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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) commissioned Phoenix SPI to undertake 

research related to new technologies and their potential use for Government of Canada 

communications. Funding for this project came from 23 different departments/agencies. 

The target audience was the general public, 16 years of age and older. The research 

program includes both qualitative and quantitative elements. The qualitative component 

includes two phases, both before and after the quantitative research. This report presents 

the findings of the first phase of the qualitative component of this research.   

 

The main objective of this phase of the research was to explore Canadiansô use and 

perceptions of new applications/technologies, particularly in the context of Government of 

Canada (GC) communications. In total, 12 focus groups were conducted, with two groups 

in each of the following six locations: Halifax, Montreal, Saint Hyacinthe, Toronto, 

Calgary, and Fort St-John, B.C. The focus groups were conducted September 17-20, 2007 

 

Three segments of the general public were included in the focus groups, identified as 

follows for the purposes of this research:    

1. Web 2.0 Users: Individuals who are Internet users and who have used at least three 

of the following new and emerging applications/technologies at least a few times a 

month during the past six months: blogs, wikis, social networking sites, YouTube, 

RSS feeds, podcasts, and cell phones for text messaging or downloads. 

2. Internet Users, non-Web 2.0: Individuals who are Internet users and who have not 

used any of these technologies or have used them less than Web 2.0 users during the 

past six months. 

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

 

Separate focus groups were conducted with each audience. There was a mix of participants 

in each focus group by age (as appropriate for the type of audience), ethnicity (as 

appropriate for the location), education, and income, with an approximate gender split.  

 

In order to help focus the discussion, participants were shown examples of how these new 

applications are being used by different government departments and agencies, both 

Canadian and foreign. Internet users also reviewed some of the examples in advance of the 

focus group (i.e. advance óhomeworkô).  

 

This research was qualitative in nature, not quantitative. As such, the results provide 

an indication of participantsô views about the issues explored, but cannot be 

generalized to the full population of any of the audiences included in this research. 

 

Awareness and Use of New Applications/Technologies 

Not surprisingly, awareness of these new applications and technologies varied by audience, 

although no one was familiar with the term óWeb 2.0ô to describe them. As would be 

expected, awareness was highest among recruited Web 2.0 users ï most or all participants 

in this audience were aware of most of these applications. Awareness was mixed among 
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Internet users who have not used these technologies or have used them less than Web 2.0 

users. Most were aware of at least half of these applications, but fewer than half were 

aware of the majority of them. Awareness was limited among non-users of the Internet, 

with most or all of these participants unaware of most of these applications.  

 

Participants, regardless of audience, were most likely to be familiar with YouTube, blogs, 

and social networking sites, followed by message boards, online forums, and chat rooms. 

That said, Internet users were much more likely to express definite and spontaneous 

awareness of these applications, whereas the awareness of non-users of the Internet was 

more likely to be vague, with many saying they had heard something about these 

applications. Moreover, awareness was often prompted by a definition or description of the 

application in question (i.e. after the application in question was described to them).  

 

Participants (again regardless of audience) were least likely to be aware of wikis and RSS 

feeds. Indeed, relatively few participants were aware of either. Moreover, awareness 

tended to be prompted by a description of the applications, and was limited to Internet 

users. Awareness of cell phones for text messaging or downloading things, and podcasts, 

videocasts and webcasts varied by audience and followed the same pattern for both 

applications: it was highest among Web 2.0 users, mixed among Internet users (non-Web 

2.0), and limited among non-users of the Internet. 

 
In terms of use, the applications most likely to be used by Internet users during the past six 

months, and most likely to be used frequently, were YouTube, social networking sites, and 

blogs. At the other end of the spectrum, very few Internet users have used wikis and RSS 

feeds. Use of podcasts, videocasts, and webcasts varied, but was relatively limited. Many 

Internet users use text messaging, but were much less likely to use cell phones to download 

things.   

 

Regardless of the applications used, use is mainly for recreational/entertainment purposes, 

particularly among youth. Virtually no Internet users use any of these applications to 

obtain information about the Government of Canada. That said, virtually all Internet users 

were open to the possibility of doing so in future, even though most were unsure about 

how such applications could be used in this context. This uncertainty tended to be 

attributed to two factors: first, as just noted, most Internet users associate use of these 

applications with recreation, and therefore have difficulty conceiving how they might be 

used for dealing with government. Second, many noted that their limited interaction with 

government makes it difficult for them to envisage how they would use such applications. 

 

Some Internet users were able to identify applications they would like to use, or potentially 

use, in dealing with the Government of Canada. This included, volunteered on an 

unprompted basis, using blogs, RSS feeds, and YouTube to receive information about 

government policies, programs, and services, using chat rooms, forums, or message boards 

to comment on government policies, programs, and services, using online forums or 

networking sites to participate in consultations on various issues, and having more real-

time access to the Government of Canada in general.   
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Use of New Applications/Technologies by Government of Canada 

At present, Web 2.0 users have no expectations regarding the adoption of such applications 

by the Government of Canada (in other words, most have never thought about this).  

 

Despite this lack of expectations, there was a near consensus among Web 2.0 users (as well 

as among members of the other two audiences) that the government should use these new 

applications to communicate with and provide service to Canadians.   

 

In explaining why, participants most often pointed to the need for government to 

effectively reach the growing number of people conversant with these 

applications/technologies, a sense that government cannot ignore these applications 

precisely because they are becoming more prevalent, and to facilitate access both to 

government information and government itself. Regarding the latter, there was a 

widespread impression that the use of these technologies represents an opportunity to 

transform the ófaceô of the Government of Canada by making it appear more approachable 

and more responsive to Canadians. 

 

At the same time, support did not amount to wholesale endorsement of these applications. 

There was a widespread perception that the GC should proceed thoughtfully in the 

implementation of these applications. Concretely, this involves proceeding on a case-by-

case basis when deciding which application to use and for what purpose. That is, the GC 

should not adopt Web 2.0 applications simply to look ócoolô or modern, but rather should 

adopt specific applications to address specific communications or service requirements, 

where such applications can more effectively address the objectives than pre-existing 

methods.  

 

Most participants could not provide examples of how these technologies could be used in a 

government setting, or had real difficulty doing so. Ways that were identified (by relatively 

small numbers) included: providing updates regarding government policies, programs, and 

services; conducting public consultations; providing Q&A opportunities where citizens can 

ask questions and get responses; and providing public service announcements and 

information sessions. In short, while most participants think the GC should use Web 2.0 

applications, they have significant difficulty envisaging how this might be done.  

 

When participants were shown specific examples of how these applications are being used 

by different governments, both domestic and foreign, overall reaction tended to be 

positive. Nearly all participants liked at least some of the applications they were shown, 

and many said they were impressed by the range of applications available. Positive 

reactions also typically included impressions that these applications make government less 

remote, allow for greater citizens influence over government, and allow government to 

reach different cross-sections of the population.   

 

In light of these impressions, it is not surprising that there was widespread agreement 

among members of all audiences that the Government of Canada should use these new 

applications to engage Canadians in public policy discussions and to consult them on 

issues of the day ï for consultations, in other words.  
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There was limited feedback, however, on the actual modalities for implementing such 

consultations. Feedback tended to be general and focused on a range of issues, including: 

allowing citizens to choose or help choose topics of discussion, ensuring that consultations 

are well advertised and easy to locate, providing advance information on topics, ensuring 

that participation is easy, ensuring that high-level public servants or politicians are 

involved, providing information on next steps/follow-up to consultations, and ensuring that 

the consultations are meaningful and will result in concrete outcomes.  

 

In addition to being in favour of using these applications for consultations, most Internet 

users said they themselves would participate if  it was on a topic that interested them.  

 

Doubt expressed about the GCôs use of the applications for public consultations focused 

squarely on perceptions that they would not result in meaningful outcomes.  

 

In terms of the potential use of these applications on GC websites, Internet users were 

divided in terms of whether they would be more likely to visit GC sites that take advantage 

of Web 2.0 applications.  That said, there was relatively widespread agreement that such 

applications would make such sites more interesting and engaging. However, participants 

commented on the need to raise awareness of the content and capability of GC sites, 

particularly if new, citizen-focused applications are made available.  

 

When it came to Internet advertising, participants were of the opinion that government 

advertising on the Internet is as legitimate as advertising through other media, such as 

television, radio, and newspapers. Many added, however, that government ads should have 

some kind of link in terms of content to the sites on which they appear. Most Internet users 

said they tend to ignore pop-up ads, and identified banner ads as more likely to catch their 

attention.  

 

While there was agreement that such advertising is legitimate, participants were divided on 

the question as to whether a GC ad on a commercial website implies endorsement of the 

site. Many said no, explaining that this has to do with an attempt to increase visibility by 

advertising on popular sites. Many others, however, did think that advertising on a 

commercial website implies endorsement of the site or organization, even if it is only soft 

endorsement.  

 

More generally, there was a consensus that it is appropriate for the Government of Canada 

to reach out to web spaces where Canadians are instead of waiting for Canadians to visit 

government websites ï having a ñweb presenceò in other words. This was not only seen 

to be appropriate, it was even regarded by some as necessary ï as a way to reach 

Canadians, particularly youth, that are not likely to contact the government directly.  This 

impression was underscored by the fact that all participants reacted positively to the idea of 

having links to government information, or having government material itself, on third-

party commercial websites. Some agreed with the suggestion that there should be a clear 

connection between the company and the Government of Canada (e.g. a link from 

Mountain Equipment Co-op to Parks Canada or from Pharma Plus to Health Canada). 
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In summing up their perceptions of the use of these new applications in the context of GC 

communications, nearly all Internet users said it is at least moderately important (many 

said very important) for the Government of Canada to use these types of applications to 

communicate with Canadians, while most non-users of the Internet also viewed it as 

appropriate to invest in them.  

 

For the most part, participants had difficulty differentiating between those applications that 

the government should invest in and use and which it should not take seriously ï primarily 

because they had difficulty envisaging the use of such applications in a GC context. Once 

again, participants felt that the government should use applications appropriate to specific 

needs, determined on a case-by-case basis.  

 

In addition, the following findings emerged from this research: 

¶ Internet users expressed limited confidence in information on blogs, viewing 

them as vehicles to present the hostôs perceptions or opinions on the issues 

discussed (although some viewed them as alternatives to mainstream media, which 

they tended to distrust). There was virtual unanimity that information on blogs does 

not compare in terms of credibility to information provided on official websites, 

such as government department or company websites, particularly the former. 

¶ Most Internet users said they would prefer that all government blogs be centrally 

located, irrespective of subject matter, rather than residing on the various sites of 

GC departments/agencies. However, many volunteered that a combined approach 

should be used (i.e. central location, as well as blogs on respective sites). 

¶ In terms of language policy, a large majority of participants favoured posting 

citizen feedback for online consultations, blogs, etc. in real-time in the official 

language in which they were written, with the translation to follow as soon as 

possible. 

¶ There was a consensus that comments from Canadians as part of public 

consultations or blogs on GC websites should be mediated and monitored by the 

government in order to control what gets posted to ensure that it is appropriate 

(e.g. no racial comments, swearing, threats, etc.). However, participants were 

adamant that the government should not censor comments by excluding unpopular 

opinions or opinions coming from a certain ideological perspective.  

¶ As part of its efforts to reach youth and other Canadians, participants tended to 

support the GC making ads in the style of YouTube to appeal to certain 

audiences. 

¶ Despite the emphasis participants placed on the recreational character of Web 2.0 

applications, there was widespread support for harnessing these applications for 

educational or instructional ends. That said, some expressed concern about the 

government óinvadingô their recreational space.  

¶ In terms of the ability to reach Canadians quickly in case of emergency, none of 

the new applications stood out as more effective than others. Indeed, many thought 

that traditional media like TV and radio are still the most effective in this regard. 
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¶ Internet users were nearly unanimous in preferring to be asked about their opinions 

by the GC through online surveys rather than through telephone surveys. The main 

reason was convenience. 

¶ Finally, there was a widespread perception that the GC must foster awareness of 

its use of these new applications among the population. This was a theme that 

recurred at various parts of the discussion, and was seen to be essential to their use.  

 

Related Issues 

When it came to the Government of Canada using Web 2.0 applications, the only 

frequently identified concern among non-users of the Internet concerned maintenance of 

other methods of communication. Many wanted reassurance that implementing Web 2.0 

applications would not lead to a significant reduction in or elimination of the use of more 

traditional communications means like television and radio. This concern was shared by 

members of other audiences insofar as there was a consensus that if the Government of 

Canada adopts some of these new ways of communicating with Canadians, it must retain 

other communications methods or media that it is currently using. Some went further, 

adding that the government should not try to encourage Canadians to adopt these new 

technologies/applications. They should be available for those who wish to use them, but 

there should be no attempt to try to steer people away from more traditional media. 

 

Some expressed concern that even if traditional communications media were maintained, 

users of new applications would have more access to government than those who do not 

(e.g. consultations, public discussions). In other words, there was a concern that two-

tiered citizenship could result from the GC use of these technologies. 

 

The only other concern identified with any frequency across all audiences involved 

security of information and privacy. While most participants said they have no privacy 

or security concerns in using these types of applications to obtain information from the 

Government of Canada, they might have some if they were giving information to the 

government. That said, there tended to be a basic assumption that the Government of 

Canada would take measures to ensure privacy and security of the information provided.  

 

Most Internet users indicated that the type of personal information they are comfortable 

providing online depends on their perception of the security of the website in question, and 

the reason why the personal information is needed. Assuming that a site is secure, many 

said they would be comfortable providing information such as full name, date of birth, 

education, credit card number, income/income range, race, SIN, email address, home 

address, and phone number. However, numerous participants are reluctant to give out some 

of the information listed above even if the site is perceived to be secure. For instance, some 

participants do not want to give out their SIN unless it is essential for the interaction being 

undertaken.  

 

On the issue of the reliability or credibility of information , some Internet users said their 

level of confidence or trust in the new applications depends on the extent to which their 

content can be altered or tampered with. On this basis, they were somewhat less likely to 

trust content on YouTube and social networking sites.  
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In terms of future use of GC Web 2.0 applications, and whether the government should 

favour an approach that requires users to identify themselves, remain anonymous, or allow 

for either depending on the circumstances, most Internet users supported the third option, 

i.e., user identification on a voluntary, case-by-case basis. The guiding principle 

appeared to be that identification should only be required (to blogs, online forums, etc.) if 

it is truly necessary.  

 

Conclusions and Implications 

While there were differences between the various audiences in terms of awareness and use 

of these new applications/technologies, attitudes regarding their potential use by the 

Government of Canada in its communications with Canadians, and for citizen interaction 

with the government, were remarkably similar. 

 

There was a near consensus across all audiences that the government should use these new 

applications to communicate with and provide service to Canadians, and those who did not 

think this were more likely to be uncertain rather than opposed to the idea. Moreover, 

participants were readily able to provide reasons why this should be done, regardless of 

whether or not they themselves use (or think they will use) such applications.  

 

One of the key reasons offered to explain why the federal government should use these 

applications, and a recurring theme throughout the discussions, was the perception that 

their adoption represents an opportunity to transform the ófaceô of the Government of 

Canada, to make it appear more approachable, less remote, and more responsive to 

Canadians. Use of these applications was seen to increase access, to make information and 

services more convenient, to increase transparency, and to enable the GC to better reach 

youth. Some even said government use of these types of applications would increase their 

confidence in the government.  

 

Conversely, if it does not adopt these types of applications, the GC risks being seen as 

more out-of-touch than it is already perceived to be.   

 

It is important to note, however, that while participants support in principle the adoption of 

these applications, this does not amount to a wholesale endorsement of them. It was clear 

that participants think that government should proceed thoughtfully in the implementation 

of these applications, and on a case-by-case basis decide which to use and for what 

purpose. Many participants, especially (but not only) youth, made it clear that the 

government should not adopt these technologies simply to look modern, but rather should 

adopt specific applications to address specific communications or service requirements.  

 

Despite widespread agreement that the Government of Canada should use these types of 

applications, most participants could not provide examples of how they could be used in a 

government setting, or had real difficulty doing so. Similarly, participants had difficulty 

differentiating between those applications that the government should invest in and use and 

those which it should not adopt.  

 

This is due, in part, to the fact that participants tend to view these new applications within 

the context of entertainment or recreational activities, and have difficulty envisaging the 
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use of such applications in a GC context. That said, the more these issues were discussed 

and the more participants were given concrete examples to react to, the more they were 

able to begin to envisage the use of such applications by the federal government.  

 

In general, participants felt that the GC was better placed to determine the specifics of 

implementation. Participants were much more able to identify guiding principles that they 

felt should be considered by the government as it moves down this road (e.g. need for 

monitoring but not censorship of citizen feedback on blogs, approach to bilingualism, etc.).   

 

Raising awareness of GC use of these types of applications was seen to be of central 

importance ï how would the government inform Canadians that it was trying new ways to 

communicate and deliver its information and services?  

 

Finally, just as there was widespread agreement across all audiences that the Government 

of Canada should use these new applications to communicate with and provide service to 

Canadians, there was also widespread agreement that it should retain traditional channels 

of communication.  

 

In short, these new applications tend to be seen as enhancements or supplements to 

traditional communications channels, not as replacements for them. 

 

More Information:  

 

Supplier Name: Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc. 

PWGSC Contract Number: 01B68-080343/001/CY 

Award Date: 2007-07-31 

 

To obtain more information on this study, please email por-rop@agr.gc.ca. 
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SOMMAIRE  

Agriculture et Agroalimentaire Canada (AAC) a confié à Phoenix SPI le soin de réaliser une 

recherche sur les nouvelles technologies et lôutilisation que le gouvernement du Canada 

peut en faire pour ses communications. Le financement de ce projet provenait de 23 

ministères et agences. Le public cible ®tait constitu® de lôensemble de la population ©g®e 

de 16 ans et plus. Le programme de recherche comporte des éléments à la fois qualitatifs et 

quantitatifs. La partie qualitative comprend deux phases, soit avant et après la partie 

quantitative. Le présent rapport fait état des résultats de la première phase de la recherche 

qualitative.   

 

Cette phase du travail portait principalement sur lôutilisation que font les Canadiens des 

nouvelles applications ou technologies et sur la perception quôils en ont, en particulier dans 

le contexte des communications avec le gouvernement du Canada (GC). En tout, 12 

groupes de discussion ont eu lieu à raison de deux à chacun des six endroits suivants : 

Halifax, Montréal, Saint-Hyacinthe, Toronto, Calgary et Fort St. John (Colombie-

Britannique). Les groupes de discussion se sont tenus du 17 au 20 septembre 2007. 

 

Les groupes se composaient de membres de trois segments de la population définis comme 

ci-dessous aux fins de la présente recherche :    

4. Utilisateurs du Web 2.0 : personnes qui utilisent Internet et qui se sont servies dôau 

moins trois des applications ou technologies nouvelles et émergentes suivantes au 

moins quelques fois par mois au cours des six derniers mois : blogues, wikis, sites de 

réseautage personnel, YouTube, fils RSS, balados et téléphones cellulaires pour 

messagerie électronique ou téléchargement. 

5. Utilisateurs dôInternet mais non du Web 2.0 : personnes qui utilisent Internet mais 

ne se sont servies dôaucune de ces technologies ou sôen sont servies moins souvent 

que les utilisateurs du Web 2.0 au cours des six derniers mois. 

6. Non-utilisateurs dôInternet : personnes nôayant jamais utilisé Internet. 

 

Chaque public a fait lôobjet de groupes de discussion distincts. Dans chaque groupe, les 

participants se distinguaient en fonction de lô©ge (correspondant aux ©ges du public vis®), 

de lôorigine ethnique (selon lôemplacement), du niveau de scolarit® et de revenu; hommes 

et femmes y étaient partagés approximativement.  

 

De manière à orienter la discussion, on a montré aux participants des exemples de 

lôutilisation que les divers minist¯res et agences des gouvernements, tant canadiens 

quô®trangers, peuvent faire de ces nouvelles applications. Les utilisateurs dôInternet ont 

aussi pu étudier quelques exemples avant la tenue du groupe de discussion  (ils ont donc eu 

des « devoirs è ¨ faire ¨ lôavance).  

 

La recherche en cause était de nature qualitative et non quantitative. Par conséquent, 

les r®sultats donnent une indication de lôopinion des participants au sujet des 

questions ¨ lô®tude mais ne peuvent °tre g®n®ralis®s ¨ lôensemble de la population de 

quelque public que ce soit faisant partie de cette recherche. 
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Connaissance et utilisation des nouvelles applications ou technologies 

Bien évidemment, la connaissance de ces nouvelles applications ou technologies variait 

selon le public, quoique personne nôait sembl® conna´tre lôexpression ç Web 2.0 » pour les 

d®crire. Comme on pouvait sôy attendre, leur connaissance était plus marquée parmi les 

utilisateurs du Web 2.0 ayant été recrutés ï la plupart des participants de ce segment, sinon 

tous, étaient au courant de la plupart de ces applications. Le degré de connaissance variait 

parmi les utilisateurs dôInternet nôayant pas utilis® ces technologies ou lôayant fait moins 

souvent que les utilisateurs du Web 2.0. La plupart ®taient au courant dôau moins la moiti® 

de ces applications mais ils étaient moins de la moitié à être au courant de la majorité 

dôentre elles. La connaissance de ces applications ®tait faible parmi les non-utilisateurs 

dôInternet ®tant donn® que la plupart de ces participants, sinon tous, ne connaissaient pas la 

plupart dôentre elles.  

 

Quel que soit le public, les participants étaient surtout susceptibles de connaître YouTube, 

les blogues et les sites de réseautage personnel, suivis des babillards électroniques, des 

forums en ligne et du clavardage. Cela dit, les utilisateurs dôInternet ®taient beaucoup plus 

susceptibles dôexprimer de façon certaine et spontanée une connaissance de ces 

applications, alors que les non-utilisateurs dôInternet tendaient ¨ nôy °tre que vaguement 

sensibilis®s, bon nombre dôentre eux disant en avoir entendu parler. En outre, côest souvent 

après avoir entendu une d®finition ou une description de lôapplication quôon disait la 

conna´tre (i.e. apr¯s que lôapplication en question eut ®t® d®crite aux participants).  

 

Les participants (quel que soit, ici encore, le public) étaient le moins susceptibles de 

connaître les wikis et les fils RSS. En fait, assez peu de participants étaient au courant de 

lôune ou lôautre application. De plus, lôaffirmation dôune connaissance tendait ¨ °tre 

déclenchée par une description des applications et se confinait aux utilisateurs dôInternet. 

La sensibilisation aux téléphones cellulaires pour messagerie électronique ou 

t®l®chargement ainsi quôaux balados, balados vid®os et ®missions Web variait selon le 

public et suivait le même modèle pour les deux applications : elle était plus prononcée 

parmi les utilisateurs du Web 2.0, m®lang®e parmi les utilisateurs dôInternet (mais non du 

Web 2.0) et limitée parmi les non-utilisateurs dôInternet. 

 
Du point de vue de leur utilisation, les applications que les utilisateurs dôInternet étaient le 

plus susceptibles dôavoir utilis®es au cours des six derniers mois et ce, fr®quemment, 

®taient YouTube, les sites de r®seautage personnel et les blogues. ê lôautre bout du spectre, 

tr¯s peu dôutilisateurs dôInternet ont recours aux wikis et aux fils RSS. Lôutilisation des 

balados, balados vidéos et émissions Web varie mais est assez restreinte. Bon nombre 

dôutilisateurs dôInternet font de la messagerie ®lectronique au moyen dôun t®l®phone 

cellulaire mais sont beaucoup moins susceptibles de sôen servir pour du téléchargement.   

 

Quelles que soient les applications utilisées, elles le sont surtout pour se distraire ou se 

divertir, en particulier parmi les jeunes. ê peu pr¯s aucun utilisateur dôInternet ne se sert de 

lôune ou lôautre de ces applications pour obtenir de lôinformation au sujet du gouvernement 

du Canada. N®anmoins, ¨ peu pr¯s tous les utilisateurs dôInternet se sont dits dispos®s ¨ le 

faire ¨ lôavenir, malgr® que la plupart se soient montr®s incertains de la fa­on dont ces 

applications pourraient être employées dans ce contexte. Cette incertitude dépend en 

général de deux facteurs : en premier lieu, comme on lôa signal®, la plupart des utilisateurs 
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dôInternet associent lôutilisation de ces applications aux loisirs et au divertissement et ont 

de la difficulté à imaginer comment elles pourraient leur permettre de traiter avec le 

gouvernement. En second lieu, ®tant donn® leur peu dôinteraction avec le gouvernement, 

beaucoup de participants ont du mal ¨ envisager quôils puissent proc®der au moyen de ces 

applications. 

 

Quelques utilisateurs dôInternet ont pu indiquer des applications quôils aimeraient, 

maintenant ou éventuellement, utiliser pour traiter avec le gouvernement du Canada. Il 

sôagit entre autres des suivants, mentionnés spontanément et sans aide : les blogues, les fils 

RSS et YouTube pour recevoir de lôinformation sur les politiques, les programmes et les 

services du gouvernement; le clavardage et les forums ou babillards électroniques pour 

commenter les politiques, programmes et services du gouvernement; les forums en ligne 

ou les sites de réseautage pour prendre part à des consultations sur diverses questions; et 

avoir davantage accès en temps réel au gouvernement du Canada en général.   

 

Utilisation des nouvelles applications ou technologies par le gouvernement du Canada 

Pour lôheure, les utilisateurs du Web 2.0 nôont pas dôattentes en ce qui concerne lôadoption 

des applications de ce genre par le gouvernement du Canada (autrement dit, la plupart 

nôont jamais r®fl®chi ¨ cette question).  

 

Malgr® ce manque dôattentes, les utilisateurs du Web 2.0 (de m°me que les membres des 

deux autres publics) sont presque unanimes à penser que le gouvernement devrait se servir 

de ces nouvelles applications pour communiquer avec les Canadiens et leur fournir des 

services.   

 

Comme explications, les participants soulignent le plus souvent : la nécessité que le 

gouvernement rejoigne de façon efficace le nombre grandissant de personnes habiles avec 

ces applications ou technologies; lôimpression que le gouvernement ne peut pas laisser de 

c¹t® ces applications pour la bonne raison quôelles se r®pandent de plus en plus; et le fait 

quôelles facilitent lôacc¯s tant ¨ lôinformation du gouvernement quôau gouvernement lui-

même. En ce qui a trait à cette dernière explication, la majorit® est dôavis que le recours ¨ 

ces technologies pr®sente une occasion de transformer lôimage du gouvernement du 

Canada en le faisant paraître plus approchable et plus sensible aux besoins des Canadiens. 

 

Par contre, lôappui accord® ¨ ces applications ne va pas sans certaines réserves. De façon 

g®n®rale, on croit que le GC devrait proc®der avec prudence dans lôadoption des 

applications en cause. Plus précisément, il devrait y aller au cas par cas pour décider de 

lôapplication ¨ utiliser et ¨ quelle fin elle doit lô°tre. Côest-à-dire que le gouvernement ne 

doit pas adopter les applications du Web 2.0 uniquement pour donner lôimpression dô°tre 

sympathique ou à la page mais il doit, plutôt, adopter certaines applications afin de 

répondre à telle ou telle exigence particulière en matière de communication ou de service, 

lorsque ces applications permettent dôatteindre des objectifs particuliers plus efficacement 

quôavec les moyens pr®existants.  

 

La plupart des participants nôont pas pu donner dôexemples de la façon dont ces 

technologies pourraient °tre employ®es dans un contexte gouvernemental, ou ils lôont fait 

avec difficulté. Parmi les fins mentionnées (par assez peu de personnes) il y a, notamment : 
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faire des mises à jour sur les politiques, programmes et services gouvernementaux; mener 

des consultations publiques; offrir des FAQ où les citoyens peuvent obtenir réponse à leurs 

questions; pr®senter des annonces dôint®r°t public et fournir des s®ances dôinformation. En 

somme, bien que la plupart des participants estiment que le GC devrait se servir des 

applications du Web 2.0, ils ont beaucoup de difficulté à imaginer comment cela pourrait 

se faire.  

 

Plac®s devant des exemples dôutilisation de ces applications par des gouvernements, aussi 

bien au Canada quô¨ lô®tranger, les participants tendaient ¨ avoir des r®actions positives. 

Presque tous ont approuvé au moins quelques-unes des applications qui leur étaient 

montrées et beaucoup se sont dits impressionnés par la gamme des applications 

disponibles. Parmi les r®actions positives, mentionnons lôimpression fr®quente que ces 

applications ont pour effet de rapprocher le gouvernement des gens, de permettre aux 

citoyens dôexercer une plus grande influence sur le gouvernement et de permettre au 

gouvernement dôatteindre diff®rentes couches de la population.   

 

Compte tenu de ces impressions, il nôest pas ®tonnant que les membres de tous les publics 

aient ®t® g®n®ralement dôaccord pour dire que le gouvernement du Canada devrait se servir 

de ces nouvelles applications afin de solliciter la participation des Canadiens aux 

discussions dôaffaires publiques et pour les consulter sur des questions dôactualit® ï 

autrement dit, pour des consultations.  

 

La r®troaction ¨ propos des modalit®s de mise en îuvre de ces consultations est toutefois 

assez faible. Les idées tendent à être de nature générale et à comporter certains thèmes 

comme, entre autres : laisser les citoyens choisir ou contribuer à choisir les sujets à 

débattre, voir à ce que les consultations soient bien annoncées et leur lieu facile à trouver;  

fournir ¨ lôavance de lôinformation sur les sujets ¨ lô®tude; faciliter la participation, 

sôassurer de lôintervention de fonctionnaires de haut niveau ou de politiciens; fournir de 

lôinformation sur les prochaines ®tapes ou le suivi des consultations; et veiller à ce que les 

consultations soient significatives et débouchent sur des résultats concrets.  

 

Outre quôils sont en faveur de recourir ¨ ces applications pour consulter les citoyens, la 

plupart des utilisateurs dôInternet disent quôils participeraient ¨ ces consultations si le sujet 

les intéressait.  

 

Le doute entourant lôutilisation de ces applications par le GC ¨ des fins de consultation de 

la population ®manait carr®ment de lôimpression quôelles ne pourraient pas produire de 

résultats sérieux.  

 

En ce qui concerne lôutilisation potentielle de ces applications dans les sites Web du GC, 

les utilisateurs dôInternet ®taient divis®s quant ¨ savoir sôils seraient plus port®s ¨ consulter 

les sites du GC faisant appel aux applications du Web 2.0. Cela dit, ils sôentendaient 

relativement bien pour dire que les applications de ce genre rendraient ces sites plus 

intéressants et invitants. Cependant, les participants ont fait valoir la nécessité de mieux 

faire connaître le contenu et les possibilit®s des sites du GC, en particulier sôils comportent 

de nouvelles applications orientées vers les citoyens.  
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À propos de la publicité dans Internet, les participants ont exprim® lôavis que la publicit® 

du gouvernement dans Internet est aussi légitime que la publicité dans tout autre média, 

quôil sôagisse de la t®l®vision, de la radio ou des journaux. Beaucoup ont toutefois ajout® 

que les messages publicitaires du gouvernement devraient °tre reli®s dôune fa­on ou dôune 

autre au contenu des sites où ils sont affichés. La plupart des utilisateurs dôInternet disent 

avoir tendance à ne pas tenir compte des annonces-éclairs et affirment que les bandeaux 

publicitaires sont plus susceptibles dôattirer leur attention.  

 

Tout en jugeant cette publicité légitime, les participants étaient divisés sur la question de 

savoir si une annonce du GC dans un site Web commercial signifie que le gouvernement 

appuie ce site. Plusieurs ont r®pondu que non, ®tant dôavis que le gouvernement cherche ¨ 

se donner plus de visibilit® en se servant de sites qui sont populaires. Beaucoup dôautres 

estiment toutefois que la publicité placée dans un site Web commercial laisse entendre que 

le gouvernement appuie le site ou lôorganisation en question m°me si ce nôest que 

faiblement.  

 

De fa­on plus globale, on sôaccorde ¨ dire quôil est indiqu® pour le gouvernement du 

Canada de se servir dôespaces Web o½ se trouvent les Canadiens au lieu dôattendre que les 

Canadiens viennent naviguer dans les sites Web gouvernementaux ï autrement dit, dôavoir 

une « présence dans le Web ». Non seulement la chose semble-t-elle indiquée, mais elle 

paraît même nécessaire aux yeux de certains ï en tant que moyen de rejoindre les 

Canadiens, en particulier les jeunes, qui ne sont pas enclins à communiquer dôeux-mêmes 

avec le gouvernement. Cette impression est encore renforcée du fait que tous les 

participants ont r®agi de fa­on positive ¨ lôid®e que des liens vers de lôinformation 

gouvernementale ou du matériel provenant du gouvernement figurent dans le site Web 

commercial dôun tiers. Certains se sont toutefois dit dôaccord quôil devait y avoir une 

relation ®vidente entre lôentreprise et le gouvernement canadien (p. ex., un lien de 

Mountain Equipment Co-op vers Parcs Canada ou de Pharmaprix vers Santé Canada). 

 

Pour r®sumer la perception quôon peut avoir de lôutilisation de ces nouvelles applications 

dans le contexte des communications du GC, presque tous les utilisateurs dôInternet jugent 

tout au moins assez important (plusieurs ont dit très important) que le gouvernement du 

Canada se serve des applications de ce genre pour communiquer avec les Canadiens, tandis 

que pour la plupart des non-utilisateurs dôInternet, il est ®galement indiqu® dôy investir 

temps et argent.  

 

La plupart des participants ont eu de la difficulté à différencier entre les applications dans 

lesquelles le gouvernement devrait investir et quôil devrait utiliser et celles quôil ne devrait 

pas prendre au sérieux ï surtout parce quôil leur ®tait difficile dôenvisager que des 

applications de ce genre puissent servir dans un contexte gouvernemental. Répétons que de 

lôavis des participants, le gouvernement devrait utiliser les applications qui conviennent ¨ 

des besoins précis, définis au cas par cas.  

 

La recherche a encore donné lieu aux observations ci-dessous : 

¶ Les utilisateurs dôInternet affirment avoir peu confiance dans lôinformation 

quôon trouve dans les blogues quôils per­oivent comme des instruments servant ¨ 

v®hiculer les impressions ou opinions de lôh¹te sur les sujets d®battus (bien que 
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certains les considèrent comme des solutions de rechange aux médias grand public 

dont ils ont tendance à se méfier). On est à peu près unanime à penser que 

lôinformation des blogues ne peut se comparer du point de vue de sa cr®dibilit® ¨ 

lôinformation quôon trouve dans des sites Web officiels, comme ceux dôun 

minist¯re, en particulier, ou dôune entreprise. 

¶ La plupart des utilisateurs dôInternet disent quôils pr®f®reraient que tous les blogues 

du gouvernement soient centralisés, peu importe leur sujet, au lieu dô°tre h®berg®s 

dans les divers sites des ministères et agences du GC. Cependant, beaucoup ont 

spontan®ment affirm® quôil faudrait une approche mixte (i.e. quôils soient ¨ la fois 

centralisés et figurent en tant que blogues dans leurs sites respectifs). 

¶ Du point de vue linguistique, une vaste majorité de participants sont en faveur 

dôafficher les r®actions des citoyens aux consultations en ligne, aux blogues, etc. en 

temps réel dans la langue officielle dans laquelle elles ont été rédigées, leur 

traduction devant suivre aussitôt que possible. 

¶ Il y a consensus selon lequel le gouvernement devrait servir dôinterm®diaire et 

contrôler les propos ®mis par les Canadiens dans le cadre dôune consultation 

publique ou dôun blogue dans un site Web du GC, afin de sôassurer que tout ce qui 

est affiché soit convenable (p. ex., pas de propos racistes, de jurons, de menaces, 

etc.). Les participants sont toutefois cat®goriques ¨ lôid®e que le gouvernement ne 

doit pas censurer les interventions en excluant les opinions impopulaires ou qui 

sont émises dans une certaine perspective idéologique.  

¶ Dans le cadre de ses efforts pour rejoindre, entre autres, les jeunes, les participants 

tendent ¨ °tre dôaccord pour que le GC crée de la publicité dans le style de 

YouTube afin de plaire à des publics particuliers. 

¶ Malgr® lôinsistance des participants sur le caract¯re r®cr®atif des applications du 
Web 2.0, ils sont nombreux ¨ penser quôon pourrait sôen pr®valoir à des fins 

éducatives et pédagogiques. Certains craignent néanmoins de voir le 

gouvernement « envahir » leur champ récréatif.  

¶ En ce qui concerne la possibilité de rejoindre rapidement les Canadiens en 

situation dôurgence, aucune nouvelle application ne se distingue par son efficacité. 

En fait, pour beaucoup de participants, les médias plutôt traditionnels comme la 

télévision et la radio demeurent les plus efficaces à cet égard. 

¶ Les utilisateurs dôInternet sont presque unanimes ¨ pr®f®rer que le gouvernement 
procède par sondage électronique plut¹t que t®l®phonique sôil veut connaître leur 

opinion. Le souci de commodité en est la principale raison. 

¶ Enfin, on sôaccorde g®n®ralement ¨ dire que le GC doit sensibiliser la population 

à son utilisation de ces nouvelles applications. Ce thème est revenu à maintes 

reprises tout au long des discussions et il est jugé essentiel à leur utilisation.  

 

Questions connexes 

ê lôid®e que le gouvernement canadien se serve des applications du Web 2.0, la seule 

inquiétude fréquemment exprimée par les non-utilisateurs dôInternet concerne le maintien 

des autres modes de communication. Beaucoup ont voulu être rassurés en se faisant dire 
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que lôadoption des applications du Web 2.0 nôentra´nerait pas une diminution importante, 

voire la suppression, du recours aux moyens de communication traditionnels comme la 

télévision et la radio. Cette préoccupation est aussi le fait des membres des autres publics 

qui sôaccordent ¨ penser que si le gouvernement du Canada adopte quelques-uns de ces 

nouveaux moyens pour communiquer avec les citoyens, il doit conserver les autres modes 

ou moyens de communication dont il se sert présentement. Certains vont même plus loin 

en ajoutant que le gouvernement ne devrait pas tenter dôencourager les Canadiens ¨ 

adopter ces nouvelles technologies ou applications. Ces dernières devraient être mises à la 

disposition de ceux qui veulent les employer mais on ne doit pas du tout tenter 

dôencourager les gens ¨ d®laisser les moyens plus traditionnels. 

 

Certains ont dit craindre que m°me si lôon conserve les moyens de communication 

traditionnels, les utilisateurs des nouvelles applications aient un meilleur accès au 

gouvernement que les autres (p. ex., en raison des consultations et discussions publiques). 

Autrement dit, on redoute une citoyenneté à deux vitesses si le GC utilise ces 

technologies. 

 

La seule autre préoccupation à avoir été exprimée assez fréquemment, quel que soit le 

groupe de participants, concerne la s®curit® de lôinformation et la vie priv®e. Alors que 

la plupart des participants affirment ne pas avoir de craintes en matière de sécurité ou de 

protection de leurs renseignements personnels si les applications de ce genre servent à 

obtenir de lôinformation du gouvernement du Canada, ils pourraient en avoir sôil sôagissait 

de fournir de lôinformation au gouvernement. Par contre, on tend à prendre pour acquis 

que le gouvernement du Canada se doterait des mesures propres à assurer la protection et 

la sécurité des renseignements personnels ainsi fournis.  

 

Pour la plupart des utilisateurs dôInternet, le genre de renseignements personnels quôils 

sont pr°ts ¨ fournir en ligne d®pend de lôimpression quôils ont de la s®curit® du site Web en 

question et de la raison pour laquelle on demande ces renseignements. En supposant quôun 

site a été sécurisé, plusieurs participants seraient à lôaise de donner les renseignements 

personnels suivants : nom au complet, date de naissance, niveau de scolarité, numéro de 

carte de crédit, revenu ou tranche de revenu, origine ethnique, NAS, adresse courriel, 

adresse du domicile et numéro de téléphone. Cependant, de nombreux participants seraient 

r®ticents ¨ lôid®e de fournir quelques-uns des renseignements mentionnés ci-dessus même 

si le site donne lôimpression dô°tre s¾r. Par exemple, des participants refusent de donner 

leur NAS à moins que ce soit essentiel pour lôinteraction entreprise.  

 

En matière de fiabilit® ou cr®dibilit® de lôinformation, des utilisateurs dôInternet 

affirment que leur degré de confiance dans les nouvelles applications dépend de la mesure 

avec laquelle il serait facile de modifier ou de falsifier leur contenu. À cet égard, ils sont un 

peu moins enclins à faire confiance à YouTube et aux sites de réseautage personnel.  
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En ce qui concerne lôutilisation future des applications du Web 2.0 du GC et la question de 

savoir si le gouvernement devrait obliger les utilisateurs ¨ sôidentifier, leur permettre de 

conserver lôanonymat ou pr®voir lôune ou lôautre approche en fonction des circonstances, 

la plupart des utilisateurs dôInternet appuient la troisi¯me option, soit lôidentification de 

lôutilisateur sur une base volontaire, au cas par cas. En principe, il sôagirait de ne rendre 

lôidentification obligatoire (pour les blogues, forums en ligne, etc.) que si la chose est 

vraiment nécessaire.  

 

Conclusion et incidences 

Malgré les différences entre les divers publics en ce qui a trait à la connaissance des 

nouvelles applications ou technologies et à leur utilisation, les attitudes à propos de leur 

utilisation potentielle par le gouvernement du Canada dans ses communications avec les 

Canadiens et pour que les citoyens puissent interagir avec le gouvernement se 

ressemblaient de façon remarquable. 

 

Les membres de tous les publics sont presque tous dôaccord ¨ lôid®e que le gouvernement 

se serve de ces nouvelles applications pour communiquer avec les citoyens et leur fournir 

des services, et ceux qui nô®taient pas de cet avis avaient plut¹t tendance ¨ ne pas savoir 

quoi r®pondre quô¨ sôopposer ¨ cette id®e. De plus, les participants pouvaient facilement 

penser ¨ des raisons de sôen servir ainsi, peu importe si eux-mêmes utilisent ou non (ou 

envisagent dôutiliser) ces applications.  

 

Lôune des principales raisons donn®es pour expliquer pourquoi le gouvernement f®d®ral 

devrait utiliser ces applications, et ce thème est revenu à maintes reprises tout au long des 

discussions, r®side dans lôimpression que leur adoption repr®sente une occasion de 

transformer lôimage du gouvernement du Canada pour quôil paraisse plus approchable, 

moins ®loign® des Canadiens et plus sensible ¨ leurs besoins. On pense que lôutilisation de 

ces applications aurait pour effet dôaccro´tre lôacc¯s, de faciliter lôobtention de 

renseignements et de services, de donner plus de transparence au gouvernement et de lui 

permettre de mieux rejoindre les jeunes. Certains ont même affirmé que si le gouvernement 

avait recours à des applications de ce genre, ils auraient davantage confiance dans le 

gouvernement.  

 

Par contre, en nôadoptant pas ces sortes dôapplications, le GC risque dô°tre jug® encore plus 

déphasé quôil ne lôest maintenant.   

 

Il importe toutefois de souligner que si les participants appuient en principe lôadoption de 

ces applications, cela ne signifie pas un chèque en blanc de leur part. De toute évidence, les 

participants croient que le gouvernement doit procéder avec prudence dans la mise en 

îuvre de ces applications et d®cider au cas par cas lesquelles il utilisera et ¨ quelle fin. 

Bien des participants, en particulier (mais non pas exclusivement) des jeunes, ont tenu à 

préciser que le gouvernement ne devait pas adopter ces technologies simplement pour se 

montrer moderne mais quôil devait plut¹t recourir ¨ des applications particuli¯res afin de 

combler des besoins précis en matière de communications ou de services.  

 

M°me si lôon sôaccorde g®n®ralement ¨ dire que le gouvernement du Canada devrait 

utiliser ce genre dôapplications, la plupart des participants nôont pas pu donner dôexemples 
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de la manière dont elles pourraient être utilisées dans un contexte gouvernemental, ou ils 

ont eu beaucoup de difficulté à le faire. De même, il a été difficile pour les participants de 

diff®rencier entre les applications dans lesquelles le gouvernement devrait investir et quôil 

devrait utiliser et celles quôil devrait ®carter.  

 

Ces difficultés sont notamment attribuables au fait que les participants tendent à situer ces 

nouvelles applications dans le cadre des activités de loisir et de divertissement et ont donc 

du mal à envisager leur utilisation dans le contexte du gouvernement canadien. Néanmoins, 

plus les participants avaient, au fur et à mesure de la discussion, la possibilité de réagir aux 

exemples concrets qui leur étaient donnés, plus ils étaient à même de commencer à 

imaginer lôutilisation que le gouvernement f®d®ral pourrait faire de ces applications.  

 

En général, les participants étaient dôavis que le GC serait en meilleure posture pour 

d®cider des modalit®s de mise en îuvre. Il leur ®tait beaucoup plus facile de d®finir les 

principes devant servir à orienter le gouvernement dans sa démarche (p. ex., la nécessité de 

surveiller mais non de censurer les interventions des citoyens dans les blogues, lôapproche 

en matière de bilinguisme, etc.).   

 

La sensibilisation des gens au fait que le GC utilise ces sortes dôapplications semble °tre 

dôune importance cruciale, ¨ savoir, comment le gouvernement informera-t-il les 

Canadiens de sa mise ¨ lôessai de nouvelles fa­ons de communiquer et de fournir ses 

renseignements et services?  

 

Enfin, tout comme les publics sôaccordent g®n®ralement ¨ dire que le gouvernement du 

Canada devrait utiliser ces nouvelles applications pour communiquer avec les Canadiens et 

leur fournir des services, on tient aussi, de fa­on g®n®rale, ¨ ce quôil conserve les modes de 

communication traditionnels.  

 

Bref, on tend à percevoir ces nouvelles applications comme des améliorations ou des 

compléments aux modes de communication traditionnels et non comme des 

remplacements. 

 

Renseignements supplémentaires : 

 

Nom du fournisseur : Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc. 

N
o
 du contrat avec TPSGC : 01B68-080343/001/CY 

Date dôattribution : 2007-07-31 

 

Pour de plus amples renseignements sur cette ®tude, pri¯re dôenvoyer un courriel ¨ 

cette adresse : por-rop@agr.gc.ca. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) commissioned Phoenix Strategic Perspectives to 

undertake research related to new technologies and their potential use for Government of 

Canada communications. Funding for this project came from 23 different federal 

departments/agencies. The research consists of both qualitative and quantitative phases.  

 

Background 

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Public Works and Government Services Canada 

(PWGSC), and the Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS) worked together to design a research 

project on current awareness, attitudes and behaviours of the general public regarding new 

technologies and emerging media, with a specific focus on the implications for 

Government of Canada communications. New technologies and emerging media include 

things like blogs, iPod downloads, YouTube, wikis, social networking online (e.g. 

Facebook), RSS feeds, and podcasting, as well as non-web applications, such as email and 

instant messaging among others. Collectively, these technologies or applications are 

grouped under the label, Web 2.0.  

 

A number of research companies track some of these issues as part of their syndicated 

studies on Internet usage by Canadians. In addition, government departments can access 

valuable information from the Statistics Canada Internet Use survey. That said, the 

Government of Canada (GC) context is unique and certain information gaps remain. As a 

result, AAFC and its partner organizations for this research wanted to undertake a custom 

research project to explore this subject from the perspective of federal government 

communications.   

 

To better understand related issues and their implications for GC communications, the 

department wanted to conduct research that includes both a qualitative portion (where 

participants can be shown and/or try specific applications/technologies being considered 

by some departments/agencies) and a ñtwo-tieredò quantitative portion that includes both 

telephone and online data collection (with a comparative analysis of the data that results 

from the two methodologies). 

 

This research drew on the expertise and experience of the Public Opinion Research 

Directorate (PORD) of PWGSC and the Chief Information Office of the Treasury Board 

Secretariat, and needed to be designed in such a way as to assist communications managers 

and decision-makers across the federal government, who are currently faced with decisions 

regarding:   

¶ The need for/desirability of financial and/or human investment in these emerging 

applications/technologies. 

¶ The need to assess how quickly to shift the focus of their communications to take 

advantage of these opportunities. 

¶ The appropriateness of the Internet as a survey research medium that can 

complement or replace telephone and in-person survey research. 

¶ The implications of these new technologies for advertising, public service 

announcements, and other public communications. 
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¶ The need to ensure continued compliance with GC Communications Policy and 

other TBS guidelines.  

¶ Identifying areas where further policy clarification might be required, or at the very 

least, where additional direction or guidelines would be helpful.   

 

The initiative for this project came from AAFC, whose ADM of Communications and 

Consultations is the current champion for new technologies on behalf of the Government 

of Canadaôs Communications Community Office (CCO).  This project is in line with one 

of the five priority action areas set out in the CCOôs Vision 2010 exercise. The general 

concept for this research was shared at an interdepartmental meeting of the POR (Public 

Opinion Research) Community of Practice to ensure no duplication with research planned 

by other departments. Senior analysts from PWGSCôs PORD and the Chief Information 

Office of TBS agreed to help AAFC co-manage this project.   

 

AAFC, TBS and PWGSC designed a project that would do the following: 

¶ Measure Canadiansô awareness of, use of, need for, and interest in GC web-based 

information and in new/emerging applications/technologies. 

¶ Identify which segments of the population are using these applications/ 

technologies.  

¶ Explore Canadiansô expectations and potential concerns regarding GC use of these 

applications/technologies.  

¶ Collect demographic and socio-economic information for potential use in web-

based communications, as well as federal government advertising.   

¶ Assess demographic and socio-economic characteristics of completed unweighted 

samples from the a) telephone and b) online panel surveys to determine which is 

currently more representative of the Canadian population.  

 

AAFC sent an email to all Heads of Communication, explaining the objectives of the 

project, and asking for their assistance to ensure that the project could proceed in its full 

scope, i.e., with both qualitative and quantitative elements. There was broad expression of 

interest and support for this initiative from many departments/agencies. A total of 23 

federal departments and agencies have made a financial contribution, and are participating 

in the design of research instruments.  

 

This research will provide federal government managers and decision-makers ï not just 

those whose departments are participating financially, but all departments and agencies ï 

with a solid baseline reading of Canadiansô awareness, attitudes and behaviours vis-à-vis 

new and emerging applications and technologies in the context of their potential use by the 

federal government in its communications with Canadians, as well as for citizen interaction 

(one-way and two-way) with the federal government.   

 

Research Activities 

As noted, this research consists of both qualitative and quantitative components. The target 

audience is the general public, 16 years of age and older.  The qualitative component 

includes two phases, both before and after the quantitative elements, and includes a mix of 

urban, rural and remote communities.  
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The quantitative component consists of both a telephone and an online survey in order to 

(a) include Canadians who reachable by only one of the two media, but not both, and (b) to 

enable a comparison of the socio-demographic characteristics of the samples resulting 

from both surveys.   

 

Qualitative Research 

The first phase of the qualitative research has been completed. This report presents the 

findings from the first phase of the qualitative component of this research, which was 

conducted September 17-20, 2007. A more detailed description of the specifications 

applying to this phase of the research project is provided below.  

 

Detailed descriptions of the quantitative components and second phase of the qualitative 

component of the research will be included in separate reports following completion of 

those phases of the research.  

 

The main objective of this first, qualitative phase was to explore related issues in a 

thorough, comprehensive manner. Since relatively little is known about the degree to 

which Canadians embrace these new and emerging technologies/media, or of their 

perceptions about them, particularly in the context of GC communications, a qualitative 

exploration of the issues was undertaken to better understand attitudes and behaviours 

related to the use of the new/ emerging applications/technologies in an in-depth, fulsome 

manner. This phase of the research was conducted before the telephone and online surveys 

and the findings provided valuable insight and support for the development of the 

questionnaire.  

 

First Phase Focus Groups: 

Three segments of the general public were included in the first phase focus groups. For the 

purposes of this research, they were identified as follows:    

7. Web 2.0 Users: Individuals who are Internet users and who have used at least three 

of the following new and emerging applications/technologies at least a few times a 

month during the past six months: blogs, wikis, social networking sites, YouTube, 

RSS feeds, podcasts, and cell phones for text messaging or downloads. 

8. Internet Users, non-Web 2.0: Individuals who are Internet users and who have not 

used any of these technologies or have used them less than Web 2.0 users during the 

past six months. 

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

 

The following specifications applied to this set of focus groups: 

¶ Twelve groups were conducted, with two groups in each of the following six locations: 

Toronto (ON), Halifax (NS), Montreal (QC), Calgary (AB), Fort St-John (BC), and 

Saint Hyacinthe (QC).  
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¶ The distribution of the focus groups was as follows: 

 
 Toronto  Halifax Montreal  Calgary  Fort St-

John 

 

St. 

Hyacinthe 

       

Dates Sept. 17 Sept. 18 Sept. 19 Sept. 19 Sept. 20 Sept. 20 

       

Language English English French English English French 

6:00 pm Web 2.0 

Users  

Internet 

Users 

Web 2.0 

Users 

Internet 

Users 

Non-Users  Internet 

Users 

8:00 pm Internet 

Users 

Web 2.0 

Users 

Non-Users Web 2.0 

Users  

Internet 

Users 

Web 2.0 

Users 

¶ There was a mix of participants in each focus group by age (as appropriate for the 

type of audience), ethnicity (as appropriate for the location), education, and 

income, with an approximate gender split.  

¶ Half of the participants in Saint Hyacinthe and Fort St. John were drawn from 

the rural area outside of the city centre.  

¶ Ten participants were recruited for 7-8 to show per group. Turnout was good with 

at least 8 participants in all but three groups. The remaining groups contained 

between 5-7 participants. 

¶ All participants were paid $60 to participate. 

¶ All groups were held in regular focus group facilities, with the exception of 

Saint-Hyacinthe and Fort St. John, where the groups were conducted in hotel 

meeting rooms. 

¶ The groups lasted two hours in length.  

¶ During the focus groups, there was a computer used by the moderator 

(supported by high-speed Internet access, a projector, and a screen) to show 

specific examples of new/emerging applications/technologies, including 

potential GC applications.  

¶ Internet users were asked to review specific examples of new or emerging 

applications/ technologies in advance of the focus groups. 

 

This research was qualitative in nature, not quantitative. As such, the results provide 

an indication of participantsô views about the issues explored, but cannot be 

generalized to the full population of any of the audiences included in this research. 

 

Note on terminology: 

Throughout this report, the expression óInternet usersô is used to designate both Web 2.0 

users and Internet users, non-Web 2.0. The term óWeb 2.0 usersô is used to denote 

participants that were recruited specifically because they already make use of such 

applications (see above for defining characteristics).  
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The main investigator for this study was Steve Kiar of Phoenix who moderated the focus 

groups in Toronto, Calgary, and Fort St. John. Phil Azzie moderated the groups in Halifax, 

Montreal, and St. Hyacinthe. Both contributed to the final report. 

 

Appended to this report are the following in both official languages: 

¶ Recruitment screener 

¶ Confirmation email and instructions for Internet users 

¶ Moderatorôs guides (2).  
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COMMUNICATIONS &  INFORMATION PREFERENCES 

This section reports on ways Internet users and non-users currently receive information from 

or about the Government of Canada (GC) and their preferences in this regard, with a focus 

on the full spectrum of GC communications activities. It also provides a profile of Internet 

usage. Findings specific to each audience (i.e. Internet users and non-users) are presented 

first, followed by a presentation of findings common to both audiences.  

 

Internet Users 

TV, Radio & Internet ï Most Likely  Sources of Information About GC 

Internet users receive information from or about the Government of Canada through a 

variety of channels, three of which dominate as primary sources: television, radio, and the 

Internet. Many Internet users identified the latter as their main source of information from or 

about the Government of Canada, or qualified it as their main source when actively looking 

for such information. Some said the Internet was not yet their main source of information 

regarding the government but that its importance was increasing.  

 

Channels identified less often, but by at least a few participants in most groups, included the 

telephone (blue pages in phone book and 1-800 O Canada), and newspapers. Moreover, 

some participants described each of these as their primary source of information.  

 

Smaller numbers identified billboards and ads on public transportation, government offices, 

mail flyers, community organizations, and word of mouth. That said, none of these was 

identified as a main source of information about or from the Government of Canada. 

Billboards were most likely to be identified in the largest cities (i.e. Toronto, Montreal), 

while word of mouth was most likely to be identified in smaller communities (i.e. Fort St. 

John, St. Hyacinthe).     

 

Time Spent on Internet Varies Widely 

The amount of time spent on the Internet, excluding email, varied widely, ranging from as 

low as 1-2 hours per week to as high as 50 hours per week. Most Internet users situated 

themselves between these extremes, in ranges which included 5-10 hours, 10-15 hours, 15-

20 hours, 20-30 hours, and 30-40 hours a week. Many of those spending longer amounts of 

time on the Internet are using it both at work and at home.  

 

In addition, the following differences between participants were evident: 

¶ Younger participants tend to spend more time on the Internet than older participants. 

¶ Web 2.0 users tend to spend more time on the Internet than those who do not. 

 

As expected, Web 2.0 users are more likely to be younger participants. 
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Internet Used Most Often for Entertainment, Recreation 

The Internet is used for a variety of reasons, although most participants made it clear that 

they use it mainly for entertainment or recreational activities. While some of these said they 

use the Internet for entertainment or recreation in general, most identified specific ways in 

which they do this. The following activities were routinely identified by at least some 

participants in all groups: 

¶ Browsing or looking for information related to hobbies/personal interests (e.g. 

cooking, sports, books, travel) 

¶ Downloading/watching videos 

¶ Downloading/listening to music 

¶ Social networking, typically with friends or family (e.g. Facebook, MSN) 

¶ Participating in/visiting blogs or forums on various topics (e.g. sports, movies, TV 

shows) 

¶ Playing online games. 

 

Recreational activities mentioned less often included: 

¶ Listening to the radio 

¶ Tuning in to live events 

¶ Downloading/looking at pictures/graphics 

¶ Maintaining oneôs own blog or website. 

 

Most Also Use Internet for Non-Recreational Activities 

Although most Internet users said they use the Internet mainly for entertainment or 

recreational activities, most also use it for non-recreational reasons. Moreover, many said 

they use it mainly for non-recreational pursuits. These typically included the following: 

¶ Research and activities related to work or school 

¶ Obtaining news (i.e. online newspapers, watching/listening to the news) 

¶ Weather updates 

¶ Medical/health-related information 

¶ Job searches/employment-related information 

¶ Online banking 

¶ Shopping 

¶ Looking for information on as-needed basis (e.g. directions, travel information, 

phone numbers) 

¶ Looking for government information (see details below). 
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Youth and other younger participants and Web 2.0 users were much more likely to use the 

Internet for entertainment/diversion. Conversely, older participants were more likely to use 

the Internet for non-recreational activities. 

 

Most Use Internet to Deal With Government, But Relatively Infrequently  

Asked specifically if they use the Internet to deal with government or get government-

related information, most Internet users said they do. As well, many had earlier identified 

the Internet as their main source of information from or about the Government of Canada or 

one that was growing in importance. Having said that, participants routinely specified that 

their interactions with government (at any level) tend to be limited, regardless of the 

medium used. In others words, though most use the Internet to deal with government, they 

tend to do so infrequently. 

 

Those who use the Internet to deal with government are primarily involved in trying to find 

information on government websites. Types of information most frequently sought included 

the following: 

¶ Information about programs and services 

¶ Tax-related information 

¶ Contact information or information through a óContact Usô feature 

¶ Information about benefits (e.g. CPP, EI, CCTB) 

¶ Jobs/possible employment, and other employment-related information 

¶ Downloadable forms/applications 

¶ Health-related information/advisories 

¶ Information about getting/replacing personal identification documents (e.g. passport, 

birth certificate, SIN, health cards). 

 

Types of information identified less often included: 

¶ Information about funding, loans, grants, scholarships 

¶ Information about education/schools 

¶ Online reports/publications 

¶ Changes to laws and regulations in general 

¶ Travel information/advisories 

¶ Rules and regulations (e.g. immigration, cross border travel, gun registry) 

¶ Data/statistics (e.g. electoral results, census results) 

¶ Certification/accreditation-related information 

¶ History/heritage-related/archival information. 
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Only a relatively small number of participants said their online dealings with government 

involve more than looking for information on government websites. Such activities included 

the following, none of which was identified by more than a few participants: 

¶ Personally filing their taxes online 

¶ Downloading podcasts or webcasts  

¶ Ordering a publication 

¶ Accessing/updating personal information 

¶ Completing a survey 

¶ Sending applications or forms electronically. 

 

Older participants were more likely than youth to use the Internet to deal with government 

(because they are more likely to deal with government, not because they are more likely to 

use the Internet). 

Most Internet Users Have Visited GC Websites, But Visits Tend to be Infrequent 

Most Internet users in each location have visited a Government of Canada website, and 

many have visited more than one. However, the following points should be noted: 

¶ Visits to Government of Canada websites tend to be infrequent. Participants re-

iterated that their interactions with government tend to be limited and on an as-

needed basis. To give the most common example, many said they have visited the 

website of the Canada Revenue Agency, but only during the tax-fili ng season. The 

only exception in terms of frequency was use of the Job Bank, which some said they 

have visited frequently or regularly.  

¶ Many visited Government of Canada sites as the result of using a search engine to 

find information. In other words, they did not intend or set out to go to a specific GC 

site, but were directed there as the result of a search (e.g. through Google). 

¶ Some participants could not recall the name of the Government of Canada website 

they visited or upon reflection were unsure whether or not the site belonged to the 

federal or a provincial government. A few, for example, identified the site they 

visited as gov.gc.ca, which is not a GC website. 

 

GC sites identified most often as having been visited included the Canada Revenue Agency 

and the Job Bank, followed by Health Canada, Environment Canada, and Service Canada. 

All other sites were visited by small numbers of participants, sometimes no more than one or 

two. These included the following: 

¶ Auditor General 

¶ Canada Border Services 

¶ CanadianFood Inspection Agency 

¶ Canadian Space Agency 

¶ Citizenship and Immigration 

¶ Elections Canada 

¶ Fisheries and Oceans 

¶ Foreign Affairs and International 

Trade 

¶ Industry Canada 

¶ National Defence 

¶ National Archives 

¶ Parks Canada 

¶ Statistics Canada 

¶ Transport Canada. 
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A few visited the site of the gun/firearms registry, but could not recall the name of the site. 

 

Reasons for visiting Government of Canada websites were very similar, and usually 

identical, to the reasons given to explain dealings with government in general (see above). 

The only additional reason was visiting a Government of Canada website as a result of 

having seen or heard a specific Government of Canada ad or announcement.  

 

Older participants were much more likely than younger ones to have visited a GC website. 

 

Non-Users of the Internet  

TV, Radio & Phone ï Most Likely Sources of Information About GC 

Most non-users of the Internet said they receive information from or about the Government 

of Canada mainly through television, radio, and telephone. A host of channels were 

identified less frequently, including newspapers, government offices, billboards, mail 

flyers, and word of mouth. 

 

TV & Phone ï Preferred Sources of Information 

When asked how they would prefer to receive such information, television and telephone 

were most often identified, followed by the ability to visit a government office. The 

strength of television was its reach as a broadcasting vehicle (i.e. its ability to reach many 

people). In explaining their preference for television, some participants specified that in 

addition to ads, they would like to see programs or óspotsô about Government of Canada 

activities, programs, and services (e.g. whatôs available, who is eligible, how to apply). 

The strengths of telephone and government offices were the ability to talk with a live 

person and ask specific questions. Some non-users of the Internet said they would prefer to 

be able to go through a single source (i.e. one-stop access) to receive information from or 

about the Government of Canada.    

 

Various Reasons Offered to Explain Non-Use of Internet, None Dominates 

Non-users of the Internet collectively identified numerous reasons why they do not use the 

Internet, although most individuals focused on a single reason. These reasons included the 

following, none of which dominated: 

¶ Cost of access: Some participants said they do not use the Internet because it is too 

expensive and/or because their limited resources are spent on other priorities. 

Related to the cost issue, some explained that if they had Internet access they would 

only be able to afford dial-up access, which is inefficient. 

¶ No computer: Some participants simply noted that they do not have a computer, 

and therefore no access to the Internet. 

¶ Privacy/security concerns: Some said they have privacy and/or security-related 

concerns about using the Internet. This includes the security of information sent 

over the Internet, as well as concerns over the ability of others to track their use of 

the Internet. 
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¶ Lack of need/interest: Some said they have no need for the Internet or no interest in 

it and have better ways of spending their time. 

¶ Fear of being drawn-in/wasting time online: Some are concerned that they will 

become addicted to the Internet and spend all their free time on it. A few parents 

expressed this same concern regarding their children. 

¶ Preoccupations regarding use by children/adolescents: A few parents said they are 

preoccupied about what their children would have access to on the Internet or who 

they might be corresponding with (e.g. potential for child predators). 

¶ Perceived lack of technical competence/difficulty using Internet: A few described 

themselves as not very competent with technology and suggested they would have 

difficulty using a computer and the Internet. 

 

It is worth noting that while some participants identified lack of a computer as a reason for 

not having access to the Internet, many other non-users of the Internet do have a computer. 

 

Non-Users Divided Over Likelihood of Using Internet in Future 

Non-users of the Internet were divided as to whether or not they would be likely to use the 

Internet in the future, and the difference broke down by location. All non-users of the 

Internet in Fort St. John said it was unlikely that they would use the Internet in the future. 

The reasons they gave to explain why were the same as those given to explain their current 

non-use of it.  

 

By contrast, nearly all non-users in St. Hyacinthe felt it was at least somewhat likely that 

they would be using the Internet in the future. Reasons included a sense that increasingly, 

important government information might only be available on the Internet and, among 

some parents, a sense that their children will be at a disadvantage in school if they do not 

have access to the Internet from home. 

 

Obtaining Information ï Main  Anticipated Use of Internet 

Current non-users of the Internet who think they will use it in future were most likely to 

think they will use it to find information in general on an as-needed basis, including 

government information. Some said their children will be the main users and will use it for 

school. A few think they will use it for shopping and/or entertainment, while a few others 

said they will use it only in order to have access to email. 

 

Asked how likely they would be to use the Internet for getting information from or 

providing it to the Government of Canada, nearly all those who think they will be using the 

Internet in future said they would use it for the former, but not the latter. 
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Users &  Non-Users of Internet 

Inform ation Directly From GC Trusted M ore Than Filtered Information  

Both users and non-users of the Internet tended to regard information coming directly from 

the Government of Canada as better or more trustworthy than information coming from 

filtered sources (e.g. news, word of mouth). In a general sense, all channels tend to be 

trusted, provided the information is coming directly from the Government of Canada. 

While there was some scepticism expressed about the objectivity of government 

information in general, it was clear that information coming directly from the Government 

of Canada is considered credible and trustworthy (as long as it does not have a partisan or 

ideological slant). 

 

Many participants did, nevertheless, express preferences for specific channels, but only 

three channels were identified as better and/or more trustworthy than others: 

¶ GC websites: Many Internet users described Government of Canada websites as 

more trustworthy than other sources of information because of the amount of 

information available and the level of detail provided. Some also felt the 

information is more trustworthy because it is more up-to-date, while some viewed 

GC websites as better because of their convenience (i.e. 24/7 access). In response, 

some Internet users disagreed that GC websites are better sources of information, 

suggesting that information on these websites can be difficult to find, especially if 

one is looking for something specific. 

¶ Telephone: A number of participants, primarily non-users of the Internet, said they 

trust phone information most, provided they are talking to a live person, because 

they can get direct answers to specific questions. In response, a few participants 

disagreed, suggesting that information received over the phone can sometimes be 

contradictory (i.e. receiving different information from different staff). 

¶ In-person/office: Some participants, primarily non-users of the Internet, said they 

prefer information received from service personnel in Government of Canada 

offices. The main reason was the same as that given by those preferring phone 

service (i.e. they can get direct answers to specific questions). It was also noted that 

service personnel in an office can provide additional information and details that a 

client may not think of asking about. 

 

Some participants (both users and non-users of the Internet) said they sometimes use one 

source of information to confirm or double check another. 
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AWARENESS AND USE OF NEW APPLICATIONS /TECHNOLOGIES  

This section reports on participantsô awareness of new and emerging technologies and, in 

the case of Internet users, their current and anticipated use of these technologies. 

Participants were asked specifically about the following technologies or applications: 

¶ Blogs 

¶ Wikis 

¶ Social networking sites (e.g. Facebook, MySpace, Bebo) 

¶ YouTube 

¶ RSS feeds 

¶ Podcasts, videocasts, webcasts 

¶ Cell phones for text messaging or downloading things 

¶ Message boards, online forums, chat rooms. 

 

Awareness of New Applications Varied by Audience 

 Not surprisingly, awareness of these applications varied by audience type: 

¶ Web 2.0 Users: Awareness of these technologies was highest among participants who 

were recruited as established users of such applications. Most or all participants in this 

audience were aware of most of these applications. That said, a couple of the 

applications were not broadly known among participants in this audience (see below).  

¶ Internet users, non-Web 2.0: Awareness of these applications among this audience was 

mixed. Most participants were aware of at least half of them, but most were also 

unaware of at least a few of these applications. Overall, fewer than half of these 

participants were aware of the majority of applications.  

¶ Non-users of Internet: Awareness of these applications was limited among non-users of 

the Internet. Most or all participants in both groups conducted with this audience were 

unaware of most of these applications. Moreover, with the exception of YouTube, 

those who were aware of specific applications usually had only a vague or very general 

understanding of them, usually based on second-hand information. 

 

Awareness of these applications varied by age as well, though differences were less 

pronounced than differences by audience. That said, younger participants were generally 

more likely to be aware of more of these applications than older ones.  

 

YouTube, Blogs, Networking Sites, Message Boards ï Most Known Applications 

Although levels of awareness varied by type of audience, there was consistency in terms of 

the technologies that participants were most likely to be aware of. Participants were most 

likely to be familiar with the following technologies: YouTube, blogs, and social 

networking sites, followed by message boards, online forums, and chat rooms. That said, 

Internet users were much more likely to express definite and spontaneous awareness of 

these technologies (e.g. expressed recognition as soon as the technologies were identified).  
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By comparison, the awareness of non-users of the Internet was more likely to be vague or 

indefinite, with many saying they had heard something about these technologies. 

Moreover, awareness was often prompted by a definition or description of the technology 

in question (i.e. after the technology in question was described to them). This was 

especially the case for blogs and message boards, online forums, and chat rooms.  

 

Wikis , RSS Feeds ï Least Known Applications 

Participants, regardless of audience, were least likely to be aware of wikis and RSS feeds, 

especially the former. Indeed, relatively few participants were aware of either. Moreover, 

awareness of both tended to be prompted by a definition or description, and was limited to 

Internet users. Although nearly everyone was unfamiliar with wikis, many Internet users 

were aware of óWikipediaô. In other words, they were familiar with a specific application, 

without being familiar with the underlying concept.  

 

In the case of RSS feeds, many Internet users (mainly Web 2.0 users) were familiar with 

the concept in general, even though they had no specific awareness of RSS feeds. Many, 

for example, were familiar with the idea of receiving updates from various websites 

through emails containing links. This included updates from websites of various stores 

(e.g. Rona), from websites of entertainment-related companies (e.g. Cineplex Odeon), from 

entertainment-related websites (e.g. Têtes à claques TV), from news sites, and from blogs. 

 

Awareness of the remaining two categories of new technologies ï ñcell phones for text 

messaging or downloading things,ò ñand podcasts, videocasts and webcastsò ï varied by 

audience and followed the same pattern for both categories: it was highest among Web 2.0 

users, mixed among Internet users (non-Web 2.0), and limited among non-users of the 

Internet:  

¶ Web 2.0 Users: Nearly all Web 2.0 users were familiar with both types of applications, 

though some were more familiar with the common term ódownloadsô to refer to 

podcasts, videocasts and webcasts.  

¶ Internet users, non-Web 2.0: Most members of this audience were familiar with cell 

phones for text messaging or downloading things, but many were not familiar with the 

latter. Awareness of podcasts, videocasts and webcasts was mixed. While many said 

they were familiar with these applications, many were (or claimed to be) uncertain. 

Moreover, many claimed awareness of these applications only once they were 

described, explaining (like some Web 2.0 users) that they used the more general 

expression ódownloadsô to refer to them. This was especially the case among 

Francophone Internet users who explained that the expression óbaladosô is not familiar 

to them; it was noted that more commonly used expressions are the English terms 

ópodcastingô or simply ódownloadsô.  

¶ Non-users of Internet: Most non-users of the Internet were unfamiliar with these two 

applications, though awareness of cellphone technology was much higher than 

awareness of podcasts, videocasts and webcasts. Many knew that cell phones could be 

used for text messaging, though most did not know they could be used to download 

things. Only one non-user was aware of podcasts, videocasts or webcasts. 
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Internet Users 

Current Use of Web 2.0 Applications 

For each of the eight technologies/applications discussed, Internet users were asked 

whether they had used it during the past six months, and if so, how often and for what 

purpose. Those who have not used a specific technology were asked about the likelihood 

of their using it in future. 

 

Overview 

The technologies or applications most likely to be used (and also most likely to be used 

frequently) were YouTube, social networking sites, and blogs. At the other end of the 

spectrum, wikis and RSS feeds were the least likely to be used ï these two technologies 

were used by very few participants. All of the applications were more likely to be used by 

Web 2.0 users than by other Internet users. As well, with the exception of RSS feeds, each 

application was more likely to be used by youth or younger participants. 

 

A more detailed discussion of each application is provided below, with the applications 

most widely used discussed first, followed by those used less often. 

 

YouTube 

YouTube was the most frequently-used application, with a large majority of Internet users 

having visited the site during the previous six months. This site is routinely used for the 

following: watching music videos, movie trailers, amateur videos, comedy clips of one 

kind or another, or interviews; downloading video clips; finding archival/historical 

footage; and seeing things missed on TV. No participants had ever posted any videos on 

the site.  

 

The frequency of visits varied widely. Many visit YouTube every day or every few days, 

while many others usually only go to the site when told about something specific by their 

friends or others. Some receive emails informing them about something new on YouTube. 

 

Most of those who have not yet visited YouTube said they probably will in the near future, 

if only out of curiosity or because they have been encouraged to by friends or others. A 

few, however, said they probably will not do this, explaining that they fear this will 

become an addictive pastime. 

 

Social Networking Sites 

Social networking sites were among the applications most widely used.  Most Internet 

users said they have used or visited at least one social networking site, though many have 

not. Moreover, those who visit or use such sites are much more likely to be youth or 

younger Internet users. Such sites were also among the most frequently-used applications 

by those who used them. Many participants, mostly youth, said they visit such sites on a 

daily basis. Others visit them every few days or on a weekly basis. Relatively few who 

visit such sites do so less often than this. Facebook was the site used most often. 
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Such sites are routinely used for various types of networking, including communicating 

with friends, family and acquaintances, sharing photos, finding old friends/acquaintances, 

meeting new people, meeting/communicating with people with similar interests, and 

learning about upcoming events and activities. A few have used such sites to organize/sign 

petitions or advocate causes. 

 

Those who have not visited such sites were divided about whether or not they would do so 

in future. Many said they have no interest in this type of activity. Others said they will 

probably do this to keep in touch with friends or family, but will limit their use of such 

sites to interaction with close acquaintances. A few said they would likely visit such sites 

because of pressure from friends or others. 

 

Blogs 

Many Internet users, at least a few in most groups, have visited blogs. That said, most still 

have not. Participants identified a range of blogs they have visited, generally related to 

personal interests or hobbies. These include blogs about music, books, sports, trivia, travel, 

shopping, politics, and television, among others. Some visit blogs belonging to friends and 

family members (some of whom are living overseas or travelling)  in order to keep in 

touch, catch up, or see pictures. Blogs visited by smaller numbers included advocacy-

related blogs (e.g. human rights, the environment), work-related blogs (e.g. an employerôs 

blog), and school-related blogs. Finally, a small number said they have blogs of their own, 

generally photo blogs. While most said they do not leave comments on the blogs they visit, 

many said they do. 

 

The frequency of visiting blogs varied widely and tended to be linked to the topic or 

subject matter. Those visiting blogs related to personal interests or hobbies tended to visit 

them more often or describe their visits as óregularô. This includes daily visits, visits every 

few days, and weekly visits. Others said they visit blogs infrequently or only when they are 

informed of something through an email or if they have been directed to a blog by others. 

 

Those who do not visit blogs ï the majority of participants that use the Internet ï provided 

mixed feedback about whether they would do so in the future. Many of those who do not 

currently do this said they have no interest in doing so in future because they are not 

interested in blogs or feel that they have better ways of spending their time. However, 

some said they might start to do this to keep in touch with friends/family or if they hear of 

blogs that interest them. Some are uncertain and said it would depend on the nature of the 

blog and/or the person hosting it (e.g. reputable vs. not reputable, known vs. not known). 

 

Message Boards, Online Forums, Chat Rooms 

As is the case with blogs, many Internet users have visited or used message boards, online 

forums, or chat rooms. However, most have not. These technologies are used mainly for 

pursuing hobbies and interests, but in some instances are used for work. Forums and chat 

rooms used by participants cover a range of topics, including sports, books, cooking, cars, 

music, politics, fan clubs, and investment/finance, among others. Some also use chat rooms 

for technical help and how-to advice. Work-related uses included postings on message 

boards and talking about/planning upcoming events or conferences. 



New Technologies and GC Communications ï Phase I  Focus Groups Sept 17-20 

Phoenix SPI 

- 17 - 

 

The frequency of using these applications varied, though sites related to hobbies and 

interests tended to be used more often. Frequency-of-use varied from daily visits, to a few 

times a week, weekly, monthly or bi-monthly.  

 

Most of those who do not use these applications do not plan to do so in the near future, 

although some added that they might if they found a topic that interested them. Others 

were unsure whether they would use such applications. 

 

Podcasts, Videocasts, Webcasts 

Use of podcasts, videocasts and webcasts was varied. The most frequently-identified use 

was downloading music files and transferring them to an iPod or MP3 player.  Perhaps not 

surprisingly, youth were most likely to do this and some adults said their children do this 

regularly. These applications were also used, but less often, for tuning in to live events 

(e.g. sports), personal overseas communication, work-related applications (e.g. video-

conferencing), and for hobbies or personal interests. In general, these applications did not 

tend to be used frequently or regularly. 

 

Most non-users were unsure whether they would use this in the future and said it would 

depend on specific applications. That said, most found the idea or concept interesting. 

 

Cell Phones for Text Messaging or Downloading 

Many Internet users use text messaging, mainly to send quick messages to family and 

friends. When it came to frequency of use, there was no consistency. Some send text 

messages every day, others do it on an as-needed basis, and still others do this infrequently 

and only in case of emergencies. Participants were much less likely to use their cell phones 

to download things, and those who did were mainly youth. Things downloaded included 

ring tones, pictures, music, and games.  

 

Most of those who do not use these cell phone applications said they do not expect to in 

future. Most said they only need a cell phone for phoning, while a few said they are not 

technically adept and would probably have difficulty using their cell phones in these ways. 

Others did not rule out the possibility, but were non-committal or uncertain. 

 

RSS Feeds 

Only a few participants have RSS feeds (i.e. have subscribed to one) and the feeds are from 

news services. That said, many felt they receive something similar to an RSS feed in that 

they receive emails with links containing updates from various websites. These include 

updates from stores, entertainment-related companies and websites, and blogs. 

 

Most Internet users did not think they would be using this technology in future, but 

primarily because they could not think of concrete applications that would interest them. 

That said, it was the technology that generated the most interest (in part because it was one 

of the least known). 
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Wikis 

Similarly, very few participants (all of them Web 2.0 users) use wikis and they use them 

for playing online games; one used a wiki for work. As was the case with RSS feeds, most 

did not think they would be using this technology in future because they could not think of 

concrete applications that would interest them. 

 

Web 2.0 Applications Used Mainly  for Recreation, Particularly by Youth 

Just as the Internet in general is used mainly for recreational or entertainment reasons 

(although many also use it to obtain information), the various Web 2.0 applications are 

used for similar reasons. This is especially the case for YouTube, and social networking 

sites. In general, younger participants are more likely than older participants to use these 

various applications for entertainment or recreational purposes.  

 

Some participants do use these types of applications for non-recreational purposes. This 

includes using blogs for advocacy or work, message boards, online forums, or chat rooms 

for work or technical help, videocasts or webcasts for videoconferencing, cell phone text 

messaging for emergencies, and RSS feeds for news updates. 

 

Limited Confidence in Information on Blogs, Viewed as Opinion Pieces 

Internet users were unanimous when asked about the confidence they have in the 

information provided through blogs. Participants consider blogs, by their very nature, to be 

vehicles to present the hostôs perceptions or opinions on the issues discussed. While they 

do not simply discount what they read on blogs, neither do they trust it implicitly. Blogs 

were seen to be similar to editorials or opinion pieces in more traditional media, where the 

credibility or value of the bogs is dependent on the individual expressing his/her views 

through it. It is important to recall that many of those who visit blogs do so for recreational 

reasons, not for instruction or information per se. As such, they do not visit blogs with the 

intent to learn or be instructed. 

 

In general, most (but not all) Internet users felt that information on blogs does not have the 

same credibility as information in the mainstream media. A few added that they compare 

information on blogs with media information in order to help them assess which blogs are 

more credible than others. On the other hand, some participants said they do not have faith 

in the mainstream media, expressing general scepticism about the objectivity of the media. 

For some of these participants, blogs represent an alternative source of information to that 

available through more traditional media sources.  

 

There was virtual unanimity that information on blogs does not compare in terms of 

veracity or credibility to information provided on official websites, such as government 

department and company websites, particularly the former.  
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Virtually No Use of Web 2.0 Applications to Communicate With GC 

Only two participants currently use any of these new applications to communicate with the 

Government of Canada or any of its agencies. One accesses RSS feeds from the CBC, 

while another downloads podcasts from the Canadian Space Agency. 

 

Uncertainty About Future Use of Web 2.0 Applications to Deal With GC 

Virtually all Internet users suggested that they were open to the possibility of using these 

types of applications to communicate with the Government of Canada in future. While 

receptive, however, most were also unsure about just how such applications would be used 

in this context. In other words, it was not immediately self-evident how such applications 

could be used in dealings with the Government of Canada.  

 

This uncertainty tended to be based on two things:   

¶ Technologies associated primarily with entertainment: As noted, most Internet-

using participants tend to associate these types of applications with recreational or 

entertainment activities. As such, many tended to have difficulty conceiving how 

these might be used for dealing with government. This was especially the case 

regarding social networking sites and blogs. While use of these technologies by 

government not ruled out, neither did examples come easily to mind. 

¶ Limited interaction with GC: Many also pointed to the fact that they tend to have 

limited interaction with the Government of Canada, with some specifying that this 

is generally limited to obtaining information. As such, it was not immediately clear 

to many why or how they would use such technologies in the context of limited 

interaction. 

 

Having said that, some Internet users were able to identify technologies they would like to 

use, or at least have the option of using, in their relations with the Government of Canada: 

¶ Updates for GC policies, programs, services: Some suggested that blogs, RSS 

feeds, and YouTube could be used to provide updates on GC policies, programs, 

and services. This could include alerts such as recalls or advisories on health-

related issues. 

¶ Providing comments regarding policies, programs, services: Some also suggested 

that these technologies could be used to allow citizens to comment on these same 

Government of Canada policies, programs, and services. This could be done 

through chat rooms, forums, and message boards. 

¶ Public consultations: In addition to providing citizens with the opportunity to 

comment on policies, programs, and services, it was also suggested that these 

technologies could be used by the Government of Canada to actively consult 

Canadians on various issues. Again, this could be done through online forums or 

networking sites set up by the government. 

¶ Real-time access to government: Some participants felt that these applications 

could be used to give citizens more real-time access to the Government of Canada, 

which would be useful, for example, when dealing with tax-related issues or 

applying for citizenship. It was suggested that this would not only help give 
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government more of a public ófaceô, it could also increase government transparency 

through increased communication. 

 

 Lack of Familiarity With óWeb 2.0ô Term  

All participants, both users and non-users of the Internet, were told that the term óWeb 2.0ô 

is often used to describe these new uses of the Internet. Asked whether they were familiar 

with this expression, participants responded unanimously in saying that they were not 

familiar with it and had not heard it before. 
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USE OF NEW APPLICATIONS /TECHNOLOGIES BY GOVERNMENT OF CANADA  

This section reports on participant perceptions regarding the use of Web 2.0 technologies 

by the Government of Canada to communicate with and provide service to Canadians. This 

includes providing information to Canadians and receiving information from Canadians. 

 

In order to help focus the discussion in this section, participants were shown examples of 

how these new applications are currently being used by different government departments 

and agencies, both Canadian and foreign. Non-users of the Internet were shown examples 

prior to the discussion of issues in this section. In other words, all the feedback provided 

by non-users of the Internet in this section was given with these examples in mind. 

 

Internet users, by contrast, were shown the examples only after being asked about the first 

few issues reported on in this section (i.e. expectations regarding use of these applications 

by the Government of Canada, whether the Government of Canada should use the 

applications, and how it should use them). While these participants had reviewed some of 

the examples in advance of the focus group (i.e. advance óhomeworkô), it is important to 

keep in mind that their feedback on these first few issues was given prior to their memory 

being refreshed through examples shown in the group.  

 

No Expectations Regarding GC Use of Web 2.0 Applications 

At this time, there are no expectations regarding Government of Canada use of Web 2.0 

applications among participants who currently use such technologies
1
. Asked what 

expectations they have regarding the use of such applications by the government over the 

next few years, virtually all Web 2.0 users said they have none. Some recognized the 

potential use of such applications (i.e. this is something government could do), while 

others said they would not be surprised if government began using some of the 

applications. That said, they had no real expectations in this regard.  

 

Most Web 2.0 Users Have Not Thought About GC Using Applications 

The extent to which this issue does not resonate with Web 2.0 users (at least not 

immediately) was underscored by the fact that the question tended to elicit a moment of 

silence or a reflective pause as an immediate reaction. In other words, this was not an issue 

that triggered a spontaneous reaction, positive or negative, from members of this audience. 

This suggests that GC use of Web 2.0 applications is not something they have thought 

about to any extent, despite the fact that they themselves use some of these applications.   

 

This was confirmed when Web 2.0 users were asked to explain their lack of expectations 

regarding the use of these applications by the Government of Canada. Most replied that 

they have not thought about this. Some, focusing more specifically on social networking 

sites, explained that they do not think of government as an entity with which to keep in 

touch or interact through these applications. These participants reiterated that they have 

limited interaction with the Government of Canada and could not think of how they would 

use such applications in the context of their limited interaction with the government. A few 

                                                 
1
 This question was only asked of Web 2.0 users, not of other users of the Internet. 
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added that their communications-related needs regarding the Government of Canada are 

being met by existing communications channels.  

 

Near Consensus That GC Should Use Web 2.0 Applications  

Despite their lack of expectations, there was a near consensus among Web 2.0 users that 

the government should use these new applications to communicate with and provide 

service to Canadians. There was also a virtual consensus among other Internet users (non-

Web 2.0) and non-users of the Internet that the government should do this. Moreover, 

those participants who did not think this were more likely to be uncertain rather than 

opposed to the idea.  

 

Many Reasons to Support GC Use of Web 2.0 Applications  

Participants collectively identified numerous reasons to explain why the Government of 

Canada should use these applications, though most individual participants identified one or 

two reasons only. Among the reasons presented below, the first four were identified most 

often: 

¶ Accessing citizenry: Most participants, at least some in all groups, suggested that 

the government should use these technologies because more and more people are 

using them. In other words, if government wants to communicate with citizens, it 

has to be able to reach them, and this means using the communications applications 

that the citizenry is using. It was routinely noted, for example, that because youth 

do not tend to read newspapers, government cannot expect to effectively reach this 

audience using this channel of communication. In short, using these new 

applications helps ensure the effectiveness of government communications (i.e. 

helping ensure that communication reaches all audiences). 

¶ Inevitability: Related to the above, many participants suggested that using these 

technologies was more a matter of inevitability than choice. They explained that 

government cannot ignore these applications because they are more and more 

prevalent. Just as government adopted technologies like the telephone and websites 

to communicate with citizens, so must it use new technologies as they emerge. In 

short, there is a technological imperative at work, and one that will force the  

government to respond and/or adapt . 

¶ Easier access to government information: Many participants felt that using these 

new applications would make it easier for citizens to access government 

information. Access to government information was seen to be facilitated in four 

ways:  

o A larger number of communication channels. 

o Quicker access to information, including more real-time access to government. 

o Increased 24/7 access to government information. 

o Government reaching out to citizens through media they themselves use.  

¶ Greater access to government: As noted above, most participants felt that using 

these new applications would make it easier for government to reach citizens. 

Conversely, many felt that these technologies would provide greater access to 
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government by citizens, and/or promote more interaction between the two. This, in 

turn, was seen as having the following potential, interrelated consequences: 

o Increased openness/transparency: Some felt that use of these applications 

would lead to more openness and transparency in government because, through 

these applications, citizens would have the opportunity to learn more about 

what government is doing, and how it is doing it. 

o Increased responsiveness: More access to, and interaction with, government 

were seen as having the potential to make government more responsive to its 

citizens. 

o Citizen influence: Related to the latter, some suggested that these new 

applications could increase citizen influence on government policies/programs 

by affording Canadians more direct opportunities to voice their opinions. 

o Making government less remote: Finally, some felt that providing more access 

to government would makes it seem less remote and more familiar to citizens.  

In short, the use of Web 2.0 applications represents an opportunity to transform  

the ófaceô of the Government of Canada, to make it appear more approachable, less 

remote, and more responsive to Canadians.  

 

Additional reasons offered to explain why government should use Web 2.0 applications 

were identified by smaller numbers of participants: 

¶ Environmental friendliness: Some felt that these new applications would be more 

ecological or environmentally friendly in that the government could cut back on the 

use of paper and mail-out information (e.g. flyers, pamphlets). 

¶ Up-to-date information: Some felt that these applications would give Canadians 

access to the most up-to-date information about government programs, policies, 

and services at any given point in time.  

¶ Cost savings: Some participants felt that there would be cost savings resulting from 

GC use of these new applications, through increased efficiency and effectiveness of 

government communications and service delivery. That said, at least a few 

participants in many locations were worried about the possible job losses resulting 

from the use of these applications; they suspected that cost savings resulting from 

the use of these types of applications might be the result of some government 

employees losing their jobs (e.g. telephone service agents, information officers). 

¶ Better service to remote areas: Some participants, almost all from Fort St. John, 

felt that these technologies could be effective in reaching Canadians living in 

remote or rural communities. A few added, however, that there would be a need to 

ensure broadband in their area to ensure the ability to use these technologies. 

¶ Use whatôs available: Finally, some participants thought the government should 

use these technologies simply because they exist as possibilities in terms of 

communications. In other words, the government should do this because it can do 

this (i.e. the technology exists so why not use it).  
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It is important to note, however, that participants who felt the government should use 

these technologies specified that their support did not amount to a wholesale 

endorsement of Web 2.0 applications. Indeed, there was a widespread perception that 

government should proceed, if not cautiously, at least thoughtfully in the 

implementation of these technologies. Concretely, this involves proceeding on a case-

by-case basis when deciding which application to use and for what purpose. That is, 

the GC should not adopt Web 2.0 applications simply to look ócoolô or modern, but 

rather should adopt specific applications to address specific communications or 

service requirements, where such applications can more effectively address the 

objectives then pre-existing methods.  

 

The relatively few participants who did not think the government should use these types of 

applications included members of each audience. Moreover, they were no more likely to be 

from one audience than another. They provided the following reasons to explain why, none 

of which was identified by more than a few participants: 

¶ Too informal/not serious: A few Internet users felt that these new applications are 

designed mainly for entertainment or diversion and should not be used for dealing 

with government. While many raised this issue (see below), only a few felt it was a 

reason for government not to use them to communicate with Canadians. Those who 

felt this way tended to have two specific applications in mind: YouTube and social 

networking sites like Facebook. 

¶ Information glut: There was a sense that the use of these applications might lead to 

an oversupply of information or an information glut. It was suggested that the 

current communications channels were adequate to ensure communication between 

government and citizens. 

¶ Devote resources elsewhere: A few non-users of the Internet felt that Government 

of Canada resources would be better spent elsewhere, such as on health, housing, 

and education. 

¶ Omni-presence of government: A few Internet users did not like the fact that 

government was, according to their perception, extending its reach into areas used 

for entertainment and relaxation. In the words of one participant: ñI donôt want the 

government invading my entertainment spaceò. 

¶ Improve GC websites: Finally, a few Internet users felt that the government should 

focus on making its websites more user-friendly, instead of implementing new 

technologies. 

 

Those participants who were uncertain about whether or not the government should use 

these types of technologies were most likely to be non-users of the Internet. 

 

Significant Difficulty Identifying How G C Should Use Web 2.0 Applications  

Despite widespread agreement that the Government of Canada should use these types of 

applications, most participants could not provide examples of how they could be used in a 

government setting -- or had real difficulty doing so.  
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Relatively few participants offered suggestions as to the ways by which GC could apply 

these new technologies, and where examples were provided, they were virtually identical 

to the ones identified by Internet users when explaining the purposes for which they might 

use these technologies to deal with the Government of Canada, namely: 

¶ providing updates regarding government policies, programs, and services 

¶ conducting public consultations on government policies, programs, and services 

¶ providing Q&A forums where citizens can ask questions and get responses 

regarding government policies, programs, and services 

¶ providing public service announcements, including health alerts; and 

¶ providing information sessions, including information for new Canadians. 

 

In short, while most participants think the GC should use Web 2.0 applications, they have 

significant difficulty envisaging how this might be done.  

 

Positive Reaction to Examples of Web 2.0 Applications Used by Government 

As noted at the beginning of this section, participants were shown examples of how 

Web 2.0 applications are being used by different governments, both domestic and foreign.  

 

Overall reaction to the use of these applications tended to be positive. Nearly all 

participants liked at least some of the applications they were shown, and many said they 

were impressed by the range of applications available. Participants typically commented 

that use of these applications was a good idea, that they were engaging or interesting, 

and/or that they seemed helpful and convenient. That said, óAsk an Expertô functions, 

discussion forums, videocasts, and RSS feeds tended to elicit a more positive reaction in 

general, while blogs, at least initially, tended to be seen as less useful/pertinent. Overall 

positive reactions also typically included impressions that these applications make 

government less remote, allow for greater citizen influence over government, and allow 

government to reach different cross-sections of the population.  

 

Some non-users of the Internet were a little overwhelmed by the applications, describing 

themselves as confused by them or unable to really understand them. A few described the 

applications as impressive, but said that they themselves were not interested in using them.  

 

Some Internet users, mainly youth, wondered if the government was using these 

applications primarily to appear to be óhipô or on the cutting edge of technology. They 

made it clear that they were not opposed to the use of these technologies or applications by 

the Government of Canada, but felt that it should be done in order to improve 

communications and not simply in order to ólook coolô or try to appeal to youth.  

 

Widespread Perception that GC Must Foster Awareness of Web 2.0 Uses 

As part of their reaction to the examples they were shown, many participants, primarily 

Internet users, also commented that use of these applications by government was not 

something of which they were aware prior to this study. Related to this, there was a 

widespread perception that the Government of Canada must foster awareness of their use 
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of such applications among the population. In subsequent discussions about the use of 

specific applications, participants sometimes specified that they would use an application if 

they were aware of its existence. 

 

Maintaining Traditional Communications ï Main Concern of Non-Users of Internet 

Most non-users of the Internet, when asked, expressed concerns about the Government of 

Canada using Web 2.0 applications. However, the only frequently-identified concern was 

related to the maintenance of other methods of communication. Many wanted reassurance 

that implementing Web 2.0 applications would not lead to a reduction in the use of more 

traditional communications means like television and radio. Moreover, some specified that 

this was their only concern and that as long as they would not be obliged to use these new  

technologies and still had access (through traditional channels) to the same information 

and services as those who will use them, they would be satisfied.  

 

The only other concern identified with any frequency (across all audiences) concerned the 

security of information and privacy. This concern involved how much personal 

information people would be required to give to use these applications and who might have 

access to it. A few expressed specific concern about the potential for identify theft. 

 

Other potential concerns were identified by no more than a few participants and included 

the following, some of which were similar or identical to reasons given for not using the 

Internet in the first place: 

¶ Cost of access: This involved the costs associated with dealing with government in 

these ways. The concern was that people would have to acquire a computer and 

have access to the Internet.  

¶ Two-tiered citizenship: A few were worried that even if traditional communications 

media were maintained, those who use these new applications would have more 

access to government than those who do not. One participant asked, for example, 

what happens if the government holds an online discussion or forum. Would this 

mean that the government will only consider the opinions of citizens who 

participate in the forum and if so what about the opinion of non-users of the 

Internet? In other words, there was a concern that use of these technologies could 

lead to two-tiered citizenship, with non-users taking a back seat to those who were 

active on the Internet.  

¶ Difficulty using technology: This involved apprehensions that using these new 

applications to deal with government would be complicated or require a level of 

technical competence that they do not have.  

¶ System failure: A few expressed concern that increased interaction with 

government over the Internet could lead to system failure or systems crashing, 

thereby creating confusion and turmoil in dealings with government. 
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Non-Internet Users Have Mixed Views on Likelihood of Using Web 2.0 Applications 

Non-users of the Internet who indicated earlier that they would probably use the Internet in 

the near future were asked if they would use any of the Web 2.0 applications they were 

shown, and if so, would they use them to deal with the GC. Responses were mixed, with a 

few saying they would use some (or try to), a few saying they probably would not, and few 

saying they were unsure. All those who said they would use these applications also said 

they would use them to deal with the Government of Canada. However, they also specified 

that they would use them only to get information, not provide it. The applications that 

elicited most interest in this regard included RSS feeds and óAsk an expertô. 

 

Citizen Engagement 

Participants were asked specifically about the potential of the Internet for engaging 

Canadians in public policy discussions and consulting them on issues of the day. 

 

Widespread Perception That GC Should Use Web 2.0 to Consult Citizens 

There was widespread agreement among participants in all audiences that the Government 

of Canada should use these new applications to engage Canadians in public policy 

discussions and consult them on issues of the day. Some added that this would be easier or 

more convenient than writing a letter. Others suggested that this could help bring together 

or unite people with similar political interests or similar views on various issues. 

 

Limited Feedback on Modalities of Consultations  

There was limited feedback, however, on the actual modalities for implementing such 

consultations using new technologies or Internet-based applications. Asked more 

specifically how they would see this happening, many could not say. Those who did 

provide feedback on this issue were much more likely to be Internet users than non-users. 

Feedback tended to be general and focused on a range of issues, all of which were 

identified by relatively small numbers: 

¶ Allow citizens to choose or help choose topics of discussion. This process should 

not be entirely driven by government. 

¶ Ensure that discussions are well advertised and easy to find/locate. There should be 

dedicated sites identifying topics and timing/schedules. 

¶ Provide advance information on topics, for example, through podcasts, webcasts, or 

documents/publications on GC websites. 

¶ Ensure that participation is easy. Do not require that participants provide too much 

information or acquire identification (e.g. epass). As well, ensure that actual 

participation is as user-friendly as possible. 

¶ Include high-level public servants/politicians. This will give participants the 

impression that their opinions are taken seriously and will encourage participation. 

¶ Provide information on next steps/follow-up. Inform participants about what will 

be done with the results of the consultation (e.g. who will see them) and whether 

there will be subsequent or follow-up consultations. 
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¶ Ensure that the consultations are meaningful. There was a widespread sense that 

Canadians will need to see that their feedback provided through the consultations 

will be listened to, and will result in meaningful outcomes. Otherwise, there will be 

a lack of interest in participating (see below).  

 

Some drew attention to one of the examples they had been shown, from the government of 

the United Kingdom, as a model to be followed. Specifically, some participants liked the 

ability to sign or start a petition, something available on the Number 10 Downing site. 

 

Some Express Doubt About Online Consultations, Linked to Lack of Impact 

While most participants were in favour of using these new applications to engage 

Canadians in public policy discussions and consultations, some expressed doubts about it. 

These participants came from all three audiences and their doubts focused primarily on the 

extent to which such consultations would actually be taken seriously by the Government of 

Canada. More specifically, these doubts included the following: 

¶ Who would actually be involved in these consultations on the part of the 

government? Will it be high-level or important officials or lower-level staff? 

¶ How can one be sure about who is involved on the part of the government? Some 

suggested, for example, that even if participants are told that a minister or high-

level official will be involved in a consultation or discussion, there is no way to 

verify this (i.e. it may their assistant). 

¶ What, if anything, will be done with the results? Will these consultations actually 

be taken seriously or is it just a way to give citizens the impression that their 

opinions matter? 

 

A few participants expressed doubts about the actual logistics of administering such 

consultations. They were uncertain, for example, about how the consultation would work 

in terms of editing/excising unacceptable content, preventing tampering with content, or 

ensuring that participants take the consultation seriously. 

 

Most Internet Users Would Participate in Forums if  Issues Interested Them 

In addition to being in favour of using these new online applications for consultations and 

public discussions, most Internet users said they themselves would participate in such 

activities if  it was on a topic that interested them. Some added that this would be more 

convenient than attending a public consultation, writing a letter to their MP, and other 

current means of communicating their views to government.  A few others said they would 

be more likely to participate in an online consultation than a live one because of fear of 

speaking in public. Many also added that they would participate provided they knew about 

the consultation and, in that regard, it was incumbent upon the government to inform 

people about upcoming consultations. Once again, the issue of raising awareness was 

deemed essential.  
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Widespread Support for Postings in Real Time, With Translations to Follow ASAP 

Given the Government of Canadaôs Official Languages Act, where all material must 

appear in both official languages, participants were asked which of the following ways 

should be used to handle things like blogs:  

¶ Posting comments in real time solely in the official language in which they were 

written. 

¶ Posting comments in both official languages simultaneously as soon as possible. 

¶ Posting comments in real time in the official language in which they were written, 

with the translation to follow as soon as possible. 

 

In response, a large majority of participants favoured posting comments in real time in the 

official language in which they were written, with the translation to follow as soon as 

possible. The reason given was that it allowed comments to be posted and read in real time 

or as closely as possible to real time. 

 

The exceptions were in both groups in St. Hyacinthe and among non-users of the Internet 

in Fort St. John, where most favoured posting comments in both official languages 

simultaneously as soon as possible. The reason given was that this allowed equal access at 

the same time to all comments by everyone. 

 

A small number of participants, primarily Francophones, preferred posting comments in 

real time solely in the official language in which they were written. The rationale was that 

translations, no matter how good, are interpretations that could distort the meaning of a 

statement or overlook certain subtleties of language. It was also suggested that people who 

really want a translation can find people to help them. 

 

It is important to note that the cost of translation of citizen feedback was not part of the 

context or framing of this question, nor was it volunteered by participants.  

 

Consensus That GC Should Monitor User-Generated Content, Ensure Appropriate 

There was a consensus that comments from Canadians as part of public consultations, 

discussions or blogs on GC websites should be mediated and monitored by government 

departments/agencies in order to control what gets posted to ensure that it is appropriate. 

Everyone agreed that there is a need to ensure basic standards of civility. There was also 

agreement as to what types of comments should be removed or prevented from appearing, 

including: prejudicial comments, whether racist, sexist, or homophobic; threats of any 

kind, including incitements to violence; and cursing and/or swear words. However, 

participants were just as adamant that government should not exercise censorship by 

excluding unpopular opinions or opinions coming from a certain ideological perspective.  

 

In order to help ensure that proper standards of civility are maintained, many suggested 

that participants in discussions or consultations be informed in advance that certain types 

of comments or ways of expressing oneself will not be tolerated and will be excised from 

the proceedings.  
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Asked to what extent they would hold government responsible if something inappropriate 

were to take place in such an environment, most said they would hold the GC at least 

somewhat responsible. However, many also acknowledged that it is possible that 

something could slip by the monitoring process. With this in mind, some said that they 

would only hold government responsible if something inappropriate were not removed 

after a reasonable amount of time (i.e. once the government had sufficient time to review 

the content). 

 

Near Consensus that GC Should Use Online Surveys, Not Telephone Interviewing 

Given the choice, Internet users were nearly unanimous that they would prefer to be asked 

about their opinions by the Government of Canada through online surveys rather than 

through telephone surveys. The reason given most often to explain why was the ability to 

complete the survey at oneôs convenience. Also mentioned frequently was the impression 

that more thoughtful or more considered answers could be provided, that it would be easier 

to understand the questions if they were seen rather than heard, and that it would be less 

disruptive that phone interviews (often at inconvenient times). 

 

A few Internet users said they prefer the telephone because it ensures that they will 

complete the survey. These participants were not sure that they would complete a survey if 

it was left to them to access and complete it online. 

 

Advertising 

Participants were also asked specifically about issues related to advertising on the Internet. 

 

Virtual Consensus That GC Should Advertise on Internet 

All participants were of the opinion that government advertising on the Internet is just as 

legitimate as advertising through other media, such as television, radio, and newspapers. 

Many added, however, that government ads should have some kind of link in terms of 

content to the sites on which they appear (e.g. Health Canada ads on a pharmacyôs 

website). Some added that advertising in general is usually placed where it is most likely to 

be noticed by the intended audience, and that more and more people are now using the 

Internet.  

 

Banner Ads Considered More Effective Than Pop-Ups 

Internet users were also asked what types of Internet ads they are most likely to notice or 

pay attention to. While many could not answer this, most made it clear that there is a type 

of Internet ad they find annoying and tend to ignore immediately: pop-up ads. Many 

identified streaming banner ads as most likely to catch their attention. Many others 

suggested that the likelihood of an ad attracting their attention depends on its content. In 

this regard, it was suggested that Government of Canada ads make it as clear as possible 

who the sponsor is, mainly by using the Government of Canada wordmark.  
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 Mixed Views on Whether GC Ads on Commercial Sites Implies Endorsement  

Participants were divided when asked if  seeing a Government of Canada ad on a 

commercial website implies endorsement of the site. Many said they would not think this, 

adding that they would be more likely to think the GC is attempting to increase its 

visibility by advertising on popular sites. Many others, however, did think that advertising 

on a commercial website implies endorsement of the site or organization, even if it is only 

a soft endorsement. In order to address this, some suggested that the Government of 

Canada be equitable by advertising on all key sites related to that topic (e.g. advertising on 

pharmacy websites should appear on Pharma Plus, Shoppers Drug Mart, and others).  

 

An issue for some participants was the need for government to avoid favouritism by 

showing preference for some firms in an industry, but not others. Some also compared this 

type of advertising with government advertising in more traditional print media, noting that 

even there, the Government of Canada has standards as to the type of publication it 

advertises in (e.g. nothing of questionable taste). It was suggested that the same types of 

standards should apply to online advertising.  

 

Strong Positive Reaction to Links from Commercial Websites to GC Sites/Material 

By contrast, there was a consensus that having a link to government information (or having 

government material itself) on a third-party commercial website does not imply 

endorsement of that organization or site. Some added that this situation is actually the 

opposite ï i.e. it is the website/organization endorsing the government or specific 

government information. Moreover, all participants reacted positively to this and felt it was 

appropriate. Some agreed with the suggestion that the connection between the company 

and the Government of Canada be clear (e.g. a link from Mountain Equipment Co-op to 

Parks Canada or from Pharma Plus to Health Canada). 

 

Consensus That GC Should Reach Out Beyond Own Websites 

More generally, there was a consensus that it is appropriate for the Government of Canada 

to reach out to web spaces where Canadians are instead of waiting for Canadians to visit 

government websites. This idea of GC having ña web presenceò was not only seen to be 

appropriate, it was even regarded by some as necessary ï as a way to reach Canadians, 

particularly youth, that are not likely to contact the government directly.   

 

That said, some expressed doubt about YouTube in particular as a medium for advertising 

and think this could potentially affect the credibility of Government of Canada messages. 

This concern was compounded by the impression that counterfeit GC messages could be 

placed on YouTube. For some, the solution to this problem was to have a link from 

Government of Canada websites to YouTube. Others suggested that the Government of 

Canada advertise its use of YouTube in other media as well, so that people become aware 

of this.  

 

As part of its efforts to reach youth and other Canadians, participants tended to support the 

GC making ads in the style of YouTube to appeal to certain audiences.  
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Mix ed Views on Whether Web 2.0 Applications Would Increase Use of GC Websites 

While Internet users were in agreement that the Government of Canada should be using 

Web 2.0 technologies to communicate with Canadians, these same participants had mixed 

views about the likely impact this would have on their own use of government websites. 

 

Some Internet users, mostly Web 2.0 users, said they would be more likely to use GC 

websites if they included more options to use new technologies/applications. Some said 

that the existence of more options for dealing with government in and of itself would lead 

them to visit these websites more often. Others said they would be interested in 

participating in forums and public discussions and that this would lead them to visit 

government sites to learn about consultations that might be taking place. Finally, some said 

they might visit these sites more often out of curiosity to see what was available through 

these new applications. 

 

Conversely, others did not think their use of government websites would increase if Web 

2.0 applications were incorporated into the sites. In explaining why, these participants 

identified the following:  

¶ Some re-iterated that their interactions with government are very limited to begin 

with, and that the availability of Web 2.0 applications would likely have no effect 

in increasing such interaction. 

¶ Some were of the opinion that the Government of Canada should focus more on 

making its websites more user-friendly and suggested that this might increase their 

likelihood of using them. 

¶ Some said that while these types of applications should be available, they 

themselves are not particularly interested in using them.  

 

Finally, some Internet users were unsure what impact this would have on their use of 

government websites. Some suggested that they might visit government sites more often at 

first, out of curiosity, to see the new applications but they could not say for certain whether 

this would translate into greater use of these websites over the longer term. Others said it 

would depend on the actual content as opposed to the technologies themselves -- in other 

words, it would depend on the content or subject matter of the blogs, webcasts, or podcasts 

in question. A few said it would depend on the user-friendliness of the new technologies 

and that they would be less likely to visit government sites if the new technology was not 

easy to use. 

 

Overall, while participants were divided in terms of whether they would be more likely to 

visit GC sites that take advantage of Web 2.0 applications, there was a general consensus 

that the government should nevertheless adopt such applications to their websites. There 

was relatively widespread agreement that such applications would make such sites more 

interesting and engaging. Once again, however, participants commented on the need to 

raise awareness of the content and capability of GC sites, particularly if new, citizen-

focused applications are made available.  
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Most Prefer Central Location for GC Blogs 

Most Internet users said they would prefer that all government blogs be centrally located, 

irrespective of subject matter, rather than residing on the various sites of GC departments 

and agencies. The reason given most often was that this is more convenient, because it 

would save time (i.e. those interested in government blogs would not have to go from one 

site to another to see what was available). Related to this, some said that a central location 

would give visitors an overview of what is available. Some who had visited or been shown 

the U.S. government website that gives centralized access to U.S. government blogs and 

podcasts pointed to this as an example that could be followed in this regard.   

 

On the other hand, some participants preferred a more decentralized approach, preferring 

that each government department/agency run its own blog service. Reasons underpinning 

this preference included an interest in specific issues (e.g. health, the environment, the 

economy), the ability to see what else is available on a specific website, and a perception 

that a central location makes the government look too much like a controller or overseer 

(i.e. óbig brotherô). 

 

Many volunteered that a combined approach should be used (i.e. a central location, as well 

as blog on respective sites). 

 

Widespread Support for Educational/Instructional Use of Web 2.0 Applications 

Despite the emphasis participants had placed on the recreational character of Web 2.0 

applications, there was widespread support for harnessing these applications for 

educational or instructional purposes. Support was widespread and strong for educational 

government podcasts or webcasts about things like nature and the environment, culture and 

heritage, and important health issues, as well as a service that allows you to access or ñask 

an expertò in government. That said, some added they would support such applications as 

long as they were not used for partisan ends or in order to promote a certain ideological 

agenda. 

 

There was also general but more moderate support for the following: a step-by-step video 

on how to get a passport on YouTube, and webinars or webcasts to educate Canadians on 

government services, offerings or policies. The more moderate support for these 

applications was based mainly on the perception that it might be easier to just print this 

information from the website instead of trying to recall it from a webcast or video. For 

instance, a few suggested that it might be necessary to play the video or webcast a few 

times before the information was processed, whereas printing it would ensure that the 

information was ready at hand. 

 

Some Concern About Using Entertainment Sites for Educational Purposes 

While most participants were in favour of the government providing educational 

information like videos, blogs and interactive games or quizzes, on sites like YouTube, 

Facebook, or MySpace, many nevertheless tempered this support with a cautionary note. 

As noted already, there is a widespread perception (especially among youth) that websites 

like YouTube and Facebook are primarily entertainment sites. Consequently, many said 

they are not entirely sure that the government can effectively harness these sites for 
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educational purposes. Some also cautioned the government against using these sites to give 

the impression that it is ócoolô or ôhip.ô 

 

While the large majority said they would not distrust government content found on these 

sites, certain measures were identified as ways of helping ensure that the information is 

viewed as reliable and accurate. These measures, identified earlier with specific reference 

to YouTube, included having links from Government of Canada websites to these sites, 

incorporating the GC wordmark, and having the government advertise its use of these sites 

in other media so that people become aware of the governmentôs use of such sites. 

 

Some Internet users, however, were not in favour of the government providing educational 

information on sites like YouTube, Facebook, or MySpace because of what they described 

as the potential to alter the content of government information, ads or other material. 

 

Traditional Media Seen to be More Effective for Emergency Communication 

In terms of the ability to reach Canadians quickly in case of emergency, none of the new 

technologies stood out as more effective than others. Indeed, many thought that traditional 

media like TV and radio are still the most effective means of communicating in these 

circumstances.  

 

Some viewed text messaging as potentially the most effective of the new applications in 

this regard, because people usually have access to their cell phones and therefore could be 

reached quickly wherever they are. However, it was observed that text messaging might 

not be effective in reaching large numbers because many people (perhaps most) still do not 

use cell phones. Moreover, it was also suggested that many people (perhaps most) who 

have cell phones probably do not use them for text messaging. 

 

Some felt that social networking sites would be very good for broadcasting emergencies 

because of a ñsnowballò effect (i.e. people on site communicating immediately to others). 

However, some suggested that people might not trust or believe emergency information 

originating from social networking sites because of the possibility of placing counterfeit 

information on such sites. 

 

Finally, a few thought RSS feeds would be a good way of reaching Canadians quickly in 

case of emergency, but others pointed out that one would have to be online at the time to 

receive the information. 

 

Most Ascribe Importance to GC Use of Web 2.0 Applications 

Regarding the more general use by government of Web 2.0, nearly all Internet users think 

it is at least moderately important (many said very important) for the Government of 

Canada to use these types of applications to communicate with Canadians.  Of note, most 

non-users of the Internet view it as appropriate to invest in these new applications. 

Moreover, most of the remaining participants ascribed limited importance to government 

use of these applications, as opposed to no importance at all. The reasons given to explain 

why it is important were the same as those given to explain why government should use 

these new applications to communicate with Canadians (see pages 22-23). 
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General Support for Use of Web 2.0, Difficulty Differentiating Between Applications  

For the most part, participants had difficulty differentiating between those applications that 

the government should invest in and use and which it should not take seriously ï primarily 

because they had difficulty envisaging the use of such applications in a GC context. In 

general, participants felt that the government should use applications appropriate to the 

specific needs, determined on a case-by-case basis.  

 

There was a widespread sense that virtually every application would appeal to some cross-

section of the population or audience. RSS feeds generated somewhat more interest among 

participants. The main reason was the ability to get updates on specific topics of interest 

without having to go to a website. However, it is important to keep in mind that there was 

very limited awareness of RSS feeds among participants prior to the focus group. As such, 

support for its use is based on limited understanding of how RSS feeds actually function 

 

There was also support for blogs, social networking sites, YouTube, and podcasts. Support 

for these applications was tinged with a certain amount of uncertainty. In the case of social 

networking sites and YouTube, there was a sense that there is an experimental dimension 

at work because these sites are used primarily for entertainment, not instruction. In other 

words, while the government should proceed, it will be trying to harness these applications 

in ways that are not currently common or typical. . 

 

In the case of podcasts and blogs, the uncertainty was linked mainly to uncertainty about 

content. While there was support for the government using these applications, there was 

also a sense that effectiveness would be a direct function of the actual content of blogs and 

podcasts (i.e. will people be interested in them?). 

 

The only application about which there was widespread doubt was wikis. Virtually 

everyone expressed doubt about the government adopting this technology because they 

could not think of ways in which it could be used.   

 

Beyond this, there was no widespread opposition to the use of any technologies. Some felt 

that government should not use YouTube or social networking sites and for both 

applications this had to do with the entertainment orientation of these sites. Some of these 

participants did not think government should use these applications because it would affect 

the credibility of the content. However, a few did not want government to use the 

technologies because they saw it as an encroachment on their entertainment space.      

 

Consensus That GC Must Retain Traditional Communications Methods 

The concern expressed by non-user of the Internet ï that the implementation of Web 2.0 

applications must not result in the Government of Canada stopping its use of more 

traditional communications media ï was shared by members of other audiences. There was 

a consensus that if the Government of Canada does adopt some of these new ways of 

communicating with Canadians, it must still retain other communications methods or 

media currently in use.  This was seen to be essential because of the number of Canadians 

that do not use the Internet. The only exception as regards traditional communication 

methods was that some participants felt that the government could reduce its use of mail-

out materials.  
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PRIVACY AND SECURITY ISSUES 

This section reports on issues related to privacy and security. 

 

Comfort Giving Personal Information Online Depends on Perceived Security of Site 

& Use of Information  

Most Internet users have provided personal information on a website to register for 

something. Asked what type of personal information they are comfortable providing, most 

said it depends on their perception of the security of the site in question, and the reason 

why the personal information is needed. Assuming that a site is secure, many participants 

said they would be comfortable providing information that includes the following: 

¶ Full name 

¶ Gender 

¶ Date of birth 

¶ Education 

¶ Credit card number 

¶ Income/income range 

¶ Race 

¶ SIN 

¶ Email address 

¶ Home address 

¶ Phone number 

 

However, if they were asked to provide information on sites where they feel there is little 

or no security, the list becomes much shorter, with most reticent to provide any but the 

most general information, such as their name and province.  

 

The above notwithstanding, numerous participants expressed reluctance to give out some 

of the information on the list above even if the site is perceived to be secure. For instance, 

some participants did not want to give out their SIN unless it is essential for the interaction 

being undertaken. Others were not comfortable giving out credit card information, and so 

do not buy items online (they only comparison shop). Still others are uncomfortable giving 

out information about race, or about their home address. And while many said they would 

also provide an email address, many others would not, out of fear of getting spam sent to 

them.  

 

In short, while the list above includes information that many participants are comfortable 

sharing as long as the site is secure, many other participants are reluctant to share different 

pieces of personal information on the list -- even on sites perceived as secure.  

 

Less Confidence in Applications That Can be Altered or Tampered With 

Some Internet users indicated that their level of confidence or trust in the Web 2.0 

applications depends on the extent to which their content can be altered or tampered with. 

In terms of credibility or reliability, Internet users were somewhat less likely to trust GC 

content on YouTube, wikis, and social networking sites.  

  

Internet users were less likely to distinguish between various applications in terms of 

security/privacy. Many did not consider wikis secure based on what they had been told 

about them. That said, it was also noted that the ability to edit or alter content was the basic 

idea behind a wiki. Some considered RSS feeds to be more secure than others in the sense 
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that one is receiving information, not giving it. That said, a few responded by saying that if 

one has to subscribe to an RSS feed, it is likely that one has to provide some information. 

 

On this issue, non-users of the Internet either took one of two positions. Some said they 

knew nothing about the relative credibility and security of the various applications and so 

could not comment. Others said they did not trust anything on the Internet in general when 

it came to security.  

 

Limited Concerns Regarding Government Use of Web 2.0 Applications 

Asked if they had any privacy or security concerns in terms of the Government of Canada 

using these new types of technologies/applications to communicate with Canadians, most 

participants said that they have no concerns about getting information (e.g. through 

webcasts), though they might have some if they were giving information. Regarding the 

latter, there tended to be a basic assumption that the Government of Canada would take 

measures to ensure privacy and security of information provided.  

 

That said, some participants suggested that their level of concern would depend on answers 

to the following two questions:  

¶ How much personal information will the government require from users of these 

new technologies in GC applications? 

¶ What will the government do with the information it collects through these new 

applications? For instance, how long will it keep it, will it share this information 

with anyone, and if so, with whom? 

 

Most Support Choice Regarding Personal Identification on GC Forums 

Participants were asked if GC use of Web 2.0 applications should favour an approach that 

requires users to identify themselves, to remain anonymous, or to allow for either 

depending on the circumstances. Most Internet users supported the third option. The 

guiding principle appeared to be that identification of participants should only be required 

(to blogs, online forums, etc.) if it is truly necessary. Otherwise, participants should have 

the choice as to whether or not they want to self-identify.  

 

That said, some participants supported the first approach (identification required) in order 

to help validate the identity of those participating in online forums or discussions. It was 

suggested that participants be required to sign in or register on a secure site, and then 

choose a user name for the discussion, one that may or may not be their actual name.  
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RELATED COMMUNICATIONS ISSUES 

This final section reports on a few miscellaneous communications issues discussed in the 

focus groups.  

 

Retention of Traditional Media ï Key Issue for Non-Internet Users 

According to participants, if the Government of Canada moves in this direction for its 

communications, there is one key issue to address for Canadians who do not use the 

Internet, or those who are on the Internet but who are not using Web 2.0 applications: the 

retention of other media or vehicles of communication.  There was a consensus that the 

government should make it clear that the implementation and use of new technologies will 

not lead to a signification reduction or elimination of other, traditional communications 

vehicles. Some went further, adding that the government should not try to encourage 

Canadians to adopt these new technologies/applications. They should be available for 

those who wish to use them, but there should be no attempt to try to steer people away 

from more traditional media. 

 

Some participants identified another issue they considered to be important in this regard, 

an issue that had been identified earlier by some non-users of the Internet when discussing 

possible concerns surrounding the use of these new applications, namely the question of 

whether users of these new applications would have more or better access to government 

than those who do not use them. Once again, the concern here was the potential for two-

tiered citizenship, where some Canadians have a higher level of access to their 

government. 

 

Most Support Public Servant Access to Web 2.0 for Work Purposes 

Nearly all Internet users think public servants should be able to access Web 2.0 

applications (such as Facebook or YouTube), from work for work-related purposes. 

However, some specified that it is important to clearly define what constitutes ówork 

purposesô. There was general agreement that public servants should be able to access these 

sites to understand how they work, as well as their potential strengths and weaknesses as 

communications vehicles if the government is considering using them. Moreover, if GC 

information or material uses or incorporates Web 2.0 applications, there is an obvious need 

for public servants to be able to access and work with such applications.  

 

The only concern some participants expressed was that some public servants will access 

these sites for recreational reasons as well. Indeed, the relatively few who do not think 

public servants should be allowed to access such sites identified this reason to explain why. 

Participants felt that YouTube had the most potential for abuse (i.e., to be used 

recreationally instead of for work.) To some, this issue underscored the primarily 

entertainment-related nature of such sites and provided government with another issue to 

take into account when thinking about their potential use as a vehicle for communications 

with Canadians. 
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New Technologies and Government of Canada Communications 

Focus Groups 

Recruitment Screener 

 
Final Version ï September 6, 2007 

 

Profile characteristics: 

½ 12 focus groups in six locations (2 per city): Halifax, Montreal (French), St. 

Hyacinthe (French), Toronto, Calgary, and Fort St.-John (BC). 

½ Target audiences: members of the general public who fit into one of the following 

three categories: 

1. Web 2.0 Users: Individuals who are Internet users and who currently use new 

and emerging technologies/applications (e.g. blogs, wikis, social networking 

sites, YouTube, RSS feeds, podcasts, cell phones for text messaging or 

downloads). 

2. Internet Users, non-Web 2.0: Individuals who are Internet users but who do not 

use, or make only limited use of, any Web 2.0 applications.  

3. Non-users of the Internet: Individuals who do not use the Internet. 

½ For the purposes of this research, the following additional specifications would 

apply to members of each audience: 

o Web 2.0 Users: include individuals who have used at least three of the 

technologies (Q5) a few times a month or more during the past six months. Try 

to have at least half of each group consisting of individuals who have used four 

or more of these technologies this often during the past six months.  

o Internet Users, non-Web 2.0: include individuals who not used any of the 

technologies or have used them less than Web 2.0 users (see above). Try to 

have at least half of each group consisting of individuals who have used one or 

none of these technologies during the past six months.  

o Non-users of the Internet: include individuals who have never used the 

Internet (this includes email). 

½ All participants would be 16 years of age and older. 

½ There will be a mix of participants in each focus group by age (as appropriate for 

the type of audience), ethnicity (as appropriate for the location), education, and 

income, with an approximate gender split.  

½ Half of the participants in St. Hyacinthe and Fort St. John will be drawn from the 

rural area outside of the city centre.  

½ 10 participants to be recruited for 7-8 to show per group.  

½ Participants to be paid $60. 

½ Sponsorship of study to be revealed (i.e. Government of Canada). 
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½ In advance of the focus group, Internet users (both users and non-users of 2.0) will 

be asked to review specific examples of new or emerging technologies or media. 

 

Distribution of focus groups:  

 
 Toronto  Calgary  Fort St-

John 

 

Halifax Montreal  St. 

Hyacinthe 

       

Dates Sept. 17 Sept. 19 Sept. 20 Sept. 18 Sept. 19 Sept. 20 

       

Language English English English English French French 

6:00 pm Web 2.0 

Users  

Internet 

Users 

Non-Users  Internet 

Users 

Web 2.0 

Users 

Internet 

Users 

8:00 pm Internet 

Users 

Web 2.0 

Users  

Internet 

Users 

Web 2.0 

Users 

Non-Users Web 2.0 

Users 

 
Facility Locations 
 
SEPTEMBER 17

TH
  

Toronto 
Research House  
1867 Yonge Street, 
2

nd
 floor, 

416.488.2328 
 
SEPTEMBER 18

th
  

Halifax 
Focal Research  
7071 Bayers Road 
Bayers Road Shopping Centre  
Suite 326 
902.454.8856 
 
SEPTEMBER 19

th
  

Montreal 
Opinion Search 
1080 Côte du Beaver Hall  
4th Floor 
(514) 288-0199 
 
SEPTEMBER 19

th
  

Calgary 
Ipsos Reid 
635 Eighth Avenue South 
Suite 600 
 
SEPTEMBER 20

th
  

Saint Hyacinthe 
Hotel Des Seigneurs 
1200 Rue Johnson Ouest 
450-774-3810 
 
SEPTEMBER 20

th
  

Fort St. John  
Best Western Coachman Inn ï Fort St John  
8540 Alaska Rd 
250-787-0651 



New Technologies and GC Communications ï Phase I  Focus Groups Sept 17-20 

Phoenix SPI 

- 44 - 

Recruitment Screener 

 
Hello, my name is ____________.  Iôm calling on behalf of Phoenix, a public opinion 

research firm. Weôve been commissioned by the Government of Canada to conduct a series 

of discussion groups with members of the general public to explore communications issues. 

 

Each discussion group will last up to two hours. People who take part will be paid $60 for 

their time, and light refreshments will be served. Participation in the research is completely 

voluntary. All information collected in the discussion group will be used for research 

purposes only in accordance with laws designed to protect your privacy. May I ask you a 

few questions to see whether you qualify for the discussion group?   

 

Yes    CONTINUE 

No  THANK AND DISCONTINUE 

 

IF RESPONDENT QUESTIONS VALIDITY OF THE RESEARCH, INVITE HIM /HER TO CALL NANCY 

PAWELEK OF THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA OR HAVE NANCY CALL THE RESPONDENT. 

NANCY CAN BE REACHED AT (613) 759-7253.  
  

1. Do you, or does any member of your household or immediate family, work in any of the 

following fields?  (READ LIST)  

 

Marketing Research, Public Relations firm, or Advertising Agency 

The media (radio, television, newspapers, magazines, etc.) 

Federal, provincial or municipal government  

Information Communications Technology/ICT  

Computer software/hardware  

Website development 

 

Yes     1 THANK AND  DISCONTINUE     

No    2 CONTINUE  

  

2. Do you currently have access to and use the Internet? This can be through home, work 

or some other location. If you have access to email, this counts as having access to the 

Internet. 

 

Yes    1 CODE AS óINTERNET USERô; GO TO Q.3 

 No    2 CODE AS óNON-USERô; SKIP TO Q.6 
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ASK INTERNET USERS: 

3. On average, how often would you say you use the Internet, not including email? (READ 

LIST; GET MIX BUT INCLUDE NO MORE THAN 2 PARTICIPANTS WHO USE THE INTERNET 

LESS THAN 2 HOURS/WEEK PER GROUP). 

  

 Less than 2 hours per week   1   

2-5 hours per week    2   

6-10 hours per week    3   

More than 10 hours per week   4 

Only use Internet for email   5 THANK AND DISCONTINUE 

 

4. Have you visited any Government of Canada websites in the past year? (GET MIX ). 

 

Yes      1 

 No      2 

 

5. During the past six months, which of the following technologies or applications have 

you personally used, if any? Have youé? If yes, how often have you __________ 

during the past six months? (READ LIST. CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX FOR EACH ITEM; 

ENSURE INDIVIDUALS HAVE CLEAR UNDERSTANDING OF EACH TECHNOLOGY/MEDIUM. 

PROVIDE DEFINITIONS LOCATED AT THE END OF THE SCREENER IF NECESSARY). 
 

 No Yes If yes, how 

often?* 

i)    read or contributed to a blog. Ã Ã  

ii)   used or visited a wiki**. Ã Ã  

iii) participated in a social networking site such as 

Facebook,   MySpace, or Bebo. 
Ã Ã 

 

iv)  viewed or downloaded videos from YouTube. Ã Ã  

v)  accessed an RSS feed. Ã Ã  

vi) downloaded a podcast. Ã Ã  

vii) used a cell phone for text messaging or to download 

things. 
Ã Ã 

 

 

*RESPONSE OPTIONS/CODES FOR FREQUENCY OF USE: 

A few times a week or more  1  

Once a week or so   2  

A few times a month   3  

Less than once a month  4  

 

** Wiki use does not include use of Wikipedia unless the individual actually posted 

information, not just retrieved it.  
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NOTES:  

¶ WEB 2.0 USERS: INCLUDE INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE USED AT LEAST THREE OF THE 

TECHNOLOGIES (Q5) A FEW TIMES A MONTH OR MORE DURING THE PAST SIX MONTHS. 

TRY TO HAVE AT LEAST HALF OF EACH GROUP CONSISTING OF INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE 

USED FOUR OR MORE OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES THIS OFTEN DURING THE PAST SIX 

MONTHS.  

¶ INTERNET USERS, NON-WEB 2.0: INCLUDE INDIVIDUALS WHO NOT USED ANY OF THE 

TECHNOLOGIES OR HAVE USED THEM LESS THAN WEB 2.0 USERS (SEE ABOVE). TRY TO 

HAVE AT LEAST HALF OF EACH GROUP CONSISTING OF INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE USED 

ONE OR NONE OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES DURING THE PAST SIX MONTHS.  

 

ASK NON-USERS OF THE INTERNET: 

6. Have you ever had access to and used the Internet, including email? 

 

Yes     1 THANK AND DISCONTINUE 

 No     2 CONTINUE 

 

 

ASK EVERYONE: 

7. Could you please tell me which of the following age groups you fall intoé? (READ 

LIST; GET MIX AS APPROPRIATE BY TYPE OF AUDIENCE, BUT AVOID EXTREMES SUCH 

AS óNON-USERô GROUPS COMPOSED MAINLY OF PEOPLE OVER 56). 

 

16-18      1  

19-25      2   

26-35      3  

36-45      4  

46-55      5  

56-65      6  

Over 65     7   

 

8. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (READ LIST IF NECESSARY; GET 

MIX AS APPROPRIATE BY TYPE OF AUDIENCE, BUT AVOID EXTREMES SUCH AS óNON-USERô 

GROUPS COMPOSED MAINLY OF PEOPLE WITH LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION). 
 

Less than high school    1 

High school      2  

Some college/technical school/CEGEP 3 

Graduated college/technical school/CEGEP 4 

Some university    5 

Graduated university    6 

 

9. Of which ethnic or cultural group are you a member?*  (GET MIX AS APPROPRIATE BY 

LOCATION. ENSURE GOOD MIX IN TORONTO, MONTREAL, CALGARY; INCLUDE AT 

LEAST two ABORIGINAL CANADIANS IN EACH GROUP IN FORT ST. JOHN). 
 

 Ethno-cultural group:     
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*NOTE: IF INDIVIDUAL IS UNCLEAR ABOUT WHAT IS MEANT PROVIDE EXAMPLES (E.G. 

FRENCH CANADIAN, ENGLISH CANADIAN, ABORIGINAL CANADIAN, CHINESE, ETC.). 

 

10. During the last 12 months, what was your total household income before taxes and 

deductions, from all sources? Was ité? (READ LIST; GET MIX. AVOID EXTREMES SUCH 

AS óNON-USERô GROUPS COMPOSED MAINLY OF LOW INCOME PEOPLE) 
 

Less than $20,000    1  

$20,001 to 40,000    2  

$40,001 to $60,000    3 

$60,001 to $80,000    4  

$80,001 to $100,000    5 

More than $100,000    6 

 

ASK IN ST HYACINTHE AND FORT ST JOHN: 

11. Do you live outside of the city of [St. Hyacinthe/Fort St. John] but within 30 minutes 

driving time of the city? (HALF TO BE FROM OUTSIDE CITY). 

 

Yes    1  

 No    2 

 

ASK EVERYONE: 

12. Have you ever attended a discussion group or interview which was arranged in advance 

and for which you received a small sum of money?  

 

Yes    1  

No    2 GO TO END SECTION 

 

13. When did you last attend one of these discussion groups or interviews? 

 

Less than 12 months ago 1  THANK AND DISCONTINUE 

Over 12 months ago  2    

 

14. Have you attended more than three discussion groups or paid interviews in your 

lifetime?  

 

Yes     1   THANK AND DISCONTINUE 

No      2   

 

RECORD GENDER BY OBSERVATION (ENSURE APPROXIMATE SPLIT) 

 

Female    1  

Male    2 
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The group discussion will take place on (DAY OF WEEK), (MONTH/DATE), at (TIME). It will 

last approximately two hours. As mentioned, people who attend will receive $60 for their 

time, and light refreshments will be served. [ADD NEXT SENTENCE FOR WEB 2.0 USERS AND 

OTHER INTERNET USERS] People who take part will be asked to visit a few websites in 

advance of the discussion group to review a few examples of web-based technologies and 

how they are being used. Would you be willing to attend? 

 

Yes     1 

No    2 THANK AND DISCONTINUE 

 

Do you have a pen handy so that I can give you the address where the discussion group will 

be held? It will be held at ___________.  Please tell people you are there for a focus group. 

I would like to remind you that the group is at (TIME) on (DATE). We need you to arrive 15 

minutes early. If you use glasses to read, please remember to bring them with you.  

 

The group will be audio or video-taped for research purposes and members of the research 

team will be observing the discussion from an adjoining room. You will be asked to sign a 

waiver to acknowledge that you may be audio or video taped during the session. All 

information collected will be used for research purposes only and administered in 

accordance with laws designed to protect your privacy. 

 

As we are only inviting a small number of people to attend, your participation is very 

important to us. If for some reason you are unable to attend, please call so that we can get 

someone to replace you. You can reach us at ____ at our office. Please ask for ____. 

Someone will call you the day before to remind you about the discussion group. [INCLUDE 

FOLLOWING TEXT FOR WEB 2.0 USERS AND OTHER INTERNET USERS]. As I mentioned, we 

will need you to visit a few websites in advance of the discussion group. An email will be 

sent to you with brief instructions on what you will need to do. Please make sure you check 

your email in the next few days.  

 

Could I please confirm your name and phone number [and email address]? 
ADJUST LANGUAGE BY AUDIENCE. NON-USERS WILL NOT BE ASKED FOR EMAIL ADDRESS. 

 

***************************************** ************************  

RESPONDENT'S NAME:                         

PHONE #  HOME:           

EMAIL ADDRESS:                

FOCUS GROUP TIME/LOCATION:         

 

Thank you. 
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Nouvelles technologies et communications du Gouvernement du Canada 

15444 ï WEB / Groupes de discussion 

 

Questionnaire de recrutement. 

 

NOM: ____________________________________________________ 

TÉLÉPHONE: _____________________________________________ 

RECRUTEUR: ______________ GROUPE _____________________ 

Caractéristiques du profil:: 

½ 12 groupes de discussion à six endroits (2 par ville): Halifax, Montréal (français), 

St. Hyacinthe (français), Toronto, Calgary, et Fort St.-John (CB). 

½ Audiences ciblées: membres du grand public qui corresponds à une des trois 

catégories suivantes:  

1. Utilisateurs de Web 2.0:  Individus qui sont des utilisateurs de l'internet  et qui 

utilisent actuellement les technologies/applications nouvelles et émergentes  (ex. 

blogues, wiki, sites de réseautage personnel, YouTube, fils SVS, balado, 

téléphones cellulaires pour messagerie électronique textuelle ou 

téléchargements).  

2. Utilisateurs de l'internet, non-Web 2.0: Individus qui sont des utilisateurs de 

l'internet mais qui n'utilisent pas, ou qui font un usage limité de toutes 

applications de Web 2.0.   

3. Non-utilisateurs de l'internet: Individus qui n'utilisent pas l'internet. . 

½ Pour les fins de cette recherche, les caratéristiques additionnelles suivantes 

s'appliquerontt aux membres de chaque audience:   

o Utilisateurs de Web 2.0: inclut des individus qui ont utilisé au moins trois des 

technologies (Q5) quelques fois mois ou plus au cours des six derniers mois.  

Essayez d'avoir au moins la moitié de chaque groupe qui se compose 

d'individus qui ont utilisé quatre ou plus de ces technologies aussi souvent au 

cours des six derniers mois.   

o Utilisateurs de l'internet, non-Web 2.0: inclut des individus qui n'utilisent  

aucune de ces technologies ou les ont utilisé moins que les utilisateurs de Web 

2.0 (voir ci-haut). Essayer d'avoir au moins la moitié de chaque groupe qui se 

compose d'individus qui ont utilisé une ou aucune de ces technologies au cours 

des six derniers mois.   

o Non-utilisateurs de l'internet: inclut des individus qui n'ont jamais utilisé 

l'internet (ceci inclut le courriel).   

½ Tous les participants seront âgés de 16 ans ou plus.  

½ Il y aura dans chaque groupe de discussion un mixte de participants par âge 

(approprié pour le type d'audience), ethnicité (approprié pour l'endroit) éducation, et 

revenu, avec un partage approximatif du sexe.    
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½ Moitié des participants à St. Hyacinthe et Fort St. John seront recrutés de la région 

rurale à l'extérieur du centre de la ville.    

½ 10 participants seront recrutés pour 7-8 présences par groupe.   

½ Les participants seront payés 60$. 

½ Le commanditaire de l'étude à être révélé(ex. Gouvernement du Canada). 

½ Avant les groupes de discussion, les utilisateurs de l'internet (les deux, utilisateurs 

et non-utilisateurs de 2.0) seront demandés d'examiner des exemples spécifiques de 

technologies ou médias nouvelles ou émergentes.   

 

Distribut ion des groupes de discussion:  

 
 Toronto  Calgary  Fort St-

John 

 

Halifax Montréal  St. 

Hyacinthe 

       

Dates 17 sept.  19 sept.  20 sept. 18 sept. 19 sept.  20 sept. 

       

Langue Anglais Anglais Anglais Anglais Français Français 

18h00 Utilisateurs 

de Web 2.0   

Utilisateurs 

de l'internet 

Non-

utilisateurs 

Utilisateurs 

de l'internet 

Utilisateurs 

de Web 2.0  

Utilisateurs 

de l'internet 

20h00 Utilisateurs 

de l'internet 

Utilisateurs 

de Web 2.0  

Utilisateurs 

de l'internet 

Utilisateurs 

de Web 2.0  

Non-

utilisateurs 

Utilisateurs 

de Web 2.0 

 

Lieux des salles 
 
17 SEPTEMBRE 
Toronto 
Research House  
1867 Yonge Street 
2

nd
 floor 

416.488.2328 
 
18 SEPTEMBRE 
Halifax 
Focal Research  
7071 Bayers Road 
Bayers Road Shopping Centre  
Suite 326 
902.454.8856 
 
19 SEPTEMBRE 
Montréal 
Opinion Search 
1080, Côte du Beaver Hall  
4e étage 
(514) 288-0199 
 
19 SEPTEMBRE 
Calgary 
Ipsos Reid 
635 Eighth Avenue South 

Suite 600 
 
20 SEPTEMBRE 
Saint-Hyacinthe 
Hôtel Des Seigneurs 
1200, rue Johnson ouest 
450-774-3810 
 
20 SEPTEMBRE 
Fort St. John  
Best Western Coachman Inn ï Fort St John  
8540 Alaska Rd 
250-787-0651 
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Questionnaire de recrutement 

 
Bonjour/Bonsoir, mon nom est ____________.  Je vous appelle de la part de Phoenix, une 

firme d'étude de marché et d'opinion publique. Nous avons été mandaté par le 

Gouvernement du Canada pour mener une série de groupes de discussion auprès des 

membres du grand public, pour explorer les questions sur les communications.    

 

Chaque groupe de discussion durera jusqu'à deux heures.  Les personnes qui prendront part 

au groupe de discussion seront payés 60$ pour leur temps, et un léger raffraîchissement sera 

servit.  Votre participation à cette recherche est entièrement volontaire. Toute information 

recueillie, sera utilis®e quô¨ des fins de recherche seulement et seront traitées conformément 

aux exigences de la Loi sur la protection des renseignements personnels.  Puis-je vous poser 

quelques questions afin de voir si vous qualifiez pour le groupe de discussion?    

       

 Oui    CONTINUER 

Non  REMERCIER ET TERMINER 

 

SI LE/LA REPONDANT(E) QUESTIONNE LA VALIDITE DE CETTE ETUDE, INVITEZ-LE/LA A 

APPELER NANCY PAWELEK DU GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA OU DEMANDEZ A NANCY 

D'APPELER LE/LA REPONDANT(E).  NANCY PEUT ÊTRE REJOINTE AU (613) 759-7253.  
  

1. Est-ce que vous, ou un membre de votre foyer ou famille imm®diate travaillez dans lôun 

des domaines suivants?  (LIRE LA LISTE)  

 

Recherche en marketing, firme de relations publiques, ou agence de publicité 

Un média (radio, télévision, journaux, magazines, etc.) 

Gouvernement fédéral, provincial ou municipal   

Technologie de l'information et des communications/TIC  

Logiciel/matériel informatique 

Développement de site web  

 

Oui     1 REMERCIER ET TERMINER     

Non    2 CONTINUER  

  

2. Avez-vous actuellement accès à et utilisez-vous l'internet?  Ceci peut être de la maison, 

du travail ou de tout autre endroit.  Si vous avez accès au courriel, ceci compte comme 

ayant accès à l'internet.   

 

Oui  1  CODER COMME óUTILISATEUR DE L'INTERNET; PASSER ê Q.3 

 Non  2 CODER COMME óNON-UTILISATEURô; SAUTER ê Q.6 
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DEMANDER AUX  UTILISATEURS DE L'INTERNET: 

3. En moyenne, à quelle fréquence diriez-vous utiliser l'internet, sans inclure le courriel? 

(LIRE LA LISTE; PAR GROUPE, OBTENIR UN MIXTE MAIS NE PAS INCLURE PLUS DE 2 

PARTICIPANTS QUI UTILISENT L'INTERNET MOINS DE 2 HEURES/SEMAINE). 

  

 Moins de 2 heures par semaine  1   

2-5 heures par semaine   2   

6-10 heures par semaine   3   

Plus de 10 heures par semaine  4 

      Utilise l'internet seulement pour le courriel   5 REMERCIER ET TERMINER 

 

4. Avez-vous visité un site du Gouvernement du Canada au cours de la dernière année?  

(OBTENIR UN MIXTE). 

 

Oui      1 

 Non      2 

 

5. Au cours des six derniers mois, lesquelles des technologies ou applications suivantes 

avez-vous utilisé personellement, s'il y a lieu? Avez-vousé? Si oui, ¨ quelle fréquence 

avez-vous __________ au cours des six derniers mois?  (LIRE LA LISTE. COCHEZ LE 

CARRÉ APPROPRIÉ POUR CHAQUE ITEM; ASSUREZ-VOUS QUE LES INDIVIDUS  

COMPRENNENT CLAIREMENT CHAQUE TECHNOLOGIE/MOYEN.  SI NÉCESSAIRE, LEUR 

FOURNIR LES DÉFINITIONS QUI SE TROUVENT À LA FIN DU QUESTIONNAIRE). 
 

 Non Oui Si oui, à quelle 

fréquence?* 

i)    lu ou contribué à un blogue. Ã Ã  

ii)   utilisé ou visité un wiki**. Ã Ã  

iii) participé à un site de réseautage personnel tel que  

Facebook,   MySpace, ou Bebo. 
Ã Ã 

 

iv)  visioné ou téléchargé des vidéos de YouTube. Ã Ã  

v)  accédé à un fils SVS. Ã Ã  

vi) téléchargé un balado. Ã Ã  

vii) utilisé un téléphone cellulaire pour messagerie 

électronique textuelle ou pour télécharger des choses.  
Ã Ã 

 

 

*OPTIONS DE RÉPONSES/CODES POUR LA FRÉQUENCE D'UTILISATION:  

Quelques fois par semaine ou plus 1  

Environ une fois par semaine  2  

Quelques fois par mois  3  

Moins qu'une fois par mois  4  
 

** L'utilisation de Wiki n'inclut pas l'utilisation de Wikipedia à moins que la personne à 

actuellement affichée de l'information, pas seulement la récupérée.  
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NOTES:  

¶ UTILISATEURS DE WEB 2.0: INCLUT LES INDIVIDUS QUI ONT UTILISÉ AU MOINS TROIS DES 

TECHNOLOGIES (Q5) QUELQUES FOIS PAR MOIS OU PLUS AU COURS DES SIX DERNIERS 

MOIS. ESSAYER D'AVOIR AU MOINS LA MOITIÉ DE CHAQUE GROUPE COMPOSÉ 

D'INDIVIDUS QUI ONT UTILISÉ QUATRE OU PLUS DE CES TECHNOLOGIES AUSSI SOUVENT 

AU COURS DES SIX DERNIERS MOIS.   

¶ UTILISATEURS DE L'INTERNET, NON-WEB 2.0: INCLUT LES INDIVIDUS QUI N'ONT UTILISÉ 

AUCUNE DE CES TECHNOLOGIES OU QUI LES ONT UTILISÉ MOINS QUE LES UTILISATEURS 

WEB 2.0 (VOIR CI-HAUT). ESSAYER D'AVOIR AU MOINS LA MOITIÉ DE CHAQUE GROUPE 

COMPOSÉ D'INDIVIDUS QUI ONT UTILISÉ UNE OU AUCUNE DE CES TECHNOLOGIES AU 

COURS DES SIX DERNIERS MOIS.   

DEMANDER AU NON-UTILISATEURS DE L'INTERNET: 

6. Avez-vous déjà eu accès à et avez déjà utilisé l'internet, incluant le courriel? 

 

Oui     1 REMERCIER ET TERMINER 

 Non     2 CONTINUER 

 

DEMANDER À TOUS: 

7. Pourriez-vous me dire dans laquelle des cat®gories dô©ges suivantes vous appartenez...? 
(LIRE LA LISTE; OBTENIR UN MIXTE APPROPRIÉ POUR LE TYPE D'AUDIENCE, MAIS ÉVITEZ 

LES EXTRÊMES TELS QUE LES GROUPES DE 'NON-UTILISATEURS' COMPOSÉS 

PRINCIPALEMENT DE PERSONNES DE PLUS DE 56 ANS).    
 

 16-18      1  

19-25      2   

26-35      3  

36-45      4  

46-55      5  

56-65      6  

Plus de 65     7   

 

8. Quel est le dernier niveau de scolarité que vous avez complété? (LIRE LA LISTE SI 

NÉCESSAIRE; OBTENIR UN MIXTE APPROPRIÉ POUR LE TYPE D'AUDIENCE, MAIS ÉVITEZ LES 

EXTRÊMES TELS QUE LES GROUPES DE 'NON-UTILISATEURS' COMPOSÉS PRINCIPALEMENT 

DE PERSONNES AVEC UNE ÉDUCATION DE MOINS QUE LE SECONDAIRE).    

 

Moins que le secondaire   1  

Secondaire complété     2  

Collège/école technique/CEGEP en partie 3 

Collège/école technique/CEGEP complété 4 

Université en partie    5 

Université complété    6 
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9. De quel groupe ethnique ou culturel êtes-vous membre?* (OBTENIR UN MIXTE 

APPROPRIÉ PAR ENDROIT.  ASSURER UN BON MIXTE À TORONTO, MONTRÉAL, 

CALGARY; INCLURE AU MOINS deux AUTOCHTONES CANADIENS DANS CHAQUE 

GROUPE À FORT ST. JOHN). 

 

 Groupe ethno-culturel:     

 
*NOTE : SI L'INDIVIDU EST INCERTAIN DE CE QUE L'ON VEUT DIRE, FOURNIR DES 

EXEMPLES (EX. CANADIEN FRANÇAIS, CANADIEN ANGLAIS, AUTOCHTONE CANADIEN, 

CHINOIS, ETC.). 

 

10. Au cours des 12 derniers mois, quel était le revenu annuel total de votre foyer, avant les 

impôts et déductions, de toutes les sources?  Était-ce...? (LIRE LA LISTE; OBTENIR UN 

MIXTE.  ÉVITER LES EXTRÊMES TELS QUE LES GROUPES 'NON-UTILISATEURS' 

COMPOSÉS PRINCIPALEMENT DE PERSONNES AVEC UN FAIBLE REVENU).  

 

Moins de 20,000$    1  

20,001$ à 40,000$    2  

40,001$ à 60,000$    3 

60,001$ à 80,000$    4  

80,001$ à 100,000$    5 

Plus de 100,000$    6 

DEMANDER À ST-HYACINTHE ET FORT ST JOHN: 

11. Vivez-vous à l'extérieur de la ville de [St. Hyacinthe/Fort St. John] mais à 30 minutes 

de temps de conduite de la ville?  (MOITIÉ DOIVENT ÊTRE DE L'EXTÉRIEUR DE LA 

VILLE).   

 

Oui           1  

 Non    2 

 

DEMANDER À TOUS: 

12. Avez-vous déjà participé à un groupe de discussion ou à une entrevue qui était arrangée 

¨ lôavance et pour lequel vous avez re­u une petite somme dôargent?  

 

Oui    1  

Non    2 ALLER À LA FIN DE LA SECTION 

 

13. A quand remonte votre dernière participation à une de ces discussions ou entrevues? 

 

Moins de 12 mois  1  REMERCIER ET TERMINER 

Plus de 12 mois  2    

 

14. Avez-vous participé à plus de trois groupes de discussion ou entrevues payées au cours 

de votre vie?   

 

Oui     1   REMERCIER ET TERMINER 

Non      2   
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ENREGISTRER LE SEXE PAR OBSERVATION (OBTENIR UN PARTAGE)   

 

Femme  1  
Homme    2 

 

Le groupe de discussion aura lieu le (JOUR DE LA SEMAINE)M (MOIS/DATE), et (HEURE). La 

discussion durera environ deux heures.  Tel que mentionné, les personnes qui participeront 

recevront la somme de 60$ pour leur temps, et un léger raffraîchissement sera servit.  
[AJOUTER LA PHRASE SUIVANTE POUR LES UTILISATEURS DE WEB 2.0 ET LES AUTRES 

UTILISATEURS DE L'INTERNET].  Les personnes qui prendront part seront demandées de 

visiter quelques sites web avant le groupe de discussion pour examiner quelques exemples 

de technologies en ligne et comment elles sont utilisées.  Seriez-vous disposé à participer?  

  Oui     1 

Non    2 REMERCIER ET TERMINER 

Avez-vous un stylo à la portée de la main afin que je puisse vous donner l'adresse à 

laquelle aura lieu le groupe de discussion?  Il aura lieu à  ___________.  Veuillez dire aux 

personnes sur place que vous êtes là pour un groupe de discussion.  J'aimerais vous 

rappeler que le groupe est à (HEURE) le (DATE). On vous demande d'arriver 15 minutes à 

l'avance.  Si vous portez des lunettes pour lire, veuillez les apporter avec vous.  

 
Le groupe sera enregistré sur bande audio ou vidéo pour fins de recherche et des membres 

de lô®quipe de recherche observeront la discussion dôune salle voisine. Nous allons aussi  

vous demander de signer un formulaire de consentement stipulant que vous pourriez être 

enregistré sur bande audio ou vidéo pendant la session.  Toute information recueillie ne 

sera utilis®e quô¨ des fins de recherche seulement et sera trait®e conform®ment aux 

exigences de la Loi sur la protection des renseignements personnels.     
 

Puisque nous invitons un petit nombre de personnes pour participer, votre participation est 

importante pour nous.  Si pour une raison quelconque vous ne pourrez pas vous présenter, 

veuillez nous appeler afin que nous puissions trouver une personne pour vous remplacer.  

Vous pouvez nous rejoindre au  ____ à nos bureaux.  Veuillez demander pour  ____. 

Quelqu'un vous appellera le jour avant pour confirmer votre présence au groupe de 

discussion. [INCLURE LE TEXTE SUIVANT POUR LES UTILISATEURS DE WEB 2.0 ET LES 

AUTRES UTILISATEURS DE L'INTERNET].  Tel que mentionné, vous allez devoir visiter 

quelques sites web avant le groupe de discussion.  Un courriel vous sera envoyé avec des 

brefs instructions sur ce que vous devez faire.  Veuillez vous assurer de bien vérifier votre 

courriel au cours des prochains jours.  

  

o Puis-je confirmer avec vous votre nom et numéro de téléphone [et adresse 

courriel]? ADAPTER LANGUE PAR AUDIENCE.  LES NON-UTILISATEURS NE SERONT PAS 

DEMANDÉS  POUR UNE ADRESSE COURRIEL.  

*****************************************************************  

NOM DU RÉPONDANT:                         

# DE TÉLÉPHONE À LA MAISON:       

ADRESSE COURRIEL:            
HEURE/LIEU DU GROUPE DE DISCUSSION:         

 

Merci.
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Définitions de divers technologies/Applications 

 

¶ Blogues: Un blogue est un site web qui fourni des commentaires ou des nouvelles sur 

un sujet en particiculier (ex. nourriture, politiques, nouvelles locales). Les blogues se 

composent typiquement de textes, images et liens à d'autres blogues, pages web, et 

autre média relié à ce sujet.  Plusieurs blogues sont aussi interactifs et permettent aux 

lecteurs de laisser leurs commentaires.   

 

¶ Wikis: Un wiki est un site web dont le contenant peut être ajouté ou supprimé par 

n'importe qui qui y a accès.  Par exemple, un wiki permet à un document (ex. lettre, 

article, liste) d'être travaillé par un nombre de personnes de façon collaboratif.   

 

¶ Sites de réseautage personnel:  Un site de réseautage personnel est un site en ligne ou 

un site web de réseautage personnel pour les personnes qui partagent leurs intérêts et 

activités.  Il fournit diverses manières aux utilisateurs d'interagir, telles que le 

clavardage, messagerie électronique, courriel, groupes de discussion, et ainsi de suite.   

Des exemples inclut Facebook et MySpace. 

 

¶ YouTube: YouTube est un site de partage vidéo où les utilisateurs peuvent télécharger, 

visioner et partager des clips vidéo incluant des extraits de films, clips télé et  

vidéoclips mucisale, ainsi que des vidéos d'amateurs.    

 

¶ Fils SVS: SVS est un format qui livre le contenu web changeant régulièrement, telles 

que les nouvelles. Les fils SVS permettent aux personnes de demeurer informées en 

récupérant le contenu plus récent des sites auxquels ils sont intéressées, où les fils SVS 

les informent des nouveaux contenus sur des sites spécifiques (ainsi ils ne doivent pas 

visiter des sites individuellement pour examiner ceux-ci par eux-même).  

 

¶ Balado: Les balados sont des fichiers multimédias numériques, généralement des 

fichiers audio, qui sont automatiquement livrés à votre ordinateur de bureau, et peuvent 

être transférés à votre iPod ou autre baladeur MP3.     

 

¶ Téléphones cellulaires pour messagerie électronique textuelle ou téléchargements: 

La messagerie électronique implique envoyer des courts messages textuelles de 

téléphones mobiles. Elle est disponible sur la plupart des téléphones mobiles 

numériques.  Les différents messages qui sont envoyés s'appellent messages textuelles.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Website
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chat
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Messaging
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Email
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discussion_groups
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Video_sharing
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Video_clip
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Movie
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Television_program
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Music_videos
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Music_videos
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Music_videos
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mobile_phone
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 New Technologies and Government of Canada Communications 

Focus Groups 

Email Confirmation & Instructions  
 

 

To: 

From:  

Subject: Research on New Technologies and Government of Canada Communications 

 

Dear X, 

 

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this research undertaken on behalf of the 

Government of Canada. As a participant, you will receive $60 in cash for your time. As 

mentioned when we contacted you by phone, we are asking participants to take some time 

prior to the group discussion to review a few examples of technologies and how they are 

currently being used by governments or other organizations.  

 

We ask that you review at least four (4) of the examples from the list below (please review 

more if you have time ï many are very interesting). When reviewing them, please reflect 

on their potential as a possible means of communication between citizens and the 

Government of Canada.    

 

The table below provides a brief description of each example and its URL. In order to 

access them, either click on the URL link or copy it and paste it into your Web browser: 

 

 

Description URL 
Governor General of Canada: blogs, 

online forum 

www.citizenvoices.gg.ca/en/ 

Library and Archives Canada: podcasts, 

video 

 

www.collectionscanada.ca/gramophone/m2-4000-e.html 

Canada Site: RSS feeds http://news.gc.ca/web/view/en/index.jsp?categoryid=12 

Virtual Museums of Canada: podcasts, 

user-generated content, RSS feeds 

www.collectionx.museum/ 

 

United Kingdom Prime Minister: 

webchats, live video, YouTube, virtual 

tour, e-petitions, podcasts 

www.number-10.gov.uk/output/Page1.asp  

Centre for Disease Control (CDC) in 

Atlanta: blogs, message board, ask an 

expert 

www.fruitsandveggiesmorematters.org/?page_id=7 

 

US Govt: podcasts for all govt., web chat 

(ask an expert), blogs, RRS feeds 

www.usa.gov/Topics/Reference_Shelf/Libraries/Podcasts.shtml 

National Parks Service (US Govt.):  

podcast tours for historic sites (e.g. 

Gettysburg), kid-made podcasts linked 

from home page 

www.civilwartraveler.com/audio/index.html 

www.nps.gov/ 

 

Health Canada: public service 

announcements, educational videos on 

YouTube  

www.youtube.com/watch?v=-DgV_ELfk9c 

http://www.citizenvoices.gg.ca/en/
http://www.collectionscanada.ca/gramophone/m2-4000-e.html
http://news.gc.ca/web/view/en/index.jsp?categoryid=12
http://www.collectionx.museum/
http://www.number-10.gov.uk/output/Page1.asp
http://www.fruitsandveggiesmorematters.org/?page_id=7
http://www.usa.gov/Topics/Reference_Shelf/Libraries/Podcasts.shtml
http://www.civilwartraveler.com/audio/index.html
http://www.nps.gov/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-DgV_ELfk9c
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Please print this email or save it in an easy-to-remember location so you can refer to it 

when you need to. If you have any questions or problems, please contact Phil Azzie at 

Phoenix SPI, the research firm conducting this study, by e-mail (pazzie@phoenixspi.ca) or 

phone (613-260-1700, extension 222).  

 

As a reminder, your focus group will take place on (insert date) at (insert time) at the 

following location: (insert location).  

 

Finally, please confirm receipt of this e-mail by sending us a brief message in reply. 

 

Thank you again for agreeing to take part in this research.  

 

Canadian Space Agency: podcasts www.space.gc.ca/asc/eng/missions/sts-118/podcast.asp 

Canadian Forces: recruitment ads on 

YouTube 

www.youtube.com/user/cdnforces 

 

UK Law Reform Commission: online 

forum on family law. 

www.familycourtsforum.net/ 

Government of Ontario: allows YouTube 

videos, user-generated content, blogs, 

message board 

www.obviously.ca 

NOAA (National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration; US Govt): 

strong YouTube presence.  On own 

website, have podcasts and RSS feeds. 

www.youtube.com/user/NOAAOceanMediaCenter 

www.noaa.gov 

Royal Ontario Museum (ROM): photo 

blog 

www.rom.on.ca/photodiary 

Facebook: social networking www.facebook.com 

YouTube: online video site, user-

generated content 

www.youtube.com 

Museumpods; audio and video podcasts, 

image slide shows, links to Facebook 

www.museumpods.com   

US Botanical Garden: Blogs, RSS feeds, 

forums 

www.ubcbotanicalgarden.org/potd/ 

mailto:pazzie@phoenixspi.ca
http://www.space.gc.ca/asc/eng/missions/sts-118/podcast.asp
http://www.youtube.com/user/cdnforces
http://www.familycourtsforum.net/
http://www.obviously.ca/
http://www.youtube.com/user/NOAAOceanMediaCenter
http://www.noaa.gov/
../../../../AppData/Local/Temp/Guide%201%20feedback/www.rom.on.ca/photodiary
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.youtube.com/
http://www.museumpods.com/
http://www.ubcbotanicalgarden.org/potd/
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Nouvelles technologies et communications du Gouvernement du Canada 

Groupes de discussion 

Confirmation du courriel et des instructions 
 

À:  

De: 

Sujet:  Recherche sur les nouvelles technologies et communications du Gouvernement du 

 Canada 

 

Cher/Chère X, 

 

Nous vous remercions d'avoir accepté de prendre part à cette recherche entreprise au nom 

du Gouvernement du Canada.  En tant que participant(e), vous recevrez 60$ en argent en 

guise de remerciement pour votre temps.  Tel que mentionné lorsque nous vous avons 

contacté par téléphone, nous demandons aux participants(es) de prendre un peu de temps 

pour passer en revue quelques exemples de technologies et comment elles sont 

actuellement utilisées par les gouvernements ou autres organismes.    

 

Nous vous demandons de passer en revue au moins quatre (4) des exemples de la liste ci-

dessous (veuillez passer en revue plus si vous avez le temps - plusieurs sont très 

intéressants).  En les passant en revue, réfléchissez sur leur potentiel en tant que moyen de 

communication possible entre les citoyens et le Gouvernement du Canada.      

 

Le tableau ci-dessous contient des exemples en français et/ou bilingues et fourni une courte 

description de chaque exemple et son URL. Afin dôacc®der ¨ un exemple, veuillez cliquer 

sur le lien URL ou copiez-le et collez-le dans votre navigateur web:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Description URL 
Gouverneur général du Canada: blogues, 

forum en ligne 

www.citizenvoices.gg.ca/fr/home 

 

Bibliothèque et Archives Canada: 

baladodiffusion, vidéo 

www.collectionscanada.ca/gramophone/m2-4000-f.html 

Site Canada: Fils de nouvelles RSS http://news.gc.ca/web/view/fr/index.jsp?categoryid=12 

Musée virtuel du Canada: 

baladodiffusion,  Fils de nouvelles RSS 

www.collectionx.museum/ 

 

Agence spatiale canadienne: 

baladodiffusion 

www.space.gc.ca/asc/fr/missions/sts-118/balado.asp 

Forces Canadiennes: publicité pour le 

recrutement sur YouTube 

www.youtube.com/user/cdnforces 

 

Gouvernement de l'Ontario: permets les 

vidéos YouTube, blogues, babillard 

électronique 

www.obviously.ca/fr 

Musée Royal de l'Ontario (ROM): 

blogue photo  

www.rom.on.ca/photodiary/?p=57&langswitch_lang=fr 

http://www.collectionx.museum/
http://www.youtube.com/user/cdnforces
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Si vous comprenez lôanglais, vous serez peut-être intéressé(e) dôexaminer quelques 

exemples dans le tableau ci-dessous. Ces exemples viennent de lôext®rieur du Canada. 

Encore une fois, vous trouverez dans le tableau une courte description de chaque exemple 

et son URL. 

 

 

 

 

Veuillez imprimer ce courriel ou le sauvegarder dans un lieu facile à se rappeler afin que 

vous puissiez vous y référer lorsque vous en aurez de besoin.  Si vous avez des questions 

ou des problèmes, veuillez contacter  Philippe Azzie chez Phoenix SPI, la firme de 

recherche qui mène cette étude, par courriel (pazzie@phoenixspi.ca) ou par téléphone 

(613-260-1700,  poste 222).  

 

Ne pas oublier, votre groupe de discussion aura lieu le (inséréz la date) et (insérez l'heure)  

à l'endroit suivant: (insérez l'endroit).  

 

Enfin, veuillez confirmer réception de ce courriel en nous envoyant un bref message en 

réponse.   

 

Encore une fois, nous vous remercions d'avoir accepté de prendre part à cette importante 

étude. 

Description URL 
National Parks Service (Gouv. des É.-

U.):  baladodiffusion des visites de sites 

historiques (ex. Gettysburg), 

baladodiffusion lié à partir de la page 

d'accueil 

www.civilwartraveler.com/audio/index.html 

www.nps.gov/ 

 

NOAA (National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration; Gouv. des 

É.-U.): forte présence de YouTube. 

Baladodiffusion et Fils de nouvelles 

RSS.sur son propre site web 

www.youtube.com/user/NOAAOceanMediaCenter 

www.noaa.gov 

Facebook: réseautage personnel www.facebook.com 

YouTube: site vidéo en ligne www.youtube.com 

Jardin Botanique des É.-U.: Blogues,   

Fils de nouvelles RSS, forums 

www.ubcbotanicalgarden.org/potd/ 

mailto:pazzie@phoenixspi.ca
http://www.civilwartraveler.com/audio/index.html
http://www.nps.gov/
http://www.youtube.com/user/NOAAOceanMediaCenter
http://www.noaa.gov/
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.youtube.com/
http://www.ubcbotanicalgarden.org/potd/
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New Technologies and Government of Canada Communications 

Focus Groups 

Moderator's Guide 

Final Version ï September 14, 2007 

Internet  Users 

 

Introduction (5 minutes) 

Ç Introduce moderator/Phoenix  

Ç Thanks for attending/value your being here 

Ç Explain general purpose of focus group discussions: 

- Gauge opinions about issues/ideas/products  

- Not a knowledge test; no right or wrong answers (interested in opinions; 

everything is important) 

- Okay to disagree; want people to speak up if hold different view 

Ç Tonight, weôre conducting research on behalf of the Government of Canada to explore 

general communications issues, including the potential use of new or emerging 

technologies by the Government of Canada. 

Ç Looking for candour and honesty; comments treated in confidence; reporting in 

aggregate form only; observers present; taping for note-taking purposes only.  

Ç Please turn off cell phones, blackberries, pagers, etc.  

Ç Any questions? ACCEPT BRIEF QUESTIONS BUT DO NOT LINGER. 

Ç We have a lot to cover tonight ï more than usual. So, please forgive me if I cut off 

comments at different times and move on to new issues! 

Ç Roundtable introduction: Please tell us your first name and one of your favourite 

interests or hobbies. 
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Communications & Information Preferences (10 mins) 

Information Patterns & Preferences 

Iôd like to start by asking you a few questions about how you prefer to obtain information 

about, and provide information to, the Government of Canada.  

 

For these and other questions, please keep in mind that the government undertakes a wide 

range of communications activities. For example, government departments and agencies 

engage in education activities around health, environment, conservation, culture, etc., 

inform Canadians about services, programs and laws/regulations (e.g. EI, CPP, CSLP), 

provide online or onsite experiences (e.g. teachers materials, virtual museums, physical 

displays at parks/visitor centres), and undertake outreach activities (e.g. seniors, youth), 

among other things. Please think of the full spectrum of communications activities 

undertaken by government bodies when answering these questions.  

 

1. *What would you say is the main way in which you currently hear about the 

Government of Canada, such as information about its activities, programs, policies or 

services? What is the best and most trusted source for this type of information?   KEEP 

BRIEF 
 

Probe: - television, daily newspapers, weekly papers, Internet, radio, mail, 

word of mouth, billboards/transit ads, 1-800 numbers. 

 

Internet Usage  

2. *How much time would you say you spend using the Internet each week, not including 

email? What do you tend to use the Internet for?  

 

3. *Do you use the Internet to deal with government or get government-related 

information? If so, for what purpose(s)?  

 

4. *Have you ever visited a Government of Canada website? If so, which site(s)? How 

often? For what purpose(s)?  

 

5. *Thinking about all the different kinds of websites that you visit generally, do you ever 

provide personal information on a site to register for something, whatever the reason? 

If so, how do you feel about doing this? What information are you comfortable/not 

comfortable sharing? REFER TO DEFINITION OF PERSONAL INFO AS NEEDED.  
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Current & Future Use of New Technologies (20 mins) 

Iôd now like to turn to your awareness and use of new and emerging technologies. Iôm 

going to read you a list of some of these new technologies or applications and want to 

know which ones you use, and for those who use them, what you use them for. 

 

How abouté?   

 

READ LIST OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES/APPLICATIONS. ROTATE ORDER ACROSS FOCUS 

GROUPS. OBTAIN HANDCOUNT FOR USE OF EACH. READ SHORT DESCRIPTION OF EACH 

TECHNOLOGY, IF NEEDED (APPENDED). 
 

¶ Blogs 

¶ Wikis 

¶ Social networking sites, like Facebook, MySpace, or Bebo 

¶ YouTube 

¶ RSS feeds 

¶ Podcasts, videocasts, or webcasts 

¶ Cell phones for text messaging or downloading things 

¶ Message boards, online forums, chat rooms, and things like this.  

 
ASK QUESTIONS 6-7 ABOUT EACH NEW TECHNOLOGY/APPLICATION.  

 

6. *Do you ever use this new technology/application? IF YES: How often do you use it? 

What do you use it for? Anything else?  

 

IF NO: 

7. *Thinking about the next year or so, do you think youôll use this new technology/ 

application? IF YES: Why? What will you use it for? IF NO: Why not?   

 

 

8. Thinking specifically about blogs, what confidence or faith do you have in the 

information provided in blogs? How would you compare this to information obtained 

through the mainstream media? How would you compare this information to that 

provided on official websites, such as government departments, company websites, 

etc.?  

 

9. Do you ever watch videos online? If so, is it on sites that specialize in videos, such as 

YouTube, on sites that include videos as well as other content, or on both? Do you ever 

tune into live streaming events online, such as concerts, sports events, lectures or 

debates, or museum or educational events? Do you ever watch digital video on a 

mobile device, such as a cell phone, iPod or PDA? If so, how often do you do this? 

 

10. *These types of new technologies and applications all fall under the label Web 2.0. 

This term is often used to describe new uses of the Internet. Do you currently use any 

Web 2.0 applications for getting or providing information to the Government of 
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Canada related to its activities, programs, policies or services? IF YES: What do you 

use, and for what purpose(s)? Would you like to in future? If so, what would you like 

to use, and for what purpose?  

 

Use of New Technologies by Government of Canada (65 mins) 

Iôd now like everyone to look a few years down the road and talk about some new ways 

that the Government of Canada could communicate with Canadians. This includes both 

providing information to Canadians, and receiving information from Canadians.  

 

11. *Thinking about the types of new technologies/applications that weôve been talking 
about, what expectations do you have, if any, regarding their use by the Government of 

Canada? Why do you say that?  

 

12. *Do you think the government should use these types of technologies/applications to 

provide information to and receive information from Canadians? Why/why not?   

 

13. *In your view, how could these types of new technologies/applications be used in a 

government setting? That is, how could they be used by government to better reach or 

serve Canadians? Once again, please think of the full range of activities undertaken by 

government departments and agencies.  

 

Probe: - blue skying: keep open ended and see where discussion leads 

 

After we recruited you for this focus group, we sent you an email with links to some of the 

Web 2.0 technologies/applications weôve been talking about, including how they are used 

by different governments. Hopefully you have all had a chance to look at some of the 

examples. 

 

Iôm now going to use my laptop to show you some of the examples, and then weôll 

continue our discussion after viewing them.  

 
MODERATOR SHOWS EXAMPLES OF WEB 2.0 APPLICATIONS USING LAPTOP COMPUTER AND 

SCREEN. WHEN FINISHED, CONTINUE.  

 

We wanted to show you some examples of how these types of technologies/applications 

can be used by government and others so that the rest of the discussion can proceed with 

this in mind.  

 

14. *Overall, what do you think about the use of these types of technologies/applications 

by government? KEEP BRIEF 

 

Probe: - blue skying: keep open ended  
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Citizen Engagement: 

There has been talk about the potential of the Internet in terms of connecting citizens with 

their government.  

 

15. *Do you think the Government of Canada should use these types of tools to engage 

Canadians in public policy discussions and consult with them on the issues of the day? 

If so, how do you see that happening? 

 

Probe:   - use of blogs, wikis, e-forums or other collaboration software 

 

16. *If citizen-generated content were allowed on Government of Canada websites, how do 

you see this working? Would you personally be interested in participating in a 

consultation on a subject that interests on a government website through a blog or some 

other sharing tool? If yes, would you go there on your own?  Would you go there if 

invited? 

  

17. *Given the Government of Canadaôs Official Languages Act, where all material MUST 

appear in both official languages (English and French), how do you think the 

government could or should handle things like blogs...? (HAND COUNT)  

o posting comments in real time solely in the official language in which they were 

written 

o posting comments in both official languages simultaneously as soon as possible 

o posting comments in real time in the official language in which they were written, 

with the translation to follow as soon as possible 

 

18. *When content comes from users, should government departments/agencies mediate 

the discussion and monitor and/or control what gets posted? Why/why not? How much 

would you hold the government responsible if something inappropriate were to take 

place in one of these environments? 

 

Probe:   - common knowledge that host group can only control so much? 

 

Advertising: 

Turning briefly to advertising and related issues,  

 

19. *Do advertising banners on websites catch your attention?  Do you read them? Are 

there other forms of advertising on the Internet that are effective? If so, what type of 

ads? What makes them effective?   

 

20. *Do you think that seeing a Government of Canada ad on a commercial website 

implies endorsement of the site? Why do you say that?  

 

21. *How about having a link to government information, or government material itself, on 

a third-party commercial websiteé do you think this implies endorsement of that 

organization or site? Do you think itôs appropriate for the government to put material 
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on third-party websites or use applications that are popular among the Canadians they 

are targeting for a specific initiative, or should they limit their outreach to their own 

websites and platforms? 

 

22. What about the Government of Canada reaching out to web spaces where Canadians 

ARE instead of waiting for Canadians to come looking at the government web 

spaces.... if it costs no more for the government to put its TV ads or other content on 

YouTube, should they do this?   

 

23. What about the Government of Canada creating ads or other content that would have 

more appeal to people who use websites like YouTubeé is this appropriate?  

 

General Topics: 

Turning to other, more general issues and topics, 

 

24. *Would you be more likely to use government websites if they included more options 

to use new technologies/applications, such as blogs, wikis, or podcasts, etc.? Why/why 

not?  

 

Probe:  - useful to deal with governmenté blogs, chat rooms, VoIP phone 

assistance tied to web content? 

- should government maximize use of new technologies on its sites, 

such as using podcasts, videos or audio? 

 

25. *On Government of Canada websites, would you want to be able to create and use a 

personal, customizable portal or web interface? 

 

26. Would you prefer that all blogs be centrally located, irrespective of subject matter, or 

would you prefer that each government agency (i.e. CRA, Health Canada, Parks 

Canada, etc.) run its own blog service? 

 

Potential Uses/Specific Scenarios: 

27. There are a number of other specific uses that the federal government could make of 

the new technologies. Iôd like to explore some of these with you now.  

 

For instance,  

a. *Do you think the government should be providing educational information, like 

videos, blogs and interactive games or quizzes, on sites like YouTube, Facebook, or 

MySpace? Why/why not? Would you trust government content found on these sites? Is 

there something the government could do to put you more at ease that the content is 

reliable and accurate? If so, what? Should the government be active in these types of 

applications by creating profiles and supplying content to sites like YouTube, 

Facebook, MySpace, etc.? 
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Probe:   - degree of trust placed in the information accessed through new  

   technologies/applications 

- accept information there or question it or verify it in other ways?  

- YouTube site is hugeé would look for gvt info there? 

b. *Are any of these Web 2.0 applications particularly effective ways to reach Canadians 

in case of emergency? If so, which? And why? 

c. *Would you subscribe to educational government podcasts or webcasts about things 

like nature and the environment, culture and heritage, important health issues, 

emergency preparedness, or other issues relevant to you? Should the government list its 

podcasts with popular sites like the iTunes store or Podcast.net? 

d. *What about a service that allows you to access or ñask an expertò in government (e.g. 

fisheries, agriculture ï mad cow; natural resources ï pine beetle infestations, 

environment ï best type of energy-efficient technology; public safety ï emergency 

preparedness kit)? Would this interest you? 

Other quick examples: 

e. Step-by-step video on how to get a passport on YouTube  (trust more or less than if on 

government site?) 

f. Webinars or  webcasts to educate Canadians on government services, offerings or 

policies. 

 

Summary of Perceptions: 

28. *Thinking about all we have discussed, how important do you think it is for 

government to use these types of technologies/applications to communicate with 

Canadians? Why do you say that? 

 

IF YES 

29. *Which of the new technologies/applications do you think the government should 

invest in and use? Why? Any others?  

 

30. *Do you think there are any new technologies/applications that you think the 

government should NOT take seriously or adopt? If so, which one(s)? Why?  

 

31. If the Government of Canada does adopt some of these new ways of communicating 

with Canadians, are there any communications methods or media that the government 

should stop using?  If so, which one(s) and why?  

 

32. Are there any other types of technologies/applications we havenôt covered hereé 
something innovative that grabs your attention, or has helped you? If so, what? How 

could these be applied in a government setting?  
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Privacy and Security Issues (10 mins) 

33. *Which of these new technologies/applications do you have confidence in or trust the 

most? Why? Are there any that you do not trust or have confidence in? If so, which 

one(s) and why? 

 

Probe:  - trust/confidence from security/privacy perspective  

  - trust from a content/reliability perspective 

 

34. *Do you have any privacy or security concerns in terms of the Government of Canada 

using these new technologies/applications to communicate with Canadians? If so, what 

concerns do you have, and with which technologies/applications?  

 

Probe:  - concerns relative to each technology  

  - social networking sites specifically  

 

35. With some of the social media/networking sites, users are able to create profiles or 

remain anonymous. Should the government favour an approach that requires users to 

identify themselves, remain anonymous, or allow for either depending on the 

circumstances? 

 

Related Issues (10 mins) 

36. *What about Canadians who donôt use the Internet, or those who are on the Internet but 

who are not using Web 2.0 applications, what issues arise if the Government of Canada 

moves in this direction for its communications? Any other issues? How should these 

issues be addressed by the government?   

 

37. Do you think public servants should be able to access Web 2.0 applications from work, 

such as Facebook or YouTube, for work-related purposes? Why? What are the benefits 

of this? Do you have any concerns about it? Are some Web 2.0 applications more 

appropriate for this than others? If so, which ones do you think are most appropriate? 

Why? 

 

Conclusion 

38. Do you have any final comments or suggestions about anything we have discussed 

tonight? 

 
THANK PARTICIPANTS.    
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Nouvelles technologies et communications du gouvernement du Canada 

Guide du modérateur des discussions de groupe 

Version définitive ï 14 septembre 2007 

Version pour utilisateurs dôInternet 

 

Introduction (5 minutes) 

Ç Présentation du modérateur/de Phoenix  

Ç Remerciement pour être venu/rôle précieux à jouer 

Ç Objectif général des discussions de groupe : 

- Mesurer lôopinion touchant des questions/idées/produits  

- Pas un test de connaissances; pas de bonne ou de mauvaise réponse (des opinions 

seulement; tout est important) 

- Les divergences de vues sont permises; bien vouloir les exprimer 

Ç Ce soir, nous faisons pour le compte du gouvernement du Canada une recherche sur la 

question des communications en g®n®ral, y compris lôutilisation potentielle par le 

gouvernement du Canada de technologies nouvelles ou en émergence. 

Ç Il faut sôexprimer en toute franchise et simplicité; les propos seront traités de façon 

confidentielle; les donn®es de tout rapport seront group®es; pr®sence dôobservateurs; 

enregistrement à la seule fin du compte rendu.  

Ç Veuillez éteindre vos téléphones cellulaires, BlackBerries, téléavertisseurs, etc.  

Ç Des questions? ACCEPTER DES QUESTIONS BRÈVES MAIS SANS VOUS ATTARDER. 

Ç Notre programme de ce soir est très chargé ï plus que dôhabitude. Par cons®quent, 

veuillez môexcuser sôil môarrive dôabr®ger pour passer ¨ une autre question! 

Ç Tour de table pour présentations : présentez-vous par votre pr®nom, sôil vous pla´t, et 

mentionnez lôun de vos int®r°ts ou passe-temps favoris. 
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Communications et pr®f®rences en mati¯re dôinformation (10 min.) 

Habitudes et pr®f®rences en mati¯re dôinformation 

Voici dôabord quelques questions sur la fa­on dont vous pr®f®rez vous renseigner sur le 

gouvernement du Canada ou fournir de lôinformation au gouvernement du Canada.  

 

Pour toute question de cette nature, rappelez-vous que les activités de communication du 

gouvernement sont très variées. Entre autres, les ministères et agences du gouvernement 

font de lô®ducation en mati¯re de sant®, dôenvironnement, de conservation, de culture, etc., 

ils informent les Canadiens sur des services, programmes, lois et règlements (p. ex., lôAE, 

le RPC, le PCP£), ils donnent lôoccasion de faire des exp®riences en ligne ou dans certains 

lieux (p. ex., matériel pédagogique, musées virtuels, expositions dans des parcs ou centres 

de visiteurs) et ils sôadressent parfois ¨ certaines catégories de personnes (p. ex., personnes 

©g®es, jeunes). Lorsque vous r®pondrez aux questions de ce genre, veuillez avoir ¨ lôesprit 

toute la gamme des activités de communication entreprises par les organismes 

gouvernementaux.  

 

1. *Quelle est, selon vous, la principale façon dont vous entendez parler du gouvernement 

du Canada, comme lorsquôil sôagit de recevoir de lôinformation sur ses activit®s, ses 

programmes, ses politiques ou ses services? Quelle est la source la meilleure et la plus 

digne de confiance pour ce genre dôinformation?   GARDER BREF 

 

Approfondir : - télévision, journaux, hebdomadaires, Internet, radio, courrier, 

bouche-à-oreille, panneaux/publicité dans les moyens de transport, 

numéros 1-800. 

 

Utilisation dôInternet  

2. *Combien de temps passez-vous dans Internet chaque semaine autrement que pour 

votre courriel? À quelles fins avez-vous tendance à utiliser Internet?  

 

3. *Vous servez-vous dôInternet pour traiter avec le gouvernement ou obtenir de 

lôinformation gouvernementale? Si oui, dans quel but?  

 

4. *Avez-vous déjà consulté un site Web du gouvernement du Canada? Si oui, lequel ou 

lesquels? À quelle fréquence? Dans quel but?  

 

5. *En ce qui concerne les sites Web de toute nature que vous consultez de façon 

générale, vous arrive-t-il de fournir dans un site des renseignements personnels afin de 

vous enregistrer pour une raison quelconque? Si oui, comment vous sentez-vous en le 

faisant? Êtes-vous ¨ lôaise de le faire? Pourquoi? Quels renseignements °tes-vous à 

lôaise/mal ¨ lôaise de partager? VOIR, AU BESOIN, LA DÉFINITION DE RENSEIGNEMENTS 

PERSONNELS.  
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Utilisation actuelle et future des nouvelles technologies (20 min.) 

Parlons maintenant de votre connaissance et de votre utilisation des technologies nouvelles 

et émergentes. Je vais vous énumérer quelques-unes de ces technologies ou applications 

nouvelles et vous demander lesquelles vous utilisez et, pour ceux qui les utilisent, à quelles 

fins vous les utilisez. 

 

Quôen est-il deé?   

 

LIRE LA LISTE DES NOUVELLES TECHNOLOGIES/APPLICATIONS. PERMUTER LôORDRE AU 

SEIN DES GROUPES. POUR CHACUNE, DEMANDER ê CEUX QUI SôEN SERVENT DE LEVER LA 

MAIN. AU BESOIN, LIRE LA COURTE DESCRIPTION DE CHAQUE TECHNOLOGIE (EN 

ANNEXE). 
 

¶ Blogues 

¶ Wikis 

¶ Sites de réseautage personnel comme Facebook, MySpace ou Bebo 

¶ YouTube 

¶ Fils RSS 

¶ Balados 

¶ Téléphones cellulaires pour messagerie textuelle ou téléchargement 

¶ Babillards électroniques, forums en ligne, groupes de conversation, et ainsi de suite.  

 
POSER LES QUESTIONS 6-7 POUR CHAQUE NOUVELLE TECHNOLOGIE/APPLICATION.  

 

6. *Vous arrive-t-il dôutiliser cette nouvelle technologie/application? SI CôEST OUI : À 

quelle fr®quence lôutilisez-vous? Dans quel but lôutilisez-vous? Y en a-t-il dôautres?  

 

SI CôEST NON : 

7. *Au cours de la prochaine année, environ, pensez-vous utiliser cette nouvelle 

technologie/application? SI CôEST OUI : Pourquoi? Dans quel but lôutiliserez-vous? SI 

CôEST NON : Pourquoi pas?   

 

8. En ce qui concerne précisément les blogues, dans quelle mesure faites-vous confiance 

aux renseignements quôon y trouve? Comment les compareriez-vous aux 

renseignements obtenus dans les médias grand public? Comment les compareriez-vous 

aux renseignements fournis par des sites Web officiels comme les sites des ministères, 

des entreprises, etc.?  

 

9. Vous arrive-t-il de visionner des vidéos en ligne? Si oui, est-ce dans des sites 

sp®cialis®s dans les vid®os, comme YouTube, des sites qui offrent des vid®os et dôautre 

contenu ou les deux sortes de sites? Vous arrive-t-il de vous brancher sur un événement 

offert en continu en ligne, comme un concert, un événement sportif, un cours, un débat, 

un événement muséal ou éducatif? Regardez-vous parfois une vidéo numérique sur un 

appareil mobile comme un téléphone cellulaire, un iPod ou un PDA? Si oui, à quelle 

fréquence le faites-vous? 

 



New Technologies and GC Communications ï Phase I  Focus Groups Sept 17-20 

Phoenix SPI 

- 72 - 

10. *Ces sortes de technologies et applications nouvelles tombent toutes sous lô®tiquette du 

Web 2.0. Lôexpression est souvent employ®e pour d®crire de nouvelles utilisations 

dôInternet. Vous servez-vous pr®sentement dôune quelconque application du Web 2.0 

pour obtenir de lôinformation du gouvernement du Canada ou lui en fournir touchant 

ses activités, programmes, politiques ou services? SI CôEST OUI : Lesquelles utilisez-

vous et dans quel but? Aimeriez-vous le faire ¨ lôavenir? Si oui, lesquelles aimeriez-

vous utiliser et dans quel but?  

 

Utilisation des nouvelles technologies par le gouvernement du Canada (65 

min.) 

Je vais maintenant demander ¨ tout le monde de se projeter dans quelques ann®es dôici 

pour parler de certains nouveaux moyens avec lesquels le gouvernement du Canada 

pourrait communiquer avec les Canadiens. Cela consisterait aussi bien à fournir de 

lôinformation aux Canadiens quô¨ en recevoir de leur part.  

 

11. *En ce qui concerne les sortes de nouvelles technologies/applications dont nous avons 

parlé, quelles sont, le cas échéant, vos attentes touchant leur utilisation par le 

gouvernement du Canada? Pourquoi êtes-vous de cet avis?  

 

12. *Trouvez-vous que le gouvernement devrait utiliser ces sortes de technologies/ 

applications pour fournir de lôinformation aux Canadiens et recevoir de lôinformation 

des Canadiens? Pourquoi/Pourquoi pas?   

 

13. *À votre avis, comment pourrait-on utiliser ces sortes de nouvelles technologies/ 

applications dans un contexte gouvernemental? Côest-à-dire, comment le 

gouvernement pourrait-il sôen servir afin de mieux rejoindre ou servir les Canadiens? 

Tenez compte, ici encore, de toute la gamme des activités entreprises par les ministères 

et agences du gouvernement.  

 

Approfondir : - en toute liberté : au gré de la discussion 

 

Après vous avoir recrutés en vue de cette discussion de groupe, nous vous avons adressé 

un courriel comportant des liens vers certaines de ces technologies/applications du Web 

2.0 dont nous venons de parler, y compris la façon dont divers gouvernements les utilisent. 

Jôesp¯res que vous avez eu le temps de vérifier au moins quelques-uns de ces exemples.  

 

Au moyen de mon ordinateur portable, je vais maintenant vous montrer quelques 

exemples, après quoi nous poursuivrons notre discussion.  

 
LE MODÉRATEUR MONTRE CERTAINES APPLICATIONS DU WEB 2.0 EN SE SERVANT DE SON 

ORDINATEUR PORTABLE ET DE SON ÉCRAN. CELA FAIT, IL POURSUIT.  

 

Nous voulions vous montrer quelques exemples de la façon dont le gouvernement, entre 

autres, peut se servir de ces sortes de technologies/applications, de manière à pouvoir 

poursuivre notre discussion en gardant cela ¨ lôesprit.  
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14. En général, que pensez-vous de lôutilisation de ces technologies/applications par le 

gouvernement? GARDER BREF  

 

Approfondir :  - à ciel ouvert : garder la question ouverte 

 

Lôengagement des citoyens : 

Il a ®t® question des possibilit®s dôInternet pour ce qui est de connecter les citoyens et leur 

gouvernement.  

 

15. *Trouvez-vous que le gouvernement du Canada devrait utiliser ces sortes dôoutils pour 

inciter les Canadiens ¨ participer ¨ des discussions dôaffaires publiques et les consulter 

sur des questions dôactualit®? Si oui, comment cela pourrait-il se faire? 

 

Approfondir :  - au moyen de blogues, wikis, forums électroniques ou autres 

logiciels de collaboration 

 

16. *Si les citoyens avaient la possibilité dôajouter du contenu ¨ des sites Web du 

gouvernement du Canada, comment cela pourrait-il se faire, selon vous? Seriez-vous 

intéressé, vous-même, à participer à une consultation touchant un sujet qui vous 

intéresse dans un site Web du gouvernement, au moyen dôun blogue ou dôun autre outil 

de partage? Si côest oui, le feriez-vous de votre propre initiative? Le feriez-vous si vous 

y étiez invité? 

  

17. *Compte tenu de la Loi sur les langues officielles du gouvernement du Canada en vertu 

de laquelle tout DOIT paraître dans les deux langues officielles (lôanglais et le 

fran­ais), quôest-ce que le gouvernement pourrait ou devrait faire dans le cas dôun 

blogue...? (COMPTER LES MAINS LEVÉES) 

o afficher les commentaires en temps réel uniquement dans la langue officielle dans 

laquelle ils ont été écrits 

o afficher les commentaires dans les deux langues officielles aussi simultanément 

que possible 

o afficher les commentaires en temps réel dans la langue officielle dans laquelle ils 

ont été écrits, suivis aussitôt que possible de leur traduction 

 

18. *Lorsquôil y a du contenu qui provient des utilisateurs, les minist¯res/agences 
devraient-ils servir dôinterm®diaire dans la discussion et surveiller ou contr¹ler ce qui 

est affiché? Pourquoi/Pourquoi pas? À quel point tiendriez-vous le gouvernement 

responsable si quoi que ce soit dôinconvenant devait se produire dans lôun de ces 

environnements? 

 

Approfondir :  - sait-on bien que le groupe qui h®berge ne peut quôexercer un 

contrôle limité? 
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La publicité : 

Parlons brièvement de publicité et de questions connexes,  

 

19. *Est-ce que les bandes-annonces dans les sites Web attirent votre attention? Les lisez-

vous? Y a-t-il dôautres formes de publicit® dans Internet qui sont efficaces? Si oui, 

quelles sont ces formes de publicit®? Quôest-ce qui les rend efficaces?   

 

20. *Trouvez-vous que le fait de voir une annonce du gouvernement du Canada dans un 

site Web commercial signifie que le gouvernement appuie ce site? Pourquoi êtes-vous 

de cet avis?  

 

21. *Que dites-vous de la pr®sence dôun lien vers de lôinformation gouvernementale ou de 

mat®riel gouvernemental proprement dit dans le site commercial dôun tiers? Est-ce que 

cela signifie un appui à cette organisation ou à ce site? Trouvez-vous quôil est indiqu®, 

pour le gouvernement, dôafficher du mat®riel dans des sites Web tiers ou dôutiliser des 

applications populaires aupr¯s des Canadiens quôil cherche ¨ rejoindre pour une 

initiative particulière, ou devrait-il limiter sa sollicitation à ses propres sites Web et 

plateformes? 

 

22. Que dites-vous de lôid®e que le gouvernement du Canada se serve dôespaces Web o½ 

SE TROUVENT les Canadiens au lieu dôattendre que les citoyens viennent naviguer 

dans les espaces Web du gouvernement.... si ça ne coûtait pas plus cher au 

gouvernement dôafficher sa publicit® t®l®vis®e ou dôautre contenu dans YouTube, 

devrait-il le faire?   

 

23. Vous semble-t-il indiqué pour le gouvernement du Canada de créer de la publicité ou 

dôautre contenu capable de plaire davantage aux utilisateurs de sites Web comme 

YouTube?  

 

Questions dôint®r°t g®n®ral : 

Passons maintenant ¨ des questions et sujets dôint®r°t plus g®n®ral, 

 

24. *Seriez-vous plus portés à vous servir de sites Web gouvernementaux qui offriraient 

plus dôoptions en vue dôutiliser les nouvelles technologies/applications comme les 

blogues, wikis, balados, etc.? Pourquoi/Pourquoi pas?  

 

Approfondir :  - utilit® pour traiter avec le gouvernementé blogues, groupes de 

conversation, assistance téléphonique sur IP liée au contenu Web? 

- le gouvernement devrait-il utiliser au maximum les nouvelles 

technologies dans ses sites, comme les balados, vidéos ou audio? 

 

25. *Dans les sites Web du gouvernement du Canada, aimeriez-vous pouvoir créer sur 

mesure et utiliser votre portail ou une interface personnelle? 
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26. Préféreriez-vous que tous les blogues soient centralisés, peu importe leur sujet, ou que 

chaque organisme gouvernemental (i.e., lôARC, Sant® Canada, Parcs Canada, etc.) g¯re 

son propre service de blogue? 

Utilisations possibles/scénarios particuliers : 

27. Le gouvernement fédéral pourrait se servir des nouvelles technologies à diverses autres 

fins. Voyons-en quelques-unes.  

 

Par exemple,  

a. *Trouvez-vous que le gouvernement devrait fournir des renseignements éducatifs au 

moyen de vidéos, blogues, jeux interactifs ou jeux-questionnaires dans des sites comme 

YouTube, Facebook ou MySpace? Pourquoi/Pourquoi pas? Feriez-vous confiance à du 

contenu gouvernemental qui se trouverait dans ces sites? Le gouvernement pourrait-il 

faire quoi que ce soit pour vous rassurer quant ¨ la fiabilit® et ¨ lôexactitude du 

contenu? Si oui, que pourrait-il faire? Devrait-il sôint®resser ¨ ce genre dôapplications 

en créant des profils et en fournissant du contenu à des sites comme YouTube, 

Facebook, MySpace, etc.? 

 

Approfondir :  - degr® de confiance accord® ¨ lôinformation obtenue au 

moyen des nouvelles technologies/applications 

- cette information est-elle acceptée ou est-ce quôon la met en 

doute ou quôon la v®rifie par dôautres moyens?  

- le site de YouTube est ®normeé y chercherait-on vraiment 

de lôinfo du gouv.? 

b. *Y a-t-il de ces applications du Web 2.0 qui sont particulièrement efficaces pour 

rejoindre les Canadiens en situation dôurgence? Si oui, lesquelles? Et pourquoi? 

c. *Vous abonneriez-vous à de la baladodiffusion éducative concernant la nature et 

lôenvironnement, la culture et le patrimoine, des questions de santé importantes, la 

protection civile ou dôautres sujets qui vous int®ressent? Le gouvernement devrait-il 

inscrire ses balados dans des sites populaires comme iTunes store ou Podcast.net? 

d. *Que diriez-vous dôun service vous permettant de communiquer avec un spécialiste du 

gouvernement (dans des domaines comme les p°ches, lôagriculture ï maladie de la 

vache folle; les ressources naturelles ï infestation par le dendroctone du pin; 

lôenvironnement ï technologie la plus écologique; sécurité publique ï trousse en cas 

dôurgence)? Seriez-vous intéressé? 

Autres exemples rapides : 

e. Une vidéo dans YouTube sur la marche à suivre pour demander un passeport 

(confiance plus grande ou moins grande que si cô®tait dans un site du gouvernement?) 

f. Webinaires ou balados pour renseigner les Canadiens sur les services, offres ou 

politiques du gouvernement. 

 

Résumé des impressions : 
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28. *Tenant compte de tout ce que nous avons discuté, à quel point est-il important, selon 

vous, que le gouvernement utilise ces sortes de technologies/applications pour 

communiquer et traiter avec les Canadiens? Pourquoi dites-vous cela?  

 

SI CôEST OUI 

29. *Quelles sont, selon vous, les nouvelles technologies/applications dans lesquelles le 

gouvernement devrait investir et quôil devrait utiliser? Pourquoi? Y en a-t-il dôautres?  

 

30. *Y a-t-il, selon vous, des nouvelles technologies/applications que le gouvernement ne 

devrait PAS prendre au sérieux ou adopter? Si oui, laquelle ou lesquelles? Pourquoi?  

 

31. Si le gouvernement du Canada adoptait quelques-unes de ces nouvelles façons de 

communiquer avec les Canadiens, y a-t-il des moyens de communication ou des 

m®dias quôil devrait cesser dôutiliser? Si oui, lequel ou lesquels et pourquoi?  

 

32. Y a-t-il dôautres genres de technologies/applications dont nous nôavons pas parl® icié 

quelque chose dôinnovateur qui vous captive ou qui vous a été utile? Si oui, de quoi 

sôagit-il? Comment pourrait-on sôen servir dans un contexte gouvernemental?  

 

Vie privée et sécurité (10 min.) 

33. *Auxquelles de ces nouvelles technologies/applications faites-vous le plus confiance? 

Pourquoi? Y en a-t-il auxquelles vous ne faites pas confiance? Si oui, lesquelles et 

pourquoi? 

 

Approfondir : - confiance du point de vue de la sécurité/vie privée  

  - confiance du point de vue du contenu/de la fiabilité 

 

34. *Lôutilisation par le gouvernement du Canada de ces nouvelles technologies/ 

applications pour communiquer avec les Canadiens soulève-t-elle chez vous des 

préoccupations en matière de vie privée ou de sécurité? Si oui, quelles sont vos 

préoccupations et quelles technologies/applications concernent-elles?  

 

Approfondir : - préoccupations touchant chaque technologie  

  - sites de réseautage personnel en particulier  

 

35. Dans certains sites médiatiques ou de réseautage personnel, les utilisateurs peuvent 

dresser leur profil ou demeurer anonymes. Le gouvernement devrait-il pencher en 

faveur dôobliger les utilisateurs ¨ sôidentifier, de leur permettre lôanonymat ou de faire 

lôun ou lôautre selon les circonstances? 

 

Questions connexes (10 min.) 

36. *En ce qui concerne les Canadiens qui ne se servent pas dôInternet ou qui sôen servent 

mais nôutilisent pas dôapplications du Web 2.0, quelles questions vont se poser si le 

gouvernement du Canada se lance dans cette voie pour ses communications? Y a-t-il 

dôautres questions? De quelle façon le gouvernement devrait-il y répondre?   
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37. Trouvez-vous que les fonctionnaires devraient, à partir de leur poste de travail, pouvoir 

accéder à des applications du Web 2.0 comme Facebook ou YouTube à des fins 

professionnelles? Pourquoi? Quels en seraient les avantages? Avez-vous des 

préoccupations à cet égard? Y a-t-il des applications du Web 2.0 plus indiquées que 

dôautres ¨ cette fin? Si oui, lesquelles vous semblent les plus indiqu®es? Pourquoi? 

 

Conclusion 

38. Auriez-vous des commentaires ou des suggestions à ajouter sur quoi que ce soit dont 

nous avons discuté ce soir? 

 
REMERCIER LES PARTICIPANTS.    
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New Technologies and Government of Canada Communications 

Focus Groups 

Moderator's Guide 

Final Version ï September 14, 2007 

Non-Users of Internet 

 

Introduction (5 minutes) 

Ç Introduce moderator/Phoenix  

Ç Thanks for attending/value your being here 

Ç Explain general purpose of focus group discussions: 

- Gauge opinions about issues/ideas/products  

- Not a knowledge test; no right or wrong answers (interested in opinions; 

everything is important) 

- Okay to disagree; want people to speak up if hold different view 

Ç Tonight, weôre conducting research on behalf of the Government of Canada to explore 

general communications issues, including the potential use of new or emerging 

technologies by the Government of Canada. 

Ç Looking for candour and honesty; comments treated in confidence; reporting in 

aggregate form only; observers present; taping for note-taking purposes only.  

Ç Please turn off cell phones, blackberries, pagers, etc.  

Ç Any questions? ACCEPT BRIEF QUESTIONS BUT DO NOT LINGER. 

Ç We have a lot to cover tonight ï more than usual. So, please forgive me if I cut off 

comments at different times and move on to new issues! 

Ç Roundtable introduction: Please tell us your first name and one of your favourite 

interests or hobbies. 
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Communications & Information Preferences (20 mins) 

Information Patterns & Preferences 

Iôd like to start by asking you a few questions about how you prefer to obtain information 

about, and provide information to, the Government of Canada.  

 

For these and other questions, please keep in mind that the government undertakes a wide 

range of communications activities. For example, government departments and agencies 

engage in education activities around health, environment, conservation, culture, etc., 

inform Canadians about services, programs and laws/regulations (e.g. EI, CPP, CSLP), 

provide online or onsite experiences (e.g. teachers materials, virtual museums, physical 

displays at parks/visitor centres), and undertake outreach activities (e.g. seniors, youth), 

among other things. Please think of the full spectrum of communications activities 

undertaken by government bodies when answering these questions.  

 

1. What would you say is the main way in which you currently hear about the 

Government of Canada, such as information about its activities, programs, policies or 

services? What is the best and most trusted source for this type of information? KEEP 

BRIEF   
 

Probe: - television, daily newspapers, weekly papers, Internet, radio, mail, 

word of mouth, billboards/transit ads, 1-800 numbers. 

 

2. How would you prefer to receive information from or about the Government of 

Canada, including information about its activities, programs, policies or services? 

Moved below.  

 

Internet Usage  

When we recruited you, you told us that you do not use the Internet. 

 

3. Why is it that you do not use the Internet? Any other reasons? 

 

4. In future, how likely is it that you will use the Internet? Why/why not? 

 

IF AT ALL LIKELY :  

5. What do you think you will use the Internet for? That is, what will you do using the 

Internet? Anything else?  

 

6. How likely is it that you will use the Internet for getting or providing information 

related to activities, programs, policies or services of the Government of Canada? 
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Awareness & Future Use of New Technologies (10 mins) 

Iôd now like to turn to your awareness of new and emerging technologies. Iôm going to 

read you a list of some of these new technologies or applications and want to know which 

ones you have heard of. 

 

How abouté?   

 

READ LIST OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES/APPLICATIONS. ROTATE ORDER ACROSS FOCUS 

GROUPS. OBTAIN HANDCOUNT FOR USE OF EACH. READ SHORT DESCRIPTION OF EACH 

TECHNOLOGY, IF NEEDED (APPENDED). 
 

¶ Blogs 

¶ Wikis 

¶ Social networking sites, like Facebook, MySpace, or Bebo 

¶ YouTube 

¶ RSS feeds 

¶ Podcasts, videocasts, or webcasts 

¶ Cell phones for text messaging or downloading things 

¶ Message boards, online forums, chat rooms, and things like this.  

 

7. Were you aware of this type of technology or application? READ DESCRIPTIONS AS 

NEEDED ï BACK PAGE.  If yes, what do you know about it?  

 

These types of new technologies and applications all fall under the label Web 2.0. This 

term is often used to describe new uses of the Internet.  

 

Use of New Technologies by Government of Canada (60 mins) 

Iôm now going to use my laptop to show you examples of some of the Web 2.0 

technologies/applications weôve been talking about, and how they are used by different 

governments and others. Weôll continue our discussion after viewing them.  

 
MODERATOR SHOWS EXAMPLES OF WEB 2.0 APPLICATIONS USING LAPTOP COMPUTER AND 

SCREEN. WHEN FINISHED, CONTINUE.  

 

We wanted to show you some examples of how these types of technologies/applications 

can be used by government and others so that the rest of the discussion can proceed with 

this in mind.  

 

Iôd now like everyone to look a few years down the road and talk about some new ways 

that the Government of Canada could communicate with Canadians. This includes both 

providing information to Canadians, and receiving information from Canadians.  
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8. Overall, what do you think about the use of these types of technologies/applications by 

government? KEEP BRIEF 

 

Probe: - blue skying: keep open ended  

 

9. Do you think the government should use these types of technologies/applications to 

provide information to and receive information from Canadians? Why/why not?   

 

IF YES: 

10. In your view, how could these types of new technologies/applications be used in a 

government setting? That is, how could they be used by government to better reach or 

serve Canadians? Once again, please think of the full range of activities undertaken by 

government departments and agencies.  

 

Probe: - blue skying: keep open ended and see where discussion leads 

 

11. What are the main benefits or advantages of the Government of Canada using these 

types of new technologies/applications? Any others? 

 

12. And what concerns do you have, if any, about the Government of Canada using these 

types of technologies/applications? Any others? 

 

ASK THOSE WHO PLAN TO USE INTERNET: 

13. Now that youôve seen examples of some of these technologies/applications being used, 
do you think you might use any of them over the next year or so? IF YES: Would you 

use them in your dealings with the Government of Canada., such as getting or 

providing information related to the governmentôs activities, programs, policies or 

services? If so, in what way or for what purpose would you use them? 

 

Iôd now like to focus on some potential uses of these technologies by the government. I 

want to hear from you whether or not you think youôll ever use the Internet or these types 

of technologies/applications. We recruited all of you for this research because, when we 

talk about whether these types of technologies should be used by the government in future, 

and if so how, we also want to hear from people who do not use them or the Internet, and 

might never use them. Is that clear?  

 

Citizen Engagement: 

There has been talk about the potential of the Internet in terms of connecting citizens with 

their government.  

 

14. Do you think the Government of Canada should use these types of tools to engage 

Canadians in public policy discussions and consult with them on the issues of the day? 

If so, how do you see that happening? 

 

Probe:   - use of blogs, wikis, e-forums or other collaboration software 
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15. Given the Government of Canadaôs Official Languages Act, where all material MUST 

appear in both official languages (English and French), how do you think the 

government could or should handle things like blogs...? (HAND COUNT) 

o posting comments in real time solely in the official language in which they were 

written 

o posting comments in both official languages simultaneously as soon as possible 

o posting comments in real time in the official language in which they were written, 

with the translation to follow as soon as possible 

 

16. When content comes from users, should government departments/agencies mediate the 

discussion and monitor and/or control what gets posted? Why/why not? How much 

would you hold the government responsible if something inappropriate were to take 

place in one of these environments? 

 

Probe:   - common knowledge that host group can only control so much? 

 

Advertising: 

Turning briefly to advertising and related issues,  

 

17. Do you think that having a Government of Canada ad on a commercial website implies 

endorsement of the site? Why do you say that?  

 

18. How about having a link to government information, or government material itself, on 

a third-party commercial websiteé do you think this implies endorsement of that 

organization or site? Do you think itôs appropriate for the government to put material 

on third-party websites or use applications that are popular among the Canadians they 

are targeting for a specific initiative, or should they limit their outreach to their own 

websites and platforms? 

 

Potential Uses/Specific Scenarios: 

19. There are a number of other specific uses that the federal government could make of 

the new technologies. Iôd like to explore some of these with you now. For instance,  

a. Do you think the government should be providing educational information, like videos, 

blogs and interactive games or quizzes, on sites like YouTube, Facebook, or MySpace? 

Why/why not? 

b. Are any of these Web 2.0 applications particularly effective ways to reach Canadians in 

case of emergency? If so, which? And why? 

 

Summary of Perceptions: 

20. Do you think itôs appropriate for the federal government to invest in these new 
technologies/applications to communicate with Canadians? By invest, we mean 

spending staff time, internal resources and taxpayersô money on these types of things? 

Why/why not? Given that we live in a world of limited funds and competing priorities, 




