research is fully inclusive with exception of those living with advanced Alzheimer’s 

and/or with other severe intellectual impairments affecting the ability to recall and to reason. All 

adults are included solely based on being 18 and older and that they also desire to participate. 

The research was ethically transparent. It intended to provide a platform for lower-tier 

municipalities’ residents to share their views and perspectives on the future of their rural locality. 

It secured a plan to communicate findings with stakeholders/participants through three accessible 

final and formal reporting formats (see Table 5.1).  

 The research methods secured the approval for this study from ethical and independent 

review at the University of Guelph. The research and its evaluation were conducted in a manner 

consistent with the provisions of the Ontario Privacy of Information Law. To protect confidential 

data, the research has ensured that data were accessible only to advisors and consultants associated 

with this study. 

No data collected will be maintained beyond the life of the research and its reviews for a 

time extending 36 consecutive months from the date of the REB approval. No dependable 

identifiable information about a participant were retained except e-mail addresses within the 

Qualtrics platform where they have received the invitation to participate and where they have 

given consent to retain it for ongoing feedback purposes. All data were collected through the 
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secured platform of the Qualtrics software within the secured password of the OneDrive of the 

University of Guelph. The secured collection of confidential information was followed as per the 

established codes of practices and policies of the University of Guelph about securing and 

protecting data. In collecting data, the study only requested the name of the locality, municipality, 

age, gender, occupation, and level of education of the participants. Information was gathered and 

stored only through the Qualtrics platform. A copy of the research ethics certificate from the 

University of Guelph is enclosed in Appendix 3.5. 
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Chapter 4. Data Analysis  
 

The goal of this research is to gather the perspective of rural Ontarians regarding their 

collective priorities for the future of rural Ontario. The study seeks to be informed about the 

trends of grassroots vision and the characteristics of those whose choice contributed to the 

emergence of those trends as key factors, top values, priorities, and beliefs as informed by the 

data. 

This quasi-experimental research collected both quantitative and qualitative data. 

Responses from the survey were of two types: 85% of the questions invited respondents to select 

an answer, a yes, or a no; while 15% offered a space to insert opinions, ideas, and a description 

for a submitted picture. The qualitative data offered a broader view of the grassroots key 

informants who accepted the invitation to participate in the study.  

Rural residents were selected from the 241 Ontario lower tier municipalities. The selection 

criteria were that of the research population: 18years and over, fluent in English, and a resident 

of a lower tier municipality. The selection depended on those individuals listed on a 

municipality’s website and holding a personal work email address attached to their roles and 

names. Though names were not needed for the two Qualtrics online surveys, the roles ensured 

that the email was that of a key informant within the municipality.  

The research had two main questions to assess the intentional perspectives of rural 

Ontarians for the future of their rural Ontario. Each research question was directly addressed by 

one of the surveys. Research question one sought to know the key drivers of rural Ontario from 

the perspective of rural residents. It was explored through the first survey. The second survey 

was the feedback loop of the research. As an evaluation of the preliminary findings from the first 

survey, the feedback loop survey provided more finite responses to the second research question, 
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which was seeking to know the opinions of rural Ontarians about the key elements needed for the 

future of rural Ontario. 

4.1 Survey One Results – Quantitative: Inferential of Cross-Tabulation 
 

This section represents the core overview of Survey One addressing the set of key elements 

revealed by the findings. The information shared through the qualitative format of Survey One 

reveals the raison-d’être of this research. It provides the perspectives of rural Ontarians and the 

characteristics of those responding to the survey. It also informs about the relationships in 

percentages between the participants choosing and the key elements for the future of rural 

Ontario. The following section presents how the findings of the study connect to the underlying 

theories in the review of the literature and how they reflect the conceptual framework in use. 

Each survey will be analyzed separately. Their individual and combined findings will be 

discussed in terms of their input to the study and its audiences. 

This section is the qualitative layout of the findings in Survey One using inferential 

analysis as influenced by cross-tabulation information from Qualtrics. It explores the results 

grouped for analysis. There are two main groups according to the two variable types: dependent 

and independent. The dependent variables are those criteria that are the factors, the values, the 

elements, and the beliefs (e.g., Q1.11, Q1.12, Q1.13, Q1.14, Q1.15, and Q1.18). The independent 

variables are the discriminants used to classify respondents (e.g., belonging to an organization, 

Q1.3; my opinion matters, Q1.5; age cohorts Q1.7; level of education, Q1.8; Gender, Q1.9; and 

employment, Q1.10). 

Though the Survey One sample is 185, many participants exercised their rights to answer 

the questions they wished to, as proposed by the directives of the survey. As such, the count of 
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respondents varied from question to question within each of the two surveys. The following 

exhibits the variety of participation received in Survey One. 

Q1. Criteria Count % 
3 Belong to an organization 141/166 84.94 
 

Don’t belong to an organization 25/166 15 
    

5 My opinion matters - I disagree 3/158  1.90 
 

My opinion matters - Neither agree nor disagree 28/158 17.72 

 
My opinion matters - I agree 127/158 80.39 

    

7 Age cohorts 18-29 years  8/160 5 
 

Age cohorts 30-39 years  19/160 11.88 
 

Age cohorts 40-49 years  36/160 22.50 
 

Age cohorts 50-59 years  40/160 25 
 

Age cohorts 60-69 years  44/160 27.50 
 

Age cohorts 70+ 13/160 13 
    

8 Level of education- Graduate degrees 25/160 15.63 
 

Level of education- bachelor’s degrees 59/160 36.88 
 

Level of education-Trade and College 55/160 34.39 
 

High School education 21/160 13.13 
    

9 Gender - Male  85/160 53.13 
 

Gender - Female 75/160 46.88 
 

Unemployed 0/160 0 
 

Self employed in agriculture 14/160 8.75 
 

Self employed in other sectors 11/160 6.88 
 

A public service employee 14/160 8.75 
 

A municipal government employee 75/160 46.88 
 

Employed in the private sector 10/160 6.25 
 

Other 36/160 22.50 
    

Table 4.1 Survey One – Overall Responses Percentages Counts  
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4.1.1 Quantitative Inferential Cross Tabulation Data and Report 
 

The cross tabulation is a series of multiple two by two dimensional tables reporting in 

counts and or percentages of the specific characteristics of respondents within each cell for an 

element on a grid-like table. This data tabulation generates a wealth of information about the 

relationship between the variables. For this procedure, when graphed, the dependent variables 

are set on the x-axis and the independent, the y-axis. These tables provide coordinate points 

representing the relationships of the characteristics of an independent variable over the 

criteria/elements of the dependent variables. 

4.1.1.1 Quantitative Analysis: Cross-Tabulation (Q1.12 with Q1.3, Q1.5, and Q1.7) 
 

Three cross tabulations are presented with Question 1.12 – the three most important values 

in creating a shared rural community vision. Each are presented below with a brief description of 

the findings.  

*Belonging to an organization (Q1.3) - The study became curious about the relationships of 

this pair (Q1.12 with Q1.3). The curiosity was about the quality of the motivation of those who 

belonged to an organization and those who did not. Across the board, for the influencer ‘belonging 

to an organization (yes or no)’ participants chose ‘High quality of life for all’ as first of the most 

important values with 75.6%; ‘Community economic development opportunity’ came second with 

68.9%; and ‘reliable and affordable services’ along with ‘Innovative rural infrastructure’ tied in 

third with 55.6%. Notably, the choice ‘agro-tourism’ was considered the least valuable with a 

score of 4.4%. 

Continuing with Table 4.2, the results show that those who belonged to an organization 

had consistently made these four aforementioned choices in large numbers. Though, 80.5% of 

those belonging showed they were interested in having ‘High quality of life for all’, 100% of 
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those who do not belong expressed that ‘Positive identity’ is more important to them. This latter 

group unanimously gave 0% to ‘self-determination and ‘Learning opportunities’. Those 

belonging to an organization informed that they are keener to enjoy a high quality of life than 

maintaining a ‘positive identity ‘when a better rural future materializes’. 

 

Table 4.2 Cross Tabulation of Belonging and Values in Community Vision  

*My opinion matters - Based on Deci and Ryan’s (2000, 2001, 2009) intrinsic motivation 

theory and its manifestation, the characteristic, Q1.5: ‘My opinion matters in shaping the future 

of rural Ontario’, was considered valuable to the study. Participants’ inputs in Q1.5 with Q1.12 

were correlated (see Table 4.3) with the most important values, hopes, and comments to 

determine the motivational relationships of all responses to these characteristics. 
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Table 4.3 Cross Tabulation of My opinion matters and values in community vision  

Overall, in Q1.12 with Q1.5, those who agree that their opinion matters chose strongly 

‘High quality of life for all’ with 82.1%. It is listed as first of the important values with 

‘Diversified Collective entrepreneurship’ came in second place at 46.2%; while ‘‘Building 

community through gatherings’ was third with 43.6% support.  

Interestingly, those who neither agree nor disagree that their opinion matters choose 

‘Enjoying and caring about one another’ along with ‘Building community through gatherings’ in 

a tie as their first (83.3% each). They also chose ‘Diversified Collective leadership and 

entrepreneurship’ and ‘High quality of life’ in a tie as their second for holding value in creating a 

better rural future (50% each). They are, according to Maslow and Frager (1987), caring for 

others and they are within the community operating at a higher level within the Maslow pyramid.   

*Age cohorts and values held - The pair Q1.7 and Q1.12 informed about the most 

important value held (See Table 4.4). Considering as their most value “High quality of life’ was 

chosen with an overall score of 77.8%. The age cohort that valued it the most were those 

between the age of 30-39 and 40-49 at 100% each followed by those between 60-69 at 90.9%, 



 
 

 

75 

18-29 at 86.7%. Whereas those in the 50-59 and the 70+ gave ‘High quality of life no value 

(0%). 

 

Table 4.4 Cross Tabulation of Age Cohorts and Values in Community Vision  

The overall second (‘Building community through gatherings’) and third (‘Diversified 

collective entrepreneurship’) choices received a score of 48.9% and 46.7% respectively. 

Contrary to the top overall choice, these two choices were evenly chosen by more age cohorts. 

However, those in the 30-39 and 70+ age cohorts chose at 100% ‘Building community 

relationships’ and 0% for ’Diversified collective entrepreneurship’. This reveals a point of 

curiosity as to the similarity of the point of attraction for these two age cohorts. This could be a 

very interesting point to investigate in further research.  

4.1.1.2 Quantitative Analysis: Cross-Tabulation in Qualtrics (Q1.14 with Q1.3, Q1.5, and 
Q1.7) 
 

The following section examined the use of funds Q1.14 with Q1.3, Q1.5, Q1.7. Survey One 

respondents had to identify through Q1.14 the 3 key elements where $3B can be used to fund in 

their municipalities. 

*Belonging - The cross-tabulation revealed the relationships of Q1.14 with these three 

characteristics to support the concept that motivation is sustained by the desire of individuals 
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within the community they belong (Seghezzo, 2009). Q1.14 was examined in relations to opinion 

matters and belonging to an organization (Q1.3) for the purpose of connecting sources of 

motivation for decision making in creating a better rural future (see Table 4.5). The characteristic 

(Q1.3) belonging to an organization delineates the 3 key elements which $3B would be spent on. 

Overall, 75.6% chose ‘High quality of life’ as the best area to invest these funds. 100% of those 

who do not belong to an organization gave it top priority. Whereas 73.2% of those who belong 

placed it second with ‘Community economic development being first with 75.6%. 

 

 

Table 4.5 Cross Tabulation of Belonging and Priorities for Funding  

*My opinion matters 

Interestingly, those who disagreed that their opinion matters did not offer any option to 

invest the funds in their community or none of the choices held any value for them (0%) (see 

Table 4.5). However, those who neither agree nor disagree unanimously chose at 100% 

’Community economic development opportunities’ as most valuable, followed with ‘Reliable 

and affordable services’ at 83.3% and ‘Innovative rural infrastructure’ with 66.7%. The latter 

group made choices reflecting their needs to ensure that their means for operating in their rural 
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community are met. They are according to Maslow and Frager (1987) caring for the self within 

the community.  

 
 
Table 4.6 Cross Tabulation of My Opinion Matters and Funding Priorities  

The perception of the value of respondents on opinion matter (Q1.5) for shaping the 

future of rural Ontario, the need to discover the impact of this key characteristic on choice for the 

use of a $3 billion (Q1.14) fund is a point of interest. This offers a connection between the 

context of Transformative Change in development (Boyatzis & Salsa, 2004), Intentional Change 

Theory and the Self-Determination theory (Deci et.al. 1994, 2017) as it relates to motivation 

types (intrinsic or extrinsic), and the role of participation in development projects (Cummings 

(1997). 

An interesting revelation is that none of those who disagree that their opinions matter, 

chose ‘innovative infrastructure’ nor offered any option to invest funds. On the contrary, 53.8% 

of those who agree that their opinions matter consider spending on innovative infrastructure 

important. All choices were offered by those who neither agree nor disagree and those who 

agree.  
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*Age cohorts 

Table 4.7 outlines the relationship between age cohorts (Q1.7) and select funding priorities 

to spend $3 billion (Q1.14). There are some similarities between the age cohorts.  

 

Table 4.7 Cross Tabulation of Age Cohorts and Funding Priorities  

From the respondent’s point of view, the top choices of participants 19-29 and in the 70+ 

age cohort were very similar. Both groups selected ‘High Quality of life for residents’, 

‘Community economic development opportunities’, and ‘Innovative Infrastructure’ as their top 

three. The 30-39 age cohort respondents’ choices were similar; however, their third choice was 

‘Reliable and affordable services’. 

Across all the age cohorts, it is important to note the three common perceptions for what is 

not needed. The following three elements (Q1.14; Sub questions: 2, 3, and 4) had 0% of choice 

by these age cohorts: 

• Innovative rural infrastructure (Q1.14; 2) received 0% selection by those in the 18-29, 

30-39 and 50-59 age cohorts. 

• Resource and asset-based community development (Q1.14; 3) received 0% selection by 

those in the 18-29, 30-39 and 70+ age cohorts. 

• Agro-tourism (Q1.14; 5) received 0% selection by those in the 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-

59, and 70+ age cohorts. 
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It is amazing to discover that only 18.2% of the respondents in the 60-69 age cohort have 

selected agro-tourism as an option. Overall, that represents on y 4.4% of the survey participants. 

This informs that agro-tourism is an activity for those “financially secured-newbies” at 

retirement. Using common knowledge on life expectancies, such age cohorts will most likely not 

be able to offer stability in this aspect of rural community development.  

Parish’s (2020) research on agro-tourism found that: “farm operators pursue agri-tourism 

as a retirement plan or next stage in the life of their farming career. … [are] also motivated to 

pursue agri-tourism to share their hobby and give back to the community” (p. 70). Research 

findings in this initiative revealed that only respondents within the 60-69 age cohorts showed an 

interest in agro-tourism and therefore, confirmed Parish’s findings reporting that agri-tourism is 

of interest to those farm operators wishing to share farming experiences with the community at 

large after retirement where retirement age in Ontario is that of the same age cohort (60-69) who 

chose agro-tourism as an option to invest funds.

 

Table 4.8 Cross Tabulation of Gender and Funding Priorities  

The relationship between age (Q1.9) and the elements on which to spend $3 billion 

(Q1.14) seems to be comparable between males and females. Both genders selected ‘High 

quality life for residents ‘(70.6% males and 80.0% females) as their top choices with different 
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level of passion. Thereafter, their choices may create a dichotomy between the genders. 

Community economic development opportunities’ (72.0%) was second choice for females and 

third choice for male (65.0%) while ‘Reliable and affordable services’ was second choice for 

males (70.0%) as it stood in fourth place for the females (44.0%). Spending $3 billion will 

require participative communication process where the rural community people are inclusively 

engaged (Anyaegbunam et al., 2004; Boyatzis and Akrivou, 2006). Sixty percent of male 

participants chose ‘Innovative rural infrastructure’ for their third element to spend $3 billion, and 

so did female participants, but at 52%. 

4.1.1.3 Qualitative Analysis  
 

Survey One had two opportunities (Q1.11 and Q1.15) for participants to voice the beliefs 

and hopes that they believed the survey did not capture. The responses reflect the participants’ 

spontaneous sharing of their perception of their future rural communities. A space of 250-

character capacity was provided in Survey One for these two open-ended questions. Respondents 

provided information expressing various needs for current and future development. To present a 

cohesive view of the notes received, common themes were identified from the written comments. 

The themes were used to classify the information collected through these two questions of Survey 

One. The following is a qualitative analysis of the open-ended questions, which is later analyzed 

through NVivo and SPSS. The analytical report of Q1.11 and Q1.15 are discussed in the 

subsequent subsection (4.2.1). 
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4.1.1.4 Hopes Shared Through Q1.11  
 

 
Table 4.9 Q1.11 Themes for My Hope  

Through the hopes shared, participants seem to view their rural community as important. 

The following four main themes: ‘Sustainability and Stability’, ‘Prosperity and Quality of Life’, 

‘Safeguarding Rural Life and Rural Living’, and ‘Reliable Affordable Services and Growth’ 

were created and are illustrated in Table 4.9 - Q1.11 Themes for My hope for my community.  

The analysis of the information received for Q1.11 determined the percentage of voices 

under each theme created. The theme Sustainability and Stability ranked third because it 

contained 23.2% of all the hope sentences identified. Participants informed that, “To be self-

sustaining … [is to] have a planner of the future to ensure our rural way of life sustained”.  

There seems to be a sense of the need to “survive as a rural community”, and to seek for 

‘Balanced growth, protecting prime agricultural land’. The respondents’ view of their hopes for 

sustainability also presents the need for ‘continued growth to be done sustainably (Appendix 4.1 

Verbatim responses in Survey One - Q1.11). There is a clear expression of their perceived 

rurality, “Sustainability is sustainable growth for [rural] economy and agriculture” as in 

connection to a perception that, “Sustainability is related to opportunity, political stability and 
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environmentally sensitive growth”. One participant connected a “vibrant community to 

sustainable growth”.  

There were 29 responses categorized under ‘Sustainability and stability’ and also 

complemented responses under ‘Safeguarding rural life and living’. Together, these 22 responses 

promoted the rural to “continue to be viable as a community and to not amalgamate” with a 

focus for “maintaining our rural community” through ensuring a “balanced growth, protecting 

prime agricultural land” by “halting erosion … due to development”. Respondents expressed the 

hope that both “natural and agricultural landscapes be preserved”; however, these respondents 

shared the need to “keep agriculture strong and sustainable while growing our community” to 

“remain awesome”.  

The respondents for this category projected that their rural will be small towns, with “limit 

to growth that would threaten the infrastructure”. For them, their vision informed that the rural to 

remain rural needs to “remain small” and “stay the same”. They also informed that rural growth 

needs to be balanced to “maintain a rural lifestyle, the rural community, our rural character”, 

“while protecting the farmers right to farm”. The theme ‘Safeguarding rural life and living’ 

represented 17.6% of the responses (see Appendix 4.1 for verbatim responses as quoted).  

The theme ‘Prosperity and Quality of Life’ ranked first; it had the largest number of 

responses generated by the participants to express their hope for their rural Ontario. There were 

40 responses representing 32% of all the responses shared as their hope for their communities. 

The respondents hoped for prosperity, vibrancy, and growth to prosper, but only a “slight 

growth, which would provide financial stability”. There seems to be an interest in “thriving and 

growing to prosper”. One respondent hopes that the rural community will be “healthy, vibrant, 

promoting a high quality of life through recreation, and opportunity to grow”. The responses 
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under this theme promoted a rural community that is “safe, welcoming, diverse, clean, active, 

with an interesting environment” (see Appendix 4.1 for verbatim responses). 

The ‘Services and Growth’ theme contains 34 responses. It is ranked second and 

represented 27.2% of all the respondents to this question. This second theme supports Prosperity 

and Quality of Life. The themes that ranked first and fourth (Prosperity and Quality of Life, 32% 

and Services and Growth, 27.2%) are very complementary to each other. The latter theme seems 

to bring focus to the social framework needed to accomplish the former. There is a call for the 

need for an “economic recovery through more services and growth that would force the end of 

homelessness” and that would “deliver in rural communities’ equal access to internet, resources, 

and social services as for the urban”. The respondents’ hope for “the rural to continue to be a 

safe, supportive place to live with equal access to resources for residents”. However, there is the 

“need for every growth to be balanced for the maintenance of a rural lifestyle” (see Appendix 4.1 

for verbatim responses). 

Those who contributed to the emergence of this theme also stressed the need for a 

“management of change” for a rural community “to thrive and be able to provide the services 

needed for the current population”. According to the hopes shared, the main focus is to have a 

“balanced growth for light industries, agriculture, and agriculture related businesses”. It is 

viewed that “growth and its sustainability of services’ need to focus on ‘enhanced recreation 

services and connectivity". The hope for becoming a great place to live is promoting the merging 

of the “small municipalities into larger districts of vibrant communities that would sustain 

growth through employment opportunities” (see Appendix 4.1 for verbatim responses). 

4.1.1.5 Beliefs Shared Through Q.1.15  
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Table 4.10 Q1.15 – Beliefs for the Future and Four of the Themes   

This question invited participants to share two points that they believe rural Ontario will 

most likely rely on for a better future. Participants input 67 responses (see Appendix 4.2), which 

were originally grouped under four themes of the eight emergent themes: 

• Balanced rural life, growth, and shared tax revenues  

• Diversified manufacture with government funds for economic sustainable development  

• Funded rural entrepreneurship and infrastructure to attract youth                                             

• Creative forward-thinking leadership, funding for infrastructure (See Table 4.10) 

Q1.15 Themes relate to the two points that reflected participants’ beliefs:    

1. Creative and forward thinking  

2. Balanced rural life and growth 

The ‘Creative and forward thinking in leadership, funding, and infrastructure’ and 

‘Balanced rural life, growth, and shared tax revenue bases’ themes received 31 and 20 responses 

respectively. The ‘Creative and forward thinking’ theme captured 46.26% of the beliefs shared, 

whereas the theme ‘Balanced rural growth’ attracted 29.85%. In contrast, the themes ‘Diversified 

Manufacture and Funded rural entrepreneurship’ were tied (total = 8 responses or 11.94%) as 
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two weak themes of points that were shared by fewer of the respondents compared with the top 

two. The discussion focuses on the two themes that captured the most belief points shared. 

The theme, ‘Creative and forward thinking in leadership, funding, and infrastructure’ 

proclaims the need for broadband infrastructure improvements, community engagement, and 

availability. Also, high quality internet and support for the agro-industry and small businesses 

are recurring points. These respondents suggested a “new interconnectedness with 

innovation/technology and access to municipal services”. From the perspective of forward 

thinking, there is the view that it is time for a call to “focus on our strengths of community 

engagement and innovation to better prepare for the future”. Within this theme also were 

included “community leadership, engagement, and innovation to stop the urban sprawl in order 

to preserve farmland, keep the city out, secure a balance growth and keep the identity of the 

rural”.  

The second theme that encapsulated most of the points that rural Ontario will rely on is 

‘Balanced rural life, growth, and shared tax revenue bases’. Many respondents within their own 

words emphasized the need to “have and maintain sustainable services and quality of life”. They 

are also seeking for “sustainable services” and “finding a balance for agricultural and 

development/employment lands”. They seem to call for “community economic development 

opportunities, improvement of agriculture and rural infrastructure” and for seeking a “larger tax 

base through better cross municipal border agreements”. Responses under this theme seem to 

focus on building “managed growth” for better “quality of life and economic development” (see 

Appendix 4.2 for full responses). 
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4.1.1.6 Qualitative Analysis of Pictures Shared  
 

Questions 1.16 and 1.17 allowed respondents the opportunity to share photographs of 

what “says-it-all” for them about the vision of the rural they want to keep or want to create. The 

list of the seven pictures submitted with their descriptions can be found in Appendix 4.3. The 

photographs with their descriptions are integrated in Table 4.11 with identification of themes 

derived in Q1.11 and Q1.15. Participants responded to the first research question: What are the 

key drivers of rural Ontario from the perspective of rural residents? The elements within those 

sets of ideas which construct the eight themes are sustained by the key drivers. They propelled 

the energy to materialize the activities within the vision held by those rural Ontarians surveyed. 

These themes are perceived as the elements that could be fashioned by the key drivers. However, 

these key drivers seemed to be the characteristics of the rural Ontarians that acted as the key/the 

motivator/the sustainer for propelling the activities that make rural visions manifest in rural 

Ontario. Consequently, the key drivers themselves are discovered through statistical analysis as 

they reveal the common characteristics of those who responded.   

Q1.16 - Image shared Description Theme 
Connection 

Reasoning  

 

 
 
 
 
 
Paradise!  

 
 
 
Balanced rural 
life, growth, and 
shared tax 
revenue 

A paradise is 
reputed to hold the 
essence of a 
sustainable quality 
of life. 
As presented, it is 
farmland away 
from urban sprawl 
and rural economic 
development  
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Community 
Gathering  
  

 
 
 
 
Prosperity and 
quality of life 

Belonging to local 
groups maintaining 
a community 
where people live, 
play, and work. 
Together creating 
vibrancy for 
prosperity  

    

 

 
 
 
Agriculture 
Land  
No rural 
residents other 
than farmers  

 
 
 
Balanced rural 
life, growth, and 
shared tax 
revenue 

As presented, it is 
farmland away 
from urban sprawl 
and rural economic 
development  

Table 4.11 Photos and Descriptions Shared (Part A)  

Q1.16 - Image shared Description Theme 
connection 

Reasoning  
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The beautiful lake 
on which I live 
and there, the 
pastoral lifestyle 

 
 
  
Balanced rural 
life, growth, 
and shared tax 
revenue  

The rural as 
a beautiful 
place 
sustainable by 
managed 
growth 
preserving the 
pastoral 
landscape and 
enjoying natural 
lands and 
lifestyle 

    

 

 
 
Agriculture and 
nature, increased, 
increased 
housing, roads 
that import and 
export goods, 
affordable service 
 
  

 
 
 
Prosperity and 
quality of life 

Prosperity and 
progress 
through family, 
friendly local 
job 
opportunities. 
Securing a 
healthy, vibrant 
community 
promoting a 
high quality of 
life through 
sustainability of 
economy and 
agriculture 

    

 

 
 
 
 
Sustainability 
 
 
  

 
 
 
Sustainability 
and stability 

To be self-
sustaining, 
have a plan for 
the future to 
ensure our rural 
way of life is 
sustainable 
where people 
live, play, work, 
and have 
economic 
opportunities 

Table 4.11 Photos and Descriptions Shared (Part B)  
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Q1.16 - Image shared Description Theme connection Reasoning  

 

 
 
Ensuring each 
decision made 
today is done so 
within a 
sustainability 
mindset. 

 
 
  
Balanced rural life, 
growth, and 
shared tax 
revenue  

 
The image shows a 
conceptual framework 
of integration of 
community collaborative 
effort for the integration 
of the elements for 
sustainable and 
conscious development. 

    

 

 
 
Growth and 
stability for the 
future of 
agriculture 

 
 
 
Prosperity and 
quality of life 

The rural as a beautiful 
place sustainable by 
managed growth 
preserving the pastoral 
landscape and enjoying 
natural lands and 
lifestyle 

    

 

Regenerative 
agriculture  
contributes to 
community, 
farming 
sustainability, 
and offsets 
climate change 

 
  
Creative forward 
thinking, 
leadership, and 
funding 
infrastructure 

Community leadership 
and innovation for 
diversified Agri-culture, 
preserved farm and, 
access to constant new 
technology and 
community engagement 

Table 4.11 Photos and Descriptions Shared (Part C)  



 
 

 

90 

Connecting the qualitative notes of the respondents to that of the quantitative information 

of the survey, those rural Ontarians who responded to the Survey One generated two sets of 

results to provide a response to the first research question. All eight themes are considered the 

elements of a rural vision. They became the information drawn from the statistical procedures. 

The elements are used as the characteristics of the rural residents who typically devote 

themselves to achieve these elements of a vision in a real rural life and living. The eight themes, 

the valued factors that a community develops based on their needs, assets, and resources.  

Though the themes that emerged from this research were specific to those of respondents 

who made up the research population, the success of a development team will likely depend on the 

quality of the motivation that participants bring to the discussion (disagree, neither agree nor 

disagree, agree that their opinion matters).  

 
4.2.1 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedures (A-E) – Result Reporting and Discussion 
 

The survey data was analyzed from a quantitative perspective using percentages and counts 

provided by Qualtrics. This was the preliminary assessment of the data. The number of responses 

for each question of the survey varied as participants could opt not to answer all questions. The 

Qualtrics software also provided the results for each question in percentage and total according 

to the number of participants. 

The following table outlines the procedures used for the statistical analysis of Survey One. 

Survey One 
 
Independent  

Q1. #  
Dependent  

Q1. 
# 

Analysis Name and Purpose  
I.D. 

age cohort,  
gender, 
level of 
education 

7 
8 
9 

membership in 
1 or more 
organizations  

3 Descriptive Statistical 
Analysis - How being 
membership to organization is 
proportionally characterized?  

S1-A 
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gender, 
 
membership in 
1 or more 
organizations 

8 
 
3 

continued 
participation in 
the survey - 
hope 

18 Binary Logistic Regression - 
How continued participation is 
influenced by gender and being 
a member of an organization?  

S1-B 

my opinion 
matters. 
  

5 1 most 
important 
value 

10 Chi Square — What 
relationship exists between the 
independent variable and 3 
selected most important values 
for a vision? How strong is it?  

S1-C 

age, gender, 
education, 
membership,  
my opinion 
matters 

7, 9 
8 
3 
 
5 

My rural 
Ontario future 
relies on one 
factor 

12 Cross-tabulation - if my rural 
rely on …, then what influences 
this selection for a better future 
rural? 

S1-D 

Age, gender 
Education 
membership 
My opinion 
matters 

7, 9 
 
8, 3 
 
5 

My 
municipality 
would use 
funds for 3 key 
elements. 

13 Binary Logistic Regression - 
How the top 2 preferred ways to 
spend $3B criteria influencing 
rural activities 

S1-E 

education level 
age  
gender 

8 
7 
9 

Most likely to 
rely on 

14 Chi-Square - How level of 
education influences my 
opinion for possibilities in my 
community and characterizes 
my hope for my community 

S1-F 

Table 4.12 (also Table 3.2) Statistical Analysis Procedures for Survey One  

S.1-A: Descriptive Statistic Analysis: S.1-A is used for visual representation of basic 

characteristics of simple and grouped results in bar chart format. 

 
 
The results of this analysis informed 
that: 

 
• 53.1% of participants were male; 
• 46.9% were female; 
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The results of this analysis informed 
that: 
 
• 75% of participants were between the 

age of 40 and 69; 
• 13.1% of the respondents were 

between the age of 18 to 29 and 70+; 
• 11.9% of all respondents were 

between 30 and 39; 
  

The results of this analysis informed 
that: 
 
• 21% of the respondents held a 

master’s or Doctorate degree; 
• 36.9% had a bachelor’s degree 
• 34.9% had a College or Trade 

education; 
• 13.1% completed High School. 
  

Table 4.13 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedures (A) and Result Reporting Discussion  

Those participants who agreed their opinion matters were 22 High School and Trade, 84 

University and College, and 21 Graduates. Based on the similarity between the high school and 

trade, those with a graduate degree informed that one’s level of education does not correlate with 

one's perception of one’s opinion as matters for shaping one’s rural community. 
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S.1-C: Chi-Square Analysis: The Chi-Square procedure was used to discover the 

perception of how opinion matters is related to high quality of life for all. It ranked first among 

the three most important values for creating a rural community vision, as selected in Survey One. 

• Furthermore, those who 
agreed their opinion 
matters were 22 High 
School and Trade, 84 
University and College, and 
21 Graduates. Based on the 
similarity between the high 
school and trade, those with 
graduate degree informed 
that one’s level of 
education does not 
correlate with one's 
perception of one’s opinion 
as matters for shaping one’s 
rural community. 

 

S.1-C 
Chi-Square 

The Chi-Square procedure was used to discover the 
perception of how opinion matters is related to high quality 
of life for all. It ranked first among the three most important 
values for creating a rural community vision, as selected in 
Survey One.  



 
 

 

94 

The results of this analysis 
informed that: 
• respondents who selected 

this response were 
sufficient to make the 
relationships significant; 

• the results between the 
perceived values of one’s 
opinion and the value of 
high quality of life for all 
are significant. The value is 
p = .030.  

The significance was reached 
as most of the respondents 
who agreed (90) that their 
opinion matters considered 
high quality of life as their 
most valuable. The same was 
true for those who neither 
agreed nor disagreed (20). 
However, those who 
disagreed did not consider 
high quality of life for all as a 
valuable factor in creating a 
rural vision. 

 

Table 4.14 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedures (A) and Result Portion Discussion-1 (Graph)  

S.1-B Binary Logistic Regression was used to discover how gender and being a member of an 
organization influenced continued participation in the survey. The results confirmed that this 
relationship is significant with a p =.008. The analysis determined 82.4% who selected to 
continue with the research belonged to a rural organization. Participants who belonged are most 
likely to continue with the feedback loop survey. It is interesting to note that gender has no effect 
and is not significant to continuing with the research as indicated by the significant value: p = 
.002.  
 

S.1-C 
Chi-Square: 

S.1-C procedure was used to examine how the perception of 
one’s opinion matters and how it is related to each of the three 
most important values for creating a rural community vision. 
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The results confirmed that: 
•  The overall relationship is 

significant with a p =.008; 
• 85.4% of respondents 

shared that one’s 
perception of self has 
valuable relationships for 
creating a rural vision 

•  

# 3 - Building community relationships through gatherings 
 

 
S.1-C 

 Chi-Square 
 

This procedure was used to discover how the perception of 
opinion matters is related to diversified collective shared 
leadership/participation ranked second for the three most 
important values for creating a rural community vision, as per 
Survey One. 

The results of this analysis 
informed that: 

• the respondents who 
selected this response 
were not sufficient to 
make the relationships 
significant; 

• the results between the 
perceived values of 
one’s opinion and the 
value of diversified 
collective shared 
leadership /participation 
are not significant. The 
value is p = .341. 

# 2 - Diversified collective shared leadership/participation 
 

 

Table 4.15 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedures (C) and Result Reporting Discussion-1  

 
S.1-D 

Binary Logistic 
Regression 

This procedure was used to investigate what influences the 
selection of the two most factors (Q1.13) that my rural Ontario 
would rely on for a better future rural. 

• The selected 
influencers were 
Q1.7, Q1.9, 
Q1.8, Q1.3, and 
Q1. 5 for a better 
future rural 
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community 
vision. 

• The top 2 ways 
chosen from 
(Q1.13) were: 
Building 
relationship and 
community 
engagement 
(count of 78 = 
42.16% of 185 
respondents' 
choices) and 
infrastructure 
replacement 
(count of 73 = 
39.45%).  

• Each of the top 
two factors will 
be analyzed 
individually. 

The results of this 
analysis informed that: 

• Respondents 
who selected this 
response were 
not sufficient to 
make the 
relationship 
between any of 
the independent 
variables (Q1.7, 
Q1.9, Q1.8, 
Q1.3, Q1. 5) and 
the dependent 
variable (Q1.13), 
their second of 
top choice 
(Infrastructure 
replacement) 
significant. 

 

• There are no 
significant 
relationships. 
Also, one could 
predict that the 

#1 – Infrastructure Replacement 
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more educated 
one is, the less 
likely that the 
choice of 
Infrastructure 
replacement 
would be a 
possibility. That 
is, if there were 
more 
respondents, 
education’s p < 
.069 would have 
been less, 
therefore 
significant, and 
the coefficient B 
could still be 
negative. 

• These responses 
showed that 
neither age, 
education, nor 
gender drive 
community 
members in 
choosing 
infrastructure 
replacement. 

 

The results of this 
analysis informed that: 

• Respondents 
who selected this 
response, though 
in majority, were 
not sufficient to 
create a positive 
relationship 
between the 
independent 
variables (Q1.7, 
Q1.9, Q1.8, 
Q1.3, Q1. 5) and 
the top of the 
dependent 

# 2 - Building relationships and community engagement 
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variable for 
Q1.13  

• There are no 
significant 
relationships. 
These responses 
showed that 
neither age, 
education, nor 
gender have any 
significant 
impact on 
community 
members 
choosing 
Building 
relationships and 
community 
engagement as 
key factors for a 
better rural 
future. 

• However, age 
cohort projects a 
negative impact 
on building 
relationships and 
community 
engagement. For 
B = - 259 and p 
= .010 suggests 
that the older the 
rural residents 
are, the least 
likely they 
would choose 
building 
relationships and 
community 
engagement. 

 

Table 4.16 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedures (D) and Result Reporting Discussion-1  

 
 

S.1-E  
Binary Logistic Regression 

This procedure was used to discover what influenced 
the selection of the 2 most preferred ways of spending 
$3 billion and the selected influencers (Q1.7, Q1.9, 
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Q1.8, Q1.3, Q1. 5) for a better rural future community 
vision. The top 2 ways chosen from Q1.14 were 
Innovative infrastructure (count of 100 = 22% of 185 
respondents' choices) and Reliable affordable services 
(count of 93 = 20.49%). Each of the top two factors 
will be analyzed individually. 

The results of this analysis informed 
that: 
• Respondents who selected this 

response were not sufficient to 
make the relationship between the 
independent variables (Q1.7, Q1.9, 
Q1.8, Q1.3, Q1. 5) and the 
dependent variable Q1.14 second 
of the two top choices (Reliable 
affordable services). 

• There are no significant 
relationships. These responses 
showed that neither age, education, 
nor gender have any bearing on 
community members in choosing 
Reliable services as a domaine to 
invest in, improve, or expand as 
shown by p > .05. 

 

• Respondents who selected the 
Q1.14 top choice (Innovative 
infrastructure) were sufficient to 
establish a relationship with only 
Q1.5.   

• It showed a significant relationship 
with those who agreed that their 
opinion matters chose in sufficient 
numbers innovative infrastructure 
to give value to their choice and 
where p = .023. 

• However, there are no significant 
relationships between innovative 
infrastructure and age, gender, 
level of education, and with 
membership to an organization.  

#2 Innovative Infrastructure 
 

 

Table 4.17 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedure (E) and Result Reporting Discussion-1  

 
S.1-F  

Correlation:  
Cross-tabulation 

This procedure is used to examine how level of 
education (Q1.8) influences rural residents’ opinion 
(Q1.5) about possibilities in their community and how 
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their level of education characterizes their hope for 
their community. 

The results of this analysis informed 
that: 
• respondents who selected this 

response were sufficient to make 
significant correlations; 

• results between the perceived 
values of one’s opinion and the 
societal value assigned to higher 
education leads to the belief that 
quality of opinion is most likely to 
correlate with higher education; 
however, the results for this study 
informed that there are more 
graduates, university and college 
educated participants who disagree 
that their opinion matters contrary 
to none with a high school and 
trade diplomas. 

 
 

 

Table 4.18 Survey One (S.1) Statistical Procedures (F) and Result Reporting Discussion-1  

4.2 Points of Importance Retained from Survey One Analysis 
 

The findings of the statistical analysis are compatible with that of the qualitative analysis. 

The findings confirmed some know information (i.e., males tend to take part in survey and 

development activities more than females). Without rejecting the value of education, these 

findings confirmed that level of education is not relevant for selecting a domain for community 

expenditure. A list of the noteworthy points of findings reported in all sections of 4.1 from 

Survey One: 

• More males participated in the research (53.1%) 

• 75% of the participants were between 40-49 of age 

• 100% of participants had at least high school education 

• 82% who selected to continue with the research belonged to a community organization 

• Gender had no effect on continuing with the research. 

• The level of education does not correlate with one’s perception of one’s opinion matter 

for shaping the future of rural Ontario 

•  Perception of self is significant: overall, it has valuable relationships for creating a rural 

vision. 
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• Perceived values of one’s opinion and the value of high quality of life for all are 

significant (p=.030) 

• Level of education is not relevant to select domaine of expenditures for funding 

priorities  

• Age cohorts produce a negative impact on building relationships and community 

engagement. Though their responses showed that neither age, education, nor gender have 

any significant impact on community members choosing Building relationships and 

community engagement as key factors for a better rural future, age cohort projects a 

negative impact on building relationships and community engagement. Because this 

negative slope (B = - 259 and p = .010) suggests that the older the rural residents are, the 

least likely they would choose building relationships and community engagement. 

• No significant relationships between neither age, education, nor gender to indicate a 

bearing of these characteristics on choosing reliable services or any others as a domain 

to invest in creating a better rural future, however, there are more graduates, university 

and college educated participants who disagree that their opinion matters contrary to 

none with a high school and trade diplomas. 

4.3 Overview of Feedback Loop Survey Analysis– Quantitative of Cross-Tabulation 
 

Survey Two, the feedback loop survey, is a follow-up survey serving as an evaluation of 

the preliminary results of Survey One. The feedback loop survey contains 17 input possibilities 

distributed as follows: 

Number of 
Questions 

Type of questions Purpose 

4  age, education, gender, and 
employment Q2.5, Q2.4, Q2.6, and Q2.7 

Independent variable - characteristics for 
those who choose the factors, hopes, 
values, and priorities  

6 choices of statements representing the 
factors, hopes, values and priorities for 
respondents to select from: 
Q2.9, Q2.10, Q2.11, Q2.12, Q2.13, 
Q2.14 

Dependent variables - that would attract 
the respondents to choose according to 
presence 
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2 A place to share a picture of a vision, 
Q2.15 
A space to write a description of the 
picture, Q2.16 
A place to enter email to receive follow 
up on the research and its published 
reports, Q2.17  

Visuals and tangibles about one’s vision 
A venue to sustain commitment to 
knowledge translation and transfer 
  

Table 4.19 Overview of Survey Two Question Distribution  

The feedback loop survey received 67 submissions. Participants exercised their rights to 

answer the questions of their choice, resulting in a different number of responses in each question. 

The number of respondents for each question correlates with the number of those who responded. 

Each question of this survey has a unique population. Their education levels are:   

• High School (8 or 12.31%);  

• College and Trade (27 or 41.54%); 

• Undergraduate programs (20 or 30.77%); and  

• Graduate Programs (10 or 15.38%). 

Survey Two had more male (38 or 58.46%) respondents than female (27 or 41.54%). 

Respondents’ age cohorts were among those who are older (37 respondents aged 50-69 years of 

age, 56.92%) along with those who are 70 and above (4 respondents or 6.15%). The age cohort 

30-49 was also well-represented (21 respondents or 32.31%). However, only three respondents 

(4.62%) were in the 18-29 age cohort. The sample of the second survey was derived from the 

first survey, as the respondents opted to continue with the research. Nearly half of the Survey 

Two participants were municipal or government employees (47.69%), while 4.62% were public 

service employees, 26.15% were employed in the private sector, and 21.54% were self-employed 

and other. 

4.3.1 Survey Two Results – Quantitative: Inferential Discussion 
 

 The feedback loop survey questions Q2.9 to Q2.14 formed the core. These questions asked 

participants to rank the strongest factors. The items to be ranked were the top ranked themes from 

Survey One: hopes, factors, values, and elements. The Survey Two ranking was from 1 to 4 or to 
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6, with 1 the strongest/highest and 4 or 6 as the lowest. The Qualtrics software analysis of the 

responses revealed the number of respondents who answered for each question and therefore, 

provided the number of individuals who placed 1, 2, 3, or 4 in the first, second, third, or fourth 

ranking column. The data informed the number of respondents who ranked an element. It collected 

the responses according to the way they were ranked. The task was well followed by the 

respondents. They provided responses with very low and high scores. The Qualtrics software also 

gathered the responses according to their rankings and their order within four possible rankings.  

There was duplication of the Q2.9 with Q2.11 and Q2.10 with Q2.12. The duplication 

allowed the researcher to be assured of the strength of the responses. There is a slight variance 

only for the pair Q2.10 and Q2.12. Both questions acknowledged 'high quality of life’ as their 

number one choice; however, they differ for their second choice. The rest of the responses 

received alternative ranking. ‘Diversified collective participation and shared leadership’ was 

ranked second by 21 respondents in Q2.10. Under Q2.12, that same sub question was ranked 

fourth by 19 people. Within Q2.10 and Q2.12, there was one more sub question that received 

different ranking. ‘Building community relationships through gatherings’ in question Q2.12 was 

ranked second by 21 people, whereas for Q2.10, 18 people ranked it third. From a qualitative 

perspective, each of these four elements were very relevant for each ranking, but to various 

degrees. The pair Q2.9 and Q2.11’s responses reflected a unison of voices. The respondents 

agreed on matters like viable rural wellbeing of rural individuals in their sustainable rural 

communities and the rural community’s ability to be vibrant without amalgamation. They also 

desire to maintain the rural area as quiet but diverse. The goal was to evaluate the route envisioned 

to achieve the hopes, factors, values, and elements ranked in Survey One, which received feedback 

in Survey Two.  
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Each pair of duplicated questions was set to cover rural development from different 

perspectives, desires, and needs. The last two questions of Survey Two (Q2.13 and Q2.14) aimed 

at finding the most preferred and urgent areas for development. Through Q2.13, participants had 

four sub questions to assess the best hopes, factors, values, and elements in which to invest 

acquired funds. 58 of the 67 participants of Survey Two responded to Q2.13. For the first rank, the 

sub question ‘Reliable and affordable services’ received 18 voices to be declared first, whereas sub 

question ‘Innovative infrastructure’ ranked first in the second rank position. The sub question 

‘Community economic development opportunities’ was chosen by 16 people to rank first in the 

third rank column, whereas ‘High quality of life’ had 22 participants who ranked it first within the 

fourth ranking column for the question. If we value the expression “put your money where your 

mouth is,” though the Survey Two participants valued high quality of life and sustainability for 

rural residents, when money is available, no expenditure for ‘high quality of life’ and 

‘sustainability’ was selected. Through Q2.13, respondents favoured investing in reliable and 

affordable services and innovative infrastructure. If these two factors were present in the rural 

community, they would contribute to its livelihood and its residents' higher quality of life.  

The choice for financial investment in Q2.13 supports the responses from Q2.9 and Q2.11, 

where the strongest of the hopes emerges as ‘my rural community is able to achieve sustainability 

while the individuals in my community be sustainable and my rural community be viable without 

amalgamation’. Q2.13 also complements the top choice of Q2.14. In Q2.14, there were 21 

respondents who selected ‘Government funding for accessibility to infrastructure and affordable 

reliable country-wide internet’ for the first rank column where it was placed first. This was 

followed by 16 respondents selecting ‘funded rural entrepreneurship programs’ for the second 

rank, making it first in that column.  
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These top choices came from all respondents of the Survey One population. They were 

evaluated by the 67 participants of Survey Two. The population of Survey Two was a subgroup of 

Survey One, where 67 opted to participate in the feedback loop of the research process. Table 4.8 

is a summary of Survey Two results. The participants of the study responses implied that they 

were seeking to have high quality of life for all (Q2.10 and Q2.12). Such a choice was not valued 

all through the feedback loop survey. In Q2.9, respondents valued that one’s community should be 

achieving sustainability. Though high quality of life was valued in Survey One, in Survey Two it 

is not considered as a top area for investments. The two surveys complement each other. However, 

Survey Two does not consistently validate the results of Survey One.  

Notwithstanding, Survey Two participants selected activities to invest into that would lead, 

through engaging tasks, to a better quality of life rather than the resulting outcomes of such 

activities. Survey Two respondents’ focus aligned with Anyaegbunam et al. (2004). These authors 

advocate, through the participatory rural communication appraisal model, that rural development 

focuses on the deliverables, the management of collaboration, and community engagement rather 

than the resources. The top ranking of these values, hopes, factors, and elements, through activities 

rather than ideals, indicates the motivation of these respondents to break through the rural status 

quo. Survey Two rankings support Wals and wander Leij's (2009) point of view regarding 

“breaking … entrenched unsustainable patterns” because of “engag[ing] in new tasks that require a 

new kind of thinking" that would lead individuals into “collaborative action and transformation” 

(p. 17).  

The Survey Two rankings paid attention to the need to work together, such as 

collaborating, paying attention to dialogues, and becoming involved in community engagement 

and development projects. Whereas Nguyen & Wells (2018, p. 156) suggest that the ranking of 
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engaging in activities rather than ideal states informs of the desire from these rural communities 

to put an end to “poverty, vulnerability, isolation, powerlessness” and liberates rural people to 

reach out towards “a state of well-being” once funds are available. Table 4.22 is a summary of 

the top responses for Q2.9 to Q2.14. 

Q# Questions Rank Responses 

Q2.09 
Q2.11 

My rural community is able to achieve sustainability 
Rural community to be viable without amalgamation 
Individuals in my community to be sustainable 

1st 
2nd 
2nd 

35 
32 
32 

 
Q2.10 

 
High quality of life for all 
Enjoying and caring for one another 

 
1st 
2nd 

 
45 
23 

 
Q2.12 

 
High quality of life for all 
Building community relationships through gatherings  

 
1st 
2nd 

 
37 
21 

Q2.13 Reliable and affordable services 
Innovative infrastructure   

1st 
2nd 

18 
18 

Q2.14 Government funding for accessibility to infrastructure: reliable county 
wide internet through collaboration … access to natural gas 
Shared tax revenues with other levels of government while balancing 
economic growth, protecting rural identity, and buying local 

1st 
 
 
2nd 

15 
 
 
12 

Table 4.20 The Top Responses for Q2.9 to Q2.14  

Respondents’ top choices painted a rural vision shared based on tangible commonalities 

that depicted a rural community that first and foremost seek to ‘share the tax revenues of upper 

level of government while balancing rural community growth’. The vision shared for a better 

rural future aimed at stimulating ‘community economic development opportunities’ through 

‘funded diversified agriculture and agro-tourism economic development’. The responses of the 

participants call for a sustainable increase in ‘community economic development’ and a plan for 

‘enjoying caring for one another,’ and ‘building community relationships through gatherings’. 

Lastly, the emergent shared rural vision keeps the focus on the rural to constantly work on 

developing the rural, while ‘maintaining the rural quiet, small, and diverse’ (see Appendix 4.4). 
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This section cannot end without highlighting the lowest priority category noted by 

respondents. Thirty-two participants (54.24% of the survey) ranked agro-tourism as the lowest 

priority to invest $3B on when among other choices like:  reliable and affordable services, 

innovative rural infrastructure, resource and asset-based community development, agriculture, 

manufacture, and diversification, and community economic development opportunities and high 

quality of life for residents. These respondents also voiced that the future of rural Ontario would 

most likely not rely on educating urban people on what farming and rural life entail. The 

respondents also rejected the need for ensuring urban people to become aware of the 

interdependence between urban and rural activities and the rural infrastructure challenges. 

Fifteen people voiced manufacturing diversification as first in the fifth rank. They do not see that 

diversification of agro-industries through agro-tourism and the like as most likely to be reliable 

factors for a better future of rural Ontario. It is important to connect this feedback to the one 

gathered in Survey One through a cross-tabulation procedure that only the respondents between 

the age of 60-69 were the only age cohorts that responded in favour of agro-tourism and with due 

consideration of Parish (2020) findings that retired farmers attraction to agri-tourism. All the 

others rejected it as a choice. 

4.3.2 Survey 2 Results-Quantitative: Cross-Tabulation Analysis and Discussion 
 

This section discusses the characteristics of those who selected the top hope, value, choice 

and statement in Survey 2. Each question is analyzed to determine, who chose the top answers for 

Q2.9 to Q2.14.  

A total of 67 participants completed these questions. There were 55 who responded to Q2.9 - 

‘My hope for my community.’ There were 25 participants with a college/training education and 18 

with bachelor’s degrees, five with graduate degrees, and seven with high school diplomas. The 
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results showed those with high school diplomas (85.7%) and those with graduate degrees (83.3%) 

valued more their rural community’s ability to achieve sustainability. They have contributed 

strongly along with 50% of those with bachelor’s degrees and those with college and trade 

education (50%) to rank it first. 58.46% (38) of respondents were males, and 41.54% (27) were 

females. Notwithstanding, 66.7% of those within the age cohort 19-29 chose in larger number the 

sub question ‘My rural community is able to achieve sustainability’ of Q2.9 than the other age 

cohorts. Those in the 70+ made the exception as they selected in unanimity (100%) that their rural 

‘community be capable of achieving sustainability’ instead. 

 
Table 4.21 Q2.9 Sub Question Highest Ranking, Age  

Question Q2.10 requested participants ranked the top important value. This question 

contains four sub questions representing five-sixth of all the dependent variables questions. For 

this question, ‘High quality of life for all’ was ranked top because 73.8% of the total population 

who answered Q2.10 selected it as their most important value in creating a rural community. 

However, to reach that high count, 87.5% of those with a high school diploma, 84.2% of those 

with a bachelor’s degree, 68% of those with a college and trade diploma, and 55.6% of those 
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with a graduate degree recognized ‘High quality of life for all’ as their top value (see Table 

4.21).   

Q2.11 was a duplicate of Q2.9. The same subsection ‘My rural community is able to 

achieve sustainability’ came first with 35 participants declaring it as their first choice. Of those 

35, the distribution of their characteristics had no marking difference. The other set of 

duplication was Q2.10 and Q2.12 where they each had 45 and 37 participants respectively who 

chose ‘High quality of life for all’ as their most important value collectively.  

It seems that no matter the criteria set as lenses to consider the elements in Q2.10, the overall 

percentage of the participants who ranked the sub-questions ‘High quality of life for all’ as their 

most important value remained the same. Based on gender (73.8%), education (73.8%), and age 

cohorts (73.8%), even though the distribution of the number of those who chose it to be first 

varied across each of the criteria, the overall percentages were the same. This is to say that 

everyone desires the best that life has to offer, and that rural living needs not to be second. 

 
Table 4.22 Sub Question Highest Ranked by Age Cohorts  
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Based on the popular saying: ‘If I have a million dollars, I …”, Q2.13 sought to push the 

emerging need or want of the rural community to the top. Notably distinctive is the sub question 

‘High quality of life for residents’ which 37.9% of the respondents rated fourth overall. This sub 

question received a mark of distinction within the context of the questions surveyed. 

Respondents through Q2.10 and Q2.12 chose ‘High quality of life’ for all as their top value; 

however, when it came to investing funds, 37.9% of the respondents also strongly ranked ‘High 

quality of life’ as being the top of their last choices. Therefore, it is their least desirable for 

investment. Notwithstanding, an overall 31% of the 58 participants who responded to Q2.13 

ranked ‘Reliable and affordable services’ as their top choice to use the funds in the first rank 

column. The respondents were 62.5% of those who completed high school, 13% of those with a 

college or trade education, 42.1% of those with a bachelor’s degree, and 25% of those with a 

graduate degree. They also were 33.3% males and 27.3% females. It is important to note that 

those who contributed to give ‘Reliable and affordable services’ the top ranking for Q2.13 were 

not those in the 18-29 age cohorts. They were mainly those in the 50-69 age cohorts (38.2%) 

followed by those in the 30-49 age cohorts (25.3%) and those in the 70+ age cohort (25%). The 

population of Survey Two being small may influence the results because there seems to be no 

remarkable differences between the results of one group that appeared to be making a striking 

difference with the other. In general, the results pointed to the fact that at a certain age reliable 

and affordable services may be an issue whereas at others it may not.  However, there is no 

indication that would support such an inference.  

The last question of Survey Two (Q2.14) exposed the preliminary eight points that 

recurred in Survey One from participants’ comments within questions Q1.11 and Q1.15. There 

was a total of 232 one-line responses where respondents could share their hopes and beliefs for 
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their rural community. This sharing was encouraged to be done in two key points articulating 

their perception of what they considered to be most reliable for a better future of rural Ontario. 

This question had two facets: community growth and identity. Estimating that the participants 

were seeking ways to bridge the gap between city and country folks, acknowledge each other’s 

existence through government funding and tax revenues sharing with upper-level governments. 

The next sub-question ‘Urban people educated on what farming entails, our interdependence and 

the rural infrastructure needed’ was crafted to embrace all aspects of the sentences shared as they 

relate to the challenges that city folks presented to those of the countryside. There were 59 

participants who responded to Q2.14. An overall 54.2% ranked the education of urban people 

about the rural as top in the fourth rank column. They strongly agree that there was no value in 

this sub question. The 32 participants who answered this question consisted of 55.6% of the male 

population and of 52.2% of the female population who responded. Among them, 33.3% were in 

the 18-29 age cohort, 52.6% in the 30-49 age cohort, 51.5% in the 50-69 age cohort, and 100% 

in the 70+ age cohort. Looking at the educational characteristics of those respondents 

disfavouring the need to educate urban people on farming and what rural living entails, there was 

a similar proportion for those with high school education (62.5%), college or training education 

(50%), bachelor’s degree (52.6%), and graduate degree (62.5%). Even though the population 

size did not warrant for striking differences between the results, the message is clear about the 

point that there is no need educating the urban about rural.  

Looking at the sub question of Q2.14, the highest point for the future of rural Ontario to 

most likely rely on was ‘Government funding for accessibility to infrastructure: affordable 

reliable county-wide internet through collaboration rather than competition, access to natural 

gas’. This sub question was ranked top (35%) overall in the first column. There were more 
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females (37.5%) among those who supported this choice versus males (33.3%). They were 

mainly in the 70+ (75%) and the 30-49 age cohorts (42.1%). However, those in the 18-29 and 

those in the 50-69 age cohorts selected it also, but at a lower percentage (33.3% and 26.5% 

respectively). 

4.4 Survey (Two) 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedures (A to E) Reasonings 
 

The method section is built to support the feedback loop process for the emergence of the 

key factors, values, and beliefs held by rural Ontarians from lower tier municipalities. The data 

was collected through two surveys from the same population. Survey One (see Appendix 4.4) is 

the cornerstone of the feedback loop survey (see Appendix 4.5). Guided by Cummings (1997), the 

research concluded that the participants are the stakeholders and beneficiaries, and that the 

participative communication aspect of the research was done through the feedback loop process.  

Survey Two, which is the feedback loop survey, involved the process of duplicating two of 

its questions. This allowed the participants to respond to these questions under the same 

commands, but in different parts of the survey. Only one of the 67 participants identified this 

strategy as an error; the respondent wrote that they have aborted the rest of the survey but 

submitted the survey regardless. One set of the duplications contained identical answers whereas, 

for the other set, only one sub question was the same and the others were different. The analysis of 

the research also relied on the feedback loop effect to facilitate the emergence of responses of the 

two research questions. Relying on the data management principles of Ganti and Das Sarma 

(2013), the quality of the data was maintained by considering the participants of Survey Two as 

new ones rather than connecting them with Survey One. However, as proposed by Ganti and Das 

Sarma (2013), data retrieval from different sources must maintain the independence of the 

variables from one-another. This research applied this concept in retrieving two key independent 
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variables from the 67 participants of Survey Two from the data of Survey One. As a result, the 

data from each survey was independent of each other. The research used the responses of these 

participants for Q1.3 and Q1.5 from Survey One to conduct Survey Two analysis.  

The Survey Two statistical analyses were done using the same procedures (A to E) as for 

Survey One. Through the same procedures for both surveys, the study was equipped with similar 

tools to compare the results of Survey One with Two. The processes and procedures of the two 

different surveys, holding identical data formats, produced different results of similar 

characteristics to be compared using the same analyses. Table 4.25 represents the plan of Survey 

2 (S.2-) statistical procedures (A to E) and processes used to draw out the results and attribute 

conclusions. For each procedure selected, its name and purpose were established in the fifth 

column of the table and the identification is given (i.e., S.2-A). The independent and dependent 

variables to be used for each procedure are named and the question containing the data for each 

question also is identified for each variable type. There are six analyses chosen to satisfy the 

responses to the research questions and only four different procedures. The identification of a 

procedure in Survey One (S.1-A) matches the same procedure for Survey 2 (S.2-A), but each 

with their distinct and respective sets of data. S.2-A is not a classification nor a ranking; it is 

simply an ID. 

4.5 Survey 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedures (A to E) Process and Procedures 
 
 Each procedure is set in a table format and identified accordingly. 
 

Independent  Q2. 
# 

Dependent  Q2. 
# 

Analysis Name and 
Purpose 

I.D. 

age,  
gender 
level of 
education 

5 
6 
4 

Membership 
to an 
organization 

9 Descriptive statistic - 
What is the profile of 
those respondents who 
belong to an organization? 

S.2-A 
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gender,  
membership 
(Q1.3) to 
organization, 
education 

6 
8 
 
 
4 

Continued 
to follow 
the survey 

17 Binary Logistic 
Regression - What are the 
characteristics of those 
subscribing to follow the 
research? 

S.2-B 

age, opinion 
matters 
(Q1.5),  
employment 
education 

5 
3 
7 
4 

Identify the 
most 
important 
value 

10 Chi-Square - What 
relationship exists between 
the independent variables 
and the most important 
identified value? 

S.2-C 

age, gender, 
education,  
membership 
(Q1.3) 
opinion 
matters 
(Q1.5) 

5 
6 
8 
3 

My rural 
Ontario 
relies on 
this one 
factor 

14 Cross-Tabulation - If my 
rural relies on this factor, 
then, what influences this 
selection for a better rural? 

S.2-D 

age, gender, 
education, 
membership, 
Q1.3) 
opinion 
matters 
(Q1.5) 

5 
6 
4 
8 
3 

My 
municipality 
would 
choose to 
use funds 
for a key 
point  

13 Binary Logistic 
Regression - What is the 
key point for spending 
$3B and what has 
influenced its choice? 

S.2-E 

age,  
gender, 
level of 
education 

5 
6 
4 

Two 
possibilities 
to rely on 

14 Chi-Square - How does 
the level of education, 
gender, and age, as it 
relates to a respondent’s 
vision, inform about one’s 
characterization of their 
community? 

S.2-F 

Table 4.23 Survey Two - The Feedback Loop Survey Statistical Analysis Plan  

4.5.1 Survey 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedures (A to E), Analysis, and Results (at Table 4.17-
4.29) 
 

S.2-A - Gender 
Descriptive Statistic 

Analysis: 

This procedure was used for visual representation of the basic 
characteristics of simple and grouped results in bar chart 
format. 
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The results of this analysis 
informed that: 
58.5% of participants were 
males; 41.5% were females. 
 

 
Table 4.24 Survey 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedure and Report  

 
S.2-A - Age Ccohorts 
Descriptive Statistic Analysis: 
 
56.9% of Survey Two population 
were in the 50-69 age cohort; 
32.3% were in the 30-49 age cohort; 
4.5% were in the 18-29 
6% in the 70+ 

 
Table 4.25 Survey 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedure (A) and Report  

 
S.2-A - Education 
 
Q2.4 informs about 
respondents’ education. 

• 41.5% have a 
college or trade 
education 

• 30.8% hold a 
bachelor’s degree 

• 12.3% completed 
high school 15.4% 
hold graduate 
degrees  

Table 4.26 Survey 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedure (A) and Report  
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S.2-A - Employment  
 
Q2.7: respondents shared their 
principal source of income. 
 
All respondents were employed: 

• 47.7% government 
employees. 

• 26.2% self-employed; 
• 21.55% employed in the 

private sector 
• 4.6% public service 

employees. 
 

 

Table 4.27 Survey 2 (S.2) Statistical Procedure (A) and Report  

 
 

S.2-B   
 Binary Logistic Regression: The 

results confirmed that: 

S.2-B was used to discover how gender and being a 
member of an organization influenced continued 
participation in the survey. 

• 59% of Survey 2 chose to receive follow-ups on the results of the study; 
• The overall results are not significant; 
• It is more likely for males to continue to participate (p=.035) than females as the B 

coefficient is negative (-1.125); 
• Education and membership in organizations do not influence following the study 

 

Table 4.28 Survey 2 Statistical Procedures (B), Result reporting, and Discussion  
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S.2-C -was a Chi-Square procedure which informed about the relationship that exists between 

the independent variables (age cohort, opinion, employment, and education, (Q2.5, 7,4 and 

Q1.5) and the dependent on choosing the most important value (Q2.10):  

• 89.6% of Survey 2 population agrees their opinion matters in shaping the future of rural 
Ontario and the rest neither agrees nor disagrees.  

• Opinion is not influenced by age cohorts. 
• The likelihood of respondents choosing the top choice is not significantly related to age nor 

opinion matters for this study which has a small number of participants. 
 

Through S.2-D - Chi-Square procedure, respondents who perceived that their rural 

communities rely on funding for reliable, affordable internet, and competitive access to natural 

gas as their top choice were not significantly influenced by their age, gender, or membership. 

It seems to be a priority for everybody.  

The results also informed that gender does not influence this perception; belonging to an 

organization is not only insignificant but it negatively influenced this top choice. This 

informed that the more one belongs to an organization, the less likely they would select this 

top choice: having funding to access reliable affordable internet services. 

 
Table 4.29 Survey 2 Statistical Procedure (D), Result and Reporting Discussion  
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S.2-E - Binary Regression - According to the survey, when a rural municipality accesses 

funds for creating a better rural future, the elements influencing choices cannot collectively 

force desired outcomes. The results indicated that age, gender, membership, and opinion 

matters did not significantly influence respondents’ choices and that the vision for a better 

rural is held by all, but within varied perspectives.  

Nonetheless, they were insightful and supported Seghezzo’s (2009) concept of “Space, 

time, and human aspects [as dependent] on each other … interact[ing] in complex ways” 

(p.552). Complimentary to this, Tabart, et al.’s (2001) stressed that success in community 

development being highly related to local resources, experiences and skills of those involved, 

and the motivational spirit of local organizers, would, based on this study’s results, encompass 

everyone. 

 
Table 4.30 Survey 2 Statistical Procedure (E), Result, and Report  

S.2-F - Chi-Square - This procedure sought to inform about the relationship between age, 

gender, level of education, and respondents’ perceptions of their own opinion for what would 

characterize the future of their own rural community. It also proved that based on the size of 

the survey, a conclusive answer cannot be significantly reached. However, it informed that 

there is no statistically direct relationship between the above variables. In the qualitative 

analysis section, information that emerged showed more of an inconsistent tendency rather 
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than a consistent or predictable pattern. These results also reassured that around a rural 

economic and policy roundtable, all types of people from various demographics need a seat 

and be involved. 

 
Table 4.31 Survey 2 Statistical Procedure (F), Result, and Reporting  

4.6 Survey One (Q1.11 and Q1.15) Reporting Procedures and Process – From Qualtrics to 
SPSS to NVivo 

 
A framework was developed to organize participants’ voices heard through Q1.11 and 

Q1.15. In this shared vision framework, abstract concepts derived from respondents’ voices were 

used as themes/nodes to purposefully arrange and interrelate visions, hopes, factors, and key 

elements shared as per the instruction of each question. Looking for common characteristics from 

the 157 messages received in Q1.15 and the 106 from Q1.11, the following eight themes emerged 

and were used as nodes in NVivo software to group the messages. 

1. Creative forward-thinking leadership and funding of environment and infrastructure;  

2. Prosperity and high quality of rural life and living; 

3. Balanced rural growth - Government funded infrastructure for dependable and 

affordable internet and shared tax revenue; 

4. Services and growth, community engagement and caring for the aged; 
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5. Sustainability and stability of rural life, living and landscapes; 

6. Safeguarding rural life and living and community connectivity; 

7. Rural quality lifestyle and funded rural entrepreneurship and infrastructure to attract 

youth; 

8. Diversified manufacturing and sustainable economic development with government 

funds. 

Table 4.32 Eight Emergent Themes Used As ‘Nodes’ in NVivo Software  

These nodes were in turn used as dependent variables in the context of an SPSS analysis. 

The nodes were used in the analysis of Q1.11 and Q1.15. They provided a common set of lenses to 

gain insights about the types of relationships these nodes as dependent variables have when cross 

tabulation procedures are carried within the Q1.11 statements and those of Q1.15. The voices 

within each of these two questions were analyzed as dependent variables relating to the 

independent variables as the characteristics of individual rural-residents’ responses.  For the 

analysis of the voices in Q1.11 and Q1.15, the same procedures were used. However, as the 

questions were seeking the same responses but from a different perspective of one’s timeline, the 

answers were also distinct from one another. Therefore, the answers reflected the constraints of the 

framework for each of the perspectives. To support this argument and demonstrate its results, the 

analysis and discussion for each question is presented through table formats. 

4.6.1 The Parallelism of Q1.11 and Q1.15  
 

Q1.11: My hope for my 
community is … 
 
 
Analysis: 

• Q1.11 comes from the 
perspective of seeking for 
a better rural to enjoy: 

Q1.15: The more I think of it, I 
believe that the future of rural 
Ontario would most likely rely on 
two points. 
Analysis: 

• Q1.15 departs from a last-
ditched effort from the 
perspective of a need to 
salvage a situation: 
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• It invites respondents to 
tap into a vision / desire 
for the better; 

• It invites to mentally step 
back and access a vision 
of positive living and 
well-being;  

• It sends the mind into 
finding the best wish; 

• It guides towards images 
of a vibrant community; 

• It is the expression for a 
sustainable place with 
balance growth;  

• It is a stimulus to seek a 
bright future rather than 
staying with the paths of 
least resistance 
for subsistence. 

• It requested participants to 
become aware of their 
inner voices about the 
future of rural Ontario 
(“the more I think of it”); 

• This voice expresses an 
idea that I have already 
thought about, but was 
pushed away (“would 
most likely”); 

• However, this idea could 
be of value (“likely to rely 
on”)  

• It is a means to an end;  
• And then, could be a 

solution to solve a 
pressing need like 
preserve the community’s 
existence and subsistence.  

Table 4.33 The Intended Paradigm of Q1.11 and Q1.15  

4.6.2 The Parallelism of Q1.11 and Q1.15 – The Cross-Tabulation Analysis and Results 
 

The following analyses were performed using Cross-tabulation through NVivo within 

SPSS. It used the statistical analytic skills of SPSS and the classification of themes as nodes of 

NVivo within the oral data shared. The decision to execute the same procedures on these two 

sets of data within Q1.15 and Q1.11 was to produce the results in compatible formats. Six cross-

tabulation procedures were performed on each of the two pairs of questions from Survey One 

(i.e., Q1.15 - Pair 1a and Q1.11 - Pair 1b). They were as followed: 

Variables Description Variables 
Dependent  Independent Independent Variables Pairs used 
a- Q1.15 Q1.3 Being a member of an organization               Pair-1 (Q1.3) 

Q1.5                My opinion matters                            Pair-2 (Q1.15, Q1.3) 
Q1.8                Levels of education attained              Pair-3 (Q1.15, Q1.8) 
Q1.9                Gender of respondents                       Pair-4 (Q1.15, Q1.9) 
Q1.7                Age cohorts of respondents               Pair-5 (Q1.15, Q1.7) 
                                                                                   Pair-6 (Q1.9, Q1.7)  

and  
b- Q1.11  

Table 4.34 Cross-Tabulation Procedures for Q1.15 and Q1.11  
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4.6.3 Results of Cross-Tabulation Presented in Pairs Used 
 

Survey One had two open ended questions (Q1.11 and Q1.15). Participant’s responses were 

coded and categorized within NVivo and then transported into SPSS for analysis. The coded data 

were named ‘Nodes’ which acted as dependent variable while Q1.3, Q1.4, Q1.5, Q1.6, Q1.7, Q1.8, 

and Q1.9 of Survey One were used as the independent variables in Survey One. For Survey 2 they 

were coded Q2.3, Q2.4, Q2.5, Q2.6, Q7.7, and Q2.8 for Survey2 (see Appendixes 4.6 and 4.7). 

These sets of tabulations provided results that are distinct as each one is bringing a solution 

to the same problem but from different perspectives. While the discussion below aimed at 

reporting the results, it is done per pair of independent variables used for each of the two 

dependent variables listed in Table 4.34, Q1.15 and Q1.11 respectively. 

Q1.15 (The more I think of it, I 
believe that the future of rural 
Ontario would most likely rely on 
two points) in a cross-tabulation 
with Q1.3 (Being a member of an 
organization informs) that: 
• 141 of the 166 respondents are 

members of a local 
organization; 

• 19.86% of them ranked the 
theme Balanced rural growth 
first; 

• 17.02% ranked Creative 
forward thinking second;  

• Diversified manufacturing as 
their third at 11.3%. 

 

Table 4.35 Cross-Tabulation Pair-1a: Q1.15, Q1.3  

Within the context of Q1.15, respondents noted their two points they believe that the 

future of rural Ontario would most likely rely on.  From the same token, they value 

‘Sustainability and stability’ 2.84%) and ‘Prosperity and High Quality of Life’ (3.55%) as the 

lowest ranked point to rely on for creating a better rural Ontario’s future. This cross-tabulation 

holds that participants were using their problem-solving mode, applying strategies to fix a 
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problem. They projected the feeling of a “fight or flight’ mentality. Based on their top and their 

least desirable choices, respondents were in the state of seeking subsistence. 

Q1.11 (insert name of 
question) cross-tabulation 
with Q1.3 (insert name of 
question) examines 
characteristics of each 
participant’s responses, 
which reflect that ‘Services 
and Growth’ were ranked 
first by 20.57% of the 166 
participants who responded 
to this question; 
• 19.15% ranked 

‘Safeguarding Rural 
Lifestyle’ as second;  

• ‘Prosperity and High 
Quality of Life’ ranked 
third by 12.06% of the 
participants. 

• Within this context, 
‘Balanced Rural Growth’, 
‘Rural Life and 
Connectivity’ were the 
lowest ranked at 1.42% 
and ‘High Quality of Life’ 
at 2.84%. 

 

Table 4.36 Cross Tabulation - Pair-1b: (Q1.11, Q1.3)  

These results stand in contrast with Q1.15, which was seeking to solve the problems for 

the subsistence of a rural community and its people. In Q1.15 ‘Balanced Growth’ was ranked 

by19.86% as its most reliable choice, while it is valued in Q1.11 only by 1.46% of the 

population. These results confirm that the respondents of Q1.11 imagined what needs to be in 

place for the individuals and the community to be sustainable. 
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This graph exposes the value that participants bring to a community when involved in community 
organizations. It also informs that: ‘Balanced Growth’, ‘Rural Community Connectivity’ and the 
desire for ‘Prosperity and High Quality of Life’ are encapsulated in more rural resident’s visions 
for a better future rural than any of the other themes. 

 
Table 4.37 Q1.15 Cross Tabulation Pair 1a Graph with Q1.3  

 
Table 4.38 Q1.15 Cross Tabulation with Pair-2a: (Q1.5, Q1.3)  

The cross-tabulation of Q1.15 with Q1.5 and Q1.3 in Table 4.38 examines the 

characteristics of the respondents in the way they influence the emergence of one theme/node 

over another. The results from this cross-tabulation indicate if being a member of an organization 



 
 

 

125 

influences the perception of the value of one’s opinion—that is, if one considers that their 

opinion matters for creating a better rural Ontario in their community. As shown in Table 4.38,  

• Of the 160 respondents, 135 belonged to an organization and from these 135, 110 agreed 

that their opinion matters; 

• 20% ranked ‘Balanced Rural Growth’ as their top choice in a tie with ‘Creative forward 

thinking’; 

• 12.73% ranked ‘Rural Quality Lifestyle’ and ‘Diversified Manufacture’ third with a tie; 

• 0% of those who disagree put value on ‘Rural Quality Lifestyle’ and ‘Community 

Services and Growth’. Those who neither agree nor disagree were small in numbers (24). 

They (20.83%) too favoured ‘Balanced Rural Growth’ as their top ranking and did not 

consider the other choices of their research counterparts. Therefore, they considered 

‘Creative Forward Thinking’ and ‘Rural Community Connectivity’ of less importance. 

From those respondents, only one member disagreed that their opinion matters. 

 

Table 4.39 Q1.11 Cross Tabulation with Paifr-2b: (Q1.5, Q1.3)  
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 The cross-tabulation of Q1.11 with Q1.5 and Q1.3 for Pair 2b in Table 4.39 used the 

characteristics of the respondents to measure their responses in relation to their attributes: 

membership in an organization and their evaluation of the value of their opinion. The emergence 

of one theme/node over another will be used as indicators to prioritize emergent themes. 156 

responded to these survey questions. 136 belonged to an organization and from those, 110 agreed 

that their opinions matter. As shown in Table 4.39, 

• 20.91%, 20% and 17.27% ranked ‘Safeguarding Rural Life’, ‘Services and Growth’, and 

‘Sustainability and Stability’ as their top three choices respectively. 

• Those who are members of organizations and disagree responded similarly but they value 

by 5% more ‘Services and Growth’ (25%), ‘Prosperity and Quality of Life’ (16.67%). 

• Overall, the results of Pair-2a and Pair-2b seem to be similar for there is no drastic 

contradiction between them. 

 
Table 4.40 Q1.15 Cross Tabulation with Pair-3a: (Q1.5, Q1.8) (overall: education and opinion)  

The cross-tabulation in Table 4.40 highlights (Total results column) the overall irrelevance 

of education level to one’s perception of their opinion. Balanced rural growth holds more value 

to more people than all the others (see the themes). None of the results are significant. However, 

holding a doctorate degree and agreeing that one’s opinion matters seemed to have given value 

to the theme ‘Creative forward thinking’.  
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As shown in Table 4.40, this section of Q1.5 and Q1.8 pair represents the highest level of 

education and the overall ranking of the themes where ‘Balanced rural growth’ ranked first by 

17.09% of the Survey One population, followed by ‘Creative forward thinking’ at 16.46%. 

 

Table 4.41 Q1.11 Cross Tabulation with Pair-3b: (Q1.5, Q1.8) - (neither agree nor disagree)  

Table 4.41 highlights different aspects of the data. Though no result is significant, the data 

demonstrates that neither those agreeing or not or even do not care one way or another, have any 

impact on knowing that their opinion matters. The same is true for those belonging to an 

organization; their choices held no significant impact on making the rural future better. This 

Q1.5 and Q1.8 pair representation is also too large to represent the various levels of education at 

once.  

There are two more segments to discover that once a respondent disagrees that their 

opinion matters, there seems to be a constant flat-line response on almost all the possibilities. As 

indicated in Table 4.41, for those who neither agree nor disagree, ‘Services and growth’ seems to 

be more desirable for the participants with a Bachelor, High School, Masters and College 

education. However, it seems to be irrelevant for those with a Trade and Doctorate education. 
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Table 4.42 Q1.15 Cross Tabulation with Pair-4a: (Q1.5, Q.9) (male)  

The procedure in Table 4.42 informs about the ranking of male participants’ choices of the 

themes identified in the survey. Though the results are insignificant, the data notes there are 

males disagreeing that their opinion matters. Also, a point of interest is that though ‘Balanced 

rural growth’ ranked first overall for both genders, only the males that neither agreed nor 

disagreed as a group ranked it also first. However, those who agreed (23.88%) ranked first 

‘Creative forward thinking’ seconded by ‘Balanced rural growth’ (14.93%). Those who neither 

agreed nor disagreed ranked the overall first (‘Balanced rural growth’) as their second (12.5%). 

It is important to notice that overall, there are more male participants that agreed that their 

opinion matters in shaping the rural of Ontario. 

 
Table 4.43 Q1.15 Cross Tabulation with Pair-4a: (Q1.5, Q1.9) (female)  
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The results in Table 4.43 report the ranking of the themes that emerged for being able to 

contribute to making a better rural community. This ranking was done by female respondents for 

which their opinion matters on the emerging themes on the messages gathered through Q1.15 of 

Survey One. Though the results are also insignificant in Table 4.43, we saw that the female 

participants that disagreed that their opinion matters ranked three of the eight themes into a tie 

(16.67%): that is ‘Rural community connectivity’, ‘Diversified Manufacture’, and ‘Balanced 

rural growth’. However, those who agreed ranked first (20%)’Balanced rural growth’ and ‘Rural 

quality lifestyle’ as their second (15%). 

As a point of interest in Table 4.43, ‘Sustainability and stability’ was ranked last by those 

who agreed and received no ranking by those who neither agreed nor disagreed. There were two 

female participants who disagreed and did not provide a ranking for any of the emergent themes. 

It is important to notice that overall, there were less females (60) participants that agreed that 

their opinion mattered in shaping the rural of Ontario than males (67) as shown in Table 4.47.

 

Table 4.44 Q1.11 Cross Tabulation with Pair-4b: Q1.5, Q1.9) (male and female)  

It is important to recall the responses from Q1.11. It seeks to tap into the hope one holds 

for a rural community to appreciate the difference in the choices made by these same 

respondents in Q1.11 over Q1.15 (see Table 4.30). The reporting format of the procedure in 
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Table 4.44 informs about the ranking of the choice of the opinion of female participants parallel 

with males on the emergent themes identified by the survey.  

Overall, the results are informative, but statistically did not provide a significant level of 

value as there were not enough participants to provide data. However, with a much larger 

number of participants in a later study, this could be possible. 

The respondents’ voices in Q1.11 produced an overall ranking in the 7th place (2.53%) for 

the theme ‘Balanced rural growth’, whereas for Q1.15 it was first (17.09%), despite the 

research’s sample size. This informs that where a development team is being constructed, all 

opinions matter as every group is idiosyncratic regarding their needs and vision. The results 

showed that males and females do not rank the themes identically and all perspectives need to be 

considered for a rural development plan. 

As shown in Table 4.44, among the respondents who agreed, ‘Service and growth’ and 

‘Safeguarding rural life’ were first and second for males (22.39% and 14.99%), whereas the 

reverse was true for females. The female respondents ranked ‘Safeguarding rural life’ as first 

(23.33%) and ‘Service and growth’ as second (16.67%). 

In Table 4.44, the female respondents who neither agreed nor disagreed ranked ‘Service 

and growth’ as their top choice whereas the males chose it also as their first but in a tie with 

‘Safeguarding rural life’ (12.5%). There were two females who disagreed that their opinion 

matters. They ranked the latter tie and ranked it as their most valued theme. There was also one 

male who did not rank any of the themes.  

As a point of interest, when respondents are tapping into their hopes, it seemed that they 

are not relating to themes the same way as in the context of Q1.15. ‘Balanced rural growth’ 

ranked first overall for both genders, only the males that neither agree nor disagree as a group 



 
 

 

131 

ranked it also first. However, those who agree (23.88%) ranked first ‘Creative forward thinking’ 

seconded by ‘Balanced rural growth’ (14.93%). Those who neither agreed or disagreed ranked 

for their overall first (‘Balanced rural growth’) and as their second (12.5%).  

It is important to notice that overall, there are more male participants that agree that their 

opinion matters in shaping the rural of Ontario according to the data presented in Table 4.44. 

 
Table 4.45 Cross Tabulation with Pair-5a: (Q1.5, Q.1.7) (age cohorts)  
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The pair in Table 4.45 informs about the ranking of the choices of the respondents of the 

emergent themes according to age cohorts. The overall results are informative as it highlights 

discrepancies between and within the age cohorts. While statistically not significant, the results 

are valuable information about how a respondent’s opinion is influenced by age in the ranking of 

themes for a better rural future. The participants informed that: ‘Balanced rural growth’ is ranked 

first (17.09%) even though it was not so for those aged 30-39 (7.14%), 40-49 (9.68%), and 18-29 

(14.29%). However, those in the 60-69 and 70+ age cohorts strongly ranked it first. In Table 

4.45, it is to be noted that the selection varies within age cohorts and value of one’s opinion for 

shaping a better rural Ontario. 

 
Table 4.46 Cross Tabulation with Pair-5b: (Q1.5, Q1.7) (age cohorts)  

 
The cross tabulation of this pair in Table 4.46 informs about the ranking of the choices of 

the respondents to confirm the emergent themes according to age cohorts. The overall results are 
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informative as it highlights the discrepancies between and within the age cohorts of those 

holding an opinion and spontaneously expressed their hopes for a better rural future in the space 

created in Q1.11 of Survey One.  

While the results recorded in Table 4.46 are valuable information about respondents’ 

opinion as influenced by age cohorts, the ranking of themes for a better rural future of rural 

Ontario is statistically not significant. These ranking informed that these same respondents 

overall considered ‘Balanced rural growth’ as their least important (2.53%) from a perspective of 

hope. This low ranking is attributed by those who agreed in the 18-29, 60-69 age cohorts, and 

those who neither agreed nor disagreed in the 60-69 and 50-59 age cohorts as it did not receive a 

ranking by any other age cohorts. These same respondents in Q1.15 gave an overall first place 

ranking to the theme ‘Balanced rural growth’ from the last resort perspective. 

However, all those who agreed and neither agreed nor disagreed strongly ranked first 

‘Services and growth, community engagement and caring for the aged’ except for those who 

neither agreed not disagreed in the 18-29 who ranked it zero according to Table 4.46. 

 

Table 4.47 Cross Tabulation with Pair-6a: (Q1.9, Q1.7)  

The results for Q1.15 continued to advance that: ‘Balanced rural growth’ is the overall top 

choice (17.5%) and ‘Creative forward thinking’ as second (16.25%) with ‘Diversified 

manufacture’ as their third (11.25%). Though nothing emerges as statistically significant, the 
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information the data is providing is consistently similar from one procedure to the next. As 

shown in Table 4.47: 

• Ranking varied according to gender and age cohorts (i.e., for those who are in the 30-39 

age cohorts, no females ranked ‘Prosperity and high quality of life’, whereas 28.57% of 

the males ranked it to be first). 

• For the females in the 70+ age cohort, 33.33% ranked first ‘Creative forward thinking’, 

whereas no males gave it any ranking. 

• For the 40-49, 15% of the males ranked ‘Balanced rural growth’ as their second, whereas 

no female gave it any ranking. 

This discrepancy is also true for the 18-29 age cohorts where 20% of the females ranked 

‘Balanced rural growth’ as first and no males ranked it at all. The same is true in the reverse 

order for ‘Sustainability and stability’ for females. 

The Survey One respondents through Q1.11 continue to demonstrate in Table 4.48 that 

‘Services and growth, community engagement, and caring for the aged’ as their overall top 

choice (20%) followed by ‘Safeguarding rural life’ (17.5%), and then by ‘Sustainability and 

stability’ (16.25%). Though nothing stands out as statistically significant, the data provided 

consistent similar information from one procedure to the next. As shown in Table 4.48: 

• The ranking of the themes is affected by gender and age cohorts (i.e., for 8.33% of the 

females in the 30-39 ranked ‘Services and growth’ and the same for ‘Sustainability and 

stability’, whereas 28.57% of the males in the same age cohort ranked these same two 

themes as their first and second in a tie and ranked nothing else. However, 25% of these 

females gave first rank to ‘Prosperity and quality of life’. 
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• 33.3% of the females in the 70+ age cohort ranked first ‘Safeguarding rural life’ in a tie 

with ‘Prosperity and quality of life’, whereas no males gave these two choices any 

ranking. However, 20% ranked and produced a tie between ‘Services and growth’ and 

‘High quality of life’. 

• For the 40-49, 30% of the females ranked ‘Safeguarding rural life’ as their first compared 

to 25% who ranked it as second. 20% of the females ranked ‘Services and Growth’ as 

their second, and 25% of the males also ranked it second. Contrary to the females, only 

6.25% of the males ranked ‘Services and growth’ as fourth. 

• This on-going discrepancy holds true within an age cohort and within a gender so that for 

the 18-29 age cohorts, 20% of the females ranked in a tie ‘Services and growth’, 

‘Safeguarding the rural life’, ‘Rural life and connectivity,’ ‘Prosperity and quality of life,’ 

and ‘Creative forward thinking’. The males in the same age cohort, ranking was given 

only for ‘Sustainability and stability’ (66.67%) and ‘Balanced rural growth. No female 

ranked ‘Sustainability and stability within that age cohort. 

 
Table 4.48 Q1.11 Cross Tabulation with Pair-6b: (Q1.9, Q1.7)  

4.7 Survey 2 Analysis of Pictures 
 

Questions Q2.15 and Q2.16 anticipated the sharing of favourite rural pictures from 

respondents. Participants were asked to submit a picture that speaks from the heart and worth the 

“1000 words” in clarifying their vision of the rural to keep or co-create. Of the 67 respondents in 
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Survey 2, 11.1% of them shared a picture and submitted 14 descriptive sentences supporting their 

pictures. Survey 2 also invited participants to opt to follow the research through its further 

publications. This was a means to keep participants’ voices in the study, which is an activity of the 

feedback loop process of the research. As per Survey One, 100% of those who contributed a 

picture also opted to follow the research and receive access to publications related to the research.  

Tables 4.49 and 4.50 connect the photos shared with the research emerging themes. The 

descriptions offered correlate with an aspect of the eight emerging themes that emerged in Q1.11 

and Q1.15 of Survey One and revisited in Survey 2 through statistical and inferential analyses. 

The themes responded to the first research question: What are the key drivers of rural Ontario 

from the perspective of rural residents? These themes formed the elements of the rural vision. 

4.8.1 Overall Descriptive Comparative Analysis of Survey One and Survey Two 
 

Q2.15 - Image shared Description Theme 
Connection 

Reasoning  

  

 

My 
backyard. 
Farm fields, 
serenity, 
quality of 
life. 

Prosperity 
and high 
quality of 
rural life and 
living 

Sustainability 
and 
economic 
development 
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Rural 
environment 
with urban 
amenities - 
Town of 
Bancroft 

Prosperity 
and quality 
of life 

This is rural 
living on 
land away 
from the 
urban sprawl 
and rural 
quality living 
and lifestyle 

 

 
The 
township of 
Madoc 
hopes to 
support the 
health, 
wellbeing, 
and quality 
of life for all 
individuals 

 
 
 
Sustainability 
and stability 
of rural life, 
living and 
landscapes 

 
 
Services and 
growth, 
caring for 
one another  

 

 
A view of 
the 
Petawawa 
River as it 
winds 
through 
Centennial 
Park as seen 
from Town 
Hall. 

 
 
Safeguarding 
rural life and 
living and 
community 
connectivity 

 
 
Constant 
reminder of 
stability of 
rural life, 
living, and 
landscape 
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Dysart et al 
protects its 
natural 
assets while 
providing 
opportunities 
for people to 
thrive. 

 
Creative 
forward-
thinking 
leadership 
and funding 
of 
environment 
and 
infrastructure  

 
Wastewater 
management 
system 
enable 
growth and 
industry 
order to 
stabilize 
taxes 

 

 
 
My Summer 
Jog! 

 
 
Safeguarding 
rural life and 
living and 
community 
connectivity 

 
 
 
The beautiful 
landscape of 
rural 
environment 

Table 4.49 Photos and Descriptions Shared – Survey 2  

Q ID Domaine Respondents’ Overall Top Ranking  % Count 
Q1.13  

and  

Q2.11 

 
Hope  

Building relationships and community 
engagement 
 
That my rural community is able to 
achieve sustainability 

62.82% 
 
 
62.5% 

78 
 
 
35  

Q1.14 

 and  

Q2.13 

 
Fund’s use 

Reliable and affordable services &  
Innovative rural infrastructure 
 
Reliable and affordable services &  
Innovative rural infrastructure 

22% 
22% 
 
31.03% 
31.03% 

111 
111 
 
18 
18  

Q1.12  

and  

Q2.10 

 
Values 

High quality of life for all 
 
 
High quality of life for all 

24.40% 
 
 
73.77% 

111 
 
 
45  

Table 4.50 Descriptive Comparative Analysis of Key Points of Survey Two  

 Though the data provided very clear information in Table 4.50, it also added meaning to the 

responses and the characteristics of the respondents, this research provides only points of discussions 

and an impetus to other researchers to either seek to pursue other studies that would be more 

conclusive of the findings or to test this research framework within three to five rural communities to 
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draw out their shared rural vision. This experimental review would validate the key drivers of these 

communities as they created their shared rural vision. This experiment would yield more significant 

results than this present study to reinforce Yates’ (2012) view of shared vision as connected with 

“planet, prosperity, and people” (n.p.). Table 4.50 summarizes the three key drivers of this research. 

It shows that the respondents’ choices are also connected with rural community, prosperity, and 

people. 

 In Table 4.50, the top responses for the three key drivers measured by Survey One and 

assessed in Survey 2 are presented row by row. This inferential descriptive analysis compares 

respondents’ outputs, from which emerged eight themes (see Table 4.35). As these themes 

emerged through the ranking of suggestive imagery-driven sentences, they expressed hopes, 

access to funds, and values dear to the respondents. Characteristics like age, gender, opinion 

matters, and membership were used as criteria to reveal relationships between the responses and 

the respondents’ attributes. These characteristics emphasized the idiosyncrasy of the responses 

and their relevance to the respondents’ key drivers. This descriptive comparative analysis sought 

to find the discrepancies in the expression between Q1.13 and Q2.11 for hopes; Q1.14 and Q2.13 

for expenditure of funds; and Q1.12 and Q2.10 for values that rural communities can rely on for 

creating a better rural future. The comparison was made between these pairs of questions for 

seeking independently the ranking of one of the key drivers through the first survey and the 

feedback of such ranking through the second survey.  

This pair (Q1.13 and Q2.11) of comparative analysis looks at the concept of hope for a 

rural community capacity in achieving sustainability as a vision shared amongst rural community 

members. The main concepts exposed in the two-top ranking for each question of this pair was 

centred on the capacity of the community to manifest the vision of sustainability and for each of 
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its citizens to enjoy the comfort of stability. Q1.13 top ranked choice was focused on extracting 

the hopes Survey One respondents shared expressed as ‘Building relationships and community 

engagement’. It informed about the hope (Q2.11) of a rural community to achieve sustainability.  

4.8.2 Data analysis conclusion 
 

Comparing the top selections from respondents through the ranking of hope in Survey One 

and that of Survey 2, the pair (Q1.13 and Q2.11) confirmed that they perceived that hope as 

needed for creating a better quality of rural life. Though the responses from Survey 2 did not 

offer a strong confirmation of the top choice for hope as they did for the other two pairs where 

the responses from Survey 2 perfectly matched those of Survey One for pairs Q1.14 and Q2.13 

and Q1.12 and Q2.10 (see Table 4.45). For these two pairs, Survey 2 acted as a proofing exercise 

for the responses from Survey One; however, Survey 2 participants responses brought purpose to 

that hope and clarified the vision. In Survey One, respondents’ top choice was within the feelings 

of the domain of hope that nurtures the comfort that belongingness brings (Q1.13 - Building 

relationships and community engagement), whereas the top choice in Survey 2 focused on the 

state of hope that supports comfort in the rural community (Q2.11 - That my rural community 

can achieve sustainability).  

Though the explicit meaning of the hope at Q2.11 may be unknown as it was not asked 

and never verified, within the shared rural vision research context, achieving sustainability as 

purported by Justice Mensah (2019), who stated, 

the entire issue of sustainable development centres around inter- and 
intragenerational equity anchored essentially on three-dimensional distinct but 
interconnected pillars, namely the environment, economy, and society (p. 1).  
 

Based on Mensah (2019), hope expressed in Q2.12 (for my rural community is able to achieve 

sustainability) and in Q1.13 (Building relationships and community engagement) informed that 
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respondents from their Ontario lower tier rural communities shared the same vision. Mensah 

cautioned the need for  

[decision-makers … to be constantly mindful of the relationships, 
complementarities, and trade-offs among these pillars and ensure responsible 
human behaviour and actions at the … community and individual levels … to 
uphold and promote the tenets of this paradigm in the interest of human 
development (p. 2).  
 
The Q1.13 and Q2.11 pair highlights sustainability as the key driver for hope. Building 

relationships and community engagement are in themselves on-going activities that are sustained 

by the stakeholders of the rural community. Through this pair, the results support the concept 

propounded by Foerstl et al. (2015), which considered the stakeholders’ pressures as being the 

principal drivers of sustainability efforts. This author argues that on their own, these pressures 

are insufficient to produce permanent integrated endeavours. Though Foerstl et al., used this 

concept concerning the supply chain, the essence of their message on the drivers of sustainability 

is also relevant within the contexts of Ontario lower tier rural participants and that of the shared 

rural vision research where sustainability practices are consistently sought after through the 

tenets of their responses for investing in creating a better future ‘Reliable and affordable services 

& Innovative rural infrastructure’ (Q1.14) and in upholding their highest values ’ High quality of 

life for all’ (Q2.10). 
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Chapter 5. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
5.1 Scholarly Endeavours of the Research 
 

This chapter presents a summary of research findings from the two surveys. It 

synthesizes top values and factors showing up as the key trends driving rural Ontario to a better 

future from the perspective of rural Ontario residents. It also presents the link between the two 

surveys. It also served as a feedback for the researchers to signify the trends that emerged in 

Survey One as confirmed in Survey Two. This chapter evaluates research findings to the 

literature. 

This chapter is organized into three main sections summarizing the research findings as 

they contribute to the literature, the community, and its beneficiaries/stakeholders. The three 

main sections are presented through flow charts, tables, and a mind-map. They represent an 

elaboration of the three keys in “the entire issue of sustainable development [as centred] around 

inter- and intragenerational equity anchored essentially on three-dimensional distinct but 

interconnected pillars, namely the environment, economy, and society” Mensah, 2019, p. 1). 

Section 5.1 summarizes the perspective of the findings from these pillars as they emerged 

through the research and filtered through the eight emergent themes within the results. In this 

study, Mensah’s (2019) three pillars are reflected in ‘community life and individual wellbeing’ 

for society, the economy for ‘rural community growth’, and the environment for ‘protect rural 

identity’. Section 5.2 discusses the three types of beneficiary/stakeholder audiences for the 

results of this research. Section 5.3 investigates the beneficiaries/stakeholders to offer a summary 

of the advantages/contributions of the research. Section 5.4, through the literature review, 

supports the conclusive findings of the research. It offers a projected impact of the findings 

where its conceptual logic and framework models can be used as a springboard by residents to 
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develop their own idiosyncratic shared rural vision tailored specifically to their own local place- 

and asset-based community.  Section 5.5 offers suggestions for further research and section 5.6 

explicitly responds to the two research questions.  

5.2 Conclusive Perspective – Discussion of the Contribution of the Findings 
 

 This section presents the conclusive findings of research from the perspective of Mensah’s 

(2019) three pillars. Mensah’s three pillars are reflective of finding the sustainability factors of 

the concept of sustainable development. For the shared rural vision, society was expressed by the 

respondents as ‘community life, rural identity, and individual wellbeing’ (further discussed in 

Section 5.2.1). Inputs about the economy from respondents of both surveys shared their need for 

economic development through ‘rural community growth’ (further discussed in Section 5.2.2.). 

Respondents' inputs about ‘reliable affordable services’, ’rural innovation’, and their concerns 

for the environment are projected through the need to ‘safeguard the rural economy’ and ‘protect 

rural identity’ (further discussed in Section 5.2.3.). 

5.2.1 Society as Community Life, Rural Identity, and Individual Well-Being 
 

The research was conducted on a small scale through two surveys with 180 participants 

who voluntarily answered to the invitation to complete and return the surveys. The research was 

contextualized for its respondents. Rural community, community life, and individual wellbeing 

were the terms used in the study to keep the focus on the elements of the survey (hope, values, 

funds used). Place- and asset-based principles were within the framework of the study rather than 

society as per Mensah’s (2019) three pillars. The research ensured that terms used were those in 

everyday language within the rural context. The research questionnaire was worded from the 

perspectives that the rural community has the capacity to hold values, hopes, and expectations 

for use of available funds. As perceived by Banyai (2010), rural respondents are “social capital 
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[and] hold community capacity building” (p. xviii). This research, through the Program Logic 

Framework, conceived the need to draw a framework for an Ontario rural community to consider 

when creating their own shared rural vision.   

The view of rural development as expressed through the eight emerging themes of the 

research goes beyond economic development. It encompasses the moral duty of a rural 

community to seek the wellbeing, sustainability, and stability of their members. As Banyai 

(2010) stresses, increasing the quality of life within a community is “a smart way to approach 

[…] local governance” (p. xviii). The heart of the flowchart (Figure 5.1) shows the organic 

benefits of the research.  

Respondents desired to continue their participation from Survey One to Survey 2 (37.22%) 

and then from Survey 2 to later publications using the data of the research. Approximately 58% 

requested to follow the study through its publications and data use. The interest in the survey by 

its participants informs that the latter relates to the research as a rural activity of interest to them, 

close to their rural grassroots needs. The research is seen as holding organic interest to its 

population. Through the images and descriptions shared (Q1.16, Q1.17, Q2.15 and Q2.16), the 

research has grown to be the spontaneous voices of the rural respondents (Q1.11, Q1.15) in 

Survey One. The benefits came directly from participants living in the rural communities. These 

benefits emerged from voices shared spontaneously, which are the hopes, values, and visions 

grown from the hearts of those who remained in the rural by choice as suggested by Watson 

(1947), despite depopulation of the rural to much more attractive urban living (p. 148). Those 

rural residents who withstand drifting off from the rural setting to the city reduced the rural 

population without depleting the farm labour force. Meanwhile, agriculture, through 
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mechanization, grew with the few that remained to become the stakeholders/beneficiaries of the 

research. They will be those who will also benefit from the findings of the research. 

This research offers a flowchart conceptualizing the dynamics of the benefits that an 

organic shared rural vision may offer to communities that endeavours to engage in the process of 

creating their homegrown shared vision. It is a contribution to the literature and to society. The 

flowchart has been taken apart for the purpose of discussion and is pulled together again in 

Figure 5.6. 

 
Figure 2: Organic Criteria of the Organic Benefits of the Shared Rural Vision Research 

 Figure 2 represents the four organic criteria shared by rural respondents that emerged as 

sources from which their visions seemed to flow, complement, support, and define their 

perceived vision within their inputs in both surveys. At the first level are ‘Rural Individual 

Wellbeing, Community Life, Rural Community Growth, and Protect Rural Identity’. Each of 

these organic criteria are discussed below. 

5.2.2 Economic Development for Rural Community Growth 
 

The evolutive definition of each of these four organic criteria is represented individually in 

the following Figures 3 to 6. They are presented clockwise and are considered interdependent 

without ranking. Each subtopic came from the voices expressed in Survey One and the rankings 
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confirmed in Survey Two. In the ‘Rural Individual Wellbeing’ criteria (see Figure 3) ‘High 

quality of life’ was ranked by more respondents in the first column, the other choices that were 

ranked second and third are considered complementary to the first as they represented criteria 

that would support the respondents’ first choice. In many cases like ‘Community engagement’, 

when voiced, it is accompanied by ‘Good leadership for the future’, ‘Caring for the homeless’, 

and ‘Becoming culturally inclusive’. Where sustainability is expressed, some have voiced the 

need for the rural individual within their communities to be sustainable and stable, while in other 

cases, it was the community that needed to achieve sustainability.  

 
Figure 3: Shared Rural Vision Organic Benefits - Rural Individual Well-Being 

 The respondents showed concerns about their need to attract their youth to stay in their 

communities. Some pointed out the importance of attract their youth to stay in their 

communities, while others focused on enhancing ‘Community Life’ through activities lending to 

‘Building relationships’ like community gatherings, activities, and caring for one another. 

Focusing on ‘Community Life’ (see Figure 4) to create a more attractive rural life, the 

respondents informed about the needs to access basic up-to-date commodities within a spirit of 

providing affordable and reliable services to rural residents rather than within a culture of 

competition. 
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Figure 4: Shared Rural Vision Organic Benefits - Community Life 

 Respondents also voiced in their vision of the Community Life for a better rural future. 

The need to have a dynamic rural municipality leadership to build not only on relationships, but 

also to stimulate rural innovation through rural infrastructure (i.e., high speed affordable, 

technology, and local industries) that would respond to the needs of the young as well as the 

aged.  

The Shared Rural Vision organic benefits include ‘Rural Community Growth’ (see Figure 5) 

where services and growth focus on attracting young families and retaining their rural young 

adults. The need for community sustainability and rural stability was echoed through many of the 

voices in the responses to Q1.11 and Q1.15 and supported in the feedback loop survey by Q2.14. 

The strategies shared by respondents were those that would not only promote such needs, but 

also hold the forward-thinking capacity to lead and implement it. Respondents saw that to 

achieve sustainability, their communities needed ‘Creative forward leadership’ to ‘Attract job 

opportunities’ and ‘Encourage the community to Buy locally’. Through ‘Rural Community 

Growth’, respondents stressed the need to grow along with the obligation to contain that growth 
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in order to stop the ‘urban sprawl’ that is deteriorating their rural landscape. Their concept of 

balanced growth projected an understanding of the needed assets to fill the void that keeps rural 

living from thriving to achieve a better quality of rural living. The respondents perceived not 

only ‘Reliable affordable internet’ as an aspect of ‘Balanced growth’, but that ‘Funded rural 

development’ and ‘Diversified sustainable economy’ are also valuable. 

 
Figure 5: Shared Rural Vision Organic Benefits - Rural Community Growth 

 From ‘Rural Community Growth’ the rural community vision is to access economic 

graces as enjoyed by city folks and much needed for the rural to become economically vibrant 

for a better future. The respondents also want to maintain their community’s rural character (see 

Figure 6). They want to ‘Protect Rural Identity’ through sustaining a ‘Diversified Agricultural 

Economy’, ‘Safeguarding the Rural Community’, and maintaining a ‘Viable Rural Community’. 

In protecting their rural identity, the respondents communicated the key community activities 

that would contribute to such an end. They proposed the following as relevant endeavours to 

move the rural towards a better future: ‘Taking care of one another’, ‘creative innovative 

leadership’, ‘rural engagement to keep the city out’, ‘agri-economic activities and industries. 
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These initiatives will not only protect their community’s identity, but surely would also ‘define it 

as a destination rather than a drive through community’. 

 
Figure 6: Shared Rural Vision Organic Benefits - Protect Rural Identity 

5.2.3 Environment as Protecting Rural Identity and Enhancing Community Life 
 

Even in 2021, the fear of the impact of depopulation of the rural is still present as it was in 

1947 reported by Watson, who relates “depopulation … to social and economic changes … 

conditioned no doubt by geography rather than [by] physical deterioration [of soil]” (p. 148). The 

depopulation as shown then by Watson (1947) and more recently by Cummings (1998), is that 

though these townships are “losing [their] non-farm population, [they] still invite farming 

immigrants [as labourers]” (p. 148). Watson (1947) observed that, “Farm population increased, 

while rural population as a whole decreased” (p. 148). That is despite the drift toward the 

attractions of the urban. The drift seems to have been evolutive and organic. It has continued for 

the same natural reasons, which is the search for growth and the organic need for all living to 

thrive and expand. Research participants responded within the organic needs that were required 

then and that are still needed today. 

The respondents shared their visions, which have been pulled together to express their 

integrated view of their visions and the interdependence of their hopes, uses of funds, and values 

in creating a better rural future together. As shared, the emphasis is on using their local resources 
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and assets. They expressed a sense of auto-governance as they have never referred to bringing in 

consultants or needing external resources to achieve their hopes, use of funds, or values. They 

referred to the need to share in tax revenues with those with a larger tax base and to access 

government funds.  

Research respondents answered questions and voiced their vision referring consistently to 

themselves as the main actors and managers of their community change. They presented their 

desired change as intentional and intrinsically motivated and managed (Deci and Ryan, 2008).  

This confirms the statement by then Minister Ernie Hardeman holds about rural Ontarians’ 

capacity to lead their own transformational changes as needed in rural Ontario through grassroots 

vision rather than from the provincial government. This research was successful in drawing from 

its respondents a framework for any rural community to implement or unravel their members’ 

vision for creating a better rural future. The research also provided elements that would be 

relevant in preparing a pilot research or an ante-evaluation of a research within the field of 

shared rural vision. 
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Figure 7: Shared Rural Vision Organic Benefits 
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The research met its goal in identifying the key elements that respondents shared for 

creating a better rural future. The findings of the research are informative about what rural 

Ontarians value, hope for, and for which they would use funds. It informed about the possible 

relevance of age in funding agri-tourism ventures in a rural community (see Table 4.6). The 

research also illuminates that responses did not vary based on level of education, gender, and age 

in holding a vision for one’s community betterment. This research provides communities and 

governments a clear perspective of the vision shared by lower tier municipalities’ rural Ontarians 

about redefining rural quality of life and the projects they envisioned to bring sustainable change 

in their rural community. This research should be viewed as a stepping-stone to developing 

community shared rural vision. This will define a new point of departure for further research on 

developing shared vision. The research can also be an impetus to other researchers to contest or 

prove any points brought forth in this study.  

5.3 Contributors to Policy, Rural Communities, and Local Practices 
 

This section shares the feedback of the research intent, process, and findings. It provides 

eight sub-section. Each subsection focusses on a contribution of the research to the literature, to 

public policy, to the rural community, and to the roles that rural stakeholders/beneficiaries play 

for creating a better future rural. Subsection 5.3.1 presented the projected roles and the purpose 

of the four feedback publications reporting the input of the respondents and the findings of the 

surveys. The role and purpose of reporting the research is exemplified through the methods used 

to share all feedback from the contributions of the research’s respondents through four 

community accessible report formats.   

Subsection 5.3.2 offers a table of the pertinent publication formats of the study. Subsection 

5.3.3 presents the four beneficiary audiences of the research. Subsection 5.3.4 elaborates on 
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community members as beneficiaries/stakeholders. Subsection 5.3.5 identifies policy makers, 

5.3.6 looked at the community development practitioner, and 5.3.7 analyzed the researcher each 

as a group of beneficiaries/stakeholders and exemplifying the many audiences that the findings 

of the research provide an opportunity to broaden their perspectives while contributing to the 

literature, rural community development, members and self-governance. 

5.3.1 Projected Role and Purpose of the Research Feedback Reports  
 

The research purpose was to collect views, visions, and perspectives of rural citizens of 

Ontario's lower tier municipalities to discover the emergent trends that are shared among this 

cross section of the rural population. The information sought from the research activity was 

initially intended to inspire cohesiveness in the direction/focus of government funded rural 

economic development projects. The research sprouted from a public discussion with Ernie 

Hardeman, then Minister of OMAFRA, at the Ontario Good Roads Association Conference. Mr. 

Hardeman noted the lack of a shared rural vision in Ontario challenges government ministries in 

measuring or evaluating the impact of rural funded development projects in Ontario. The lack of 

vision places the funds in a compromising state where such funds are not working in a 

synchronized fashion in the direction that would leave harmonious results recognizably 

impacting the community toward a prosperous path. Therefore, Mr. Hardeman expressed that an 

Ontario rural vision would facilitate accountable for funds allotted to rural economic 

development projects in rural communities.  

This research took shape from this conversation. During the process, the goal was to also 

derive a thesis paper as a partial requirement for obtaining an M.Sc. degree in Rural Planning and 

Development. Having taught in publicly funded education systems, I have supervised the delivery 

of curriculum across a board of education and have also supported school systems for the Ministry 
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of Education. It became clear to me the schools are not promoting the wonders, nor the viability of 

rural living. The themes within the curriculum did not lend to classroom discussions that nurtured 

cherishing the rural even for students living in rural communities. We teachers used the goal to 

attend high school in the larger community down the highway to motivate the primary child to 

invest some interest in learning to read or becoming the best little readers they could.  

The decision to make the results accessible to all came from the question: If not with this 

research, then when? The time to bring students and communities to engage in conversations 

about the wellbeing of their rurality is addressed through this shared rural vision research 

process. This led us as researchers to seek ways to render the results of the survey and the 

conclusion of the study into accessible document formats that would facilitate knowledge 

translation and transfer for school age children, youth, and community adults. Each of the four 

document formats projected would accommodate different reading abilities, word choices, and 

supportive illustrations and layouts of the printed information. 

5.3.2 Pertinent Publications and Aims of the Reporting Formats 
 

The table below presents the formats in which the final document will be published. The 

participants of the survey who also opted to contribute to the feedback loop survey received the 

URL (https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/ruralvision) to download the document in the format of 

their choice. These documents will be posted at the conclusion of the thesis research. 

Anticipated Publications Target Audience 
The Shared Rural Vision 2021 - Thesis 

Papers: The Becoming of Shared 
Rural Vision 2021 

Thesis Papers: 

The Becoming of Shared Rural Vision 2021: OMAFRA’s 
Development Accountability Lenses 

 
The Shared Rural Vision 

2021- Community Handbook 
Senior Students & Adults 

 

Kaleidoscope of my Rurality Junior - Intermediate students 
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My Big Book of Shared Rural Vision Primary Year students 

Table 5.1: Publications and Aims 

5.3.3 The Research and Its Beneficiaries 
 

Just as the challenges are unique for each rural municipality, so too are the solutions that 

would sustainably improve rural communities' socio-economic and cultural development while 

safeguarding their sociocultural and spatial characteristics (Bollman, 2018; Bollman & Reimer, 

2009, 2019; Lauzon, et al., 2015, 2019). The project beneficiaries are those remaining in lower-

tier municipalities with the full decision to enjoy, embrace and /or endure the “social state of 

rural living,” according to Watson (1947). Watson informs that generally, the resignation to do 

active self-detachment from the competing factors of urban living (e.g., “Roads, railways, 

[internet, opportunities], and commercial connections”) anchors rural citizens in their rural space.  

Those rural citizens, by choice or by force, decide to focus their ability on bearing with their 

rural substandard.  They have resigned to not take part in urban culture, which holds “more 

attractive […] standards”. They are those identified by Watson (1947), as living in deficient rural 

municipalities. They are also those unable to maintain sustainable prosperity to support their basic 

economic activities and healthy lifestyle, while benefiting from the dynamic support of social 

interactions. These municipalities also cannot retain their main grassroots economic activities to 

attract the local non-farm rural population. 

This research contributes to a framework for rural communities in becoming progressively 

sustainable. This research will also provide public policy makers with an initial conceptual 

framework for communities to elaborate supportive documents that facilitate the assessment of 

the suitability of their rural economic development plan in relation to the community's vision and 

directions. 
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This study, while considering sustainability, capacity development, change, and self-

determination theories as the building blocks of the foundation of a rural community's shared 

vision, holds the belief that the availability of an Ontario shared rural vision framework will be an 

asset. The input of rural participants has provoked our human desire to compensate for our past 

failures in managing our rural community resource protection, and their potential development. 

The research attracts three broad categories of beneficiaries and stakeholders. Their interest may 

stand to facilitate greater enjoyment of rural quality of life equitable to that of urbanists through 

advocacies from community development practitioners, to researchers, and to policy makers.   

The following discussions present the roles of policy makers, developers, and researchers 

in balancing the local rural assets with what it takes for a rural community to thrive. The research 

reveals the position of its respondents as beneficiaries and stakeholders. They affirmed that rural 

implementation plans sprout only to strategically seek progress in a sustainable way for the 

preservation of rural localities' cachet as an authentic place-based niche. The survey respondents 

seek to promote their ‘rural place as a destination rather than a drive-through community’. Their 

vision became a shared rural vision through analysis using procedures that revealed relationships 

(see Tables 3.2 for Survey One and 4.15 for Survey 2). The cross-tabulation procedure highlights 

the conglomeration of the desirables of a community situated in a place perceived according to 

its idiosyncratic conditions such as gender with the choice of factors or elements.  

5.3.4 Community Members as a Group of Beneficiaries 
 

As Yates (2012) informed shared vision, just like sustainability, holds cultural significance.  

The beneficiaries of the research act as the power complementing grassroots stakeholders and 

beneficiaries of the research. The beneficiaries, through ongoing dialogues and persistence, 

nurtured the spread of shared rural vision and economic successes throughout every layer of the 
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local community, from birth to the grave. Their activities promoted an on-going interest in local 

rural community affairs. The research results are set to reach out to rural children from daycare 

to grade 12 by translating and adapting the research into attractive, accessible, and easy-to-read 

and storytelling formats. The results of the research are transferred to rural community 

stakeholders through the transposition of the knowledge gained into the developmental reading 

levels of three categories of intended audiences. The formats reporting the research’s results 

were designed to lend to discussions and debates in rural classroom circle-times as well as in any 

other rural community circles. 

One important feature of this section is that through the feedback loop, the inclusion of 

actors responsible to develop the rural, policies, and the various community governance have 

enlarged the circle of interest. The research benefited from the input of civil servants, community 

members involved in significant activity clubs, education, and community organizations. The 

respondents of the research were living as grassroots citizens of their rural communities. 

5.3.5 Policy Makers as a Group of Beneficiaries 
 

 The research in the hands of policy makers can be used for influencing policies and 

programs that could be a guide for communities to pull together to draw their distinctive shared 

rural vision appropriate for the specifics of their place-based resources, socio-economic, and 

cultural determinants. Within this concept, the rural policy makers are those who are also rooted 

in the community seeking to secure, through legislation, the permanency of their community’s 

vision for the purpose of moving forward towards a better and shared future vision.  

The policy makers’ roles in the Canadian experience reported by Micak and Roberts 

(1994) were to feed the dialogues that defined the community’s “collective vision” through 

“strategic decision-making” activities. Policy makers are the facilitators who support the creation 
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of successful rural socio-economic development legacies. They enshrined the realization of a 

shared community vision into policy processes that protect the sustainability of milestones 

achieved by a community. Policy makers’ work ensures the stability of the change accomplished 

by the community. Within a grassroots movement, policy makers, as a group of beneficiaries, 

become more of a governance system set up to inspire, promote, and secure the change 

envisioned by the community.  

From a place- and asset-based perspective, the policy makers, in their roles to structure the 

key aspects of a local shared rural vision, endeavour to use rural local grassroots approach for 

change. As Deci et al. (2017) explain self-determination as a human motivation theory, 

grassroots policy makers bring vitality to the energy of community developers. Policy makers 

complement the work of local community collaborative efforts. They indirectly sustain 

community developers’ vitality to manage activities that achieve sustainable change and 

community economic stability. Based on the literature reviewed, Deci and Ryan ’s (2008) view 

of the correlation between psychological needs for autonomy and relatedness would inform that 

the policy makers play a contributing role to the wellbeing and quality of life of the community 

and its members. Deci and Ryan also correlate the impact of motivation on family, community, 

and the capacity for communities to pursue and realize development activities successfully.   

According to Powell et al. (2011), the role of the policy is to be more evolutive and 

instrumental for supporting change. They explained that: “… rather than being governed by a 

structurally defined operating environment imposed from the outside, [agent of change / policy 

maker] is defined as adaptive actors who employ social capital, negotiation and social struggle to 

bring about change” (p. 5). These authors see policy generated at the grassroots as a catalyst for 

collaboration to provide procedures and processes that prioritize policy implementation through 
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transparency and stakeholders' participation (p. xi). From their experience in Vietnam, Powell et 

al. (2011) view policies developed by local actors as defined and adaptive. These policies, being 

local, evolve through social capital, negotiation, and social struggles. They became an intrinsic 

part of the rural context that brought them to existence and reflect a vision shared for their rural 

community to mirror all that they considered valuable and worthy.  

From a review by the European Union (2015), the value of stakeholders' involvement in 

rural development policies was examined through the engagement of community members.  

Their main takeaways inform that, “… The true value of stakeholder involvement means seeing 

stakeholders as active participants in all stages of the policy cycle from policy-making to better 

implementation on the ground” (p. 3). They define stakeholders’ involvement as an expectation 

within the role that rural people are entitled to have on matters that affect their lives. Emulating 

these principles in an Ontario rural municipality, within the context of place- and asset-based 

concept, the rural residents sharing a vision would be those participating in the planning of local 

development strategies for rural development project implementation.  

Rural policy development triggered by grassroots-based shared rural vision would be 

generated by the local groups who are the assets of the vision. They have a “stake [in a matter], 

by being either involved in or in influenced by it” (p. 4). However, the European Union (2015), 

reported three broad categories of stakeholders needed around the development of a rural policy: 

• First, it informs of the need to have policy and program designers and implementers. 

They are the local, municipal, regional, and provincial decision makers. For the 

Shared Rural Vision Research, they are organizations like OFA, ROMA and local 

action groups of stakeholders, who have a participative role. 
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• Second, the European Union (2015) stressed the inclusion of local “organizations 

representing farmers, landowners, forest managers, rural businesses, actors along the 

food chain, environmental interests, research and innovation actors, disadvantaged 

groups, and rural communities, such as anti-poverty organizations” (p. 4).  

• Third, all rural residents engaged in rural community development activities or 

projects hold the potential and actual beneficiaries, such as farmers and land 

managers. 

Within a shared rural vision context, there lies the importance of continuing the culture that 

triggered the need to develop a policy to protect a change. These rural development policy 

makers cannot be those outsiders with a one-size-fits-all policy. Policy makers as beneficiaries 

would be like a networking group of local rural residents. They are stakeholders playing 

complementary roles to rally people with an interest in implementing the rural vision they shared 

and cementing the change into a policy that would secure the resources needed. The policy 

makers are stakeholders of the vision as they communicate the vision and engage in dialogue, 

which “Supports coordination and capacity building …among competent authorities in the 

implementation of rural development” (European Union, 2015, p. 5).  

5.3.6 Community Development Practitioners as a Group of Beneficiaries 
 

The anticipated impact of the community development practitioners will most likely be 

from those who believe that their opinion matters in changing the future of their rural 

communities. They are those who are intrinsically motivated to take part in creating the vision 

and causing the change. They are, as per the Survey1, the 80.38% respondents of the survey who 

informed that their opinion matters (Q1.5). In their communities, they are influential grassroots 

leaders who are heads of little leagues, the church fundraising activities, and the bake sales for 
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the horticulture society. They are those committed to making things better for the community 

and those living in it. They also are those engaged in community organizations believing that 

their opinions matter in shaping their rural communities. The survey sought information about 

these aspects of its participants through Q1.3 and Q1.5.  

Question 3 of Survey One gathered information about membership in one or more 

organizations. With that as a dependent variable over independent variables like age, gender, and 

level of education, information derived to outline the characteristics of those who belonged to an 

organization and completed Survey One. Question 5 looked more specifically into respondents’ 

perceived value of one’s own opinion for shaping the future of rural Ontario. Those who opted 

into the survey and submitted it back, 80.38% agreed that their opinions matter for shaping the 

future of rural Ontario compared to 1.90% who believe that their opinions will have no effect in 

shaping their rural Ontario. However, there are 17.72% of these participants who seem to not 

care if their opinion matters or not in reshaping the future of rural Ontario.  

Different from those 80.38% who believe that they are needed for a better future of rural 

Ontario, there are 19.62% of that same community development practitioners’ group, like in 

Tabart et al.’s (2001) study, who seem to feel unmotivated by the prospect of a better rural 

future. These 19.62% will not have the emotional energy to sustain their efforts to stay involved 

in a shared vision individually or collectively by their own doing, just like those of the Tabart et 

al. study. The risk that rural communities are facing in building a shared rural vision is in the 

management of the inclusion of all community assets and resources. Banyai (2010) insists that in 

community capacity building, such as the need to involve all members in the process and 

outcome of interventions, the strategies impacting on further capacity development, and the 

catalytic efforts in building local policy structures, must come into practice to protect the forward 
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thinking of change. Banyai’s (2010) acronym “SCOR” (See Table 2.1) of attributes of 

community capacities are relevant for shared rural vision planning, development, and 

implementation of activities, actions, and policies for ensuring that the entire community is 

engaged in the local shared rural vision full cycle.  

Just like the London, Ontario community project (Micak & Roberts, 1994) needed to be 

mindful of embracing those operating from a low sense self-worth vis-à-vis their power to make 

a difference in their community, any shared rural vision developers as beneficiaries will have in 

their midst the need to strategically plan to increase participative communication of the shared 

rural vision, planning, development, and evaluation. Engaging all in the organic evolution of the 

project is crucial for a community to advance a unified development agenda that would make a 

difference in the life of the community. Mendes-Millard and Reed (2007), Banyai (2010), Wals 

and van der Leij (2009), and Hansmann et al. (2012) informed that the change needed to improve 

lifestyle and basic services in a community emerges from the involvement of community 

stakeholders first and foremost.  

The European Union (2015) reported a stakeholder as one “who is affected or involved… 

Those with a particular interest in …[specific] issues, stakeholders can include anyone involved 

or with an interest in land management, infrastructure and investment in the agriculture and 

forestry sectors, local tourism opportunities, renewable energy generation, water resources and 

energy efficient processing and transport of farm and forest products etc.” (p. 21). Although the 

research population came from those listed on the 241 lower tier municipalities’ websites, the 

sample offered a diverse section of the communities according to age cohorts, education, 

employment types, and engagement in local organizations. This group, though eclectic, is diverse 

only within the social strata, which would most likely be within the middle and upper middle of 
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the socio-economic class based on reported levels of education and types of employment. 

Despite their assessment of the value of their opinion, making a difference in their rural 

community is based on their reported characteristics. Each survey respondent is duly qualified as 

a rural community development practitioner. According to Ryan and Deci (2000a, 2000b), the 

80.38% from the survey who believe that their opinions matter in shaping the future of rural 

Ontario, hold the intrinsic motivation which is connected to self-worth and supports community 

projects to positive completion, while the reverse would be considered true for the other 19.62%. 

5.3.7 Researchers as a Group of Beneficiaries 
 

The role of the researcher in the rural development plan act directly and indirectly as a 

catalyst for change. Researchers, through their inquiries, awaken the awareness of practices that 

assist or hinder the attainment of a desirable rural community vision. However, this is not 

common knowledge. What is important for the rural community is to understand the interest that 

various parties mingling in their rural community need and what their community will gain with 

that relationship.  

The researcher’s interest as a party to the development of a community lies beyond the part 

where the research can investigate a situation before a major decision becomes binding into a 

policy. Thus, the researcher minimizes the risk of failure due to ignorance or unsubstantiated 

evidence of extreme ideas or opposing views. In this situation researchers are invested into their 

contribution towards the community’s search for a working policy to serve its goal. 

The researcher’s strength is in their ability to mobilize and share current and relevant 

knowledge about matters or directions of concerns. The researcher, also in providing a logic 

model, would put into foreplan the issues which have become self-evident, where their 
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weaknesses are in the disadvantages of conducting a survey, engaging into group works, 

collaborating to conduct the field research, translating, and transferring the knowledge gained. 

Neef and Neubert (2011) view the researcher as a participative key community stakeholder 

in a project operating through action research (p.183). They suggest a participation framework 

with attention that focuses on the characteristics of the researchers and local stakeholders 

through their various forms of interaction in responding to the diversification of the rural needs. 

The key element seems to gravitate around the researcher’s characteristics and the stakeholders’ 

benefits.  

The researchers as beneficiaries or stakeholders in an agricultural focus research may be 

fragile where a conflict of interest is imbedded in the motive of that relationship. Researchers 

from a neutral position would be able to be more scientific about the research. The driving force 

for their commitment into the research would be the data. Their endeavours into the project of 

the research cannot be sentimental. Where a rural community project hosts a researcher with a 

beneficiary sense, such a researcher is more of a stakeholder-beneficiary than a stakeholder-

researcher; therefore, the researcher in this context would be more subjective than scientific. In 

this situation there could be a conflict of interest that could impede the role of the researcher as a 

scientist. As a result, this would be to the detriment of the community. 

5.4 Contributions to Local Governance Processes – Beneficiaries / Stakeholders Integrated, 
Interactive, and Interdependent Advantages 
 

This research provides key information for an Ontario shared rural vision. It used chartered 

territories on motivation, intentional change, rural development, place- and asset-based and 

governance principles from the literature to create this unchartered path for creating an Ontario 

shared rural vision framework. 
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Figure 8: The Shared Rural Research 2021- Beneficiaries/ Stakeholders’ Advantages 

 The research was organic and grew from inputs shared by rural residents as participants 

of the study. Their contributions into the research process provided supportive explanations and 

secondary choices to expand and clarify the vision, hope, and ways to use funds for creating a 



 
 

 

166 

better rural future. Figure 7 represents the organic benefits as revealed through quantitative and 

qualitative analyses of the respondents’ inputs. Whereas Figure 8 elaborates the research’s 

beneficiaries and stakeholders’ advantages.   

These advantages are perceived as integrated, interactive, and interdependent evolutionary 

processes, which are voluntarily divulged by respondents through the shared vision research 

organic data collection method. Figure 8 justifies and clarifies the concept that rural community 

members hold the capacity to achieve development when sharing their vision, hope, and use for 

funds through an organic process from grassroots perspectives on needs, motivation, self-

determination, and capacity for intentional change and governance. 

The research offers Figure 8 as a contribution to the literature and to rural communities. 

This illustrates the dynamics of perceived gains for any rural community that pulled together to 

build their own local shared vision as a framework to set observable results marching towards a 

better rural lifestyle within their community. Such team, to collaboration and visioning together, 

will develop local strategies to reach rural development objectives while seeking pertinent rural 

development projects that would be appropriate for their local resources. The shared rural vision 

creation within a community by its members with vested interest in their localities will most 

likely ensure that only effective rural development projects are executed in their locality. 

The stakeholders’ advantage of a homegrown shared rural vision is also of resilience as 

project selection, implementation, and management will be a local affair. Incidentally, the care to 

make it sustainable through well designed sustainable rural development policies to protect the 

continuation of the positive impact and safeguard against internal and external risks. The rural 

community leading as stakeholders become the beneficiaries with advantages that will impact on 

the environment (‘stopping the urban sprawl and preserving the rural identity’), protect and 
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manage natural resources, ensure balanced rural community growth, and promote community 

well-being. 

5.5 In Response the Two Research Questions 
 

 Refocusing on the purpose of this study, Question 1 invited rural residents to participate 

in the Shared Rural Vision Research to provide their input. In doing so, they answered the first 

research question: “What are the key drivers of rural Ontario from the perspective of rural 

residents?”  

Through the sharing of their rural vision’s perspectives in the format of survey questions, 

spontaneous verbatim, and significant pictures, the Shared Rural Vision Research participants’ 

inputs provided two key drivers of a better future for their rural Ontario: 

• Community capacity in achieving sustainability as a vision shared amongst rural 

community members.  

• Capacity of the community to manifest the vision of sustainability and for each of 

its citizens to enjoy the comfort of stability. 

These two key drivers were perceived as the essential gears to the themes under which 

their verbatim were classified (157 messages from Q1.15 and 106 from Q1.11). The themes (see 

Table 4.32: Eight Emergent Themes Used As 'Nodes' in NVivo Software) emerged from participating 

rural residents’ messages. These nodes were in turn used as dependent variables in the context of 

SPSS analyses.  

In relation to the first question, the opinions of rural Ontarians about a shared rural vision 

were an important point of inquiry. Thus, Question 2 asks: “What are the opinions of rural 

Ontarians about the key rural element for the future of rural Ontario?” This key rural element 

seems to center around: 
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• The hope that rural residents hold about their rural community to achieve 

sustainability.  

Though this research initially set out to seek a framework for an Ontario shared rural 

vision for improving accountability of funded projects, the rural residents’ responses provided 

the vision shared by rural Ontarians living in lower tier municipalities. Their responses 

originated from the perspective of seeking a higher quality of life through social activities and 

infrastructure upgrades. Their visions aim to contribute to sustainability and higher quality of life 

for the community and the individual. 

5.6 Suggestion for Further Research 
 

The Shared Rural Vision Research set out a framework for further scientific research and for 

some homegrown action research inspired by the spirit of collaborative participatory processes, 

place- and asset-based resources, and local forward-thinking leadership to stimulate rural 

community growth and create a better rural future for all. This research provides a foundation for 

further research to be conducted. It is hoped the results will create an impetus for other researchers 

to desire to confirm any findings with a larger research population.  

The shared rural vision is a very captivating subject as it is integrated with theories 

(motivation, self-determination, intentional change, etc.). Further research is needed to explicitly 

explore shared vision as rooted in transformational change. Scientific and action research will add 

to the power of successful socio-economic development project for meaningful development 

activities to yield sustainable gains for residents and communities.  

Further shared vision research, conceptualized for a rural or an urban place, exploring / 

questioning the universality of the key element and drivers that promote creating a better future, is 

needed. Be it in the global north or the global south, within the concept of place- and asset-based, 
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the essence of their desirable, challenges, community participation, purpose through paths for 

sustainability for all residents and their community. Such research would offer transformative 

change to the practice of bringing development to people as stakeholders rather than recipients of 

development in the global south or any marginalized community in the global north. 
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  Appendices 
 
Appendix 3.1: Survey Instrument for Survey One 
 
Shared Rural Vision Research Survey 1 – Consent and Information   

 
 

Start of Block: Consent and Information 
 
Q1.1   Consent Form  You are invited to take part in the research project ‘The Becoming of 
a Shared Rural Vision: A Tale on a New Narrative for OMAFRA and Rural Ontarians on 
Rural Accountability’. The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the information you 
require to make an informed decision about participating in this research.  It will take 20 to 30 
minutes to read and complete the survey.   Research Purpose   The purpose of this 
research is to determine if compiling rural Ontarians’ vision would reveal the key drivers for 
rural Ontario’s future. The research will provide a correlation of the opinion of rural Ontarians 
about key rural elements for the future. The aim is to gather from rural residents the key factors 
that are desired for a better future wellbeing in Ontario.     Researcher:   Principal 
Investigator/Supervisor: Dr. Ryan Gibson, School of Environmental Design and Rural 
Development, University of Guelph, gibsonr@uoguelph.ca, 519-824-4120 (x56785)   Marie 
Carmelle Ourlaine Pashley, MSc Student, School of Environmental Design and Rural 
Development, University of Guelph, mpashley@uoguelph.ca, 519-277-2049     Inclusion 
Criteria   You are receiving this invitation because: 
• You have responded to one of the local public announcements put out by the research to 

inform and attract rural people in the research; 
• You are a member of a local organization or affiliation which is supporting the research 

effort and has informed you directly about the research; 
• You have found the link to access to this research information and consent form. 
• You also fit the inclusion criteria of the study: 
 You are a resident of a rural municipality in a township, a town, a village, a rural-road, 

a junction in rural Ontario,  
 You are able to speak, read, and write in English,  
 You are a rural Ontarian of age18 years or over.  

 
  

    Procedures Thank you for your participation in this study, please follow the prompt to 
contribute your opinion. 1.  Please open the URL 
(https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/ruralvision ) to indicate your interest in participating in the 
study. Please share your opinion about the key elements for the future of rural 
Ontario.      2.  Please check the option to access feedback about the research. When you 
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check you allow us to send to the e-mail you provided a feedback survey for you to evaluate 
the preliminary findings of the study. We will also send you a copy of any of the formats of 
the final report of the study using the e-mail address that you have typed in. 
       This survey seeks to know the followings about you: 

The municipality you reside in Your gender 
Your vision for a better rural wellbeing  Your age 
Your opinion about making rural living attractive to all Your occupation 
 Your level of education 
  
      The survey will consist of 1) an invitation letter and your consent form to contribute to 
the study; 2) nine questions giving you the opportunity to share your opinion about the future 
changes for your rural place in Ontario to improve You are invited to respond to the entire 
survey. However, please contribute within your comfort level.  You can choose to discontinue 
your participation in the survey by:  
• Not completing the survey or by not submit the survey 
• Requesting for all your participation to be deleted from the survey can be done five days after 

submitting your responses to the survey 
• By checking the box in the first survey to request not to be participating in the second survey. 

Please note that: You may request to access a copy of the final report in the format of 
your choice.  The final report will be accessible in a big book format for primary 
grades; in a kaleidoscope format for junior and intermediate students; in a community 
reporting format for secondary school students and adults; and the academic format as the 
final thesis paper.   I 

 
By providing your e-mail, you have indicated your interest and have requested for your email to 
be used to send you access to the formats of the final report. The results of the study will be 
published into a community guidebook for OMAFRA’s Minister. The same format will be sent 
to you through the email you have provided.      While there is no direct benefit to you at 
this time, your participation will contribute to the gathering and identification of the key factors 
that are for the future of rural Ontario. You will have access to any of the four final research 
report format and of the Shared Rural Vision 2020      Potential risks are minimal but 
possible. 
• There is a risk to participants’ privacy in the event that data get exposed. However, 

participants can control this risk by only sharing information which they would be 
comfortable having made public. 

• “Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data are in transit over the 
internet.”   The final report may use opinions and/or pictures shared in question 9 of 
survey 1 and in question 8 of survey 2 as direct quotes and illustrations in any or all of the 
final reports. The reports will cite:  the location the quote came from, the age, and gender 
of its author. This is to protect the confidentiality of every participant.     The 
Researchers will also strive for a sample size of 50-120 to mitigate the potential risk of 
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identification of quotes and will ensure to work within the secure systems of the 
University of Guelph’s software and its secure online format.       Participation 
in this study is voluntary by accessing the Shared Rural Vision Research’s URL to 
further access and accept an invitation to participate. You may refuse to participate or to 
answer any of the questions.  You may withdraw from the study with no effect on you.  

• Your participation in the surveys for the study or/ the end of the feedback can be a 
one-time event or an on-going to the end of the study. You have the choice to opt 
in at any point in the study process by providing your email.   

• Your option to discontinue your participation in the study is exercised by 1.  stopping 
to participate in the study before or after submitting a survey; 2. not providing 
your email as your consent to receive a survey; or 3.  not submitting a survey.  

• If you wish to withdraw your information after submitting a survey, you can request 
this by contact Ourlaine Pashley or Ryan Gibson within five days after you have 
submitted.   

   All data are collected through Qualtrics survey software using the research URL 
with your email address as your password   During the study, all data will be stored in 
a secured Qualtrics contact file in the secured drives of the University of Guelph in 
confidentiality.  The University of Guelph data and software specialist consultants and 
my advisor, Ryan Gibson, PhD, for the rural vision by rural Ontarians will access the data 
for consultative purposes.  They will have confidential access to the data submitted 
for analysis to compile a shared rural vision from rural Ontarians. The survey format 
intentionally excludes participants’ names, addresses, and phone numbers for the purpose 
of limiting direct personal information and for ensuring confidentiality.     Please 
contact Ourlaine (mpashley@uoguelph.ca) for any questions you may have. The 
Manager of REB at reb@uoguelph.cor (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606) for compliance with 
federal guidelines for research involving human participants will be pleased to answer 
any questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this 
study    

 
Consent of Participant - At the start of every survey process, you will be asked to confirm 
the followings:   
• I have read the information provided for the study ‘The Becoming of a Shared Rural 
Vision: A Tale on a New Narrative for OMAFRA and Rural Ontarians on Rural 
Accountability; 
• I have access to the survey; 

• I agree to participate in this study 
• I choose to contribute  

• I decline  
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Q1.2 Please choose all that applies to you. Do you live in a rural community?  Your community 
has: 

• communities with a population of 10,000 or more BUT less than 50,000.  (6)  

• individuals with a “0” as the second character in their postal (7)  
• individuals living in the countryside, towns and small cities (8)  
• more than 50,000 in population and it is known an urban community (11)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Q1.2 = more than 50,000 in population and it is known an urban 
community 
 
 
Q1.3 I belong to one or more organizations / associations / groups in or about my community: 

• yes (1)  
• no (2)  

 

End of Block: Consent and Information 
 

Start of Block: Demographic Questions 
 
Q1.4  Please choose the municipality where your home address is.  
Municipality: (4)  

▼ Addington Highlands, Township of (1) ... Zorra, Township of (229) 

 
 
 
Q1.5 My opinions matter for shaping the future of rural Ontario. 

• Strongly disagree (1)  
• Disagree (2)  

• Neither agree nor disagree (3)  
• Agree (4)  
• Strongly agree (5)  
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Q1.6 If your municipality is not listed above, please enter it here:  

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q1.7 Which age bracket are you in? 

• 18-29 (2)  
• 30-39 (3)  

• 40-49 (4)  
• 50-59 (5)  

• 60-69 (6)  
• 70-79 (7)  

• 80-89 (8)  
• 90-100+ (9)  

 
 
 
Q1.8 Please select the highest level of education that you have completed:  

• Grade 8 (1)  
• High School (2)  

• College education (3)  
• Trade training (4)  

• Bachelor's degree (5)  
• Masters’ degree (6)  
• Doctorate degree (7)  

 
 
 
Q1.9 What is your gender? 

• Male (1)  

• Female (2)  
• Other (4)  
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Q1.10 I am: 

• Unemployed (1)  

• Self-employed in agriculture (2)  
• Self-employed in another sector (3)  

• A public service employee (6)  
• A municipal/ government employee (7)  

• Employed in the private sector (8)  
• Other (9) ________________________________________________ 

 
 

 
 
Q1.11  My hope for my community is:   

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Demographic Questions 
 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 
 
Q1.12 The 3 most important values in creating a rural community vision are: 

• Positive identity (1)  

• self-determination and motivation (2)  
• Diversified Collective shared leadership / participation (4)  

• Enjoying and caring about one another (5)  
• Building community relationships through gatherings (6)  

• High quality of life for all (10)  
• Learning opportunities (11)  

 
 
 
Q1.13  Please rank the top 2 key factors for a better future of rural Ontario. (1 is the most key, 
2 is the second)  
______ Infrastructure replacement (1) 
______ Asset Based Community Development practice (2) 
______ Collaboration and information exchanges (3) 
______ Demographic changes (8) 
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______ Building relationships and community engagement (9) 
______ Technological innovation (10) 
______ Other (11) 
 
 

 
 
Q1.14 If my rural municipality received 3 billion dollars I would choose to use the funds for 
these 3 key elements:  

• Reliable and affordable services (1)  
• Innovative rural infrastructure (2)  

• Resource and asset-based community development (3)  
• Agriculture, manufacturing, and diversification (4)  

• Agri-tourism (5)  
• Community economic development opportunities (6)  
• High quality of life for residents (7)  

 
 

 
 
Q1.15 The more I think of it, I believe that; the future of rural Ontario would most likely rely on 
these 2 points:  

1. ________________________________________________________________ 

2. ________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
 

Start of Block: Image 

 
 
Q1.16 Do you have a drawing /image/ picture of a vision, please upload it here.  Please only 
identify the picture.  Click and follow the prompts.     
 
 
Display This Question:  
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If you have a drawing /image/ screenshot; picture of a vision, &nbsp; please upload it here. 
&nbsp; Please only identify the picture. &nbsp; Click and follow the prompts. File Is Uploaded 

 
 
Q1.17 Please describe your image in one sentence. Ensure that no names, faces, addresses and 
other identifiable information are visible in the picture.  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Image 
 

Start of Block: LAST BLOCK 

 
Q1.18 I want to continue to participate in and receive feedback about study: 

• yes (1)  
• no (2)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Q1.18 = no 

Click here to download or print your copy of the survey. 
 
 
Q1.19 This is my email address. I want to continue to participate in the study. Please send me the 
Survey 2 to give my feedback on the preliminary results.  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: LAST BLOCK 
Print option will be included in the Qualtrics formatting tied with the submit option. 
Participant will be able to execute their submission after they use the one of the two Print 
options (yes / no).  
  



 
 

 

185 

Appendix 3.2: List of 241 lower tier municipalities 
 

 

List of local municipalities in Ontario

Name[13] Municipal 
status[13]

Census 
subdivisio

n  
type[4]

Census 
division[33][34]

[35]

2016 Census of Population[4]

Populatio
n  

(2016)

Populatio
n  

(2011)
Change

Land 
area  
(km²)

Populatio
n  

density

Addington 
Highlands Lower-tier Township Lennox and 

Addington 2,323 2,517 −7.7% 1,328.32 1.7/km2

Adelaide-Metcalfe Lower-tier Township Middlesex 2,990 3,028 −1.3% 331.46 9.0/km2

Admaston/
Bromley Lower-tier Township Renfrew 2,935 2,844 +3.2% 524.06 5.6/km2

Alfred and 
Plantagenet Lower-tier Township Prescott and 

Russell 9,680 9,196 +5.3% 392.31 24.7/km2

Algonquin 
Highlands Lower-tier Township Haliburton 2,351 2,186 +7.5% 1,007.20 2.3/km2

Alnwick/
Haldimand Lower-tier Township Northumberla

nd 6,869 6,617 +3.8% 398.45 17.2/km2

Amaranth Lower-tier Township Dufferin 4,079 3,963 +2.9% 264.58 15.4/km2

Arnprior Lower-tier Town Renfrew 8,795 8,114 +8.4% 13.07 672.9/km2

Arran-Elderslie Lower-tier Municipalit
y Bruce 6,803 6,810 −0.1% 460.07 14.8/km2

Ashfield-
Colborne-
Wawanosh

Lower-tier Township Huron 5,422 5,582 −2.9% 586.97 9.2/km2

Asphodel-
Norwood Lower-tier Township Peterborough 4,109 4,041 +1.7% 161.02 25.5/km2

Athens Lower-tier Township Leeds and 
Grenville 3,013 3,118 −3.4% 127.88 23.6/km2

Augusta Lower-tier Township Leeds and 
Grenville 7,353 7,430 −1.0% 314.66 23.4/km2

Bancroft Lower-tier Town Hastings 3,881 3,880 0.0% 229.51 16.9/km2

Bayham Lower-tier Municipalit
y Elgin 7,396 6,989 +5.8% 244.97 30.2/km2

Beckwith Lower-tier Township Lanark 7,644 6,986 +9.4% 240.47 31.8/km2

Blandford-
Blenheim Lower-tier Township Oxford 7,399 7,359 +0.5% 382.33 19.4/km2

The Blue 
Mountains Lower-tier Town Grey 7,025 6,453 +8.9% 287.24 24.5/km2

Bluewater Lower-tier Municipalit
y Huron 7,136 7,044 +1.3% 417.00 17.1/km2

Bonnechere Valley Lower-tier Township Renfrew 3,674 3,763 −2.4% 593.75 6.2/km2

Brockton Lower-tier Municipalit
y Bruce 9,461 9,432 +0.3% 565.18 16.7/km2

Brooke-Alvinston Lower-tier Municipalit
y Lambton 2,411 2,548 −5.4% 311.31 7.7/km2
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Brudenell, 
Lyndoch and 
Raglan

Lower-tier Township Renfrew 1,503 1,658 −9.3% 706.24 2.1/km2

Carlow/Mayo Lower-tier Township Hastings 864 892 −3.1% 390.79 2.2/km2

Casselman Lower-tier Village Prescott and 
Russell 3,548 3,626 −2.2% 5.12 693.0/km2

Cavan-Monaghan Lower-tier Township Peterborough 8,829 8,601 +2.7% 306.33 28.8/km2

Central Frontenac Lower-tier Township Frontenac 4,373 4,556 −4.0% 1,025.20 4.3/km2

Central Huron Lower-tier Municipalit
y Huron 7,576 7,586 −0.1% 449.58 16.9/km2

Centre Hastings Lower-tier Municipalit
y Hastings 4,774 4,574 +4.4% 222.86 21.4/km2

Champlain Lower-tier Township Prescott and 
Russell 8,706 8,573 +1.6% 207.27 42.0/km2

Chatsworth Lower-tier Township Grey 6,630 6,437 +3.0% 596.19 11.1/km2

Cramahe Lower-tier Township Northumberla
nd 6,355 6,073 +4.6% 202.16 31.4/km2

Dawn-Euphemia Lower-tier Township Lambton 1,967 2,049 −4.0% 445.12 4.4/km2

Deep River Lower-tier Town Renfrew 4,109 4,193 −2.0% 50.13 82.0/km2

Deseronto Lower-tier Town Hastings 1,774 1,835 −3.3% 2.51 706.8/km2

Douro-Dummer Lower-tier Township Peterborough 6,709 6,805 −1.4% 458.95 14.6/km2

Drummond/North 
Elmsley Lower-tier Township Lanark 7,773 7,487 +3.8% 366.13 21.2/km2

Dutton/Dunwich Lower-tier Municipalit
y Elgin 3,866 3,876 −0.3% 294.58 13.1/km2

Dysart, Dudley, 
Harcourt,  
Guilford, Harburn, 
Bruton,  
Havelock, Eyre 
and Clyde

Lower-tier Municipalit
y Haliburton 6,280 5,966 +5.3% 1,485.98 4.2/km2

East Garafraxa Lower-tier Township Dufferin 2,579 2,595 −0.6% 166.07 15.5/km2

East Hawkesbury Lower-tier Township Prescott and 
Russell 3,296 3,335 −1.2% 235.01 14.0/km2

East Zorra-
Tavistock Lower-tier Township Oxford 7,129 6,836 +4.3% 242.30 29.4/km2

Edwardsburgh/
Cardinal Lower-tier Township Leeds and 

Grenville 7,093 6,959 +1.9% 311.25 22.8/km2

Elizabethtown-
Kitley Lower-tier Township Leeds and 

Grenville 9,854 9,724 +1.3% 557.71 17.7/km2
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Enniskillen Lower-tier Township Lambton 2,796 2,930 −4.6% 338.16 8.3/km2

Faraday Lower-tier Township Hastings 1,401 1,468 −4.6% 219.62 6.4/km2

Front of Yonge Lower-tier Township Leeds and 
Grenville 2,607 2,752 −5.3% 128.47 20.3/km2

Frontenac Islands Lower-tier Township Frontenac 1,760 1,864 −5.6% 175.04 10.1/km2

Georgian Bay Lower-tier Township Muskoka 2,499 2,482 +0.7% 547.61 4.6/km2

Goderich Lower-tier Town Huron 7,628 7,526 +1.4% 8.64 882.9/km2

Grand Valley Lower-tier Town Dufferin 2,956 2,726 +8.4% 158.23 18.7/km2

Greater 
Madawaska Lower-tier Township Renfrew 2,518 2,485 +1.3% 1,035.59 2.4/km2

Grey Highlands Lower-tier Municipalit
y Grey 9,804 9,520 +3.0% 882.51 11.1/km2

Hanover Lower-tier Town Grey 7,688 7,490 +2.6% 9.80 784.5/km2

Hastings 
Highlands Lower-tier Municipalit

y Hastings 4,078 4,168 −2.2% 972.35 4.2/km2

Havelock-
Belmont-Methuen Lower-tier Township Peterborough 4,530 4,523 +0.2% 542.73 8.3/km2

Head, Clara and 
Maria Lower-tier Township Renfrew 248 235 +5.5% 728.38 0.3/km2

Highlands East Lower-tier Municipalit
y Haliburton 3,343 3,249 +2.9% 704.63 4.7/km2

Horton Lower-tier Township Renfrew 2,887 2,719 +6.2% 158.51 18.2/km2

Howick Lower-tier Township Huron 3,873 3,856 +0.4% 287.06 13.5/km2

Huron East Lower-tier Municipalit
y Huron 9,138 9,264 −1.4% 669.22 13.7/km2

Killaloe, Hagarty 
and Richards Lower-tier Township Renfrew 2,420 2,402 +0.7% 396.80 6.1/km2

Kingsville Lower-tier Town Essex 21,552 21,362 +0.9% 246.83 87.3/km2

Lake of Bays Lower-tier Township Muskoka 3,167 3,476 −8.9% 677.91 4.7/km2

Lambton Shores Lower-tier Municipalit
y Lambton 10,631 10,656 −0.2% 331.20 32.1/km2

Lanark Highlands Lower-tier Township Lanark 5,338 5,128 +4.1% 1,048.83 5.1/km2

Laurentian Hills Lower-tier Town Renfrew 2,961 2,811 +5.3% 642.03 4.6/km2

Laurentian Valley Lower-tier Township Renfrew 9,387 9,657 −2.8% 551.43 17.0/km2

Leeds and the 
Thousand Islands Lower-tier Township Leeds and 

Grenville 9,465 9,277 +2.0% 612.45 15.5/km2

Limerick Lower-tier Township Hastings 346 352 −1.7% 205.37 1.7/km2
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Lucan Biddulph Lower-tier Township Middlesex 4,700 4,338 +8.3% 169.14 27.8/km2

Madawaska Valley Lower-tier Township Renfrew 4,123 4,282 −3.7% 672.51 6.1/km2

Madoc Lower-tier Township Hastings 2,078 2,166 −4.1% 277.97 7.5/km2

Malahide Lower-tier Township Elgin 9,292 9,146 +1.6% 395.05 23.5/km2

Marmora and 
Lake Lower-tier Municipalit

y Hastings 3,953 4,074 −3.0% 557.08 7.1/km2

McNab/Braeside Lower-tier Township Renfrew 7,178 7,371 −2.6% 255.76 28.1/km2

Melancthon Lower-tier Township Dufferin 3,008 2,839 +6.0% 310.79 9.7/km2

Merrickville-
Wolford Lower-tier Village Leeds and 

Grenville 3,067 2,850 +7.6% 214.55 14.3/km2

Minden Hills Lower-tier Township Haliburton 6,088 5,655 +7.7% 878.27 6.9/km2

Minto Lower-tier Town Wellington 8,671 8,334 +4.0% 300.69 28.8/km2

Mono Lower-tier Town Dufferin 8,609 7,546 +14.1% 277.83 31.0/km2

Montague Lower-tier Township Lanark 3,761 3,483 +8.0% 279.66 13.4/km2

Morris-Turnberry Lower-tier Municipalit
y Huron 3,496 3,413 +2.4% 376.56 9.3/km2

Mulmur Lower-tier Township Dufferin 3,478 3,391 +2.6% 286.77 12.1/km2

Muskoka Lakes Lower-tier Township Muskoka 6,588 6,707 −1.8% 794.26 8.3/km2

Newbury Lower-tier Village Middlesex 466 447 +4.3% 1.77 263.3/km2

North Algona 
Wilberforce Lower-tier Township Renfrew 2,915 2,873 +1.5% 378.98 7.7/km2

North Frontenac Lower-tier Township Frontenac 1,898 1,857 +2.2% 1,164.77 1.6/km2

North Huron Lower-tier Township Huron 4,932 4,884 +1.0% 178.82 27.6/km2

North Kawartha Lower-tier Township Peterborough 2,479 2,289 +8.3% 776.01 3.2/km2

North Middlesex Lower-tier Municipalit
y Middlesex 6,352 6,658 −4.6% 597.88 10.6/km2

North Stormont Lower-tier Township

Stormont, 
Dundas  
and 
Glengarry

6,873 6,775 +1.4% 515.91 13.3/km2

Northern Bruce 
Peninsula Lower-tier Municipalit

y Bruce 3,999 3,744 +6.8% 783.99 5.1/km2

Oil Springs Lower-tier Village Lambton 648 704 −8.0% 8.19 79.1/km2

Otonabee-South 
Monaghan Lower-tier Township Peterborough 6,670 6,581 +1.4% 347.13 19.2/km2

Penetanguishene Lower-tier Town Simcoe 8,962 9,111 −1.6% 25.58 350.4/km2

Perth Lower-tier Town Lanark 5,930 5,840 +1.5% 12.25 484.1/km2
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Perth South Lower-tier Township Perth 3,810 3,993 −4.6% 393.14 9.7/km2

Petrolia Lower-tier Town Lambton 5,742 5,528 +3.9% 12.68 452.8/km2

Plympton-
Wyoming Lower-tier Town Lambton 7,795 7,576 +2.9% 318.78 24.5/km2

Point Edward Lower-tier Village Lambton 2,037 2,034 +0.1% 3.28 621.0/km2

Puslinch Lower-tier Township Wellington 7,336 7,029 +4.4% 214.62 34.2/km2

Ramara Lower-tier Township Simcoe 9,488 9,275 +2.3% 418.82 22.7/km2

Renfrew Lower-tier Town Renfrew 8,223 8,218 +0.1% 12.78 643.4/km2

Shelburne Lower-tier Town Dufferin 8,126 5,846 +39.0% 6.56 1,238.7/
km2

South Bruce 
Peninsula Lower-tier Town Bruce 8,416 8,413 0.0% 532.29 15.8/km2

South Bruce Lower-tier Municipalit
y Bruce 5,639 5,685 −0.8% 487.48 11.6/km2

Southgate Lower-tier Township Grey 7,354 7,190 +2.3% 644.38 11.4/km2

Southwest 
Middlesex Lower-tier Municipalit

y Middlesex 5,723 5,860 −2.3% 427.88 13.4/km2

South-West 
Oxford Lower-tier Township Oxford 7,664 7,544 +1.6% 370.73 20.7/km2

Southwold Lower-tier Township Elgin 4,421 4,494 −1.6% 301.74 14.7/km2

Stirling-Rawdon Lower-tier Township Hastings 4,882 4,978 −1.9% 282.33 17.3/km2

Stone Mills Lower-tier Township Lennox and 
Addington 7,702 7,560 +1.9% 709.17 10.9/km2

Tay Valley Lower-tier Township Lanark 5,665 5,571 +1.7% 550.01 10.3/km2

Trent Lakes Lower-tier Municipalit
y Peterborough 5,397 5,100 +5.8% 861.32 6.3/km2

Tudor and Cashel Lower-tier Township Hastings 586 586 0.0% 445.66 1.3/km2

Tweed Lower-tier Municipalit
y Hastings 6,044 6,057 −0.2% 953.47 6.3/km2

Tyendinaga Lower-tier Township Hastings 4,297 4,150 +3.5% 312.92 13.7/km2

Val Rita-Harty Single-tier Township Cochrane 762 817 −6.7% 381.18 2.0/km2

Wainfleet Lower-tier Township Niagara 6,372 6,356 +0.3% 217.31 29.3/km2

Warwick Lower-tier Township Lambton 3,692 3,717 −0.7% 290.20 12.7/km2

West Elgin Lower-tier Municipalit
y Elgin 4,995 5,157 −3.1% 322.48 15.5/km2

West Perth Lower-tier Municipalit
y Perth 8,865 8,919 −0.6% 579.36 15.3/km2
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See also[edit] 
• Ontario portal 

• Canada portal 

• Former municipalities in Ontario 
• List of census agglomerations in Ontario 
• List of cities in Ontario 
• List of designated places in Ontario 
• List of population centres in Ontario 
• List of towns in Ontario 
• List of township municipalities in Ontario 
• List of villages in Ontario 

Notes[edit] 
1. ^ Although Ontario is the third-largest province in land area, it is second-largest in total 

area after accounting for its freshwater area.[1] 

2. ^ Jump up to:a b Although the Township of Cockburn Island's population is published as 
0 by Statistics Canada, 1 of its 79 private dwellings was occupied by usual residents. To 
protect privacy, Statistics Canada has rounded Cockburn Island's actual population to 
the nearest 5, which in this case is 0.[10] Its seasonal summer population is much higher. 

3. ^ Jump up to:a b c Though Muskoka and Oxford are officially named the District 
Municipality of Muskoka and the County of Oxford respectively, both are actually 
regional municipalities per the definition of "regional municipality" in Ontario's Municipal 
Act, 2001, which states that a regional municipality "means an upper-tier municipality 
that was a regional or district municipality or the County of Oxford on December 31, 
2002".[6] 

4. ^ Demographic information excludes the Saugeen 29 and Neyaashiinigmiing 27Indian 
Reserves.[14] 

5. ^ Demographic information excludes the Mississaugas of Scugog Island Indian 
Reserve.[15] 

Westport Lower-tier Village Leeds and 
Grenville 590 628 −6.1% 1.68 351.2/km2

Whitewater 
Region Lower-tier Township Renfrew 7,009 6,921 +1.3% 539.51 13.0/km2

Wollaston Lower-tier Township Hastings 670 708 −5.4% 219.14 3.1/km2

Zorra Lower-tier Township Oxford 8,138 8,058 +1.0% 528.94 15.4/km2

Total local (single and lower-tier) municipalities 13,357,208 12,764,756 +4.6% 155,672.
56 85.8/km2

Province of Ontario 13,448,494 12,851,821 +4.6% 908,699.
33 14.8/km2
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6. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of St. Thomas which is independent of 
Elgin County but included in the Elgin County Census Division.[16] 

7. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of Windsor and the township 
of Pelee which are independent of Essex County but included in the Essex County 
Census Division.[17] 

8. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of Kingston which is independent of 
Frontenac County but included in the Frontenac County Census Division.[18] 

9. ^ Demographic information excludes the Tyendinaga Mohawk Territory Indian Reserve, 
and the cities of Belleville and Quinte West which are independent of Hastings County 
but included in the Hastings County Census Division.[19] 

10. ^ Demographic information excludes the Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First 
Nation, Aamjiwnaang First Nation, and Walpole Island Indian Reserves which are 
independent of Lambton County but included in the Lambton County Census Division. 
Walpole Island was incompletely enumerated in the 2011 census and population figures 
are not included in the 2011 population.[20] 

11. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of Smiths Falls which is independent of 
Lanark County but included in the Lanark County Census Division.[21] 

12. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of Brockville and towns 
of Gananoque and Prescott which are independent of Leeds and Grenville but included 
in the Leeds and Grenville Census Division.[22] 

13. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of London and the Chippewas of the 
Thames 42, Munsee-Delaware 1, Oneida 41 Indian Reserves which are independent of 
Middlesex County but included in the Middlesex County Census Division. Chippewas of 
the Thames 42 and Oneida 41 were incompletely enumerated in the 2016 census and 
population figures are not included in the 2016 population.[23] 

14. ^ Demographic information excludes the Moose Point 79 Indian Reserve which is 
independent of District Municipality of Muskoka but included in the District Municipality 
of Muskoka Census Division.[24] 

15. ^ Demographic information excludes the Alderville First Nation Indian Reserve which is 
independent of Northumberland County but included in the Northumberland County 
Census Division.[25] 

16. ^ Demographic information excludes the City of Stratford and Town of St. Maryswhich 
are independent of Perth County but included in the Perth County Census Division.[26] 

17. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of Peterborough and the Curve Lake First 
Nation 35 and Hiawatha First Nation Indian Reserves which are independent of 
Peterborough County but included in the Peterborough County Census Division.[27] 

18. ^ Demographic information excludes the city of Pembroke and the Pikwakanagan 
(Golden Lake 39) Indian Reserve which are independent of Renfrew County but 
included in the Renfrew County Census Division.[28] 

19. ^ Demographic information excludes the cities of Barrie and Orillia and the Christian 
Island 30, Christian Island 30A, and Mnjikaning First Nation 32 Indian Reserves which 
are independent of Simcoe County but included in the Simcoe County Census Division.
[29] 

20. ^ Demographic information exclude the single-tier municipality of Cornwall and 
the Akwesasne 59 Indian Reserve which are independent of Stormont, Dundas and 
Glengarry but included in the Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry Census Division. 
Akwesasne 59 was incompletely enumerated in the 2011 census and population figures 
are not included in the 2011 population.[30] 

21. ^ Demographic information exclude the city of Guelph which is independent of 
Wellington County but included in the Wellington County Census Division.[31] 

22. ^ Demographic information exclude the Chippewas of Georgina Island First 
Nation Indian Reserve which is independent of Regional Municipality of York but 
included in the Regional Municipality of York Census Division.[32] 

23. ^ Jump up to:a b A unique set of legal powers, beyond other single-tier municipalities, is 
provided by the City of Toronto Act, 2006, SO 2006, c 11, Sch A. 
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27. ^ "Municipalities". County of Peterborough. 2016. Retrieved January 26,2016. 
28. ^ "Municipalities". County of Renfrew. 2016. Retrieved January 26, 2016. 
29. ^ "Municipal Partners". Simcoe County. 2014. Retrieved January 27, 2016. 
30. ^ "Municipalities". Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry. 2015. Retrieved January 27, 2016. 
31. ^ "Local Towns and Townships". County of Wellington. 2015. Retrieved January 

27, 2016. 
32. ^ "Local Municipalities". The Regional Municipality of York. 2016. Retrieved January 

27, 2016. 
33. ^ "Population and dwelling counts, for Canada, provinces and territories, census 

divisions and census subdivisions (municipalities), 2016 and 2011 censuses – 100% 
data (Ontario)". Statistics Canada. February 8, 2018. p. 1 of 3. Retrieved December 
27, 2018. 

34. ^ "Population and dwelling counts, for Canada, provinces and territories, census 
divisions and census subdivisions (municipalities), 2016 and 2011 censuses – 100% 
data (Ontario)". Statistics Canada. February 8, 2018. p. 2 of 3. Retrieved December 
27, 2018. 

35. ^ "Population and dwelling counts, for Canada, provinces and territories, census 
divisions and census subdivisions (municipalities), 2016 and 2011 censuses – 100% 
data (Ontario)". Statistics Canada. February 8, 2018. p. 3 of 3. Retrieved December 
27, 2018. 

36. ^ Jump up to:a b c "Population and dwelling count amendments, 2016 Census". Statistics 
Canada. January 16, 2018. Retrieved February 3, 2018. 

External links[edit] 
• Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
• Municipal Restructuring Activity Summary Table 
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Appendix 3.4: Survey Instrument for Survey Two (S2) attached with the Letter of 
Invitation to Participate 
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Appendix 4.4: Survey One – Responses of Participants Verbatim (Q1.11 and Q1.15) 
 

 



 
 

 

207 

 
 

4/8/2021 Report | Qualtrics Experience Management

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/results/?surveyId=SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl#/surveys/SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl/containers/6020decab697f0001174f8e7/… 2/6

My hope for my community is:

To grow and prosper

Dynamic by Nature

to remain rural

Very slight growth

Sustainability

stay small

That both the natural and the agricultural landscape be preserved. That there be no further growth.

Responsible growth with care taken for the environment and culture

thriving businesses

Continued growth done sustainably

financial stability

Keep agriculture strong and grow our community

Growth

Growth

to be progressive with balanced growth

Agricultural sustainability

Growth

To have equal access to internet, social services as urban areas

Provincial support

growth

remaining awesome

Growth and waste water

It continues to be a safe a supportive place to live with equal access to resources for residents.

To retain status as a small town and limit growth thereby threatening the infrastructure.
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4/8/2021 Report | Qualtrics Experience Management

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/results/?surveyId=SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl#/surveys/SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl/containers/6020decab697f0001174f8e7/… 3/6

My hope for my community is:

growth

that there would be less silos to solving problems and more joint efforts - ie on homelessness

to grow

Sustainable growth supported by proactive planning

Growth

sustainable growth

to stay the same

That it conitnues to grow and prosper as it seems to be doing now. looking forward to a safe restart

That everyone is safe and prosperous.

is a healthy, vibrant community that promotes a high quality of life through recreation.

Sustainability in regards to economy and agriculture.

Growth

connection to nature & food production

Prosperity

Improved internet, improved transportation services, improve long term improved services term care

Quality of life

To ensure a balance of growth and the maintenace of a rural life style

Growth

Better infra structure

Controlled growth

Sustainability

optimistic

Managing change

opportunity
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4/8/2021 Report | Qualtrics Experience Management

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/results/?surveyId=SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl#/surveys/SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl/containers/6020decab697f0001174f8e7/… 4/6

My hope for my community is:

Safe & healthy community where all can prosper

Sustainability and opportunity

to grow

Sustainability

to thrive and be able to provide the services needed for the current population

Steady growth

Growth

Sustainability

to be connected to the larger world while remaining a vital small town community that is valued

growth

healthy living

to be a community

to stay rural

That we continue to care for our environment and make seasonal residents feel welcome and respected.

More support for home grown food

growth

sustainability

Safe and vibrant quality of life

Economic and Political Stability

prosperous

A balanced growth for light industry, agriculture and agriculture-related business

Family friendly with local job opportunities

To be a safe, welcoming, diverse, clean, active and interesting environment.

sustainabler expansion
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4/8/2021 Report | Qualtrics Experience Management

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/results/?surveyId=SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl#/surveys/SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl/containers/6020decab697f0001174f8e7/… 5/6

Q1.12 - The 3 most important values in creating a rural community vision are:

My hope for my community is:

that the entire community will benefit from economic development (businesses, public sectors etc.)

Sustainability

Healthy productive agricultural community supported by all levels of government.

sustainable, prosperous, heathy, happy, satisfied, and included.

Sustainable Growth

RESILIENCY

Positive identity

self determination and
motivation

Diversified Collective
shared leadership /

participation

Enjoying and caring
about one another

Building community 
relationships through

gatherings

High quality of life
for all

Learning opportunities

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Loading...
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4/8/2021 Report | Qualtrics Experience Management

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/results/?surveyId=SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl#/surveys/SV_7PMlkDM712Dgysl/containers/6020decab697f0001174f8e7/… 6/6

Q1.13 - Please rank the top 2 key factors for a better future of rural Ontario. ( 1 is the

most key, 2 is the second)

Q1.14 - If my rural municipality received 3 billion dollars I would choose to use the funds

for these 3 key elements:

Loading...

Loading...

Loading...

Loading...

Loading...
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Table 1

RESPONDENT Q1.15 The more I think of it, I believe that the future of rural Ontario would most likely to rely on these 2 points: Coding

1

2

3 Quality infrastructures, improved technologies 

4

5 younger generation, better internet access, fair market prices for agricultural goods

6 support for new and growing businesses, opportunities and employment for youth and grads

7 Central governments who don't force centralization to cities (eg Healthcare) / People working together for the good of the community

8 Economic development and federal and provincial rural support programs

9

10 rural broadband, thriving leading edge innovative agricultural sector

11 Restructuring to one tier government and a new major hyway where number 7 is now

12 Empowered and supported municipal governments, engaged citizens

13 reliable internet, affordable services

14

15 Municipal services and technological accessibility 

16

17 Resident attraction and economic development

18 County wide high speed internet and ongoing funding 

19 The right of farmers to farm relatively unencumbered. 

20

21 Climate adaptation. Community Development. 

22 community services; local leadership

23 Working together and infrastructure sustainability

24 Lifestyle and Freedom

25 financial stability, community engagement

26 sustainable growth through technological advancement

27 Government Funds and population growth

28 Improvement/expansion of services directed toward the aging population, and investment in the expansion and proper maintenance of existing infrastructure

29 Innovative rural infrastructure and resource and asset based community development

30 Access to better internet services and natural gas

�1
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31 Infrastructure and opportunity

32

33 Young educated workforce, infrastructure

34

35 Broadband fibre to the farm. 

36  I would add "Resource and asset based community development and Agriculture, manufacturing and diversificationi

37

38 Protecting agricultural and natural assets, diversification of uses in the rural landscape eg. on farm diversified uses/agri tourism

39

40 economic development and sustainable development

41 community eco dev     infrastructure  including internet high speed 

42 Government funding of infrastructure and attracting new residents.

43 Invested commercial viability for local farm produce and financial and farming assistance

44 expansion and maintenance of infrastructure and changing demographics

45 Connectivity and Community

46 A shift in employment from mostly agriculture to other industries and development of shared community resources. 

47

48 Controlled development; community diversity

49 an economic model that supports areas with lower populations, quality educational opportunities

50 technology and investment from other levels of government to ensure resources and ag industries are protected and not destroyed but that communities can grow around them

51 Urban education on what farming entails, infrastructure 

52 Protecting our natural assets through stronger environmental protection and improved broadband services.

53

54

55 Keeping It rural not full of sub-divisions

56 Better internet and more decisions made by the municipal government instead of provincial governments 

57

58

59 internet and good governance

60 reliable internet service and high quality services close to home

61 Innovation and diversification

62 Government funding and innovation 

�2
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63 Financial stability and community buy-in

64

65 Community involvement/participation and appropriate economic development opportunities

66 Innovative planning , rural infrastructure 

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76 Infrastructure Resources, equitable distribution of government funding

77 Ability for residents to competitive infrastructure like internet and natural gas (or innovative energy solutions) and an attractive quality of life

78

79 technologly; community based development and growth

80

81

82

83 High-speed internet access, growth management 

84 better rural internet.  That's only one point, but we need to keep hammering away on this

85

86

87 Encouraging people to stay in rural environments and improving accessibility of services

88 Coordination rather than competition, reliable fast internet service

89

90 High quality internet and support for the agra industry and small business. 

91 Quality of life, managed growth 

92

93 broadband infrastructure and community engagement

94

�3
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95

96

97 Quality of life and and economic development 

98 Diversity and connection

99 connecting people to food production, enhanced rural services for youth and families

100

101 Rural communities becoming destinations (opposed to drive-thru communities) and practices that foster the regeneration of the soil, creating sustainable agricultural farming.

102 Youth retention in our community and job oppourunities. 

103

104

105 High quality of life through small towns and investment in infrastructure/assets to enable local small business.

106 rural entrepreneurship funding, equitable services for all

107 Cooperation with both the Federal and Provincial Governments to keep Rural Municipalities financially sustainable

108 employment and educated Councils

109 keeping the city out, 

110 balance of growth and keeping identity

111 Economic develpment and internet services

112

113

114 agriculture, manufacturing and diversification,   an increase in opportunity for people to produce greater variety year round and others to buy local

115 youth community engagement, government

116

117

118 Access to resources and local employment opportunities.

119

120

121 Reliable and affordable services

122 Partnerships and progressive initiatives while preserving history 

123 Community economic development opportunities

124 Community development and quality of life

125 Better broadband and Microtransit 

126 Broadband & Appropriate Planning 

�4
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127

128

129 Taxes and growth

130 New interconnectedness with innovation/technology and access to municipal services

131 Economic Development and technology

132 Larger tax’s base and better cross municipal border agreements 

133 Need for agriculture and improve infrastructure 

134

135 Improved broadband , Shared tax revenue with upper levels of government

136 Innovative Agriculture and Farmers and government cutting red tape

137 Affordable, reliable internet and renewed leadership

138 Understanding how farming has changed and the effect it has had on roads and community structure.  

139

140 1)Preventing any new residential development. 2) protecting all farmland and all natural lands.

141 affordable services, technology

142 Inclusion / Sustainability

143 Reduced urban sprawl & education of urban populations

144 community involement; not being swallowed up by cities

145 Community strength through people and charting a solution to asset management that is practical and planned

146 ?

147 Good leadership and community engagement

148 infrastructure and future pre planning

149 Collaboration and listening to all feedback

150

151 Broadband improvements and availability, transportation

152

153

154 Finding a balance or agricultural lands and development/employment lands

155 Participation of new residents;  increased tie-in and prominence of agriculture

156 Improved rural internet service / less red tape from all levels of government

157 Stable and accessible internet service, attainable housing

158 reliable high speed internet and jobs to keep those that are younger a reason to stay

�5

159 sustainable services and quality of life

160 empowering youth thru innovative learning and solar powered rural post offices that are centres for e-vehicle postal delivery 

161 The future should rely on healthy liveable community for all that live and work within it. To have opportunity to be engaged in many different ways 

162 Stoping urban sprawl to preserve valuable farm land. Constant new technologies

163

164 Economic diversification, cultural inclusivity

165

166

167 focus on our strengths of community engagement and innovation to better prepare for the future.

168 diversification of agricultural use

169 Community leadership and innovation 

170

171

172 community engagement; mixed affordable housing 

173

174

175

176 Infrastructure/broadband and economic diversification/tourism

177 Funding from government agencies and community fundraising

178

179

180

181

182

183
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Th more I think of it, I believe that the future of rural Ontario would mos...

Stoping urban sprawl to preserve valuable farm land. Constant new technologies

The future should rely on healthy liveable community for all that live and work within it. To have opportunity to be engaged in many different ways

empowering youth thru innovative learning and solar powered rural post offices that are centres for e-vehicle postal delivery

sustainable services and quality of life

reliable high speed internet and jobs to keep those that are younger a reason to stay

Stable and accessible internet service, attainable housing

Improved rural internet service / less red tape from all levels of government

Participation of new residents; increased tie-in and prominence of agriculture

Finding a balance or agricultural lands and development/employment lands

Broadband improvements and availability, transportation

Collaboration and listening to all feedback

infrastructure and future pre planning

Good leadership and community engagement

?

Community strength through people and charting a solution to asset management that is practical and planned

community involement; not being swallowed up by cities

Reduced urban sprawl & education of urban populations

Inclusion / Sustainability

affordable services, technology

1)Preventing any new residential development. 2) protecting all farmland and all natural lands.

Understanding how farming has changed and the effect it has had on roads and community structure.

Affordable, reliable internet and renewed leadership

Innovative Agriculture and Farmers and government cutting red tape

Improved broadband , Shared tax revenue with upper levels of government
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Th more I think of it, I believe that the future of rural Ontario would mos...

Need for agriculture and improve infrastructure

Larger tax’s base and better cross municipal border agreements

Economic Development and technology

New interconnectedness with innovation/technology and access to municipal services

Taxes and growth

Broadband & Appropriate Planning

Better broadband and Microtransit

Community development and quality of life

Community economic development opportunities

Partnerships and progressive initiatives while preserving history

Reliable and affordable services

Access to resources and local employment opportunities.

youth community engagement, government

agriculture, manufacturing and diversification, an increase in opportunity for people to produce greater variety year round and others to buy local

Economic develpment and internet services

balance of growth and keeping identity

keeping the city out,

employment and educated Councils

Cooperation with both the Federal and Provincial Governments to keep Rural Municipalities financially sustainable

rural entrepreneurship funding, equitable services for all

High quality of life through small towns and investment in infrastructure/assets to enable local small business.

Youth retention in our community and job oppourunities.

Rural communities becoming destinations (opposed to drive-thru communities) and practices that foster the regeneration of the soil, creating
sustainable agricultural farming.
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Th more I think of it, I believe that the future of rural Ontario would mos...

connecting people to food production, enhanced rural services for youth and families

Diversity and connection

Quality of life and and economic development

broadband infrastructure and community engagement

Quality of life, managed growth

High quality internet and support for the agra industry and small business.


