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Background

Context: New and emerging, Internet-based technologies and

applications are changing the way people use the Internet. These
technologies and applications collectively are referred to by some as ‘Web 2.0’
and include:

- Blogs - Pod/video/webcasts

- Wikis - Message boards, forums
- Social networking sites - RSS feeds

- YouTube

Other countries and other levels of government in Canada have begun
using these new technologies in their interactions with their citizens. Some
federal departments are also assessing their potential use.

A number of research companies already track the changing nature of the
Internet as part of their syndicated research, as does the biannual Statistics
Canada internet use survey.

However, this study focused in particular on how these new and emerging
technologies and applications could be used by the GC.



Background.(cont'd)

Purpose: Conduct a custom research project (both qualitative and
guantitative) on the awareness, attitudes and behaviours of Canadians vis-a-vis
“Web 2.0” technologies and applications from the perspective of their potential
use by the GC in its outreach, communications, and service delivery.

« The project was led by Agriculture and Agri-food Canada, with assistance from
PWGSC,TBS, and PCO.

 Funding for this project came from 23 different federal departments and
agencies, leveraging many, relatively modest contributions to finance a
comprehensive study tailored specifically for GC needs.

 This approach yielded not only a more fulsome body of knowledge, but also a
number of spin-off studies including:
 anonline survey using the GC Internet Research Panel,

 aqground-breaking survey of a sub-sample of Canadians from “cell-phone-only” households;
and

 asecondary analysis of “Web Generation” Canadians aged 16-24.

NOTE: The study did not test specific applications, nor did it address reputation
management issues vis-a-vis the GC ‘brand’.



Methodology

Qualitative Research

« 12 focus groups conducted September 17-20, 2007, with two sessions in
each of the following locations: Halifax, Montreal, Saint-Hyacinthe, Toronto,
Calgary, and Fort St.John.

« These locations were chosen to ensure a representative mix of regions,
language groups, and urban/rural populations.

« The focus groups were further designed to ensure a mix of participants by
age, ethnicity, education, income, and gender as well as three segments of
the general public:

1. Web 2.0 Users: Internet users who used at least three “Web 2.0” applications a few
times a month or more during the past six months

2. Internet Users, non-Web 2.0: Internet users who have not used any of these
applications or used them less than “Web 2.0" users

3. Non-users of the Internet: Individuals who have never used the Internet




Methodelogy. (cont’d)

Quantitative Research
Telephone:
. Sample size: 1,718 respondents
«  Average length: 18.5 minutes overall; 21.4 minutes for Internet users
. Random-digit-dialling (RDD) survey
. Fieldwork: October 17 to November 3, 2007
. Response rate: 22%; Margin of error: +/- 2.4%, 19 times out of 20

. Sample size: 2,619 respondents
«  Average length: 17.3 minutes
. Panel survey (GC Internet Panel)
¢ Fieldwork: October 23 to November 6, 2007
¢ Response rate: 66%*; Margin of error: N/A**
Both surveys were stratified by region and by gender.
Both samples were weighted by age and by gender.
* The online portion of this study was fielded using panelists who had already agreed in principle to complete

surveys conducted by the government.
** Probability sampling was not used to draw the sample, therefore a margin of error cannot be calculated.



Methodology. (Cont'd)

Note that, for the most part, only results of the telephone survey
appear on these slides.

These results have been given primacy in this study because:

« these results are representative of the Canadian population from a
methodological point of view, because random-digit dialling (RDD) is used in
probability sampling, which is not the case for online surveys;

* the online portion of this study was conducted using the GC Internet
Research Panel, i.e., with Canadians recruited only from GC websites.

The gualitative research was conducted prior to the surveys; these
focus groups were used to gain a more in-depth understanding of
Canadians’ awareness, attitudes and behaviours vis-a-vis the various
‘Web 2.0’ applications.






Internet Usage

Almost eight in ten reported using the Internet; these respondents reported
spending anywhere from 3 hours or less to more than 10 hours a week online.

Internet Use 3 hours or less

No
4-10 hours

More than 10
hours

Only for Email

YeS 1 T 1
79% 0 20 40

Base = 1,718; all phone respondents Base: 1,314, all phone respondents who
use the Internet (including those who use it
for email only)



Internet Access — Locations

Almost all Internet users reported having Internet access at home; many
also accessed it at work. (Multiple responses accepted)

Home ' 91
Work ' 38

School (all levels) 9

Friend's/relative's home 2

Public facility (library, internet café) 2

During travel (e.g. hotel, airport)

Mobile/cell/PDA [P 1

|
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Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use the Internet
(excluding those who use it only for email) 10



Internet Access.— Methods

A strong majority of Internet users reported using a high-speed Internet
connection to go online. Significantly more rural residents reported using a
dial-up connection. (Multiple responses accepted)

]
‘88
High-speed connection '67
11
Dial-up 35
- [ Total

Wireless (e.g. cell !
phone/blackberry) 6 @ Rural
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Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use the Internet
(excluding those who use it only for email) 11



Online Activities

Internet users engaged in a wide variety of online activities, including

communicating, information seeking and financial-related activities.
(Multiple responses accepted, Top-of-mind question)

General browsing (K3

Email 34

Obtain Information 25

Media/ Nevvs/Weather_ 12

Electronic/online banking 10

Find info for education/school WOI‘k_ 9

Read daily newspaper 9

Play games 8
Work related 7

Social networking_ 7

Purchase goods/services 6

Travel 6
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Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use the Internet 12
(excluding those who use it only for email)



Internet Non-Users

No computer, lack of interest were the top reasons given by those one in five
Canadians who were not using the Internet.

No computer l35

Lack of interest 24

Not computer literate 8

Lack of need 8

Not Internet literate 7

No Internet access 7

Lack of time 7

Not for me/my age 6

Money/expense 5

Other 11

Nothing/no reason | J1

I I I 1
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Up to three responses accepted
Base = 426; phone respondents who do not use the Internet 13
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Extent Informed/of GC News/Information

A large majority of Internet users reported keeping informed about the GC
In terms of news and information. (All media, including traditional sources)

404 80% keep informed ‘somewhat’ to ‘a
great deal’
28
30-
20-
13
10+
4
0 | | | |
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all A great deal
Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use the Internet 15

(excluding those who use it only for email)



Frequency of Visiting GC VWebsites

More than eight in ten Internet users reported visiting GC websites more than
once in the last year.

18
None/zero = \\1ain reason for not visiting: lack of need.
_ 17
1 to 2 times
: 33
3 1o 10 times
More than 10 times 30
0 20 40

Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use the Internet
(excluding those who use it only for email)
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GC Website Activities

Respondents from the phone survey reportedly visited GC websites for the same
top five reasons as those from the online panel. (Multiple responses accepted)

Reason Telephone * Online **
% %
Obtained general/background information 50 85
Obtained information/form/publication 24 74
Employment-related activities 18 84
Obtained answer to specific question 12 62
Got tax form/information 10 48

* In the telephone survey, this was a “top of mind” question.
** |n the online survey, responses were selected from a list.

Base = 1,049 phone respondents (those who use the Internet and who visited GC sites in past year)

Base = 2,619 online respondents (who were all recruited from GC sites) 07
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Awareness of Web 2.0'Applications

Awareness of many Web 2.0 applications was high.
Canadians 16-24 years reported higher awareness levels.

Application Telephone Online
Total % Web Gen % Total %
(16-24 yrs)
Message boards, chat rooms, etc. 80 85 74
YouTube 78 94 83
Social networking sites 74 95 79
Blogs 70 77 78
Wikis 57 78 73
Pod/video/webcasts 56 65 58
RSS feeds 15 17 31

NOTE: This awareness question was asked of all respondents (both phone and online), even those

who were “non-Internet users”.
19



Use of Web 2.0 Applications

Levels of use varied considerably, with Canadians 16-24 years significantly more
likely to use certain applications.

Application Telephone Online
Total % Web Gen % Total %
(16-24 yrs)
Message boards, chat rooms, etc. 15 39 17
YouTube 12 31 12
Social networking sites 23 55 30
Blogs 7 12 14
Wikis 4 8 8
Pod/video/webcasts 5 14 7
RSS feeds 17 11 19

* Total reflects those Internet users who reported being aware of the specific Web 2.0 application
AND reported at least daily use of that application.
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Familiarity With, Term ‘Web 2.0’

Respondents from the online panel were more likely to express awareness of
the term “Web 2.0” than telephone respondents.

9 O Phone
Yes, definitely 16 @ Online
10
Yes, vaguely 24
81
No 55
0 20 40 60 80 100

Base = 1,718; all phone respondents; and
2,619; all online respondents 21



Perceived Reliability: Internet ys. Other Media

A majority of Internet users said that information found on Internet sources
would be at least as reliable as information coming from “traditional” media
sources.

60- 58
40
23%
( A \ 17%
17 A
201 ( \
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O T T T T 1
1 2 3 4 5
Less reliable Same More reliable
Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use the Internet 22

(excluding those who use it only for email)



Perceived Reliability of Blogs

More than half of telephone respondents who used the Internet
(and were aware of blogs) expressed confidence in information that could be found
on blogs hosted by the GC. (Prompted question, 5-point scale)

% confident — scores of ‘4-5’

the GC

Non-profit organizations '31 )
Media or journalists ' 23 No other source was perceived to
1 > provide reliable information by a
Private sector companies ' 13 majority.
7

56

Private individuals s

0 20 40 60

Base = 997; phone respondents who use the Internet AND are aware of blogs

(excluding those who use it only for email)
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The main perceived benefits of the GC using Web 2.0 applications
were convenience and accessibility. (Multiple responses accepted)

(

Convenient/access 24/7

Effective sharing/communicating info 12

J
Better reach young people ; 10
Cdns. are using them

Reaches large audience

Faster access
Stay up to date :

More/better info available

Reach rural/remote groups

Faster changes to programs/services
Cost savings :
Other

)
None/no benefits 16

Main Benefits of GCUsIing. Web 2.0 Applications
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Concerns About GCUsing Weh 2.0 Applications

More than one third of all telephone respondents did not foresee any concerns with
the GC using Web 2.0 applications. (Multiple responses accepted, Top-of-mind question)

General privacy/security concerns 14

Content not reliable 14

Not useful for Cdns. not on Internet ' 13

I

Confidence/hackers

H 6
Cost/too expensive_ 3
Potential identity theft/fraud_ 3
Other_ i
—

None/no concerns 31

0 10 20 30 40
Base = 1,718; all phone respondents 26



Reasons for GC toUse Web 2.0 Applications

Telephone respondents saw as important all of the potential reasons presented

for the GC to use Web

Communicate with young
Canadians

Fast, up-to-date info on
programs/services

Reach rural/remote groups

Deliver programs/services
more effectively

Get input from Canadians

Base = 1,718; all phone res

2.0 applications. (Prompted question, 5-point scale)

% saying important (scores of ‘4-5’)

78

76

E—
| I I I

0 20 40 60
pondents

1
100
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Specific Ways the GC Could/Use Web 2.0

Internet users gave highest rankings to sites where GC scientists or experts could
answer guestions, and sites where citizens could provide their views to the GC.
(Prompted question, Paired choice)

% choosing

Sites where GC scientists/experts answer questions '72

Websites for Canadians to provide views to the GC 59

Audio tours of historic/natural sites 50
| 49

Webcasts re: programs/services

Blogs written by GC experts 42

Email service for podcasts/messages of interest 36

GC information videos on sites like YouTube 29

GC-led discussion communities on Facebook, etc. 28

Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use Internet
(excluding those who use it only for email) 28



How GC Should Manage Its.Use of Web 2.0

Strong majorities agreed that the GC should monitor content posted on GC

websites, and ensure accessibility to Canadians with disabilities.
(Prompted question, 5-point scale)

% agreeing (scores of ‘4-5)

GC should monitor content posted by Cdns. 82

New tech. should be accessible to Cdns. w/disabilities '82

GC should put content on popular non-GC sites 56

Podcasts/videos/blogs for private sector, not GC ' 38

GC material on non-GC site implies endorsement 32

GC should allow public content on sites '31

0 20 40 60 80 100

|

Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use Internet

(excluding those who use it only for email)
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Interest in Online Public Consultation

A majority of Internet users said they would be interested in taking part in an
online public consultation on a GC website.

16 57% would likely
take part in an

online consultation.

Definitely

Probably i

Probably not

Definitely not 18

0 10 20 30 40 50
Base = 1,292; phone respondents who use Internet
(excluding those who use it only for email) 30



GC Investment in'Weh 2.0-Applications

A strong majority of telephone respondents agreed that the GC should invest in
Web 2.0 applications.

Definitely 8704
Probably

Probably not

Definitely not

Base = 1,718; all phone respondents
31
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Conclusions/

Canadian public is open to the GC investing in and using Web 2.0 applications
In its interactions with Canadians.

« There was widespread support for the GC investing in Web 2.0 applications, support
that cut across all groups, regardless of level of Internet use.

Canadians identify numerous reasons for the GC to adopt Web 2.0,including:
e Being more responsive
» Being less remote
» Keeping up-to-date with new technologies.

Specific ways for the GC to start using Web 2.0 include:
« Considerable support for online public consultations.
 Interest in GC websites where scientists or experts can answer questions
 |Interest in GC websites where Canadians can provide their views on specific topics.

Privacy, security and reliability concerns will need to be addressed. .



Conclasions (Contd)

The GC use of these new Internet-based applications will not necessarily be an

opportunity for cost-savings, because Canadians will use these applications

In addition to traditional communications and service delivery channels.

 Itis not realistic to expect that Canadians will locate Web 2.0-based government content
without it being well marketed.

« Canadians felt that Web 2.0 applications should complement and supplement -
but not replace - traditional GC communications and service delivery channels.

While many Canadians are aware of most of the Web 2.0 applications, fewer
are actually using them on a regular basis.

Internet-based applications represent an opportunity for creativity in the
GC'’s interactions with its citizens.

Do not use the term ‘Web 2.0’ because there is limited awareness of it.

34



Implications.:/

The GC will need to determine what shape Web 2.0 adoption should take.

» Some of these new technologies are embraced more widely than others: YouTube,
Facebook, message boards/chat lines are most likely to be used; Wikis and RSS feeds
are least likely to be used.

The GC will need to ensure that adoption of Web 2.0 results in

applications that are easy to use — and accessible to all Canadians.

« Consideration must always be given to those Canadians who are not online, or who are
less skilled using the Internet.

» There was also strong support expressed for ensuring these technologies are accessible
to Canadians with disabilities.

The GC will need to watch the line between information sharing and

recreation.

» There is already a high level of trust that exists in the minds of Canadians
vis-a-vis the GC presence on the Internet.
 Social networking sites and other Web 2.0 applications are often used for entertainment

and recreation. e



Implications. (Contd)

The GC should adopt Web 2.0 applications where it makes sense to do so to

Improve communications and service delivery.

 This approach should be based on a sound analysis matching the right audience with the right
subject matter and the right medium.

 People will judge the suitability of the places on the Internet the GC decides to use to
communicate with Canadians.

A repositioning of current GC policies, directives and guidelines is needed
to address current gaps, and to ensure that the GC can encompass Web 2.0
applications in its suite of tools for interacting with Canadians.

« Communications Policy

* Information management

[T capacity

« Employee accessibility

* Privacy

 Horizontal management

« Official languages...
The GC will nevertheless need to invest resources and dedicate policy work

to this emerging form of media as it is an integral part of the future of the Web.



Reports and data'sets available on request

All of the final reports related to this project will be filed with Library
and Archives Canada as of May 2008 and can be found
at :
Search for project POR-130-07.

For executive summaries and any of the data sets related to this
project, please contact Agriculture and Agri-food Canada
at

For additional research and secondary analysis conducted on this
project, please contact the Public Opinion Research Directorate
of Public Works and Government Services Canada

at

The following companies were contracted as part of this study:
Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc.,
Phase V, EKOS Research Associates, and Arcturus Solutions3
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