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BACKGROUND
A. STRENGTHENING CANADIAN  
DEMOCRACY – PAN-CANADIAN INITIATIVE

Public opinion research over the past 10 years has 
revealed that Canadians have become less convinced of 
the value of living in a democracy as opposed to other 
systems of government. A 2017 PEW Centre study, for 
example, revealed that just 44% of Canadians are fully 
“committed to representative democracy” as a good way 
to govern Canada; 42% are less committed; 7% support 
non-democratic forms of government (i.e. military rule, 
or strong leader without interference from elected 
officials or courts). Further, an America’s Barometer 
survey in the same year found that while two-thirds (65%) 
of Canadians said democracy was preferable to other 
forms of government, more than a third (35%) doubted 
the value of a democratic system of government, saying 
either having a democracy didn’t really matter (22%) 
or that an authoritarian government may be preferable 
in certain circumstances (13%). Notably, the number of 
“democracy doubters” had jumped 11-points in 5 years 
(from 24% in 2012 to 35% in 2017). In Greater Vancouver, 
more particularly, the shifts were more dramatic than the 
national picture.

What appears to be driving these shifts is an underlying 
sense of disappointment and frustration with the way 

government works in Canada. Increasingly, Canadians 
believe their democratic institutions are drifting away 
from the core set of values and principles so important 
to a healthy and functioning civil society. This is reflected 
in a general dissatisfaction with an electoral system they 
feel does not adequately represent a diversity of voices, 
with policies that fail to deliver promised outcomes, with 
governing processes that promise meaningful consultation, 
but instead deliver one-way communication, and with a 
mistrust of politicians who are perceived to be working to 
serve their own interests rather than those of the citizens 
they represent. In the end, this loss of faith and trust leaves 
Canadian democracy vulnerable to the forces of division 
and discontent, emblematic in recent anti-government 
populism in the U.S. and Europe and in tendencies to 
authoritarian rule. 

While Canadian democracy is not under imminent threat, 
these trends suggest that active and immediate support 
is needed to strengthen Canadians’ commitment to 
democracy before cracks in our democratic foundations 
grow wider and bring unpredictable risks to our social 
and political fabric. In this context, the SFU Morris J. Wosk 
Centre for Dialogue launched its Strengthening Canadian 
Democracy initiative in June 2017. The initiative’s Phase 1 – 
Research & Consultation included a series of consultations 
with stakeholders, a draft concept paper, an environmental 
scan of public opinion research on the state of Canadian 
democracy, and a stakeholder conference.1

1 Reports for these activities can be found under separate cover.
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Based on the findings and outcomes from Phase 1, the 
Centre decided to lead a Democracy Demonstration 
Project, using residents of Greater Vancouver as the 
target population to develop and implement a variety of 
democratic and civic engagement tools/activities to build a 
stronger commitment to democracy. The following Report 
provides a summary of findings of a follow-up phase of 
consultations conducted specifically in Greater Vancouver 
to learn from stakeholders working to support democracy, 
and to explore research on key indicators of a healthy 
democracy.

B. DEMOCRACY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT – 
GREATER VANCOUVER INITIATIVE

The SFU Morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue will launch a 
2 year demonstration project focussed on strengthening 
the capacity of Greater Vancouver residents to actively 
participate in Canadian democracy. The overall goal of the 
Project is to pilot and test what intervention strategies 
could have a measureable impact on the commitment 
Greater Vancouver residents have to democracy as shown 
through their participation in democratic processes 
and activities, the value they attribute to democratic 
institutions, and their support for the underlying principles 
of democracy. The specific populations targeted by these 
interventions may be geographic in nature or relate to 
specific communities of interest, such as newcomers, 
youth, etc.

In order to meet this goal, the Project has five  
main objectives:

• Engage and leverage expertise and assets within the 
SFU community (faculty, staff, students, alumni) in the 
Project’s implementation.

• Understand and explore the commitment Greater 
Vancouver residents have to Canadian democracy.

• Develop a set of key and relevant indicators to measure 
the impact of Project activities.

• Develop and pilot test a core set of activities designed 
to build commitment to democracy and engagement 
in democratic activities. This will help build an 
understanding of what types of approaches work in  
what contexts, and why they work.

• Determine implications of the Project, and make 
recommendations for how this work could scale to larger 
populations, including its application in other geographic 
areas across Canada.

As part of the research and consultations undertaken  
for the proposed Demonstration Project, the Centre 
undertook three main activities in its Phase 1 Research, 
Development & Design:

1. Consultations with key stakeholders in democratic  
and civic engagement (See list in Appendix 3)

• The objective of these consultations was to gain an 
understanding of: the characteristics of the most 
effective approaches for successful civic engagement, 
what measures are used to determine impact and 
success, and what key democracy themes could be used 
to attract citizens to become involved in the Project. (See 
Interview Guide in Appendix 4)

2. Consultations with SFU Deans and faculty members 
(See list in Appendix 3)

• The objective of these consultations was to gain 
perspectives of academics working in the democracy 
field, and determine their interest in providing ongoing 
guidance/advice to the Project.

3. Scan of academic and organization research on key  
and relevant indicators of democratic participation and 
civic engagement.

• The objective of the research was to explore the  
various approaches to measuring what constitutes a 
healthy democracy. This would help define key metrics 
for the Project.

Findings from these consultations and the research will 
help to define the parameters of the Demonstration Project, 
and to nourish future discussions in workshops with SFU 
faculty and among members of the Project’s proposed 
Advisory Committee. The end goal is to develop a concept 
paper for the Project that will serve as a platform for its 
launch, and as a tool to leverage funding.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – KEY  
TAKE-AWAYS
Characteristics of Effective Civic Engagement 
Approaches to Promote Democracy

• Frame the engagement on the issues people care about, 
and then show how change on their issue can be made 
through the various leverage points in the democratic 
system.

• Be action oriented by defining concrete actions people 
can take to further their issue.

• Develop and promote a “sense of agency” through a 
focus on outcomes which shows participants that there is 
a real opportunity for change to happen as a direct result 
of their participation.

• Effective engagement is enhanced whenever it is 
possible to have participants co-design engagement 
activities based on their issues rather than a pre-
determined set of parameters.

• Use multiple recruitment techniques – based on personal 
and ongoing contact – to recruit participants.

Indicators of a Healthy Democracy

The academic literature offers two broad sets of 
parameters for determining the health of a democracy

• Institutional indicators – based on the existence of 
administrative and governance frameworks underpinning 

the processes and decision making functions of a 
democracy.

• Political culture indicators – based on an evaluation of 
the degree to which citizens believe in democratic values, 
and are active participants in the democratic life of their 
society.

Key political culture indicator categories include:

• Attitudinal Indicators (with specific measures in each 
sub-category)

 - Evaluation of the Performance of Democracy

 - Commitment to democracy as a form of government

 - Commitment to Values/Principles of Democracy

 - Trust in Democratic Institutions

• Behavioural Indicator Categories (with specific measures 
in each sub-category)

 - Voting & Elections

 - Engagement/Active in Advocacy/Civic Life

 - Interest in Politics

Possible Democracy Topics/Themes for Project

• Representation

• Partisanship

• Why politics/democracy matters

• How to make change happen

• Free speech
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REPORT OF FINDINGS – PHASE 
1 DEMOCRACY DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT
1.0 EFFECTIVE APPROACHES TO 
SUCCESSFUL DEMOCRATIC ENGAGEMENT

In consultations with stakeholders who work in democratic 
and civic engagement, five main themes emerged as to the 
key characteristics of effective approaches to successful 
democratic engagement.

1. Focus on issues to get at democracy

For stakeholders, it is quite difficult to engage people in 
discussions on the higher level principles of democracy. 
Instead, it helps to “go to the issue they care about”, and 
then “layer in democracy”. This means focus on a particular 
issue that resonates with them by tapping directly into their 
values and/or something they feel will tangibly improve 
their lives. Then, frame the issue within the democratic 
ecosystem; i.e. showing how change on their issue can be 
made through the various leverage points in the democratic 
system. This necessarily includes mapping out where the 
issue falls within the system, identifying the key players, 
and singling out the levers of change. Once people see a 
direct correlation between their issue and how to work 
it through the democratic system, they are more likely to 
become engaged.

2. Be action oriented

It is critically important to define key actions people can 
take to further their issue. Whether it is signing a petition, 
attending a public meeting, or contacting an elected official, 
successful engagement works best when there is a “call to 
action”. People are looking for something concrete to do; 
while a certain amount of information sharing is required, 
action rather than just discussion is paramount. Hence, it 
helps to move beyond one-off consultations or workshops 
to offering tools of engagement that people can use (e.g. 
form letters, petition signing, attending protests, contacting 
officials, etc.). This dovetails quite effectively within 
democratic engagement, because the action is always 
linked closely to pushing for change, seeking the collective 
power of action within the system. Some examples of 
actions stakeholders suggest include: days of action – 

concrete things to do on issue, canvassing, community 
project, petition signing, budgetpedia – “mainstream” City 
of Toronto budget, Civic tech (i.e. develop solutions to civic 
issues using technology), discussion salons with friends/
neighbours, ideation sessions on specific themes/issues, 
develop community partnerships with private sector.

3. Develop/promote a “sense of agency” through a  
focus on outcomes

Stakeholders assert quite emphatically that people will 
engage more actively in democratic processes when they 
feel there is actually an opportunity for change to happen 
as a direct result of their participation. The “hook”, then, 
is to do something with the consultation or activity so that 
people can see their participation made a difference. This 
often happens in two stages. The first stage is to link their 
participation to the intended outcome (e.g. signing a petition 
to support the adoption o f a particular policy issue); the 
second stage is to monitor progress (i.e. with regular 
check-ins) and provide feedback to people on the eventual 
outcome of their action. People should see that they have 
the ability to make an impact, and then understand how/if 
their participation made a difference.

4. Seek to co-design engagement activities/projects

Stakeholders believe that effective engagement is 
enhanced whenever it is possible to have participants 
co-design engagement activities based on their issues. 
This builds “buy-in”, because people have a vested interest 
in the process and outcome. Thus, instead of coming to 
the table with a set of pre-defined parameters for the 
issues, and a pre-planned program of action, it helps to let 
participants clarify what the issue is and seek their input 
on the program (e.g. “Here’s what we’re thinking, what 
do you think? What would you do?”). The benefits of this 
approach are two-fold. First, the more participants are 
involved in the definition of the issues, and in the creation 
or design of a program, the more they are likely to engage 
with it. Second, by including their input and creating spaces 
for conversations, the engagement exercise is building 
relationships between participants and validating their 
perspectives, which solidifies buy-in.
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5. Use multiple recruitment techniques to  
attract participants

Stakeholders acknowledge that attracting participants is 
the key challenge in any democratic engagement exercise. 
This is true in particular when it comes to the “less 
engaged” public, or whenever the engagement seeks to 
move beyond the “usual suspects”. As a result, they suggest 
the use of a multi-pronged approach to recruitment. 
Several mentioned the “snowflake approach”, where one 
starts with a small number of people who contact others 
who contact others etc… to build out a broad network 
of people who could eventually become involved. This 
approach often involves training people to mobilize and/
or organize others. Further, some raised the idea of a peer 
to peer approach where the idea of a “shared experience” 
(i.e. individuals with similar life experience based on a 
given characteristic – e.g. age, gender, ethnic minority, 
etc.) becomes the motivational focus for participation; this 
is particularly effective for youth, but could be applied 
to other targeted audiences. The recruitment tools 
themselves should also be diverse, from in-person (i.e. 
canvassing) to institutional or community partners (e.g. 
schools, community associations, local business, etc.) 
to social media (e.g. posting on volunteer boards, using 
Facebook, etc.). 

2.0 INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY DEMOCRACY

“Democracy is more than the sum of its institutions. 
A democratic political culture is also crucial for the 
legitimacy, smooth functioning and, ultimately, the 
sustainability of democracy.” Robert A. Dahl, Polyarchy

The development of a proposed list of measures to 
determine the “health” of Canadian democracy has been 
undertaken through a number of different channels, 
including: consultations with key stakeholders working to 
promote and support democratic and civic engagement, 
a scan of academic research on democracy indicators, 
an examination of existing global indices of democracy 
(e.g. V-Dem, Economist Democracy Index, European Social 
Survey, AmericasBarometer, etc.), and a look at Canadian 
public opinion surveys used to measure the state of 
democracy in Canada. 

2.1 Analytical Framework for Indicators of a 
Healthy Democracy

The academic literature offers an array of lenses through 
which to view the health of democracy in any given country. 
For the most part, two broad sets of parameters are 
typically used. 

Institutional Parameters

This includes the administrative and governance 
framework(s) underpinning the processes and decision 
making functions of a democracy. The health of a given 
democracy is determined by whether or not a particular 
system has or does not have a series of elements in 
its institutional set up, and the degree to which its 
administrative and governance framework(s) support/
uphold democratic principles. Data collected for these 
measures are obtained typically via a team of independent 
“coders” who assign codes to various aspects of the 
institutional and governance frameworks of a country.2 

Examples of the “institutional” indicator categories include 
references made to:

• Government based on by majority rule and consent of the 
governed

• Free and fair elections

• Protection of minority rights

• Respect for basic human rights

• Equality before the law

• Rule of law, due process

• Political pluralism

In each case, there are typically multiple sub-categories, 
with specific indicators, that are used to evaluate the 
country’s democratic underpinnings.

Political Culture Parameters:

Here, the focus is on the existence of a flourishing civil 
society mindset rooted in democratic values. The health 
of a given democracy, in this case, is determined by the 
degree to which citizens believe in democratic values, 
and are active participants in the democratic life of their 

2  Examples of “institutional parameters” can be found in the following indices: Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem), Democracy Index (Economist Intelligence Unit).
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society.3 Data collected for these measures are obtained  
for the most part via public opinion surveys. Examples 
of the “political culture” indicator categories include 
references made to:

• Active, freely chosen participation of citizens in public life

• Citizens attachment to democratic values and to living in 
a democracy as a system of government 

• Citizens commitment to/faith in advancing their political 
causes within/through institutions and processes of 
democratic government

In each case, there are typically multiple sub-categories, 
with specific indicators, that are used to evaluate the 
country’s democratic underpinnings based on an analysis 
of public opinion data.

The main focus for the development of indicators for 
the Democracy Demonstration Project is on the political 
culture parameters as they relate more directly to the 
overall goal of the Project, which is to build commitment 
to democracy among the general population. The 
underlying framing is that a healthy democracy requires  
a strong and active democratic political culture.

2.2 Political Culture Indicators of  
a Healthy Democracy

The political culture indicators can be broken down into 
some specific attitudinal and behavioural categories each 
of which includes a number of specific measures that could 
be used to gauge the health of Canadian democracy. Below 
is an outline of these categories and their broad measures. 
In each case, the measures summarize a specific question 
or questions used in a multitude of public opinion surveys.4

NOTE: The list of indicators provided below and the specific 
questions/metrics in Appendix 2 are neither exhaustive 
nor prescriptive. Rather, they are offered here to inspire 
thinking around what indicators could be used for the 
Democracy Demonstration Project.

2.2.1 Attitudinal Indicator Categories

In this group of indicator categories, measures seek to 
gauge individuals’ perceptions, attitudes, and judgements 
on various aspects of Canadian democracy. 

A. Evaluation of the Performance of Democracy

• Overall level of satisfaction of the way democracy is 
working in Canada

• Belief that democracy can solve problems of society

• Citizens can make a difference in way Canadian 
democracy functions

• Degree to which Canada is governed democratically

• Degree to which Canada upholds democratic values/
principles (e.g. freedom of expression, freedom of the 
press, freedom to express political views without fear, 
human rights protection, etc)

B. Commitment to democracy as a form of government

• Democracy is best/preferable form of government

• Not important if government is democratic or not

• Commitment to representative democracy vs. other 
systems of government

• Support for change to the way country is governed

C. Commitment to Values/Principles of Democracy

• Support values/principles of democracy (e.g. freedom 
of expression, freedom of the press, freedom to express 
political views without fear, human rights protection, etc)

D. Trust in Democratic Institutions

• Trust government to do right thing

• Trust in specific Canadian institutions that are part of our 
democracy (e.g. Political parties, Mass media, Parliament, 
Municipal government, Prime Minister, Justice system, 
Supreme Court, RCMP, Canadian Armed Forces, Elections)

• Degree to which elected officials are interested in what 
citizens think/want

3  Examples of “political culture parameters” can be found in various surveys e.g. AmericasBarometer, PEW Center, etc. 

4  (Please see Appendix 2 for examples of specific questions that could be used to measure the attitude or behaviour).
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2.2.2 Behavioural Indicator Categories

In this group of indicator categories, measures seek to 
gauge individuals’ behaviours with respect to various 
aspects of Canadian democracy. 

A. Voting & Elections

• Frequency of voting in elections (all levels of government)

• Membership in political party

• Frequency of participation in election-related activities 
(e.g. attend campaign meeting or rally, volunteer for 
candidate, work on election campaign, canvassing for 
candidate, etc.)

B. Engagement/Active in Advocacy/Civic Life

• Membership in voluntary/associations

• Membership in social media group related to  
political issues

• Frequency of participation in advocacy/civic activities 
(e.g. Sign a petition, Send letter to elected officials, Join 
in boycotts, Attend peaceful demonstrations, Joining 
strikes, Send letter to editor, Attend public consultations, 
Mobilizing/Organizing peers, etc)

• Frequency of contact with government/elected officials 
(e.g. MLA, MP, Mayor, constituency association, City 
Council, etc)

C. Interest in Politics

• Overall level and knowledge of interest in politics

• Frequency of following news on political issues

• Frequency of discussion of political issues (e.g. with 
friends/family, online chat groups, with people who 
disagree with you, etc.)

• Social media activity on political issues (e.g. Observe 
messages online on an issue, Engage in debates on 
social media, Tweet and/or follow people re: issues, 
Repost content on issues care about)

3.0 DEMOCRACY TOPICS/THEMES

Given stakeholders’ views that democratic engagement 
works best through a focus on the issues rather than on 
democracy per se, they resisted somewhat the temptation 
to suggest what specific topics or themes about democracy 
could or should be covered in a Project whose intention is 

to strengthen Canadian democracy. That said, some specific 
suggestions did emerge.

1. Representation

Some stakeholders suggested that representation is an 
issue of interest, because, in their view, people tend not 
to see themselves reflected in politics or the decisions 
governments make. Thus, seeking to engage the public 
in a discussion on representation might be of some use. 
Further, given the current debates in British Columbia on 
electoral reform, and the upcoming fall referendum on the 
issue, having this type of discussion could ultimately prove 
useful in terms of a broader discussion of strengthening 
Canadian’s commitment to democracy.

2. Partisanship

The question stakeholders raise here is: how is 
partisanship affecting our democracy? Several believe 
that partisanship is potentially a significant obstacle 
undermining the comprise aspects built into the functioning 
of liberal democracy. Where winning for one’s partisan side 
takes precedent over comprise, it becomes increasingly 
difficult to find paths to consensus solutions on key 
issues. This undermines the public’s faith in the ability of 
government to get things done or, potentially worse, those 
unhappy with a government decision reject its legitimacy. In 
this context, engaging the public – and political parties – in 
a discussion about how/if partisanship contributes to and/
or detracts from a healthy democracy could help bring a 
broader understanding of how our democracy works.

3. Why politics/democracy matters?

For some stakeholders, the lack of commitment to 
democracy is partly rooted in the public not seeing how 
democracy is real in their lives, and why it should matter. 
People get politicized, they say, by not having their needs 
met and, then finding some power in their voice to help 
change things. So, the goal would be to ground a discussion 
about democracy in helping people understand/appreciate 
that politics/democracy matters, because it gives them a 
voice in decisions.

4. How to make change happen

Some stakeholders suggest the public knows inherently 
that the system is not functioning as it should and that 
it is not serving them well. However, few actually know 
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how to fix it or even where to begin. They believe that 
one way to engage the public in democracy is to begin by 
having them discuss what they want their community to 
look like that is different from where it is now. Then, it is 
a matter of showing them how they can navigate through 
their democracy to make change happen. This includes 
identifying the levers of change within government, and  
the key access points to reach them.

5. Free speech

A few stakeholders asserted that a public discussion about 
free speech is something universities, in particular, should 
be leading. Given recent events at many campuses across 
Canada touching this topic, there is a flourishing debate 
about freedom of speech and about what it means or 
could mean in the context of our democracy. There is little 
doubt that a Project designed to strengthen Canadians’ 
commitment to democracy could seek to tackle the 
complex issues surrounding free speech.

4.0 OPPORTUNITIES FOR DEMOCRATIC 
ENGAGEMENT TOOLS/ACTIVITIES

Based on some preliminary findings from the consultations 
through discussions with stakeholders and SFU faculty, 
a number of potential opportunities for collaboration and 
types of activities/tools emerged.

NOTE: These activities/tools are provided are neither 
exhaustive nor prescriptive. Rather, they are offered as 
examples of what could possibly be pursued. Further 
discussion and detail would be required to examine 
their appropriateness for the Demonstration Project. 
Nonetheless, they can inspire and nourish discussion 
within the Project’s Advisory Committee.

1. SFU Civic Engage – Stakeholder Dialogue. Civic Engage 
works to strengthen the capacity of governments and 
citizens to work collaboratively on policy decisions. For 
this Project, Civic Engage could lead a public dialogue on 
democracy with major actors and stakeholders, including 
political parties, government officials, non-government 
organizations. Content of the activities would be developed 
by the Project’s Advisory Group.

2. SFU Civic Engage & Community Partners – Democracy 
Workshops. For this Project, Civic Engage would work with 
partners to develop a series of local community workshops 
across Greater Vancouver (locations to be determined from 
Phase 2 findings). Prospective partners include many of 
those interviewed during this consultation process. Themes 
for the workshops would be identified by the Project’s 
Advisory Group, and in concert with partners selected 
through a Call for Proposals. Partners would manage 
all aspects of workshop implementation, including the 
recruitment and training of workshop/activity facilitators, 
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recruitment of participants, preparation of materials, 
workshop operations, and follow-up reporting and analysis. 
Civic Engage would monitor implementation and evaluation 
aspects of the various projects. 

3. SFU Student Democracy Engagement. Explore 
opportunities to work with the SFU Student Society, 
Departmental Student Unions, and Faculty Student Unions 
to design a program of activities to enhance students’ 
commitment to democracy and to their democratic 
engagement both on- and off-campus. There are a 
multitude of student clubs and unions that bring students 
together to engage them in dialogue and activities tied 
to their common interests. The Centre would reach out 
to all clubs and unions to build relationships and explore 
avenues for collaboration in the design of activities that 
meet the goals and objectives of the Project.

4. SFU Faculty – Inter-Disciplinary Research Project on 
Democratic Interventions & Assessment. Several SFU 
academics possess expertise and knowledge of research 
in the field of democracy, and more specifically, in the 
design of “field experiments” and case studies to measure 
the impact of exercises designed to build engagement. 
Given the large amount of survey data to be collected for 
the Democracy Demonstration Project, there is ample 
opportunity for SFU faculty across disciplines to develop 
proposals for research projects that could make use 
of the data to build studies anchored in the theoretical 
foundations of democracy. The nature of the academic 
research initiative(s) would be determined by the Project’s 
Advisory Group and interested SFU faculty.

5. SFU Faculty of Arts & Social Sciences FASS Courses. 
The Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences has a course 
series – FASS250 and FASS350 – designed to provide 
students opportunities to build knowledge through 
engagement projects with the broader community. Led by 
a course lecturer and co-ordinator, students co-create and 
implement projects for credit in their discipline. This course 
framework aligns quite well with the proposed Democracy 
Demonstration Project in that it may be possible to build 
a course around the democracy theme where students 
would explore the various components of democracy and 
then build democratic engagement projects of their own or, 
alternatively, assist the Project’s community partners as 

they design and implement their engagement activities. 

6. SFU Faculty/VP Research - Innovations in Democratic 
Teaching and Learning at SFU. An initiative led by Dr. 
Joanna Ashworth in the Faculty of Environment is seeking 
to understand the various manifestations of teaching 
and learning for democratic participation at SFU, as well 
as support and barriers for these approaches. There 
is potential overlap of this initiative with the Centre’s 
Democracy Demonstration Project through activities 
targeted more directly at the SFU community (e.g. students, 
faculty, staff, etc.) that build upon and out from existing 
and potential practices. Content of the activities would 
be developed in concert with SFU Faculty involved in the 
Innovations initiative.

7. Apathy is Boring – Democratic Engagement through 
Community Projects. Apathy is Boring is a non-partisan, 
charitable organization that supports and educates 
youth to be active and contributing citizens in Canada’s 
democracy. It has proven methodologies in reaching out 
to and involving youth in democratic activities, particularly 
the “unengaged” youth population. Its Community Project 
approach (currently being implemented in Montreal, 
Ottawa, and Edmonton, and in Vancouver in 2019) brings 
unengaged youth together to learn about democracy 
and how government works, and to develop a project 
that will address a key policy issue in their community. 
The SFU Morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue sees 
opportunities to work with Apathy is Boring to build a 
relevant and appropriate set of activities for its Democracy 
Demonstration Project, including looking beyond the youth 
audience. Content of the activities would be developed by 
the Project’s Advisory Group, and in concert with Apathy is 
Boring.

8. CIVIX – Media Literacy. CIVIX is a non-partisan, national 
registered charity dedicated to building the skills and 
habits of active and engaged citizenship among young 
Canadians. It works in elementary and high schools 
across Canada to provide authentic first-hand learning 
opportunities with real issues in real time to help young 
Canadians practice their rights and responsibilities as 
citizens, and connect with their democratic institutions. 
Their Student Vote program, which teaches about 
government and the electoral process, includes a news 
literacy program to provide school-aged Canadians an 
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understanding of the role of journalism in a healthy 
democracy and the tools to find and filter information 
online. The Centre sees opportunities to work with CIVIX 
to build a relevant and appropriate set of activities for 
its Democracy Demonstration Project, including looking 
beyond the student audience.

9. Greg Moore, Mayor Port Coquitlam – Social Media & 
Democracy. Amidst growing evidence of the impact social 
media is having on democracy, Greg Moore developed 
a workshop for his Port Coquitlam constituents on how 
social media is or can be used to affect democracy. He has 
delivered it to great effect in local community discussions. 
The Centre sees opportunities to work with Mayor Greg 
Moore to build a workshop that can be used across Greater 
Vancouver.

10. Make MPs/MLAs More Digital. This is a program 
targeted at elected officials to increase use of digital 
technologies as a means of enhancing their work with 
constituents. Developed as a pilot project in the UK, digital 
mentors were placed in MPs' offices for two months 
to explore how increased digital understanding could 
help elected officials improve their work in terms of 
engagement with constituents, collaboration between 
officials, security, and delivering Parliamentary work. The 
Centre has interviewed one of the digital mentors, who is a 
Vancouver-based digital specialist, and sees opportunities 
to develop a similar project with BC MLAs and MPs.

11. Civic Tech Vancouver – Digital Technology & 
Democratic Engagement. The “civic tech” movement 
provides a space for civic engagement between citizens, 
elected officials, and public servants, bringing together 
people in policy and technology to solve tough problems 
and make communities better. Active Civic Tech groups 
exist in several Canadian cities (e.g. Toronto, Ottawa, 
Montreal, Calgary, Vancouver). Through “hacknights”, 
Civic Tech motivates individuals with different skill sets 
like design, policy, activism, or software development 
to connect, innovate, create, and complete projects for 
civic good. The Centre sees opportunities to work with 
Civic Tech Vancouver to build a relevant and appropriate 
set of activities for its Demonstration Project, including 
the development of a “democracy tool kit” that can be 
shared through open source, and used to build democratic 

engagement. Content of the specific civic tech activities 
would be determined by the Project’s Advisory Group, and 
in concert with members of Civic  
Tech Vancouver.

12. New Mode New/Mode – Online engagement tools. New 
Mode is an online platform providing targeted engagement 
tools to activate grassroots engagement. Its tools include 
one-click calling, one-click email, template letters to the 
editor, social storm, and one-click fax. Its subscription-
based platform can be customized to any organization’s 
engagement activities. With access to a database of 
100,000+ Canadians, it may be possible to create an online 
engagement exercise on issues related to democracy. 
The Project’s Advisory Group would seek to discuss this 
possibility with New Mode.

13. Check Your Head – Issues based civic education. Check 
Your Head is a is a youth-driven not-for-profit organization 
based in Vancouver that provides education, resources, 
training and support for youth to live as engaged, 
independent and active citizens within our local and 
global communities. Its main activities include workshops, 
training, supporting youth-led actions, and engaging 
youth volunteers. Check Your Head has established 
relationships with BC School Boards and with the BC 
Teachers Federation, giving it access to high schools across 
the province. Content of the specific activities would be 
determined by the Project’s Advisory Group, and in concert 
with Check Your Head.

14. CityHive Vancouver – 30 Network. CityHive is a 
Vancouver-based organization that seeks to transform 
the way that youth are engaged in civic processes, 
planning and decision-making. Together, with Youthful 
Cities, CityHive recently co-hosted the 30Network on 
Civic Engagement, a pop-up think-and-do tank that 
brought together 30 young urban influencers under 30 
in Metro Vancouver to take build projects to address civic 
disengagement in the region. Eight groups designed civic 
engagement projects targeting ways to engage the youth 
population in civic issues. Opportunities exist to implement 
the projects beyond the youth population. Content of the 
specific activities would be determined by the Project’s 
Advisory Group, and in concert with CityHive Vancouver.
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Phase 1: Research & Consultations (March – July 2018)

During this Phase, the Centre will undertake research and 
consultations to define Project parameters, and lay out 
strategies for project implementation. Key activities for 
Phase 1 include:

• Consultations with SFU faculty to develop project 
parameters including activities, projected outcomes, 
evaluation measures, etc. Interested faculty will 
participate in workshops to assist in project 
development, and will be asked to serve as members 
of an Advisory Committee providing guidance and 
advice throughout the course of the Project’s design, 
implementation, and evaluation.

• Consultations with democracy and community 
engagement activists to explore the full range of 
possible democratic engagement activities that could be 
undertaken to expand the base of democracy advocates, 
and to build increased commitment to democracy among 
the general population.

• Conduct an online scan of existing academic and other 
publicly available research on democratic participation to 
determine relevant indicators for measuring commitment 
to democracy. 

• Write article for publication based on Environmental Scan 
of Public Opinion on State of Canadian Democracy (from 
Phase 1 of Strengthening Canada’s Democracy initiative).

• Prepare detailed Project concept paper, including a 
framework for evaluation Project outcomes.

• Key Outcomes include:

  -  Involvement of SFU faculty in project design and 
development (through workshops)

  -  Creation of SFU Advisory Committee to establish  
Project parameters

  -  Project evaluation framework, with key indicators  
of success

 -  Project concept paper

Phase 2: Public Opinion Poll of Greater Vancouver 
Residents (August – September 2018)

During this Phase, the Centre will conduct a public opinion 
poll of Greater Vancouver residents to establish baseline 
behavioural and attitudinal metrics of commitment to 

democracy that will be used to measure the Project’s 
impact. Key activities and deliverables for Phase 2 include:

• Work with SFU faculty Advisory Committee to develop 
key Project indicators/measures of commitment to 
democracy and engagement in democratic activities. 
Build from research in Phase 1.

• Conduct a public opinion poll of Greater Vancouver 
residents to establish baseline measures of commitment 
to democracy. The poll results will:

 -  Identify key areas in Greater Vancouver where 
commitment to democracy and engagement in 
democratic activity is particularly high or low. This 
will help the Project allocate resources appropriately, 
determine where (and which) activities could 
be deployed, and build possible cross-boundary 
learning opportunities between Greater Vancouver 
municipalities.

 -  Identify key population groups (e.g. youth, newcomers, 
etc.) whose commitment to democracy is high or low. 
This, too, will help the Project determine the nature, 
scope, and depth of efforts required to build democratic 
capacity and democratic engagement, and identify the 
appropriate mix of activities.

 -  Identify potential participants for follow-up capacity 
building activities. Survey respondents would be asked 
if they are interested in taking part in Project activities. 
With their consent, the Project would contact them for 
relevant activities as they take shape.

 -  Conduct analysis to determine key underlying factors 
related to commitment to or lack of commitment to 
democracy.

• Prepare Report with detailed analysis of the state of 
commitment to Canadian democracy among Greater 
Vancouver residents and, where applicable, compare 
findings to other studies. Additionally, identify and make 
recommendations for how key metrics will be used to be 
measure the Project’s impact.

• Key outcomes:

 -  Questionnaire with key indicators of commitment to 
democracy

 -  Implementation of public opinion poll among Greater 
Vancouver residents

APPENDIX 1: OUTLINE OF PROPOSED PROJECT PHASES
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 -  Report of findings, with implications for Project 
implementation

 -  Design & development of Project’s initial media 
and outreach strategy in partnership with SFU 
Communications

 -  Public communications of poll findings and overall 
problem statement, including public release of key 
outputs from 2017/18 democracy project activities.

Phase 3: Design Democracy Capacity Building Activities 
(October – December 2018)

Building on Phase 2 findings, and in collaboration with 
other stakeholders/partners, the Centre will develop a core 
set of Project activities designed to enhance commitment to 
democracy and participation in democratic processes. Key 
activities and deliverables for Phase 3 include:

• Work with SFU faculty to develop a “Call for Proposals” to 
be sent to stakeholders interested in proposing specific 
activities for the Demonstration Project. The “Call” would 
include a list of selection criteria for projects, including 
(but not limited to): degree to which activity addresses 
Project objectives/outcomes, feasibility, evaluation 
framework, cost, scale of activity (i.e. projected number 
of people reached), timelines.

• Develop a multimodal communication strategy – via 
traditional and non-traditional channels – designed 
to educate and mobilize a diversity of audiences to 
participate in the Project, to raise awareness of the 
Project’s goals, to sensitize Greater Vancouver residents 
to issues related to democracy, and to have an impact 
on democratic participation. The Morris J. Wosk Centre 
for Dialogue will seek media partners to deliver regular 
coverage of Project events, activities, and outcomes. The 
branding of the Project will be determined in concert with 
SFU and its partners. At present, we suggest an umbrella 
branding of SFU Morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue, and 
each partner activity could include a sub-brand for the 
partner. 

• Key outcomes:

 -  Selection of partner organizations in consultation with 
SFU Advisory Committee through Call for Proposals

 -  Design & development of core Project activities, working 
with community partners and SFU collaborators

 -  Design & development of Project implementation 
media and outreach strategy in partnership with SFU 
Communications

Phase 4: Implementation of Democracy Capacity Building 
Activities (January – November 2019)

Building on Phase 3 findings, the Centre will launch a 
series of selected activities in collaboration with Project 
stakeholders/partners. Key activities and deliverables for 
Phase 4 include:

• Working with Project partners, the Centre would 
undertake and/or oversee (depending upon the 
arrangement with each partner) the following (timing and 
sequencing TBD) :

 -  Recruitment and training of workshop/activity 
facilitators.

 -  Conduct Project activities across Greater Vancouver, 
with targeted audiences.

 - Monitor progress of all activities.

• Implement communications strategy.

• Conduct pre- and post-surveys of participants following 
workshop/activities designed to evaluate workshop/
activities and their impact on commitment to democracy 
(using Phase 1 measures).

• In collaboration with Project partners, write a report 
on the outcomes and evaluation of each set of Project 
activities.

• Key outcomes:

 -  Implementation of Project activities, working with 
community partners and SFU collaborators

 -  Monitoring & evaluation of Project activities, working 
with community partners and SFU collaborators

 -  Evaluation Report of individual Project activities, 
working with community partners and SFU 
collaborators

Phase 5: Evaluation of Project Process & Outcomes 
(December 2019 – February 2020)

Building on Phase 4 findings, the Centre will examine 
and review all outcomes reports from Project activities 
implemented. Key activities and deliverables for Phase 5 
include:

APPENDIX 1: OUTLINE OF PROPOSED PROJECT PHASES (CONT.)
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• Conduct a follow-up post-Project survey of all 
participants who took part in Project activities. The 
survey would be conducted 6-months after Project 
completion in order to measure attitudes and behaviours 
outside the context of the Project. The goal of the 
survey is to gauge participant’s level of commitment to 
democracy and engagement in democratic processes 
and activities since their involvement in the Project. 
The survey would be sent out only to those participants 
who consented to be contacted post-Project. Survey 
questions would mirror those used for the benchmark 
survey in Phase 2. The goal of this follow-up survey 
would be to examine the extent to which and how 
Project participants’ views, perspectives, and behaviours 
regarding democracy changed. 

• Conduct a follow-up survey of Greater Vancouver 
residents. The survey would repeat the Phase 2 baseline 
survey among the broader Greater Vancouver community. 
The goal of this follow-up survey is to examine any shifts 
in residents’ commitment to democracy as seen through 
their participation in democratic processes and activities, 
the value they attribute to democratic institutions, and 
their embrace of the underlying principles of democracy. 
The survey will also ask a series of questions to 
determine awareness of the Project; this will aid in 
measuring the extent of its impact beyond the Project-
specific activities.

• Write an Evaluation Report of the Project taking into 
consideration follow-up post-Project poll findings, and 
the evaluations of all Phase 4 Project activities.

• Write a Project Implications Report designed to make 
recommendations for Project implementation in other 
geographic centres.

• Key outcomes:

 -  Follow-up public opinion poll of Greater Vancouver 
residents

 - Follow-up poll of Project participants

 - Evaluation Report of overall Project

Phase 6: Outreach for Project Implementation in Other 
Geographic Centres (March – June 2020)

Building on Phase 5 findings, the Centre will share all 

outcomes reports from Project activities and the Evaluation 
and Implications Report with stakeholders across Canada 
(e.g. organizations, academics, governments, etc.). Key 
activities and deliverables for Phase 6 include:

• Contact individuals, organizations, and academic 
institutions in the Canadian democracy network to share 
key findings and outcomes of the Project.

• Develop, where appropriate, collaborative efforts to 
assist interested stakeholders in the implementation of 
similar projects.

• Key outcomes:

 -  Sharing of Project findings and outcomes with 
individuals, organizations, and academic institutions in 
Canadian democracy network

 -  Collaboration of SFU with interested stakeholders to 
advise in implementation of similar or related Projects

Project Deliverables

The Centre’s Democracy Demonstration Project will have 
the following key deliverables:

• Involvement of SFU faculty in overall program design, 
student-oriented interventions on campus, and other 
project activities as possible.

• Raised profile of SFU as a university committed to 
engaging the community on important issues.

• Raised profile of the SFU Morris J. Wosk Centre for 
Dialogue as a leader in democratic engagement.

• A set of tested “commitment to democracy” indicators 
used to evaluate Project activities and impact. 

• A set of core “democratic enhancement” activities – 
developed and tested in situ during Project activities – 
that can be used in other geographic centres. This helps 
build an understanding of what types of approaches work 
in what contexts, and why they work.

• Leveraged funding for Project activities.

• Reports on key findings and recommendations from 
Project activities.

• Concept paper for Democracy Demonstration Project that 
can be transferable to other geographic centres.

APPENDIX 1: OUTLINE OF PROPOSED PROJECT PHASES (CONT.)
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APPENDIX 2: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY DEMOCRACY

Following is a list of specific survey questions (including 
response scales) used in various studies that sought 
to measure the health of democracy. The questions are 
grouped according to the categories and sub-categories of 
indicators proposed in Section 2.0 above. The source for 
each question is provided.

Attitudinal Indicator Categories

In this group of indicator categories, measures seek to 
gauge individuals’ perceptions, attitudes, and judgements 
on various aspects of Canadian democracy. 

A. Evaluation of the Performance of Democracy

A1. Are you generally satisfied or dissatisfied with the way 
democracy is working in our country? 

(PEW 2017, AmericasBarometer 2017)

• Very satisfied

• Somewhat satisfied

• Somewhat dissatisfied

• Very dissatisfied

A2. Which of the following statements comes closer to your 
own view? 

(Asian Barometer Q118)

• Democracy is capable of solving the problems of our 
society

• Democracy cannot solve our society’s problems

A3. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements? 

(Asian Barometer Q125-Q131)

• When the country is facing a difficult situation, it is ok for 
the government to disregard the law in order to deal with 
the situation

• Whatever its faults may be, our form of government is 
still the best for us

• You can generally trust the people who run our 
government to do what is right

• Strongly agree

• Somewhat agree

• Somewhat disagree

• Strongly disagree

A4. Do you believe that nowadays in Canada we have very 
little, enough or too much of… 

(AmericasBarometer 2017 Q44-47)

• Freedom of expression

• Freedom of the press

• Freedom to express political views without fear

• Human rights protection

• Too much

• Enough

• Very little 

A5. Which statement comes closer to your own views, even 
if neither is exactly right? 

(PEW – 2015 Q107)

• Most elected officials care what people like me think / 
Most elected officials don't care what people like  
me think

• Voting gives people like me some say about how 
government runs things / Voting by people like me 
doesn’t really affect how government runs things

• Most elected officials put the interests of the country 
ahead of their own / Most elected officials put their own 
interests ahead of the country’s interests

• Ordinary citizens can do a lot to influence the government 
in Ottawa if they are willing to make the effort / There 
is not much ordinary citizens can do to influence the 
government in Ottawa

A6. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements? 

(Asian Barometer Q125-Q131)

• I think I have the ability to participate in politics

• Sometimes politics and government seems so 
complicated that a person like me can’t really understand 
what is going on.

• The nation is run by a powerful few and ordinary citizens 
cannot do much about it

• People like me don’t have any influence over what the 
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government does

• Strongly agree

• Somewhat agree

• Somewhat disagree

• Strongly disagree

A7. In general, would you say government in Canada is run 
for the benefit of people in the country or is it run for the 
benefit of a few groups of people? 

(PEW Center Global Attitudes Survey 2016 Q68)

• Benefit all

• Benefit few groups

B. Commitment to democracy as a form of government

B1. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements about democracy? 

(America’s Barometer 2017 Q32ab. 34d) 

(7-point scale 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree)

• The people should govern directly rather than through 
elected representatives

• It is necessary for the progress of this country that our 
prime minister limits the voice and vote of opposition 
parties.

• Democracy may have its problems but it is better than 
any other form of government

B2. Which of the following statements do you agree with 
the most? 

(America’s Barometer 2017 Q37)

• Democracy is preferable to any other form of government

• For people like me, it doesn’t matter whether a 
government is democratic or non-democratic

• Under some circumstances an authoritarian government 
may be preferable to a democratic one.

B3. Do you think each of the following types of political 
systems is a good way or a bad way to govern Canada? 

(PEW 2017)

• A democratic system where citizens, not elected officials, 
vote directly on major national issues to decide what 

becomes law

• A democratic system where representatives elected by 
citizens decide what becomes law

• A system in which a strong leader can make decisions 
without interference from parliament or the court

• A system in which experts, not elected officials, make 
decisions according to what they think is best for the 
country

• The military rules the country

• Very good way

• Somewhat good way

• Somewhat bad way

• Very bad way

PEW’S COMMITMENT TO REPRESENTATIVE DEMOCRACY 
INDEX: To examine the public’s support of representative 
democracy over nondemocratic alternatives, we 
constructed a commitment to representative democracy 
index. (The index does not include the question about 
direct democracy.) Respondents are classified as 
“committed democrats” if they support a system in 
which elected representatives govern but do not support 
rule by experts, a strong leader or the military (i.e., 
nondemocratic governments). Respondents who say a 
representative democracy is good but also support at least 
one nondemocratic form of government are classified as 
“less-committed democrats.” And those who do not support 
representative democracy and instead support at least one 
nondemocratic form of government are classified as  
“non-democrats.”

B4. Do you think each of the following types of political 
systems is a good way or a bad way to govern Canada? 

(World Values Survey Q127-130)

• Having a strong leader who does not have to bother with 
parliament and elections

• Having experts, not government, make decisions 
according to what they think is best for the country

• Having the army rule

• Having a democratic political system

• Very good way

APPENDIX 2: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY  
DEMOCRACY (CONT.)
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• Somewhat good way

• Somewhat bad way

• Very bad way

B5. How important is it for you to live in a country that is 
governed democratically? On this scale where 1 means it is 
“not at all important” and 10 means “absolutely important” 
what position would you choose? 

(World Values Survey Q140) 

(10-point scale 1=Not at all important, 10=Absolutely 
important)

B6. And how democratically is Canada being governed 
today? Again using a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means 
that it is “not at all democratic” and 10 means that it is 
“completely democratic,” what position would you choose? 

(World Values Survey Q141) 

(10 point scale 1=not at all democratic, 10=Completely 
democratic)

C. Commitment to Values/Principles of Democracy

C1. Do you approve or disapprove of people who say bad 
things about our government in terms of them…? 

(AmericasBarometer 2017 Q43bcd) 

(10-point scale 1=Strongly disapprove, 10=Strongly 
approve)

• Being allowed to conduct peaceful demonstrations in 
order to express their views

• Being permitted to run for public office

• Appearing on television to make speeches

C2. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements about democracy? 

(America’s Barometer 2017 Q32c) 

(7-point scale 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree)

• Those who disagree with the majority represent a threat 
to the country.

• Choosing leaders in an election is unimportant

C3. Do you believe that when the country is facing very 
difficult times it is justifiable for the Prime Minister to close 

the Parliament, and govern without Parliament? (

(America’s Barometer 2017)

• Yes, justified

• No, not justified

C4. How important is it that … in Canada? 

(PEW Center 2015 Q56a-f)

• People can practice their religion freely

• Women have the same rights as men

• Honest elections are held regularly with choice of at least 
two parties

• People can say what they want without State or 
government censorship

• The media can report news without State or government 
censorship

• People can use the internet without State or government 
censorship

• Very important

• Somewhat important

• Not very important

• Not at all important

D. Trust in Democratic Institutions

D1. How much do you trust the national government to do 
what is right for Canada? 

(PEW 2017 Q4)

• A lot

• Somewhat

• Not much

• Not at all

D2. To what extent do you trust . . . ? 

(America’s Barometer Q30) (7 point scale 1=not at all, 7=a 
lot)

• Political parties

• Mass media

• Parliament 

APPENDIX 2: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY  
DEMOCRACY (CONT.)
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• Municipal government

• Prime Minister

• Justice system

• Supreme Court

• RCMP

• Canadian Armed Forces

• Elections

D3. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements? 

(America’s Barometer Q34f (7 point-scale 1=strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree)

• Those who govern this country are interested in what 
people like you think

• Elected officials put their own interests ahead of the 
national interest

D4. To what extent do you think that citizens' basic rights 
are well protected by the political system of Canada? 

(AmericasBarometer 2017 Q30c) 

(7-point scale 1=Not at all, 7=A lot)

D5. In general, how much trust and confidence do you have 
in the wisdom of the Canadian people when it comes to 
making political decisions? 

(PEW – 2015 Q12)

• A very great deal

• A good deal

• Not very much

• None at all

Behavioural Indicator Categories

In this group of indicator categories, measures seek to 
gauge individuals behaviours with respect to various 
aspects of Canadian democracy. 

E. Voting & Elections

E1. Did you vote in the last …. election?

• Federal

• Provincial

• Municipal

• Yes

• No

E2. Are you currently a paid member of a political party?

• Yes

• No

E3. Below is a list of some forms of political action that 
people can take. For each one, please indicate whether 
you have done any of these things, whether you might 
do it if given the opportunity or would never under any 
circumstances do it. 

(World Values Survey Q85-88) 

(PEW 2016 – Political Participation)

• Sign a petition

• Join in a boycott

• Attend a peaceful demonstration

• Join a strike

• Attend an election campaign or speech

• Participate in an organized protest

• Post comments on political issues online

• Encourage others political action online

• Sign an online petition

• Contact an elected official (i.e. letter, phone, email)

• Attend public consultation on a political issue

• Organize your friends or colleagues on a political issue

• Have done

• Might do if given opportunity

• Would never do

E4. How often you have done each of the following activities 
in the last year? 

(World Values Survey Q85-88)

• Signed a petition

• Joined in a boycott

• Attended a peaceful demonstration

APPENDIX 2: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY  
DEMOCRACY (CONT.)
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• Joined a strike

• Attended an election campaign or speech

• Participated in an organized protest

• Posted comments on political issues online

• Encouraged others political action online

• Signed an online petition

• Contact an elected official (i.e. letter, phone, email)

• Attended public consultation on a political issue

• Organized your friends or colleagues on a political issue

• Not at all

• Once

• Twice

• Three times

• More than three times

E5. In the past three (3) years, have you NEVER, ONCE, or 
MORE THAN ONCE done the following to address personal, 
family, or neighborhood problems, or problems with 
government officials and policies? 

(Asian Barometer Q73-79)

• Contacted government (administrative) official

• Contacted officials at higher level

• Contacted elected legislative representatives at any level

• Contacted political parties or other political organizations

• Contacted non-government/civil society organizations 
(farmers’ associations, trade unions, religious groups, 
human rights groups, interests groups)

• Contacted media (letter to newspapers, call-in to radio, 
TV, etc.)

• Took part in a demonstration, strike, sit-in

E6. In the past 12 months have you…? 

(Built from framework in Kneuer, “E-democracy: A new 
challenge for measuring democracy”, International Political 
Science Review 2016, Vol. 37(5) 666–678)

• Searched on a government website for information on a 
particular policy or issue

• Written a blog

• Left a comment in response to an online news article you 
read

• Participated in an online survey related to a policy issue

• Participated in an online chat room to discuss a policy 
issue

• Sat on an online citizen jury

• Contacted your MP or MLA through their website

• Followed your MP or MLA on a social media platform (e.g. 
Twitter, Facebook, etc.)

• Signed up to an online petition on a policy issue

F. Engagement/Active in Advocacy/Civic Life

F1. For each of the following voluntary organizations, 
please indicate if you are an active member, an inactive 
member or not a member of that type of organization? 

(World Values Survey Q25-35)

• Church or religious organization

• Sport or recreational organization

• Art, music or educational organization

• Labor Union

• Political party

• Environmental organization

• Professional association

• Humanitarian or charitable organization

• Consumer organization

• Self-help group, mutual aid group

(List from Asian Barometer - Q19)

• Residential association

• Parent-Teacher Association or PTA

• Trade association

• Agricultural association

• Producer cooperative

• Consumer cooperative

• Volunteer group

APPENDIX 2: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY  
DEMOCRACY (CONT.)



21

STRENGTHENING CANADIAN DEMOCRACY: DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

APPENDIX 2: SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR INDICATORS OF A HEALTHY  
DEMOCRACY (CONT.)

• Citizen movement organization

• Religious group

• Alumni association

• Candidate support organization

• Sports or leisure club

• Not a member of any organization or group

(List from Asian Barometer Q20 - Private group/club) 

• Circle of colleagues who interact out of work

• Group at community schools or other place of learning

• Circle of friends who share common hobbies or favorite 
past times

• Circle of friends who do business (or investment) 
together or help out each other in money matters 

• Circle of friends who exchange information and points of 
view 

• Informal credit/loan association [hui in Chinese societies]

(Other)

• Social media group related to political issues

F4. How often you have participated in meetings and other 
activities of … in the last year?

(List from E3)

• Not at all

• Once

• Twice

• Three times

• More than three times

F5. Are you a member of or participant in each of the 
following?

(Arab Barometer Q411)

• Interactive or dialogue-based groups or pages on social 
networking websites

• Dialogue forums on the internet

• A Facebook page

• A Twitter account

• A private blog

G. Interest in Politics

G1. How often do you follow news about politics?

(Asian Barometer Q57) 

• Everyday

• Several times a week

• Once or twice a week

• Not even once a week

• Practically never

G2. How much interest do you have in politics?

(Americas Barometer 2017 Q54)

• A lot

• Some

• Little

• None

G3. Do you agree or disagree that …?

(America’s Barometer 2017 Q34g) (7-point scale 1=Strongly 
disagree, 7=Strongly agree)

• You feel that you understand the most important political 
issues of this country.

G4. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements?

(Ekos 2016 (7-point scale 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly 
agree)

• I would personally feel better about government decision 
making if I knew that governments sought informed input 
from average citizens on a regular basis

• If people who felt like me got together to change things 
for the better, we could

• We would probably solve most of our big national 
problems if decisions could be brought to the people at 
the grassroots
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APPENDIX 3: STAKEHOLDERS & SFU FACULTY INTERVIEWED FOR PHASE 1
Below is the list of the 23 individuals interviewed during Phase 1 – Research & Consultations of the Democracy 
Demonstration Project initiative. 

Civil Society Organizations / Other

NAME POSITION ORGANIZATION

Maria Dobrinskaya BC Director Broadbent Institute

Caro Loutfi Executive Director Apathy is Boring

Peter Gibbs Co-Director Organize BC

Lisa Sammartino Campaigns/Communications Coordinator Dogwood Initiative

Leah Bae Co-organizer / Director CivicTech Vancouver / City Hive

Anastasia Gaisenok Executive Director Check Your Head

Veronika Bylicki Co-Founder & Co-Director City Hive Vancouver

Lyndsay Poaps Executive Director LeadNow

Steve Anderson Founder New Mode

David Zussman UVic

SFU Faculty / Staff

NAME POSITION ORGANIZATION

Tara Mahoney PhD Candidate Communications

David Laycock Professor Political Science

David Moscrop Lecturer

Kris Magnussen Dean Education

Catherine Murray Associate Dean Faculty of Arts & Social Sciences

Joanna Ashworth Adjunct Professor Environment

Eline de Rooij Professor Political Science

Genevieve Fuji-Johnson Professor Political Science

Mark Pickup Professor Political Science

Andrew Petter President

Joanne Curry VP External Relations

Mike den Haan VP Advancement

Milan Singh Lecturer Faculty of Arts & Social Sciences

Clare McGovern Lecturer Political Science
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APPENDIX 4: INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR 
STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATIONS
METRO VANCOUVER DEMOCRACY PROJECT

Interview Guide (9 April 2018)

Introduction (5 – 10 minutes)

Review Metro Vancouver Democracy Project:

• Background – Strengthen Canada’s Democracy  
(2017 initiative)

• Focus on Metro Vancouver – pilot project

• Goal is to build democratic capacity among general 
population by:

 -  Developing, implementing core set of 2-3 activities 
involving and led by the public (TBD, but likely a 
combination of public dialogues, workshops, campus 
events, etc.)

 -  Defining, developing and testing baseline measures of 
democratic participation and commitment to democracy 
(via surveys at key intervals) 

Purpose of interview:

• Seek advice from key individuals, organizations 
on 4 things: 

 -  Understand the core set of characteristics/activities 
that define democracy “champions”, those most active 
in supporting/promoting/strengthening democracy, and 
explore how they can be used to expand the population 
base of democracy advocates and of those committed  
to democracy

 -  Identify key and most significant indicators of 
democratic participation. Particularly want to tap 
into the activities that are “outside the conventional” 
measures (i.e. party membership, writing letters to the 
editor, taking part in demonstrations…)

 -  Single out specific topics that would be most effective in 
engaging the public in discussions around democracy.

 -  Single out specific activities that would be most 
effective in engaging the public in discussions  
about democracy

• Admin “nuts & bolts”:

 -  Name, position with organization, experience in 
democracy space

 -   Confidentiality

1.0 Characteristics/Activities of Democracy 
“Champions” (10-15 minutes)

• When you think about individuals and/or organizations 
that work to support, strengthen, and promote 
democracy, what are top 3 characteristics they have or 
things they do that make them so effective?

 [RECORD LIST OF CHARACTERISTICS/ACTIVITIES]

  [FOR EACH ACTIVITY ASK FOLLOW-UP PROBE 
QUESTIONS]

 -  Why is that so effective, in terms of strengthening/
supporting/promoting democracy? Why does it work 
so well? (i.e. in terms of impact, engaging the public, 
community outreach, media)

 -  Other than your own organization, do you know of other 
organizations who you’d consider to be “champions”, 
and use some form of that activity? Which ones?

2.0 Defining Indicators of Democratic 
Participation (10 - 15 minutes)

• What, in your view, are key indicators of democratic 
participation? 

 -  That is, what are some of the things people do or 
actions they take that you consider a sign or indicator 
of being active in our democracy? Please try to cast 
the net as wide as possible to include the more 
conventional to the less conventional.

 -  Let’s make two lists – one for more conventional, one 
for less conventional

 [PROBES FOR EACH]

 -  How/Why is doing that being active in democracy? In 
what ways is it linked to democracy?

 -  How would you go about measuring that? What would 
you measure, exactly?

 - Are there any specific audiences targeted with that?
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• Which are the top 2 or 3 on each list that you would 
consider the best measure of democratic participation? 
Why, those three?

3.0 Topics for Discussion about Democracy 
(15 minutes)

• What, in your view, are the top 3 or 4 topics that should 
be addressed in any discussion about democracy? Why 
those? Why are they so critical?

• What are the key questions/themes you feel should be 
touched on in the discussions?

• How might an activity/event be used to engage the 
public? In your experience, what’s the best way to get 
“buy-in”, i.e. participation?

THANK YOU
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