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Abstract  
 
The Canadian Index of Wellbeing is an innovative indicator composite measure premised on 
eight interrelated domains: Education; Environment; Time Use; Living Standards; Healthy 
Populations; Community Vitality; Democratic Engagement; and, Arts, Culture and Recreation. 
The purpose of this Democratic Engagement Domain Report is to outline a conceptual 
framework and set of indicators for the Institute of Wellbeing to measure the health of 
democratic engagement in Canada.  The conceptual framework covers three interrelated 
themes: engagement of citizens in public life and in governance (individual democratic 
engagement); the functioning of Canadian governments with respect to openness, transparency, 
effectiveness, fairness, equitability, and accessibility (government democratic engagement); and, 
the role Canadian citizens, governments and civil society play as good global citizens (global 
democratic engagement).  The report contains a summary of related literature, a theoretical 
framework, a conceptual model and a working definition of democratic engagement.  Eight 
headline indicators have been selected to begin measuring this domain. Overall, the headline 
indicator trends point to mixed results, presenting an opportunity to strengthen the overall 
wellbeing in Canada through improved democratic engagement efforts.   
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Executive Summary 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Democratic Engagement has been selected as one of eight domains that comprises the 
Canadian Index of Wellbeing (CIW) and is the focus of this report.  As a liberal democracy, 
Canada is widely regarded as a country that upholds the values of an egalitarian society, where 
women, minorities and the marginalized are given equal opportunity to participate and be 
represented in the democratic process.  Often, the democratic process is generalized to mean 
that people are either participating or not participating in elections (either as a voter or as a 
candidate).  The research contained in this report shows that a healthy democracy requires 
more than participating in elections.  In fact, a healthy democracy requires ongoing democratic 
engagement both during and between elections.   
 
Historical analysis and measurement of democracy has generally focused on voter participation, 
the number of marginalized elected to office and socio-economic characteristics of the voting 
and non-voting electorate.  The Democratic Engagement Domain shifts away from this 
historical approach and outlines a conceptual model and indicator framework to simultaneously 
measure three themes of democratic engagement: individual, government and global 
(democratic) engagement.  Individual engagement describes the engagement of citizens in public 
life and in government.  Government engagement describes the function of the Canadian 
government with respect to openness, transparency, effectiveness, fairness, equality and 
accessibility in efforts to engage citizens.  Global engagement considers the role of Canadian 
citizens, governments and civil society as good global citizens.   
 
 
Definition 
 
As a foundation for this research, the Research Team developed the following definition of 
democratic engagement:  
 

the state of being engaged in advancing democracy through political institutions, organizations and 
activities. 

 
Democratic engagement is characterized when: 
 

citizens participate in political activities, express political views, and foster political knowledge; 
governments build relationships, trust, shared responsibility and participation opportunities with 
citizens; and democratic values are sustained by citizens, government and civil society at a local, 
national and global level.  
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Conceptual Model 
 
The purpose of this report is to create an indicator framework to measure democratic 
engagement for inclusion in Canadian Index of Wellbeing.  To guide this work, the Research 
Team developed a conceptual model to encompass the individual, government and global 
themes of democratic engagement.  The conceptual model established the foundation for the 
corresponding indicator framework.    
 
Figure 1.  Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual Model 
 

 
 
 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The conceptual model is a culmination of theoretical and conceptual research for each of the 
three themes.  A separate framework for each theme is also developed in the report.      
 

 
Democratic Engagement Indicators 
 
The research identified 74 existing indicators with which to measure democratic engagement.  
Eight of these indicators are recommended as headline indicators for inclusion in the CIW. 
Selection of the eight headline indicators was guided by criteria that ensured at least three data 
points over time, a mix of subjective and objective indicators, and data availability at the 
national level.  The eight indicators selected to represent democratic engagement are:  
 
Individual Engagement 

• Voter turnout  
• Interest in politics 
• Volunteer rate for political activities 

Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual Model 

*electoral participation 
*political voice 

*knowledge/awareness 

*attitude 

*engagement 
*legitimacy 
*satisfaction 
*trust 

*competence 

*assess and reflect critically on a 
diverse range of views and 

information 
*take action to address the key 

challenges of our day 

Themes 

Individual  Government Global 

Concepts 
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Government Engagement 

• Policy impact perception 
• Satisfaction with democracy 
• Ratio of registered to eligible voters 
• Representation of women in parliament 
 
Global Engagement 

• Net Official Development Assistance as percent of Gross National Income 
 
The headline indicators selected to reflect the Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual 
Model include a range of different types of formal and informal engagement activities, such as 
voting and volunteering, as well as indicators seen to influence engagement, such as satisfaction 
with democracy.  As the report outlines, this mix of concepts and indicators is necessary to 
encompass the layers of engagement within the individual, government and global themes.  
 
The concepts and headline indicators selected to measure and assess democratic engagement in 
Canada are by no means conclusive, rather, they are intended to provide a solid launching point 
for discussion and future development of the Domain.   
 
 
Statistical Highlights 
 
Individual Engagement 
 
Voter turnout 
The trend in voter turnout in Canada is not encouraging.  From a high of 69.6% in the 1993 
federal election (the starting point for this analysis), voter turnout in elections has been 
consistently declining.  For the 2008 election, voter participation was more than 10 percentage 
points lower than in 1993 and represented the lowest voter participation in Canadian history.  
Is low voter turnout a sign of disengagement, disenfranchisement or dissatisfaction?  Is low 
voter turnout a sign of apathy or even satisfaction?  The 2006 Canadian Election study reports 
that 86% of respondents consider it their duty to vote suggesting that current voter turnout 
results are significantly below what might be expected. Ongoing discussion of this trend must 
revolve around what is a desirable and achievable voter turnout and what factors contribute to 
the current voting trend that leaves 4 of 10 eligible voters not casting a ballot.  
 
Interest in politics 
The percentage of respondents who have no interest in politics has ranged from a low of 7.1% 
(2006) to a high of 11.7% (2004).  When this indicator is compared to other headline indicators 
one might assume, for example, that there would be fewer people not interested in politics 
when voter turnout is high, however, this assumption has shown mixed results.  For example, 
despite the decline in voter turnout in 2000, the level of political disinterest remained relatively 
stable.  On the surface, the level of disinterest or interest in politics does not necessarily 
influence voter turnout or participation in other political activities.    
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Volunteer rate for political activities 
The volunteer rate for political activities (law, advocacy and political groups) has been 
consistently very low, hovering around a 2% volunteer rate over the years.  The average 
number of volunteer hours for law, advocacy and political groups has also seen a 15% decline 
between 2004 and 2007.  Does this mean that Canadians devote very little time to being 
politically active?  Not necessarily.  When we look at participation in other types of non-
traditional engagement activities such as protesting, signing petitions or boycotting, we see that 
Canadians are engaged in political activities.  In 2002, the General Social Survey found that 
54.6% of Canadians 15 years and older participated in at least one political activity, either 
traditional or non-traditional. 

 
Government Engagement 
 
Satisfaction with democracy 
Canadians’ satisfaction with the workings of their democracy is variable. Based on Canada 
Election Study (CES) results, the percentage of Canadians who are very satisfied or fairly 
satisfied with how democracy works in Canada has hovered between the high fifties and low 
sixties between 1997 and 2006.  This still leaves approximately 40% to 45% of Canadians who 
are not satisfied with how democracy works in Canada.  This indicator can be influenced by 
different survey contexts.  For example, Blais (2007) found that election “winners” were more 
likely to be satisfied with the way democracy works, regardless of their satisfaction level before 
the election.  These findings suggest that minority governments may not bode well for 
improving Canadians’ satisfaction with democracy since there are no clear winners in this 
context.   It is not clear, however, whether the result of winning or losing influences satisfaction 
with democracy (Blais, 2007). 

 
Policy impact perception 
The percentage of Canadians who feel that the policies of the Federal government have made 
their lives better (as opposed to making not that much difference) has ranged from a low of 6% 
to a high of 20.2% between 1997 and 2006.  Despite various government progress reports, on 
the surface these numbers suggest a strong disconnect between the activities of government 
and how this trickles down to perceptions at the individual level.  Examining policy impact 
perceptions across different segments of the population, such as by age group or income level, 
would provide a much different indicator trend, since those with fewer resources are typically 
more impacted by socio-economic policy decisions.  

 
Ratio of registered to eligible voters 
The most elemental way for governments to reach out to its citizens is through communication 
around the act of voting.  The ratio of registered to eligible voters’ indicator has varied over 
the years but generally reflects a democratic process that reaches about 95 out of 100 voters.  
Results for this indicator are mixed.  Reaching 90 of 100 electors in 1997 is a poor result 
compared to the 98 of 100 electors reached in the 2000 and 2004 elections.  The ratio for the 
2006 and 2008 elections did not reach the levels achieved in 2000 and 2004.   
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Representation of women in parliament 
Since 1997, the percentage of women Members of Parliament has remained relatively steady at 
around 20% of total seats, far below the 50% that would indicate demographic equity in political 
representation.  In the World Economic Forum’s Global Gender Gap Report 2007, countries with 
the highest gender equality had the highest level of political participation and representation by 
women (Hausmann et al., 2007).  In 2007, Canada ranked only 18th in gender equality on the 
Global Gender Gap Index and 36th on the political empowerment sub index.  This indicator 
clearly shows that there is room in Canadian democracy for gender equity.    
 
Global Engagement 
 
Net Official Development Assistance as percent of Gross National Income 
Canadian Gross National Income (GNI) devoted to Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
has fallen from a high of .43% in 1994 to .32% in 2008.  The Government of Canada’s 
commitment to ODA falls short on two fronts: first, there is a long-standing United Nations 
target for developed countries to devote 0.7% of their GNI to ODA – more than twice the 
current level of Canadian assistance.  Second, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) estimates that Canada’s percentage of GNI devoted to ODA will only 
rise from 0.32% in 2008 to 0.34% in 2010 (OECD, 2009).  In 2008, Canada ranked poorly in 
terms of GNI devoted to ODA – 16th out of 22 member countries – leaving much room for 
improvement on the international stage. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
There is more work required to understand the interrelationship between the themes and 
indicators that comprise the Democratic Engagement Domain.  There is a need to examine 
potential relationships that exist within and between themes (e.g., would voter participation 
increase if there were more women elected to parliament and could this in turn affect Canada’s 
commitment to international development aid?).  The conceptual model was developed to 
bridge the three themes together to provide a more comprehensive outlook on democracy in 
Canada and more specifically democratic engagement as an important pillar of Canadian 
wellbeing.   
 
The literature and existing statistical surveys tend to almost exclusively consider the activities 
of citizens and governments separately and rarely are they simultaneously considered at a global 
level.  This poses both challenges and opportunities for the continued development of the 
Democratic Engagement Domain.   
 
There is further work required to understand democratic engagement through a disaggregated 
lens.  The analysis in this report considers democratic engagement at the national scale.  
Collection and analysis of democratic engagement indicators at the provincial and municipal 
level would be beneficial as would more in-depth analysis of socio-economic characteristics 
such as age, gender, income, and ethnicity.  Of particular benefit would be the administration of 
a consistent, time-series survey specific to the democratic engagement domain.   
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Greater understanding behind what motivates democratic engagement and the gap between 
democratic ideals (i.e., believing in a duty to vote) and practice (actually voting or participating 
in political activities) is needed.  Further consideration of the relationship between different 
models and approaches to democratic engagement and their impact would also be beneficial.  
For instance, would mandatory voting or a more deliberative democracy change the democratic 
engagement trends in Canada?  There are examples of different approaches by citizens and 
governments worldwide to improve democratic engagement.  Analysis of the successes and 
challenges of the various approaches and their application in Canada to improve democratic 
engagement would be beneficial.  
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 About the Canadian Index of Wellbeing 

 
The Canadian Index of Wellbeing (CIW), a pan Canadian initiative, is a new way of measuring 
wellbeing.  It will provide unique insights into the quality of life of Canadians.  The vision of this 
initiative has been articulated by the Chair of the Institute of Wellbeing (the Institute) Advisory 
Board as follows: 
 

“Let's imagine a better future. What would happen if every time we heard about the 
GDP, we also heard the results of another new and important index - an Index of Well-
being; an index that measures and reports to Canadians on our progress, or the lack of 
it, in areas that really matter to our values and quality of life: our health; our standard of 
living; the quality of our environment; the way we use our time; our education and skill 
levels; the vitality of our communities; our participation in the democratic process; and 
the state of arts and culture?”.  (Roy J.  Romanow, Saskatoon Star Phoenix, May 2, 2008)  

 
The CIW is the only national index to measure wellbeing in Canada across a wide spectrum of 
interrelated domains: Education; Environment; Time Use; Living Standards; Healthy Populations; 
Community Vitality; Democratic Engagement; and, Arts, Culture and Recreation.  
 
In February 2008, Prairie Wild Consulting Co. together with Holden & Associates was selected 
to develop a guiding document in creating a set of measures to uncover the health of Canadian 
democracy.  This work has evolved into the introduction of the Democratic Engagement 
Domain (the Domain) conceptual and indicator framework presented in this report. 
 
 
1.2 Purpose of Final Report   
 
The purpose of this Democratic Engagement Domain Report is to outline a conceptual 
framework and set of indicators that will assist the Institute measure the health of democracy in 
Canada.  The conceptual framework outlines three interrelated themes:  engagement of citizens 
in public life and in governance (individual democratic engagement); the functioning of Canadian 
governments with respect to openness, transparency, effectiveness, fairness, equitability, and 
accessibility (government democratic engagement); and, the role Canadian citizens, 
governments and civil society play as good global citizens (global democratic engagement). The 
report contains a summary of related literature, theoretical framework, conceptual model and 
working definition of democratic engagement along with eight complementary headline 
indicators with which to begin measuring this domain.  The following goals were set out to 
guide this work: 
 
1. Conceptualize and define democratic engagement. 
 
2. Complete an environmental scan and literature review that addresses the following three 

themes of democratic engagement:  
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• How engaged are citizens in public life and governance?   
• Do Canadian governments function in an open, transparent, effective, fair, equitable and 

accessible manner?   
• Are Canadians, their governments and their corporation’s good global citizens?   

 
3. Research and summarize sources, resources, data, and indicators that define democratic 

engagement.  
 
4. Introduce a definition of democratic engagement.  

 

5. Recommend key indicators (headliners and secondary indicators) for the Democratic 
Engagement Domain to be included in a composite index and the rationale behind these 
recommendations. 

 
6. Document the gaps in literature and data availability that measure democratic engagement. 

 
7. Collaborate and partner with other experts and organizations that may benefit this process. 
 
8. Help the Institute of Wellbeing to achieve their goal to develop a tool that enhances the 

wellbeing of Canadians.  
 
Two interim reports, a final report proposing a conceptual framework and a supplementary 
report were produced to achieve the deliverables and ultimately led to this Democratic 
Engagement Domain Report.  
 
In the First Interim Report (April 1, 2008), an environmental scan and literature review of 
democratic engagement was provided, along with a synopsis of the project research 
methodology.  An important recommendation in the First Interim Report, based on the findings 
contained within the overview of the literature and environmental scan of civic engagement in 
Canada, was to change the name of the domain from “Civic” Engagement to “Democratic” 
Engagement. 
 
The Second Interim Report (May 6, 2008) included a proposed definition of democratic 
engagement, suggested Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual Framework, and a 
proposed indicator catalogue for the Democratic Engagement Domain.  

 
A final report for the Democratic Engagement Domain was submitted June 8, 2008.  Drawing 
together the interim reports, the report recommended a conceptual framework and indicators 
to measure the health of Canadian democracy through the lens of individual engagement, 
government engagement, and global engagement.   
 
The June 2008 Final Report received national and international peer review between August 
2008 and January 2009.  Based on the input received in March 2009, the Research Team 
prepared a Supplementary Report that incorporated among other things, recent Francophone 
literature on democratic engagement, research of bibliographic references on democracy 
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provided through external review, and expanded analysis on democratic engagement domain 
proxy measures.  The Supplementary Report was submitted June 19, 2009.  Between 
September and October 2009, the Research Team combined the June 2008 Final Report and 
the Supplementary Report to create this Democratic Engagement Domain Report.   
 
 
1.3 Contents of Final Report 
 
This report is made up of thirteen sections and an Executive Summary.  The introductory 
section provides a brief context for the work, an overview of the deliverables and content of 
the report. 
 
Section 2 outlines the scope of the overall Democratic Engagement Domain project and 
provides a schematic of the research methodology employed in the development of the 
literature review, environmental scan, and indicator catalogue.  Section 3 provides the context 
for democratic engagement within and amongst a number of interrelated concepts, principals 
and frameworks that lead to the development of a definition of democratic engagement.  
Sections 4, 5, and 6 present the literature review, conceptual model and indicators for each the 
three themes.  Section 7 presents the complete conceptual model. 
 
Sections 8 and 9 detail the indicator selection process and present a set of conceptual model 
indicators and recommends headliner indicators for inclusion in the CIW.  Section 10 examines 
the statistical trends resulting from the headline indicators.  Consideration is also given to the 
relationship between these indicators and the other domains as well as challenges and 
opportunities for future growth. 
 
Section 11 presents a discussion of opportunities for growing our understanding of democratic 
engagement.  Section 12 discusses measurement and data availability issues.  Section 13 
concludes the report by outlining recommendations for further work to develop the Domain.   
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2. Methodology 
 
 
2.1 Research Plan Overview  
 
The Research Plan (Figure 2.1) shows research milestones in the development of the Domain.  
A fundamental component of the research was a comprehensive literature review and 
environmental scan (herein referred to as the Democratic Engagement Review).  Phase I of the 
methodology focused on defining concept and search parameters; executing database searches; 
completing the Democratic Engagement Review; and organizing the data sources and literature.  
Phase II focused on developing a conceptual framework of democratic engagement and the 
cataloguing of indicators.  Phase III applied acceptability criteria to the indicator catalogue, and 
suggested headline and supporting indicators to measure change in democratic engagement.  
The Final Report for the Democratic Engagement Domain was submitted during this phase.  It 
outlined a theoretical and conceptual indicator framework for the domain.  Phase IV was the 
result of direction received from the CIW Canadian Advisory Research Group (CRAG) and 
external reviewers to include Francophone literature, further investigate “democracy” 
literature and indicators, and to populate proxy measures.  The conclusion of this work was 
encompassed into the Supplementary Report.  This report was prepared by merging together 
the conclusions of the supplementary research with the Final Report submitted in 2008.  
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Figure 2.1.1.  Research Plan 
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2.2 Scope of Democratic Engagement Review  
 
The scope of the Democratic Engagement Review was defined by three factors: 1) the 
relationship to other CIW domains, 2) a focus on the Canadian context; and 3) direction from 
the Project Management Team regarding the depth of analysis required.  First, democratic 
engagement is a broadly understood construct that has been applied across a large segment of 
literature and practise. Various constructs of democratic engagement have been considered in 
the development of the Community Vitality, Healthy Population and Education domains.  In 
these domains, the focus on human interaction within community life and the enterprise of 
learning identify concepts and measures that relate to the Democratic Engagement Domain.  
 
The conceptual and practical overlap with other CIW domains narrows the scope of the 
Democratic Engagement Review. The scope of the Democratic Engagement Review provides a 
unique focus on the concept of democracy and governance as it relates to: 1) individual 
engagement in the democratic process; 2) government engagement and the process of 
governance in a democratic society; and, 3) global engagement of Canada, our citizens and 
governments in a global context.  To avoid duplication, the Democratic Engagement Review 
refers the reader to the results of the Community Vitality Domain and to address questions 
surrounding the broader discussion of engagement (e.g., social capital). 
 
Secondly, the scope of the Democratic Engagement Review is further refined by attempting to 
focus on the Canadian context.  A significant portion of the Engagement Review will focus on 
Canadian thinking and experience in democratic engagement.  However, important work from 
outside Canada will also be examined due to advanced work elsewhere in developing related 
conceptual and measurement frameworks, 
 
Finally, while a literature review and environmental scan was conducted for the global 
engagement theme, it was given less a priority in developing the Domain. 
 
 
 
2.3 Democratic Engagement Review Methodology 
 
 
2.3.1 Methodology Overview 
 
The first steps in completing the Democratic Engagement Review involved the development of 
key search words and search strings; identifying academic, government and grey literature 
databases; creating a bibliographic database to efficiently store, sort, retrieve and analyze search 
results; and to develop acceptance criteria used to capture, reduce and prioritize search results. 
This exercise relied on the knowledge of the Research Team with regard to civic engagement 
and indicator development, as related to the three themes proposed by the CIW.  
 
Key words and associated modifiers were developed for each of the three themes.  Search 
strings were developed to conduct a meta-search of existing literature reviews and 
environmental scans on democratic or civic engagement in Canada.  The meta search was driven 
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by the key words “environmental scan”, “literature review”, “overviews” and “summaries”, 
combined with “of civic engagement in Canada”.  Even though key words were framed by each 
of the three themes, key words are not necessarily mutually exclusive and do cut across the 
three themes.  
 
Table 2.3.2 provides a sample of key words and modifiers developed to search the available data 
sources.  After testing the initial key words below, the number of key words used to search the 
databases was reduced for the individual engagement theme due to the volume of results that 
were returned.   These search strings combine the overall concept of engagement with 
modifiers to address each of the three themes.  In other words, the search strings seek to 
capture resources related to: 1) individual engagement in democratic society; 2) government 
engagement of citizens; and, 3) global engagement of Canadians acting in an international 
context. 
 
Table 2.3.2.  Democratic Engagement Review Key Words  

Theme: Individual 
Engagement Engagement Participation Consultation Involvement 

 Sample modifiers public Civic citizen community 
     

Theme: Government 
Engagement  

Canadian 
Government Democratic Voter Democracy 

Sample modifiers accountability Reform participation deliberative 
     
Theme:  Global 
Engagement 

Canadian  
Global 
Canadian 

Canadian 
International  

Sample modifiers Citizen Citizenship responsibility  
 
 
2.3.3 Data Sources 
 
The keywords and search strings were used in a variety of appropriate databases.  Nine 
databases were searched:  ABI, Academic Search Premier, EconLit, Expanded Academic ASAP, 
Ingenta, PAIS, Scopus, Sociological Abstracts, and Web of Science.  The government publications 
database, Canadian Research Index, was also used.  Internet search engines were applied to 
searches of grey literature, government, and unpublished work.  Social networking sites, blogs 
and discussion sites were also reviewed.   
 
 

2.3.4 The Democratic Engagement Review Search Process and Results 
 

The process began with a search of existing civic engagement literature reviews, environmental 
scans and overviews.  The results of a key word “test” in both the academic and grey literature 
were reviewed and tested against the Research Team’s expectations and knowledge of the 
democratic engagement field.   After this test, key words and search strings were revisited for 
each theme as necessary.  A full search of all databases was carried out.  The initial search results 
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were subject to a second review in which basic ratings criteria were applied to reduce the 
number of results to resources that had direct relevance to the Democratic Engagement 
Domain.  Search results and PDFs are stored in EndNote, a bibliographic software package. 
 

For each question, a two-fold search strategy was employed:  

1) Searching databases with interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary content to provide 
evidence of sufficient coverage and breadth, such as Academic Search Premier, Expanded 
Academic ASAP, Ingenta, Scopus, and Web of Science. 

2) A further search of specific databases with important perspectives to the 
development of the domain, such as ABI and Econ Lit (covering economics, business, and 
country studies); PAIS International (covering public affairs, social policies, international 
relations); and Sociological Abstracts (covering social and behavioural sciences).   

 
The following is a sample of a search strategy for: 
 
Theme:  Individual Engagement 
 
The search strategy for the individual engagement theme utilized a variety of terminology in 
different combinations: “Civic Engagement”, “Democratic Engagement”, “Canadian 
Engagement”, “Public Engagement”; “Civic Participation”, “Canadian Participation”, etc…   An 
example of the variation of terminology used in the search process is below: 
 
Scopus   “Civic Engagement” Or “Civic Participation” etc.; “Canadian Engagement” OR 
  “Canadian Participation” et.; “Democra*” 

AND 
  Canad* OR Ontario OR “New Brunswick” etc. 
  (Article Title, Abstract or Keyword) 
  1990 to Present     >>>> All searches, all databases results 3,545 
 
Alternative search methodologies were warranted in two situations: 1) no or too few results; 
and 2) too many results (thousands).  In these situations, the research librarian devised 
alternative search strategies, using different terminology and experimenting with a particular 
database’s search features (which range from complex to simple).  For example, the global 
engagement theme search in Academic Search Premier resulted in over 2000 results for one 
search string.  The search was first reduced to focus on Canadian content, then by selecting 
journals and then by selecting the key term “citizen”.  This reduced results to a more 
manageable 90 references.  In the case of too narrow search results, or no results, the opposite 
strategy was used; searches were expanded upon and source types widened.   
 
After recalibrating the search methodology the Democratic Engagement Review produced a 
broad range of results across the three themes as detailed in Table 2.3.3.  The review initially 
captured 28,000+ resources.  These were refined by focusing the results on Canadian and 
international peer reviewed sources.  The Research Team rated the remaining results for validity, 
quality and relevance which left 887 publications to draw from when developing the Domain.     
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Table 2.3.3.  Summary of Academic Search Results 

Democratic Engagement Theme 
Overall 
Results 

Refined 
Results 

Rated 
Results 

Theme: Individual Engagement over 10,000 4205 348 

Theme: Government Engagement  over 3,000 1411 244 

Theme: Global Engagement over 15, 000 1823 298 

Results Totals 28,000+ 4371 887 

 
Grey literature was collected through web searching using Google.ca.  The first two pages of 
results were examined for relevant results.  A “snowball method” was also used (e.g., when one 
relevant web document was discovered, the web pages/references it cited were also examined 
for more relevant results).    
 
 
2.3.5 Supplementary Report Review Search Process and Results 
 
At the Project Management Team’s request, a Supplemental Review was conducted to update 
the democratic engagement literature to the current date.  The updated search for relevant 
resources on democratic engagement involved a broad based search and a focused search using 
the Final Report’s mandate for information retrieval.  The initial broad based search, informed 
by previous searching in the original report, included a review of Academic Search Premier, Web 
of Science, and Scopus.  The focused search included a review of more politically oriented 
resources such as PAIS (Public Affairs Information Service) and IPSA (International Political 
Science Abstracts).  The search terms employed were the same as those previously used and 
were based on the three themes of individual, government and global engagement.  
 
Using one search string in Web of Science for example – returned 1282 publications found 
between the years 2008 and 2009; these results were then reduced to focus on Canadian 
content.  (Use of abbreviated search “Canad*” with asterisk reduced the number of results as 
well as limited resources to “Articles” and French or English language content).1  The process 
was repeated for each of the three primary themes identified in the environmental scan process 
and then repeated in the other databases.  The following example shows the different results 
from searches for the different areas of the environmental scan. The Research Team then 
reviewed the abstracts and decided to conduct further research on 54 publications.  

 
 
Database  Theme# Results downloaded to Endnote 
Web of Science 1  180 

2 23 
3 84 

 
 

                                                      
1It should be noted that a limited number of Canadian-based research results were returned. Such articles were 
chosen for their relevance based first on Canadian content and second on relevance to the three research themes. 
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2.3.6 Francophone Literature Review Search Process and Results  
 

Following a review and discussion of the Final Report (Moore et al., 2008) by members of the 
CRAG, direction was given to the Research Team to supplement existing literature results with 
a preliminary overview of French-language results.  The first step in completing the review was 
identifying academic and grey literature databases and developing appropriate and effective key 
search words and search strings.  The time period for results was set from 2004-2008 and the 
geographic focus was to remain on Canada. 
 
Keywords were developed using the original set used in the English-language search.  Initial 
translation of keywords was performed using the TermiumPlus translation database, a highly 
regarded source developed and maintained by the Government of Canada Translation Bureau. 
Subsequent steps involved searching for phrases/words to see if the French documents matched 
the intended meaning of the corresponding English keywords.  French versions of English 
documents already deemed relevant were also examined for potential variants of the standard 
French-language translation.   An additional broader search was performed with a special focus 
on retrieving articles related to indicators or that used quantitative data.  Keywords and search 
strings were used in two databases that index French-language academic literature, Repère and 
Érudit.2  Although they do not provide 100 percent coverage of all French-language scholarly 
journals, they cover the majority of key journals in a wide variety of disciplines.  For grey 
literature, web searching using Google.ca (for French users) was employed, with the first two 
pages of results being examined for relevant results.  The French-language interface of Google.ca 
ranks French-language results higher.  The “snowball method” was also used. 
 
 
2.3.7 Limitations of the Methodology  
 
The primary limitation of the English language literature review stems from the fact that the 
original English search used the word civic rather than democratic.  While the initial three 
questions posed by the Institute formed the basis of the literature review and the definition of 
the Domain, the constituent parts that ultimately define democratic engagement were derived 
from sub themes of broader topics such as civic engagement, community vitality, healthy 
democracy, education and arts, culture and recreation.  Hence the initial search yielded a large 
pool of information from which the democratic engagement concept emerged.  A second 
limitation was the focus of the initial search on the Canadian context.  As the focus on 
democratic engagement emerged from the initial literature review, the Research Team employed 
supplementary searches of journals, books and grey literature guided by team knowledge and 
feedback from the CRAG and Project Management Team to refine the resources available to 
fully develop the Domain.  
 
The limitations of the francophone literature review methodology included the limited time 
period (2004-2008), geography (Canada), number of sources searched (two databases) and 
keywords used.   A significant limitation that a more comprehensive search could perhaps not 

                                                      
2 For more information on Érudit see http://www.erudit.org/apropos/info.html?lang=en, for more on Repère see 
http://www.sdm.qc.ca/Produit.cfm?P=9&M=3. 
 



11 

 

overcome is the nature of scholarly communication itself, which, as documented by a number of 
studies, is dominated by English-language publications (Meneghini and Packer 2007; Valkimadi et 
al., 2009).  The results thus draw on a smaller pool of literature overall.  The use of more than 
one web search engine and consulting with researchers in the field who correspond in French 
and/or work at French-language institutions may have produced a more comprehensive result. 
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3. Context 
 
 
3.1 Democratic Engagement Domain Context 
 
This section draws from literature compiled through the Democratic Engagement Review to 
provide an overview of how engagement is currently conceptualized at the individual, 
government, and global level.  The literature has been used to formulate the working definition 
of democratic engagement that is introduced near the end of this section.3    
 
 
3.2 Literature Review of Key Concepts 
 
There is not an agreed definition of democratic engagement or any of the other terms that is 
used to describe a range of engagement activities whether political, community or civic.  Even 
though civic engagement is one of the most contemporary discussion topics in the twenty-first 
century, it too is not a well-defined concept (O’Neill, 2006).  Civic engagement has been most 
utilized in popular literature to describe individual participation in activities associated with 
civics and civil society.  This understanding by-and-large excludes reference to engagement from 
a government and global perspective.   
 
In the literature, civic engagement is largely used to define individual activities of engagement in 
civics – that being related to civil society.  According the London School of Economics Centre 
for Civil Society (2008), the definition of civil society is quite broad and remains a working 
definition: 
 

“Civil society refers to the arena of un-coerced collective action around shared 
interests, purposes and values. In theory, its institutional forms are distinct from those 
of the state, family, and market…Civil society commonly embraces a diversity of spaces, 
actors and institutional forms, varying in degree of formality, autonomy and power. Civil 
societies are often populated by organizations such as registered charities, non 
government organizations, community groups, women’s association, faith-based 
organizations, professional associations, trade unions, self-help groups, social 
movements, business associations, coalitions and advocacy groups.” 

 
In Civic Engagement and American Democracy, Skopel and Fiorina distinguish between 
participation and engagement in civil society where: 
 

                                                      
3
 A decision to focus on democratic rather than civic engagement was made following Phase I of the 
research process where it became clear that the concept of civic engagement would overlap with other 
domains (i.e., Community Vitality) and did not encompass the breadth afforded by looking at the health 
of democracy through the lens of individual, government and global themes conceptualized by the 
Institute of Wellbeing.  
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“engagement is often distinguished from participation in that it is not restricted to 
physical activity; instead, civic engagement is normally defined to include psychological 
engagement in civil society.” (Skopel and Fiorina, 1999:2)  

 
In 2003, the American Democracy Project defined, civic engagement to mean: 

 
“working together to make a difference in the civic life of our communities and 
developing the combination of knowledge, skills, values and motivation to make that 
difference.  It means promoting the quality of life in a community, through both political 
and non-political processes.  It can take many forms— from individual volunteerism to 
organizational involvement to electoral participation.” (American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities, 2003:xxvi) 

Philanthropy for Active Civic Engagement, a community of grant makers and donors provide the 
following description of civic engagement: 

“There are many ways in which people participate in civic, community and political life 
and, by doing so, express their engaged citizenship.  From volunteering to voting, from 
community organizing to political advocacy, the defining characteristic of active civic 
engagement is the commitment to participate and contribute to the improvement of 
one’s community, neighbourhood and nation.”4 

Good things happen when people engage with others.  The Canada25 project takes this simple 
message and applies it to their case study of Canadian civic life.  The researchers argue that the 
process of civic engagement requires governments to interact more often and more 
meaningfully with citizens regarding civic issues in order to build a stronger and more unified 
civic nation (Rix, 2007). 
 
The Canadian Policy Research Network describes public participation and citizen engagement 
as vehicles that give citizens the ability to have an informed say in the decisions that affect their 
lives:  
 

“Both public participation and citizen engagement are different from traditional forms of 
interaction between governments and citizens because they are based on a two way 
interaction, conversation or dialogue.  Citizen engagement emphasizes the sharing of 
power, information, and a mutual respect between government and citizens.” (Sheedy et 
al., 2008:4) 

 
In the Community Vitality Domain Concept Paper, Scott (2007) describes civic participation as 
activities reflecting interest and engagement with governance and democracy, such as 
membership in political parties, social movements, community organizations and professional 
associations (Scott, 2007:54).  Civic participation is the process by which citizens’ concerns, 
needs and values are incorporated into government decision-making.  
 

                                                      
4 See the Philanthropy for Active Civic Engagement Website: http://www.pacefunders.org.  Accessed March 2008. 
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Civic participation is separate from community participation in its scale of application.  The 
concept of community participation is geographically-based concept that is a firmly rooted in 
primary health care literature.5  In 1978, the World Health Organizations (WHO) and the 
United Nation’s Children Fund (UNICEF) and 150 of their member agencies adopted the Alma 
Ata Declaration.  The declaration provided the definitional foundation for community 
participation as it is conceived in present literature:  
 

“Community participation is the process by which individuals and families assume 
responsibility for their own health and welfare and those of the community, and develop 
capacity to contribute to their and the community’s development.  They come to know 
their own situation better and are motivated to solve their common problems.  This 
enables them to become agents of their own development instead of passive 
beneficiaries…” (Olico-Okui, 2004:1).6 

 
In Human Capital, Civic Engagement and Political Participation, O’Neill (2006) suggests that 
research and indicators on political participation are typically restricted to conventional and 
unconventional activities specifically undertaken to influence political decision-making in the 
formal arena.  Common measures of civic engagement can be expanded to include indicators of 
political interest, media consumption and political knowledge.  These indicators measure the 
degree to which citizens are mentally participating in society O’Neill (2007). 
  

“On the whole, civic engagement refers to the actions, beliefs and knowledge that link 
citizens to their societies and that establish the basis for cooperative behaviour.” 
(O’Neill, 2006:5) 

 
Other researchers have suggested that the concept of political participation is broad enough to 
intermingle rather than distinguish civic engagement from other engagement concepts: 
 

“The scope of research on political participation examines a range of political-related 
activities, attitudes and behaviours that intermingle with other concepts such as civic 
engagement.  Civic engagement indicators are often included in social cohesion, social 
capital, and community development indicator sets.” (Hayward et al., 2007) 

 
In A New Engagement, Zukin (2006) proposes that civic engagement is the fault line between 
political and civic participation. 
 

“Political engagement is defined as activity that has the intent or effect of influencing 
government action – either directly by affecting the making or implementation of public 
policy or indirectly by influencing the selection of people who make those policies 
(Verba, et al., 1995:38). Voting is the most important activity within this domain, but it 
also includes activities such as working for a candidate or party, trying to convince 

                                                      
5 In the literature, the concept and practise of community participation is applied generously to a range of 
geographical scales - neighbourhood, municipal, regional, national, global and interest (where communities of 
interest form around common needs and values amongst people).  
6 Also available from the Health Policy and Development Journal Website: 
http://www.bioline.org.br/request?hp04003.  Accessed May 2008. 
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someone how to vote, or working (individually or collectively) to affect the making or 
implementation of public policies by officials.” (Zukin, 2006:6) 
 

In contrast to political engagement, civic engagement is defined as organized voluntary activity 
focused on problem solving and helping others.  It includes a wide range of work undertaken 
alone or in concert with others to effect change (Zukin, 2006).  
 
Closely related and drawing extensively from the concepts of community participation, political 
participation, community engagement and civic engagement is social capital.  The term “capital” 
is most often used in an economic context to describe assets that can be invested to generate 
income such as financial, physical, and environmental capital.  More recently, other types of 
capital are also being quantified such as human, cultural, and social.  A significant difference 
between the economic capitals and the ‘soft’ capitals is that the latter grow when used 
(Spellerberg, 2001).   
 
Statistics New Zealand describes social capital as relationships among actors (individuals, groups 
and/or organizations) that create a capacity for mutual benefit or a common purpose: 
 

“social capital is the social resource that is embodied in the relationships between 
people. It resides in and stems from the contact, communication, sharing, cooperation 
and trust that are inherent in ongoing relationships.” (Spellerberg, 2001:10)  

 
A society’s stock of social capital is reduced when people become less socially active in society.  
Putnam (2000) emphasizes the importance of social capital in building a strong nation and 
defines social capital as the “features of social organizations such as networks, norms and social 
trust that facilitates coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, 2000:137).  
According to Putnam, there are two key components of social capital: civic engagement and 
trust.  Civic engagement is described as the degree to which citizens participate in activities that 
affect the political decision-making process at all levels.  Voting is one such activity, but so is 
membership in special-interest lobbying groups.7  
 
Political capital is a concept intended to shift social capital to include the fostering of attitudes 
and behaviors that actually influence governance systems and structures in some direct way.  
The most extensive elaboration found in the literature includes a definition by ecologists, 
Regina Birner and Heidi Wittner, who propose a distinction between ‘instrumental’ and 
‘structural’ political capital:  
 

“Instrumental political capital consists of the resources which an actor…can dispose of and 
use to influence policy formation processes and realize outcomes which are in an actor’s 
perceived interest.   
 
Structural political capital refers to the structural variables of the political system which 
influence the possibilities of diverse actors to accumulate instrumental political capital and 
condition the effectiveness of different types of political capital.  This includes not only 

                                                      
7 The concept of social capital and its related indicators was extensively considered in the Community Vitality 
Domain and will not be reviewed in detail in this report.    
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democratic political institutions, political openness, devolution, and civil rights, but also 
‘perverse political capital’ such as institutions of repression (which can catalyze activism and 
demand-making.” (Birner and Wittner, 2000:6).  

 
Both instrumental and structural political capital is needed in a democratic engagement 
framework to represent the interdependence between citizen and government activities and 
the wellbeing of democracy.8  The importance of an interdependent democracy between 
citizens and government was articulated nearly 30 years ago by Verba and Nie, who laid the 
foundation for measuring political and social aspects of democracy.  In attempting to expand the 
simplistic model of political participation, the concept of democratic participation was briefly 
introduced to emphasize that citizens should have a quintessential role in setting the national 
agenda: 
 

“Democratic participation is the flow of influence upward from citizens that do not 
presuppose support for a pre-existing unified national interest.  It is a process by which 
the national and citizen interest or interests are created [together].” (Verba and Nie, 
1972:3). 

 
The premise of an interdependent relationship between citizens, government, and society has 
evolved and grown more complex.  A recent policy document released by the Government of 
Great Britain is the latest example of efforts being made to encompass the varying dimensions 
of engagement into a single umbrella of democratic engagement: 
 

“Democratic engagement explores how to strengthen relations and dialogue between 
government, representatives and citizens in a changing society, and how to harness new 
ways of engaging.” (Government of Great Britain, 2007). 

 
In summary, political or civic participation can be understood to describe the act of citizens 
participating or being involved in activities within the political or civil sphere.  Engagement can 
similarly describe the act of participating, but it can also describe the process used by 
governments and other organizations that help or encourage people to become involved in 
political and civic activities.  The type of engagement (e.g., citizen, political, civic, or democratic) 
depends on the intended outcome.  Citizen engagement is focused at the individual level and 
bringing individual perspectives into the decision-making process to help define an issue, values 
around an issue and/or required courses of action. Community engagement is similar to citizen 
engagement except that it is intended to include a geographical community (such as a 
neighbourhood) or a community of interest (such as Mothers Against Drunk Driving).  Political 
engagement is used to refer to activities that are specific to the political process such as voting 
and volunteering your time, money or opinion in some aspect of the electoral process.  Civic 
engagement appears much broader, but can also be contained within an organization, 
municipality, or national context and can encompass political participation or engagement.  
Civic engagement describes some type of physical, social and/or psychological involvement in 

                                                      
8 For the purposes of this report, efforts have been made to draw from the well defined concepts of social capital 
that relate to governance  (such as voting) with the less defined concepts of political capital (such as structural 
capital) to create the measure of democratic engagement from the individual perspective.  Neither of the concepts 
are sufficient to encompass the government or global themes required for the Democratic Engagement Domain.  
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civil society such as volunteering.  It does not necessarily describe involvement in the political 
or governing process.  Democratic engagement is the broadest of each of these terms as it can 
encompass all citizens, political and civic engagement activities.  
 
 
3.3 Definition of Democratic Engagement  
 
This section introduces a definition for democratic engagement and highlights factors that have 
influenced the formation of the definition, framework and indicator model that has become the 
Democratic Engagement Domain.  The domain blends the concepts of “democracy” and 
“engagement” in theory and practice and arrives at a new concept of democratic engagement.   
As a foundation for this research, the Research Team developed the following definition of 
democratic engagement:  
 

the state of being engaged in advancing democracy through political institutions, organizations and 
activities. 

 
Democratic engagement occurs when: 
 

citizens participate in political activities, express political views, and foster political knowledge; 
governments build relationships, trust, shared responsibility and participation opportunities with 
citizens; and democratic values are sustained by citizens, government and civil society at a global 
level.  

 
As a concept, democratic engagement is equally a means (as an instrument of democracy), a 
process (that flows from constitutional law), and an outcome (that results from the interplay 
between the multiple means and processes of democracy).  It describes the relationship 
between democratic governance and civic engagement.  Democratic governance encompasses 
equality, trust, accountability, and shared responsibility as key values in the governance of 
institutions in society.  Democratic engagement occurs when people are aware, have the ability, 
are given the means, and think it important, to be politically and civically engaged.  
Governments increase the capacity for democratic engagement through open, accessible, 
participative, responsive, and representative governing structures and activities.  Citizens, civil 
society, and governments, facilitate democratic engagement by creating mechanisms that enable 
citizens to formally participate in political activities, express political views, and develop political 
knowledge. 
 
A healthy democracy and its process of delivery, democratic engagement, are measured by:  
 

• examining citizen participation in political activities, expression of political views, and 
attention to developing political knowledge;  

• government engagement (ethically, politically, and financially) in creating relationships, 
trust, shared responsibility, and decision-making capacity with citizens; and,  

• the ability for these values and actions to be demonstrated through engagement with 
other nations in a global context. 
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In summary, the use of the term “democratic” allows the Democratic Engagement Domain to 
be expanded to encompass the three dimensions – individual, government, and global 
engagement – simultaneously.   
 
 
3.4 The Principles of Democracy  
 
Ancient Greece first conceived the concept of democracy.  The word demokratia literally 
translates into “the people rule” and describes the practice of citizen autonomy in self-
government.  Kratos or ‘rule’ gave emphasis on the importance that democracy concerns 
decisions that are binding to the governed and the governing (Stewart, 2003).  It represents the 
process and the outcome of democratic decision-making.  In a democracy, all community 
members participate in decision-making, giving emphasis to the importance of equality among 
community members.  When equality is held as a principle of democracy, no single person or 
group is declared more important in decisions about the allocation of rights and resources in 
society (Barber, 2003, Stewart, 2003; Szücs and Stromberg, 2006a).  However, in practice there 
is incongruence between the theory of equality in democracy and the capacity of the 
democratic system to deliver equal voice to all citizens.   
 
In 1997, Amartya Sen, a contemporary political philosopher and winner of the Nobel Prize in 
Economics, was asked what he thought was the most important thing to happen in the 
twentieth century.  He responded by saying, “the rise of democracy.” In explanation, he shares:  
 

“I would argue that in the distant future, when people look back at what happened in 
this century, they will find it difficult not to accord primacy to the emergence of 
democracy as a pre-eminently acceptable form of governance.” (Stoker, 2006:19) 

 
Democracy is hailed as one of the greatest modern “goods” as all processes, leaders and 
institutions must be seen as democratic or face criticism and challenge (Stewart, 2003).9 The 
Canadian Constitution sets the broad Canadian democratic framework from which all orders of 
government, organizations, and community institutions organize their legal framework, their 
proceedings, representations and practises.  The scope, process, and structure of democratic 
governance is complex; however, most people have developed an intuitive sense of what 
democracy entails – equality and fairness – in decisions that affect our society, nation, world, 
and universe.  
 
Democracy functions through multiple venues.  Citizens may become democratically engaged 
through the formal electoral process or the extra-electoral process.  As described by Stewart 
(2003), the extra-electoral process describes the means by which citizens are included in 
decision-making between elections.  This may include participation on governing bodies such as 
community associations, parent-teacher councils, attending public meetings, participating on 
citizen juries or electoral commissions and surveys that inform any number of decisions made 

                                                      
9 Examples of the global-democratic movement are demonstrated through initiatives such as the World Movement 
for Democracy created in 1999 to “strengthen democracy where it is weak, to reform and invigorate democracy 
even where it is longstanding, and to bolster pro-democracy groups in countries that have not yet entered into a 
process of democratic transition see http://www.wmd.org/wbdo/may-july04/elections.html; accessed May 4, 2008. 
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by governing bodies. The number of extra-electoral processes has increased substantially over 
the past decade, yet studies continue to demonstrate there is significant under representation 
of minority and marginalized populations.  There are several factors that can either positively or 
negatively influence equal and fair democratic engagement for all citizens. 
 
At the individual level, youth, women, and minority populations such as immigrants and 
Aboriginal populations are least represented in democracy and democratic engagement 
processes. There are several barriers that negatively influence participation of these populations 
including:  
 

• political knowledge where factors such as illiteracy, low education levels, and minimal 
access to information limit confidence and ability to participate in technically-heavy 
engagement processes;  

• socio-economic factors such as low income, one-parent households, access to childcare, 
inconsistent and split-shift scheduling all draw time and energy away from democratic 
engagement;  

• limited physical and geographic mobility can cause access barriers to democratic 
processes and political leaders;  

• minority participation barriers related to language translation, cultural custom and 
familiarity with democratic practises can decrease interest and willingness to engage; 

• disempowerment can surface from discriminatory policies and practises, intimidating 
hierarchical structures, and the absence of peer role models in positions of power; and, 

• closed or limited social networks can also negatively influence democratic engagement 
(e.g., Veenstra, 2002; Young, 1997; Rix, 2007).   

 
Fair democratic practice occurs when all citizens have the ability to affect political decision-
making that leads to a binding outcome that is reflective of the common good and is 
representative of the needs co-defined by citizens.  According to Stewart (2003), a decision is 
only democratic if all citizens have had some input or control over the decision.  The Canadian 
Constitution and its supporting parliamentary and legislative laws recognize the importance of 
including minority views in political decision-making.  The first principle of parliamentary law in 
Canada is to protect the minority and restrain the improvidence or tyranny of a majority 
(Beauchesne et al., 1989).  To avoid the risk of majority views overshadowing and excluding 
minority views, and more generally, to ensure equal and fair access for citizens to participate in 
democracy, multiple methods of democratic engagement are necessary, but not always 
practised.  
 
Studies have come to view democratic engagement on a continuum from representative to 
participatory to deliberative democracy.  Representative democracy, or passive citizenship, 
rests on the assumption that citizens themselves are not able (or perhaps willing) to become 
involved in the policy arena, and select representatives to look after their interests 
(Hemmingway, 1999).  Participatory democracy or active citizenship assumes that citizens can 
and do want to participate in the discussions and decision-making concerning social and political 
issues (Cossom et al., 2003).  Deliberative democratic theorists argue that legitimate law 
making can only rise from public deliberation of the citizenry (Habermas, 1996; Nussbaum, 
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1997).  Participation is thought to benefit the individual participant, the voluntary organization, 
and the community by:  
 

• empowering participants to increase knowledge and skill level thereby increasing self 
worth and dignity (Berry et al., 1993; Chrislip, 1995; Schultz et al., 1995 and Pateman, 
2003);  

• nurturing citizen skills and abilities (Arai and Pedlar, 1997);  
• engendering citizen awareness of health and social issues (Tewdwrjones et al., 1998);  
• building capacity to tackle problems (Smith et al., 2001); and,  
• strengthening trust and connectedness in communities (Putnam, 2000). 

 
The benefits of democratic engagement in social, political, and economic development were 
prominently documented in a twenty-year study by Robert Putnam on the implementation of 
regional governments in Italy from 1970-1990.  This study sought to understand how different 
regions use self-governance to advance their social, economic, and environmental causes.  Using 
twelve indicators ranging from legislative output to the availability of day care centres, Putnam 
discovered that there were unexplainable gaps in wellbeing between the north and south 
regions of Italy.  The southern Italian kingdom was governed autocratically, resources were the 
property of the feudal lord, and the majority of citizens were impoverished peasants who 
worked the feudal land.  Through his analysis, Putnam concluded:  
 

“the very concept of citizenship is stunted [in the southern Italian Kingdom]. 
Engagement in social and cultural associations is meagre.  From the point of view of the 
inhabitants, public affairs are somebody else’s business.” (Putnam, 1993:154) 

 
Conversely, the northern region was dominated by city-states and communal republics where 
people owned land, participated on city council and worked cooperatively.  Putnam noted 
citizens in the Northern Italian regions had an active approach in democracy:   
 

“Citizens in these regions are engaged by public issues, not by patronage, they trust one 
another to act fairly and to obey the law.  Social and political networks are organized 
horizontally, and not hierarchically.  These ‘civic communities’ value solidarity, civic 
participation, and integrity….here democracy works.” (Putnam et al.,1993:36) 

 
The comparison of regions in Italy demonstrates the marked difference democratic engagement 
(or the lack thereof) can have in the wellbeing of regions.  Studies the world over have drawn 
similar conclusions of the importance of democratic engagement at the individual, organization, 
community, municipal, provincial, federal, and global level (Szücs and Strömberg, 2006a). As 
cited earlier, “good things happen when people engage with others” (Rix, 2007:i).  It has 
become understood that engaging more often and more meaningfully with respect to civic and 
political issues builds a stronger, more unified nation and has positive effects on national 
wellbeing.  It is for this reason that political philosophers such as Amartya Sen cite the rise of 
democratic governance as the greatest event in the twentieth century.  The challenge of the 
twenty first century will be to align the principles of democracy with the practice of democratic 
engagement in order to realize the potential democracy promises. 
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3.5 Literature Overview of Democracy 
 
Based on the parameters set out by Project Management Team, the focus of the Final Report 
for the Democratic Engagement Domain was on democratic engagement in a Canadian context 
(with a reduced focus on global literature).  There was, however, an expressed interest through 
the external review of this report to examine options for broadening the domain and 
framework to include international models and research on the larger concept of democracy.  
This section seeks to explore in more detail the theoretical framework of democracy and 
whether expanding the democratic engagement domain to encompass the broader concept of 
democracy is appropriate. 
 
In recent years, discontent with the state of Canada’s democracy as a whole has permeated 
published reports, magazines, books and newspapers (Lenihan, et al., 2007; Coyne 2008; 
Ginsborg 2008; Travers 2009).   According the Travers (2009), Canada has become a 
situational democracy and Coyne (2008) questions if we should be calling Canada a democracy 
at all citing that the results of the 2008 election showed a little more than two in 10 adults 
voted.  Democracy observers have expressed concern that power and control are more 
centralized, legitimacy of democratic institutions are being undermined by scandals, and 
procedures have given way to political expediency.  These cumulative factors along with recent 
decisions to prorogue Parliament twice, in as many years, have strained the current democratic 
system.  The common message resonating is that we can do better.  The challenge is capturing 
and quantitatively measuring the impact of these pressures on democracy and efforts toward 
improvements.  However, even before we can begin to measure democracy and its 
subcomponents, there is a need to establish a definitional base.  The literature reveals that 
establishing a singular approach to defining or measuring democracy is a lofty pursuit.   The 
breadth and depth of democracy requires advanced democracies, such as Canada, to identify 
for itself a definitional context and overarching measures for understanding and improving upon 
sources of discontent.   
 
3.5.1 Defining Democracy  
 
Moving into theoretical concepts of democracy, definitions vary depending on the purpose, 
scale and context of analysis.  According to Inkeles (1991), definitions offered of democracy 
usually distinguish between political rights and political structures and civic rights and civil 
liberties.  Political structures are important, but without significant opportunity to exercise civil 
liberties there can be no effective exercise of the political rights generally placed at the core of 
any definition of democracy.  This research points to an interdependent relationship between 
the fundamental concepts of democracy.  
 
Lane and Errson (2003), explain democracy as both a real regime and a political idea.  The 
definition they employ is that a democracy is a political regime where the will of the people ex 
ante becomes the law of the country ex post (Lane and Errson, 2003:2).  Democracy in this 
context is the aggregation of individual preferences into a group decision regarding governing 
laws.  The authors acknowledge that this definition excludes other normative dimensions of 
democracy and democratic ideals such as participatory democracy, associative democracy or 
deliberative democracy, which may inform future definitions of democracy.  This idea 
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complements the direction proposed in the Democratic Engagement Domain where related 
concepts and measures such as political capital are introduced to provide a micro-lens of the 
public’s experience in different and new forms of engagement.   
 
Bollen and Paxton (2000) outline a working definition of liberal democracy suggesting that it is 
the degree to which a political system allows democratic rule and political liberties.  They argue 
that democratic rule exists to the extent the national government is accountable to the general 
population and each individual is entitled to participate in the government directly or through 
representatives.  Political liberties exist when the people of a country have the freedom to 
express a variety of political opinions in any media and the freedom to form and participate in 
any political group (Bollen and Paxton, 2000:60).  
 
For Thomson (2001), representative and participatory democracy operate side-by-side in 
Canada.  The representative model simply requires citizens to choose their representative, 
whether councillor, member of the legislative assembly or Member of Parliament.  The 
representatives, in turn, are responsible for policy and overseeing the administration of 
government.  The active role of the public is largely excluded from most policy decisions.  
Inclusion occurs by casting votes for a candidate on election day.  Representative democracy 
places citizens in a passive role; watching how government performs and determining 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction through voting decisions (Thomson, 2001:3).  This research 
suggests that participatory rather than representative democracy, in theory, is more capable of 
providing citizens equal access to participate in decision-making bodies and processes.    
 
In practice, the research on the broader purpose, meaning and measurement of democracy is 
largely focused at the global level and loosely aligns under government accountability and a 
political liberty focused definition of democracy as advanced by Bollen and Paxton (2000).    
 
Research on government accountability covers analysis ranging from corruption (Buscaglia, 
2001, Gatlung 2006), public integrity (Camerer, 2006), performance measures (Bracegirdle, 
2003), and governing structures (Fish, 2006) to the overall achievement and promotion of good 
governance (Besançon, 2003; Crawford, 2002; Camerer, 2006; Rotberg, 2005; Finkel et al., 
2006).  
 
Political liberties research spans public participation (Gramberger 2001, Murray 2002) and 
active citizenship (Josef and Veldhuis, 2006) as well as equality (Corner, 2005; Klasen 2004), 
freedom of expression, and quality of life (Cobb, 2000; Berger-Schmitt, 2002; Ferriss, 2002; 
Hagerty et al., 2001; Johansson, 2002; Kahn and Juster, 2002). 
 
The democracy literature reviewed suggests an agreement among scholars and practitioners 
alike that the conceptual framework of democracy varies according to the unique circumstance 
of each democracy or purpose of analysis (Foweraker and Krznaric, 2000).  Similarly, the 
research suggests that there is no consensus on how to measure democracy; yet, indicators to 
measure democracy are ubiquitous (Gerring, 2008; Kekic, 2007).  The following section will 
explore measures of democracy in more detail. 
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3.5.2 Measuring Democracy 
 
In the 1950s and 60s, behavioural researchers adopted a scientific approach to measuring 
democracy taking the nation-state as the unit of analysis and western liberal democracy as the 
model of democracy (Clarke and Foweraker, 2001).  Measures were based on a procedural 
definition of democracy (using objective measures such as number of votes cast) to assess the 
vertical accountability (using subjective measures such as the degree of pubic contestation for 
political office).  The first substantial analysis of liberal democracy was undertaken by Robert 
Dahl (1970).  This work created the template for subsequent democracy indicators that sought 
to measure procedural democracy by combining results into one-dimensional indices to rank 
different countries on a single continuum (Clarke and Foweraker, 2001:351).    
 
Democracy is measured by various indices that have been dimensionally expanded over the 
years, resulting in national scores which express how constitutional democracy is implemented 
worldwide (Lane and Errson, 2003).  Current indicators that measure democracy are described 
as the ‘third wave’ of democratization as they address intrinsic values (e.g., qualities of 
democracy as achievements) and extrinsic values (e.g., welfare provisions) (Clarke and 
Foweraker, 2001).    
 
There are several types of global initiatives that fit within the ‘third wave’ of democracy 
measures.  The most comprehensive set of global indicators has been compiled by the World 
Bank (Besançon, 2003).  Most global measurement initiatives include objective and subjective 
measures, with the balance tipping far over to the latter.  The World Bank’s Worldwide 
Governance Research Indicators Dataset, the Global Governance Initiative, the Organization 
for Economic and Cooperative Development’s (OECD) Participatory Development and Good 
Government rankings, House’s Freedom in the World Index, and Transparency International’s 
rating system for governance are all examples of primarily subjective indices.  They are based 
on expert or informed opinions, systematically gathered and derived through an array of 
perceptions and surveyed views as opposed to objective, quantitative data (Besançon, 2003:11).  
 
Indicators to assess global responsibility of governments, corporations and global organizations 
also contribute to the third wave of democratization.  The Commitment to Development Index 
(CDI) rates 22 ‘rich’ countries on their foreign aid, commerce, migration, environment and 
military affairs in relation to helping poor countries build strong government, wealth and 
stability.  Ratings are assigned to seven policy areas: aid, trade, investment, migration, 
environment, security and technology10 (Commitment to Development Index, 2008).   
 
In 2003, the One Trust, Global Accountability Report, was the first index to compare the 
accountability of inter-governmental organizations, transnational corporations and international 
non-government organizations.  Rankings and percentages were assigned to eighteen of the 
world’s most powerful organizations under two primary measures: control of governance 

                                                      
10 Of interest, in 2008, Canada ranked middle of the pack at 11th.  The main contributions were towards support of 
technological innovation and dissemination, low barriers against exports from developing countries and policies 
that promote productive investment in poor countries with its main contribution to the development of poor 
countries.  Canada scores less points for small contributions to peacekeeping, poor environmental record (e.g. in 
developing countries) and ‘tied’ foreign aid (CDI, June 2008). 
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structures and access to information (Kovach, et al., 2003).  The Global Accountability Report 
now assesses more than 90 organizations and has published reports for the past three years.11 
 
Global conceptual and indicator frameworks for measuring democracy range from broad, 
indices that include developing countries (such as House Freedom in the World) to indices 
focused on developed countries (such as the Commitment to Development Index).  There is a 
risk of losing relevance if the Democratic Engagement Domain were to draw too extensively 
from these indices when measuring the democratic engagement in Canada.   The Domain is not 
attempting to measure Canadian democracy against other democracies; rather, it is attempting 
to measure the state of engaging in democracy at the individual, government and global level 
within Canada.    In other words, measuring engagement in democracy is not the same as 
measuring democracy.  The creation of overarching Canada-specific democracy measures is an 
area that would benefit from further research. 
 

                                                      
11 The Global Accountability Reports for 2006, 2007 and 2008 are located at http://www.oneworldtrust.org/. 
Accessed June 15, 2009.  
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3.6 Democratic Engagement Domain Context Summary  
 
This section provided a summary of the key concepts and fundamental principles inherent in 
democratic engagement and democracy.  A definition of democratic engagement was provided.   
The section concluded with brief consideration into how the most frequently cited democracy 
indicators are organized at the global scale using international data sets.  The following three 
sections provide a detailed look at the literature and conceptual models that measure the 
wellbeing of democratic engagement in Canada.  Each section corresponds with one of the 
three report themes – individual, government, and global engagement.  A conceptual 
framework was created for each of the themes to assist with the selection of indicators.  
Consideration of the corresponding indicators for each theme is presented in Sections 8-9. 
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4. Individual Democratic Engagement 
 
 
4.1 Literature Review of Individual Democratic Engagement 
 
The literature review for the Individual Democratic Engagement (individual engagement) theme 
explores the engagement of citizens in public life and in governance, asking the question: how 
engaged are citizens in public life and governance?  When searching the academic and grey 
literature as a means of scanning the environment to specifically address individual engagement, 
numerous and diverse resources emerged from each data source.  As will be discussed, various 
organizations and studies within Canada are generating interest in and attempting 
measurements on the level of engagement of citizens in public life and governance.  Of note, 
some of the dialogue and literature found with respect to individual engagement also relate to 
the government and global engagement themes covered in Sections 5 and 6 respectively.  
 
 
4.1.1 Engagement in the Electoral Process in Canada 
 
Over the past decade, there has been significant discourse on the state of Canadian democracy.  
The focus of this discourse has emerged around two separate, but related, concepts that 
provide insight into the wellbeing of Canadian democracy: political participation (measured in 
terms of voter participation) and civic engagement (measured in terms of how Canadians 
participate).12As identified by O’Neill:  
 

“A review of the literature on political participation and civic engagement reveals the 
relative fluidity and overlap between the two concepts, and a rather high level of 
conceptual fuzziness in their application.  Maintaining a conceptual distinction between 
the two concepts is particularly important for delineating the political from the larger 
civic sphere; although equally important, activities directed at the formal political arena 
are not the same as those directed at the civic community, either for the reasons that 
lie behind that involvement or for the expectations tied to that participation (O’Neill, 
2006:4).” 
 

Historically, democracy was defined in terms of political participation and the number of 
citizens involved in political activities.13Canadian values and the values governing Canadian 
democracy were strongly rooted in the singular concept of representative democracy whereby 
citizens elected officials to govern and the assessment of success or non-success was 
determined by the majority at the time of the next election (Schumpeter, 2003; Gregg, 2004; 
Anderson and Goodyear-Grant, 2005).  This representative system operated on a foundation of 
trust, with citizens largely believing that elected representatives would make decisions that 

                                                      
12Academics such as Brenda O’Neill (2006) have cautioned against overlapping these concepts as the use of the 
term ‘engagement’ encompasses a psychological dimension of political activity that provides insight into political 
participation.  
13 All sides of the political spectrum agree that voting is the quintessential symbolic practice of democratic 
governance and responsible citizenship (Verba and Nie, 1972; Galston 2001; Nakhaie, 2006). Others argue that 
voting embodies the fundamental democratic principle of equality (Putnam, 2000). 
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were in the best interest of Canadians.  This basis of democratic trust – in terms of the elected 
officials, the bureaucracies, and the constitution – presupposed that policy decisions were being 
made in the best interest of Canadian citizens.  Measurements of democratic trust were defined 
in terms of voter participation and political participation.14High levels of participation in these 
areas demonstrated that citizens were engaged in the democratic process, which in turn 
signalled a sense of democratic health and stability.  The democratic landscape as defined by 
political participation was relatively straightforward unmarked by significant political cleavages 
or complex voting decisions and expectations (Nevitte, 2002)  
 
In the 1970s, indicators of democratic instability began to emerge; citizen acceptance of 
traditional hierarchical representative democracy started to decline.  Though several theories 
intended to diagnose the problem were proposed the debated concept that a generational shift 
in values had occurred became widely accepted (Nevitte, 2002; Nakhaie, 2006).  This 
generational divide is demonstrated in the federal political participation statistics from 1945-
1988.  During this time frame, pre-baby boomer and boomer voter participation averaged 74.4 
percent, varying between a high of 79.4 percent in 1958 and a low of 67.9 percent in 1953 
(Gidengil et al., 2004).15  In 1988, the Generation X and Generation Y were of legal age to vote.  
Voter participation that year was 75.3 percent.  By 1993, participation had declined to 69.6 
percent and reached an all-time low of 59.1 percent in 2008.      
 
Trust in Canadian government and public institutions is declining.  Studies have been conducted 
to measure political confidence as an indicator of trust in elected representatives, government 
as a whole, and public institutions.  In 1999, an American researcher outlined four questions to 
measure political confidence in the United States: 1) are people in government crooked?  2) [do 
you] trust the government to do what is right?  3) [is] government wasting money?  4) [is] 
government run by a few big interests? (Crête et al., 2006:3).  A similar analysis was produced 
in Canada using a 2005 telephone survey of political attitudes of Canadian adults.16 The research 
concluded that the level of Canadian confidence in government is slightly above 50 percent with 
noticeable differences between geographical areas (Crête et al., 2006:5).   
 
A trend of low political participation is present in both provincial and municipal governments 
across the country.  Federal government elections tend to have the highest voter participation 
rates while municipal elections have the least (Cutler and Mathews, 2005).  There is an 
extensive body of research in Canada that describes the characteristics, patterns and 

                                                      
14 Political participation in this definition includes activities by citizens that are directly aimed at influencing the 
selection of government personnel and/or the actions they take.  Political participation occurs when citizens 
express support or non-support for the government by taking part in marching parades, working hard in 
developmental projects, by participating in youth groups organized by the government, or by voting in ceremonial 
elections (Verba and Nie, 1972).    
15 In this report we distinguish between four generations: the pre-baby boomers (born on or before 1945), the 
baby boomers (born between 1946 and 1964), generation X (born between 1965 and 1980) and generation Y or 
the dot.com generation (born since 1981). 
16 The measure is an aggregate of the degree of confidence in six Canadian federal institutions: the parliament, the 
government, the army, the political parties, the civil service and the Supreme Court.  The data was extracted from 
a Statistics Canada survey 2005 conducted between October 16th and November 5th by Léger Marketing of a 
representative sample of Canadian adults (18 years old and over). 
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probabilities of political participation at all three levels of government (Kushner et al., 1997; 
Pickup et al., 2004; Cutler and Mathews, 2005; Martinez and Gill, 2006; Nakhaie, 2006).  
 
Democratic political participation has historic inequities that reverberate in the composition of 
the electorate that is politically involved.  Women, youth, Aboriginal people, new immigrant 
populations and those living in poverty (which often compose the marginalized listed) tend to 
be the least represented in the Canadian political system (O’Neill, 2007; Milner, 2006; Jusko, 
2006; Anderson and Goodyear-Grant, 2005; Walton-Roberts, 2004; Gidengil et al., 2004).  
Regional inequities as well as inequities in rural, urban, core and suburban neighbourhood 
geographies have influence on political participation.  Political knowledge is a significant 
indicator of political participation (Hayward et al., 2007).  Examinations of federal, provincial, 
and municipal elections demonstrate a uniform pattern of under-representation of these 
populations that have traditionally been excluded from the political process (Kushner et al., 
1997; O’Neill, 2006; Young, 2007).  The decline in both voter participation and the under-
representation of marginalized populations is not unique to Canada.  A similar decline and 
pattern is also apparent in other countries, such as the United States (US) and the United 
Kingdom (UK) (Schofer and Marian, 2001; Milner, 2005; Stoker, 2006). 
 
Concerns for political disengagement and disenfranchisement are prefaced on the 
understanding that democracy is more than a count of the number of voters that participate in 
elections.  Decreased voting and under representation in elections influences other areas of a 
democratic society such as volunteerism, serving on juries, attending community school board 
meetings, participating in public demonstrations and general willingness to cooperate with 
fellow citizens to address community affairs (Putnam, 2000).  Democracy requires an active 
citizenry in all facets of democratic governance.  For institutions and institutional decisions 
(such as those associated with school councils, health boards, associations and government) to 
function at the highest capacity, representative and inclusive democratic structures are 
necessary.  
 
The pool of literature on the need to reform the role of citizens in government is growing 
globally.  The results of the World Values Surveys (WVS) generally demonstrate that citizens 
are moving in a direction toward greater self-expression and secular-rational values (Welzel, 
2008).  The surveys reveal that orientation toward authority (such as government) is in 
transition.  Deference to authority is steadily declining in direct relationship to the emergence 
of a more educated public with post-modernist values. The surveys confirm what the rates in 
voter participation suggest - a loss of public trust in social institutions and leaders across 
nations.  Survey analysts suggest the public is negatively reacting against hierarchical 
arrangements (both government and non-government) that limit opportunities for meaningful 
participation.  It is further suggested that  “a central component of rising self-expression 
values...generates a potential for democratic reform by driving people to place more emphasis 
on democracy while making them more critical of the actual democratic performance“ (Welzel, 
2008).  Research from the United Kingdom confirms this observation by emphasizing that 
citizens clearly want a more direct role in decision making and access if they believe a decision 
will have a direct impact on them (Ryfe, 2007). 
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4.1.2 Engagement Beyond the Electoral Process 
 
Disengagement from political participation is important but it does not necessary imply that 
Canadians are disengaged from democracy as a whole: 
 

“it is incomplete and misleading to understand citizen participation solely through the 
vote….Compared with those who engage in various other political acts, voters report a 
different mix of gratification and a different bundle of issue concerns being behind their 
activities.” (Verba et al., 1995:23,24) 

 
In contrast to political participation as a predictor of healthy democracy, civic engagement as 
the act of psychological and behavioural engagement has gained credence (Zukin et al., 2006).  
In the late 1960s, theorists began to explore the dimensions of democracy in greater detail.  
Questions about: “Who votes and why?” were expanded to consider: “How much 
participation?”  “What ways do people participate”?  And, “whom participates in what 
activities?”  (Verba et al., 1972: 23).  Political and sociological theorists began to expose a now 
commonly accepted notion that a participatory polity requires broader democratic participation 
than provided through the electoral process.  It became understood that for citizens to succeed 
and thrive in democracy, they required multiple methods of engagement in political and civil 
society (Dahl, 1970; Patemen, 1970; Verba et al., 1972).  It was further demonstrated, using as a 
basis of political philosophies associated with Mill and de Tocqueville, that opportunities to 
participate and influence decisions over day-to-day activities within civil society provide the 
necessary training and skills needed to participate politically.17  
 
Popular recognition of the importance of civic engagement as a predictor of voter participation 
and overall democratic health surfaced in the internationally acclaimed work Bowling Alone: The 
Collapse and Revival of American Community by Robert Putnam (2000).  Building largely on the 
research of earlier theorists such as Pateman, Verba, Bourdieu and Cohen, Putnam catapulted 
the importance of civic engagement as an indicator of American democratic health into the 
North American mainstream (Milner, 2002; Purandaré, 2005; Zukin et al., 2006).   
 
Putnam, drawing on the observations of de Tocqueville’s On American Democracy (1835), argues 
that American democracy is rooted in civil society; citizens' involvement in family, school, work, 
voluntary associations, and religion (Putnam, 2000).  Theorizing that “civic virtue” is the basis of 
a healthy democracy, Putnam proposes that a civic community is comprised of four elements: 
civic engagement; political equality; solidarity, trust, and tolerance; and social structures of 
cooperation (Putnam, 2000).   
 
Building on a theoretical scaffolding of economic and human capital theory, Putnam seeks to 
demonstrate that social capital is created through trust, norms of reciprocity and networks of 
civic participation.  The key form of social capital is interpersonal trust, and this trust is the 
result of norms and networks.  
 

                                                      
17 This is a position that has been widely supported since the evidential work produced by Gabriel Almond and 
Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy in Five Nations Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1963), Chapters 11 and 12. 
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Significant attention to social capital was provided by Katherine Scott (2007) in the 
development of the Community Vitality Domain for the Canadian Index of Wellbeing.  In this 
research, Scott explores the domain of Community Vitality and related concepts such as social 
capital and inclusion.  The focus of the research is based on measuring the social relationships, 
norms, values, and capacities of Canadians to thrive at the community level.  This work touches 
on the four elements of a “civic” community defined by Putnam.18  The conclusions of the 
Community Vitality Domain complement those of the Democratic Engagement Domain.  A line 
has been drawn to avoid duplicating research that is closely associated with the Community 
Vitality Domain and key concepts relating to social relationships, norms, and values (which are 
closely tied to the concept of social capital).   
 
The remainder of this section focuses on the results produced by the literature review on 
individual engagement.  
 
 
4.1.3 Civil Society Based Sources 
 
Engaging Canadian citizens in public life and the governing of their communities is a positive 
thing.  As Sheedy et al., (2008: iii) states:  
 

“Citizen engagement provides a vision for a way forward – a way of reinvigorating 
current democratic practices and institutions, bringing meaning to people’s participation 
and fostering a two way dialogue between citizens and governments.  The hope is that 
this will not be seen as a mechanism for placating peoples’ desires, but actually bring 
about a more just society where governments’ choices more closely reflect the needs of 
its population.”  

 
Much of the research, findings, and discussion occurring within published and grey literature 
focus, in some manner, on addressing the perceived or real gap that is occurring between 
Canadians and some aspects of their relationships to governments, institutions, their 
community, and various components related to public life.  There are numerous examples of 
studies discussing such gaps in Canada included though not limited to areas such as: 
 
• Involvement within civil society as volunteers, members, directors, organizers and leaders.  For 

example, Anderson et al., (2006) assessed whether civic association activity has declined in 
four Western democracies and Williams et al., (2008) explored the connection between 
volunteerism and residential longevity in Saskatoon, Saskatchewan.  

 
• Social networking and social movements (face-to-face and web-based) regarding our environment, 

health, education, social and culture dimensions.  As an example, Torjman (2007) reports on a 
pan-Canadian action plan for neighbourhood revitalization for various United Ways across 
Canada; while Canada25 outlines how to revitalize Canada’s youth in democracy, Canadian 
and the Common Good: Building a Civic Nation through Civic Engagement (Rix, 2007). 

                                                      
18 The research placed less emphasis on political equality in anticipation of the development of a Democratic 
Engagement Domain for the Canadian Index of Wellbeing.  
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• Access to, involvement in, and participation with local, provincial and federal government by various 
groups such as women, youth and immigrants.  The Canadian Policy Research Network 
provided numerous reports, presentations and toolkits on these topics including a recently 
released Handbook on Citizen Engagement Beyond Consultation (2008); the Aboriginal 
Governance Index, by the Frontier Centre for Public Policy, has developed an index to 
measure aspects of accessibility and transparency in First Nations communities in 
Saskatchewan and Manitoba (Sandberg et al., 2008). 

 
Sweeping the Canadian environment, what becomes clear is that regardless of the terminology 
used (e.g., civic/citizen/public/democratic engagement, public participation, deliberative 
dialogue), a central focus speaks to a growing ‘call to action’ to improve our democratic 
processes.  Until quite recently, such discussions and analysis were typically confined to the 
work of select academics, policy makers, and practitioners.  
 
Since the beginning of the twenty-first century, there has been a growing sense that the 
answers to address the problem of engaging citizens in public affairs, referred to by some as our 
democratic deficit, can and are increasingly found outside typical organizations and 
processes.19Think-tanks, community based organizations, and internet based movements are 
rising out of civil society, generating much of the information and actions, suggesting ways and 
offering evidence of how to operationalize these efforts.  
 
Much of the literature relating to how Canadians are engaging in governance and public life can 
be categorized by examining who is generating the dialogue and research.  Organizations that 
are non-profit and mostly charitable in nature appear to produce a large amount of material 
related to engaging citizens in public life and governance.  A sample of lead organizations 
involved in looking at how engaged citizens are in governance and public life includes:    
 

• Canadian Policy Research Network (CPRN) – charitable social policy think tank founded 
in 1994; due to lack of funding their doors will close by the end of December 2009. 
Nationally recognized as the one of the key leaders in the development of socio-
economic policy, research and engagement. Based in Ottawa, Ontario. 

 
• Canada West Foundation (CWF).  Created in 1973. Charitable, non-partisan economic 

and public policy research think tank on topics of importance to the four western 
provinces, the territories, and all Canadians.  Based in Calgary, Alberta. 

 
• Canada 25.  Created in 2000.  Youth driven, non-profit, non-partisan organization 

focusing on bringing the voices and ideas of Canadians, aged 20-35, to the nation's public 
policy discourse and taking action on issues of local and national significance.  Ceased 
active operations in fall 2007 due to lack of funding.  Based in Montreal, Quebec.  

 
• The Caledon Institute. Established in 1992.  Private, charitable non-profit social policy 

think tank.  Non-partisan.  Based in Toronto, Ontario. 

                                                      
19 See for example, Chandler 2005, Cross 2004, and MacKinnon 2006 for expanded discussion of on the 
democratic deficit. 
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• Centre for Research and Information on Canada (CRIC).  Established in 1996 by the 

Canadian Unity Council. Organization divided into two branches, one designated to 
research on Canada (CRIC Research) and the other designated to inform Canadian 
citizens of the research's findings (CRIC Information).  Based in Ottawa, Ontario. Lack 
of funding led to cancellation of the website in January 2008.  

  
• Institute on Governance (IOG).  Charitable organization founded in 1990 to promote 

effective governance - comprising the traditions, institutions and processes that 
determine how power is exercised, how citizens are given a voice, and how decisions 
are made on issues of public concern.  Based in Ottawa, Ontario. 

 
• Canadian Community for Dialogue and Deliberation.  Non-profit organization founded 

in 2004 as a result of bringing together public involvement practitioners, trainers, 
consultants, artists, activists, scholars, policy makers and students who see themselves in 
the world of dialogue and deliberation.  This organization is web-based and was inspired 
by the United States (US)-based National Coalition for Dialogue and Deliberation.   

 
• The Frontier Centre for Public Policy.  Founded in 1999 as an independent, charitable 

think tank.  Their mission is to develop and popularize policy choices that will help 
Canada's prairie region live up to its economic potential.  Based in Winnipeg, Manitoba. 

 
• Vibrant Communities.  Founded in 2001. Charitable based organization formed to 

support local networks, bring together people and organizations from the private 
sector, government at all levels, the voluntary sector and those directly affected by 
poverty to articulate and implement a common strategic vision for their community. 
Based in Waterloo, Ontario. 

 
• The Genuine Progress Index (GPI Atlantic).  Founded in 1997.  An independent, non-

profit research and education organization committed to the development of the 
Genuine Progress Index (GPI) – a new measure of sustainability, wellbeing and quality of 
life.  Based in Halifax, Nova Scotia 

  
• Institute of Wellbeing (the Institute).  The Canadian Index of Wellbeing Project has been 

fully active since 2004 with leading support and funding from the Atkinson Charitable 
Foundation.  The Institute of Wellbeing is a pan-Canadian non-profit created in 2009 to 
develop a Canadian Index of Wellbeing.  The Democratic Engagement Domain is part of 
this initiative.  Based in Toronto, Ontario. 
 

• Public Policy Forum.  Founded in 1987 as an independent research organization to 
promote excellence in government by providing a forum for private, public and 
voluntary sectors to learn from one another.  Its mission is to improve the quality of 
public policy and public administration, to serve as a neutral, independent forum for 
open dialogue on public policy, and to encourage reform in the management of the 
public sector.  Based in Ottawa, Ontario. 
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The organizations listed above rise as leaders and engines in generating substantive research 
and policy recommendations about engagement of citizens in governance and public life within 
Canada.  Some of these organizations specifically came out of calls for action regarding this 
area.  Other more established organizations have recently responded to a growing demand for 
information and resources related to this area (e.g., Public Policy Forum, Frontier Policy Centre 
and Canada West Foundation).  
 
All levels of government, industry, and citizens alike are utilizing the efforts led by many of the 
above ‘think tanks’ to legitimate and rationalize resources, policies, and programs.  For instance, 
the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), the official representative of municipal 
governments of Canada, often refers to the work done by the Canada West Foundation, CPRN 
and others when providing a rationale for its funding and programming (e.g., generating tools 
for increasing public participation processes in planning and presentations for increasing the 
number of women in government).  
 
Provincial and federal governments likewise source or refer to engagement tools available 
through one or more of the above foundations.  For example, O’Neill (2006) of CPRN 
partnered with the Statistics Canada Division to provide a rationale for the importance of 
clearly distinguishing between voter participation, civic engagement, and political participation. 
 
It is worth noting that due to the non-profit status of the above organizations some have been 
reliant, in part, on institutional supports (e.g., government grants).  In some cases, this has led 
some to limit or cease their day-to-day operations.  The irony is that organizations addressing 
issues of democratic engagement are often vulnerable to collapse due to lack of government 
support or funding (e.g., Canada25).  While Canada25 and the Centre for Research and 
Information on Canada have a static web presence, their existing reports are often referred to 
by academics and citizens involved in this area.   
 
 
4.1.4 Citizen and Community-Based Sources  
 
Research over the past 20 years reveals a burgeoning number of service and advocacy 
organizations with focus on specific needs, interests and issues of minority citizens in society.  
Many of these efforts have emerged from community-based social movements; however, 
research has demonstrated that not all of these efforts have had the intended affect in 
mobilizing political action to address issues that are important to marginalized citizens 
(Caragata, 1999).      
 
There has been significant research compiled in Canada that looks at engagement and the 
importance of citizens working together to advance a common cause (Bens, 1992; Bloemraad, 
2005; Bouchard and Vezina, 2003; Bruce, 2005; Sharpe, 2003).  Research by Alexander (1999) 
introduces a model of social learning with twenty-five propositions intended to aid 
governments in understanding the role citizen groups have in creating a sustainable society.  
The research acknowledges that: 
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“citizens' groups embody the key attributes of social learning dialogue, praxis, emotional 
support, and experimentation identified by a variety of authors (Dunn 1971; Michael 
1971; Friedmann and Abonyi 1976; Friedmann 1987).  Their efficacy in promoting 
empowerment, team work, and citizenship is directly related to these attributes 
(Alexander, 1999:5).” 

 
Community building is emerging as an increasingly important intervention strategy for 
neighbourhood revitalization efforts across Canada.  Sometimes these efforts are led by 
governments (Uyesugi and Shipley 2005; Kellett et al., 2008), which will be discussed in Section 
5.0 and, sometimes they are led by citizen-based coalitions (Camino and Zeldin, 2002; Carison, 
2006).   
 
Citizens and citizen groups are seeking different ways to engage with their governments about 
various issues.  There is no shortage of evidence pointing to the increasing use of the internet 
by individual citizens and groups of citizens as a mechanism for sharing information and as an 
active way of trying to influence government decisions (Bimber, 2000; Shah et al., 2005 and 
Insua et al., 2008).  Internet discourse and individual engagement is picked up by Goupil (2007), 
who examines the impact of e-government on the citizen-state relationship using examples 
from Québec.  This discourse includes not only ideas of modernization but also of developing 
e-democracy in order to reduce the ‘democratic deficit’.  The author concludes that e-
government may lead to forms of informal democracy outside of traditional modes of citizen 
engagement.  The internet’s influence on democratic engagement is considered further in 
Section 11. 
 
Attempts are being made to measure and explain the relationship between these citizen-based 
efforts and how they may be affecting the dimensions of governance, public life and overall 
democracy.  There is a growing dialogue, and associated on-the-ground actions, springing 
forward amongst every demographic, geographical region and strata across Canada linking in 
some way to influencing citizen relationships to government and decision making.  A discussion 
of government driven sources and literature is provided in Section 5.0.   
 
 
4.1.5 Groups 
 
Many studies have taken a quantitative look at democratic engagement in reference to a 
number of population groups.  Often these studies use “typical” indicators in their analysis, 
namely voter turn-out, group membership and charity donations.  Some of these groups 
include: 
 

• Youth or students (Gauthier, 2003; Sandell and Plutzer, 2005; Chareka and Sears, 2006; 
Kelly, 2006; Weller, 2006; Henderson et al., 2007; Loewen et al., 2008; Milner, 2008; 
Quéniart, 2008) 

• Immigrants (Siemiatycki and Isin, 1997; Armony et al., 2004; Walton-Roberts, 2004; 
Preston et al., 2006; Scott et al., 2006; Baer, 2007; Ginieniewicz, 2007) 
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• Aboriginal people (Ladner and Michael, 2004; CRIC, 2005; Dionne, 2005; Politis, 2006) 

• Women (Caiazza, 2005; Anderson et al., 2006; Rekkas, 2008)   

Often these studies looked at transect groups such as immigrant youth (Chareka and Sears, 
2006) or immigrant women (Preston et al., 2006). 
  
Other issues include looking at: 
 

• The effect of religious institutions on civic participation (Smidt, 1999; Uslaner, 2002; 
Scheufele et al., 2003; Pickup et al., 2004) 

• The urban/rural divide (Reed and Selbee, 2000; Turcotte, 2005; Lay, 2006; Halseth and 
Ryser, 2007) 

• The core/suburban areas divide (Maknoul, 2007; Meagher, 2007; Torjman, 2007) 

While many organizations and academics have proposed indicators of civic engagement or civic 
health very few actually have data to track over time.  One example of this is the long-running 
quality of life report in Jacksonville, Florida run by the Jacksonville Community Council (JCCI).  
In their 2002 report on civic health indicators, JCCI proposed several measures of civic health 
(e.g., “the percentage of people who feel that they have ample opportunity to be involved in the 
community's civic affairs and activities”); however, no data existed at the time to measure this 
phenomenon.  When this project tried to gauge the level of trust citizens had in their 
government, the JCCI project partnered with a polling company to ask citizens to rate their 
ability to influence local-government decision-making.   
 
 
4.1.6 Individual Democratic Engagement Literature Review Summary 
 
While there are volumes of research and sources in Canada related to the broad theme of 
individual democratic engagement, it is apparent that we are coming to a point of convergence.  
Efforts are increasing to identify common frameworks, themes, practices, tools, and 
measurements that answer the question, in more absolute terms, how engaged are Canadian 
citizens? The Institute has an important leadership role in providing a comprehensive review of 
the current landscape and making important recommendations to the various stakeholders 
involved in this effort.  More importantly perhaps will be the participation of citizens in helping 
to articulate the recommendations and likewise the policy makers who have an important role 
in opening the doors for a consistent and accurate account of Canadian democratic 
engagement.   
 
   
4.2 Conceptual Framework: Individual Democratic Engagement  
  
In general, there is no accepted set of objective democratic engagement indicators.  Many of 
the models reviewed provide suggestions for what should be measured, with recognition that 
data are available to measure phenomena of interest (Reed, 2000).  The two models chosen to 
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measure democratic engagement at the individual level - Civic Health Index and the National 
Civic Engagement Survey - have both been administered and produced legitimate results that 
could successfully be replicated within a Canadian context. 
 
 
4.2.1 United States Civic Health Index 
 
The Civic Health Index has forty indicators in nine categories of equal weight: connecting to 
civic and religious groups; trusting other people; connecting to others through family and 
friends; giving and volunteering; staying informed; understanding civics and politics; participating 
in politics; trusting and feeling connected to major institutions; and, expressing political views.20   
 
The Civic Health Index provides analysis by age, educational attainment, race and ethnicity, and 
state.  The first four categories are partly covered in the Community Vitality Domain as 
described below: 

 
1) Connecting to civic and religious groups – this is partly covered in the Community 
Vitality Domain through the indicators on social support. If the Institute of Wellbeing 
wanted to adapt the Civic Health Index, it may be useful to expand this domain to also 
encompass connecting with religious institutions.  
 
2) Trusting other people – this is covered in the Community Vitality Domain with the 
attitudes toward others and community indicators. 
 
3) Connecting to others through family and friends – connecting with friends is covered 
in the Community Vitality Domain, but connecting with family is not.  
 
4) Giving and volunteering – volunteering is covered in the Community Vitality Domain 
while charitable giving is not.   

 
Some components of the remaining five categories were covered in early versions of the 
Community Vitality Domain (e.g., voting in federal elections) and future Educated Populace 
Domain Civic Literacy Indicators (e.g., staying informed, understanding politics and participating 
in politics).  The Individual Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model (Individual Engagement 
Model) is suited to encompass all five categories outlined in Figure 4.2.1 and described below 
with variation specific to the Canadian context and available data.   
 

                                                      
20 A number of municipalities within the United States, have produced their own Indicator Reports.  The National 
Civic League, with funding from the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, initiated this work by funding five 
municipalities to develop a set of "civic indicators" to measure progress in the civic governing processes, as a guide 
toward improving the civic health of communities.  Each pilot project developed a set of indicators, measured 
them for three years, and reported the results.  The National Civic League analyzed and shared the results 
nationally.  This led other municipalities to produce similar reports.  In 2006, the National Conference on 
Citizenship released the first nationally-based civic health report.  Available from 
http://www.jcci.org/Civic%20Health%20Indicators.pdf.  Accessed May 2008. 
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1) Staying informed – includes three indicators: read newspaper; read a web blog; and, 
follow public affairs most of the time.  These indicators apply to the individual level.  
 
2) Understanding civics and politics – includes three indicators: feel that government is 
understandable; identify which of the major parties is most conservative; and, know the 
U.S. House candidates’ names.  These indicators can apply to the individual, state and/or 
global level.  
 
3) Participating in politics – includes five indicators: vote in presidential years; attend 
political meeting; been contacted about a campaign; vote in off-years and, make political 
donation.  These indicators apply to the individual level. 

 
4) Trust and feeling connected to major institutions – includes five indicators: my vote 
matters; people like me do have a say in government; trust in government index mean; 
confidence in the press; and, trust the media. These indicators apply to the individual 
and state level.  There are limited data on confidence and trust in media in the Canadian 
context. 
 
5) Expressing political views – includes four indicators: letter to magazine; given a 
speech; persuade other people about an election; and, display button, stick or yard sign. 
These indicators apply to the individual level with indicator variations available within 
the Canadian context. 

 
In summary, the Civic Health Index provides a useful framework to build the Individual 
Engagement Model. 
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Figure 4.2.1.  Civic Health Index Select Indicators21  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
21 National Conference on Citizenship [United States]. America’s Civic Health Index: Broken Engagement, produced in association with the Centre for 
Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE), the Saguaro Seminar: Civic Engagement in America, and a network of 250 civic 
institutions, 2006; available from http://www.ncoc.net/conferences/2006civichealth.pdf.  Accessed May 2008. 
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4.2.2 The National Civic Engagement Survey: Core Indicators of Engagement 
 
The authors behind the National Civic Engagement Survey claim that the changing nature and 
scope of citizen engagement in public life is affecting the quality of democracy in the United 
States (Zukin et al., 2006).  They propose that the decline in citizen engagement is the result of 
numerous engagement opportunities spread across a wider variety of channels. They argue that 
citizens are participating in a different mix of activities than in the past and that this is due 
largely to the process of generational transitions.  To verify this claim, they combine political 
and civic engagement indicators to assess engagement (particularly youth) in the United States. 
Sourcing authors such as Hanson, 1985; Morone, 1990; Putnam, 2000; Skocpol, 2003, they 
draw a distinction between political and civic engagement and suggest that individual and 
community responses to public issues are in conflict with formal and indirect mechanisms of 
representative government practices (Zukin et al., 2006).  They suggest that each form 
(individual and representative) of public action is available, but taken apart neither is sufficient 
to address the myriad of collective decisions that must be made in advanced democracies.  
Building from this base of political and civic engagement, public voice and cognitive engagement 
are introduced as two additional types of engagement indicators.22  
 
Using a collection of research studies, the first two stages leading up to the National Civic 
Engagement Survey were qualitative involving expert panels to develop research questions and 
focus groups in geographically dispersed regions to produce the preliminary survey.  The 
researchers chose a bottom-up approach by asking young people what they were involved with 
and then considered whether the activities were civic or political in nature (Zukin et al., 2006).  
Research from numerous other national surveys and sources were also used to develop the 
Core Indicators of Engagement resulting from the National Civic Engagement Survey including 
the National Elections Studies and the General Social Surveys.23 The research process and 
survey results led to the creation of the Core Indictors of Engagement.  
 
The Core Indicators of Engagement are represented in Figure 4.2.2.  The four categories of 
engagement are: 1) civic indicators; 2) political indicators; 3) indicators of political voice; and, 4) 
indicators of cognitive engagement.    

                                                      
22 Public voices describes the way citizens give expression to their views on public issues while cognitive 
engagement describes paying attention to politics and public affairs and is necessary for effective citizenship (Zukin 
et al.,., 2006:54). 
23 The National Civic Engagement Survey (NCES) was administered in two parts.  The first survey was a 25-minute 
national telephone sample of 3,200 respondents (ages 15 and up) conducted in April and May 2002. The second 
national survey was conducted shortly after the 2002 national election and included respondents 18 years and 
older. 
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Figure 4.2.2.  Core Indicators of Engagement  
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categories are represented in the proposed Individual Engagement Model under “political 
knowledge/awareness”. 
 
There are views that certain types of participation are superior to others.  Many theorists and 
practitioners see campaigns and elections as the sine qua non of a representative democracy, 
providing accountability while assuring stability.  Others are more vehement in their disdain for 
privileging this kind of “thin” democracy,” arguing for the superiority of more local and direct 
forms of democratic involvement (Zukin 2006:9).  The Core Indicators of Engagement allow us 
to equally measure and monitor these two views.  
 
 
4.2.3 Common Education for Citizenship in Democracy 
 
The last model reviewed is the Common Education for Citizenship in Democracy (Patrick, 
2003).24For the purposes of this report, the full model, as shown in Figure 4.2.3 has not been 
considered (see Hayward, et al., 2007 for a comprehensive assessment of the model).  In this 
report, attention has been given the fourth element – disposition of citizens in a democracy. 
 
 
Figure 4.2.3.  Components of a Common Education for Citizenship in Democracy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research has demonstrated that citizen attitudes toward other citizens, their community, 
nation and world affect their levels of engagement (Patrick and Lemming, 2001).  Recognizing 
these correlations, Patrick (2003) outlined civic disposition indicators (also referred to as 
dispositions of citizenship in a democracy) which include: 
 

1) Affirming the common and equal humanity and dignity of each person 

                                                      
24 John Patrick, through myriad experiences with projects in Central and Eastern Europe and his lifelong study of 
the teaching and learning of democratic citizenship in the U.S., has developed a civic education framework (Patrick 
and Lemmings, 2001).  This framework appeals widely to civic education reformers. The American Council for 
International Education requires that all civic education programs funded by their international Partners in 
Education program include a balanced assortment of themes from this framework; available from 
http://www.americancouncils.org/ and http://www.ericdigests.org/2004-2/europe.html; accessed May 2008. 
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2) Respecting, protecting and exercising rights possessed equally by each person 
3) Participating responsibly in the political and civic life of the community 
4) Practicing self-government and supporting government by consent of the governed 
5) Exemplifying the moral traits of democratic citizenship 
6) Promoting the common good 

 
It is proposed that the Individual Engagement Model encompass some aspect of the first and last 
indicators – affirming common and equal humanity and dignity of each person and promoting 
the common good.  The latter indicator may be available through indicators relating to civic 
duty or purpose of engaging at the individual and global level.  Indicators relating to affirming 
the common good may also be captured through indicators relating to global engagement. 
 
The combination of the three models discussed above from the American Civic Health Index, 
the National Civic Engagement Survey: Core Indicators of Engagement and the Common 
Education for Citizenship in Democracy provide a reasonable indicator base to build the 
Individual Engagement Model.  Though some aspects of each of these models are encompassed 
in other domains, the assembly of the indicators will provide meaningful insight into the state of 
individual democratic engagement in Canada.  
 
 
4.3 Individual Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model 
 
The following Individual Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model (Individual Engagement 
Model) has been developed to help with the selection of indicators to represent individual 
engagement in Canadian democracy.  Retaining the full conceptual model for consideration in 
this report is intended to demonstrate that it can stand independent of the other themes in the 
event that the Institute of Wellbeing chooses to emphasize individual over government or 
global engagement in this domain, though this is not being recommended by the Research 
Team.  It is foreseeable that the Individual Engagement Model could be used as a base for 
studies that are specifically focused on this theme.  
 
In the Individual Engagement Model outlined in Figure 4.3, four key concepts (or foundations) 
are proposed: 1) electoral participation; 2) political voice; 3) political knowledge/awareness; and 
4) attitude.  The first concept – electoral participation - closely resembles the “participating in 
politics” and “political indicators” concepts outlined in the Civic Health Index and National 
Civic Engagement Survey respectively.  The “political voice” indicators are similarly 
encompassed in these two surveys in the “expressing political views” and “indicators of political 
voice”.  The third concept, “political knowledge and awareness” closely resembles “staying 
informed” and “indicators of cognitive engagement.” The most significant difference from the 
other indicator models is the addition of a fourth concept “attitude”.  Two indicators are 
suggested: “satisfaction with democracy” and “duty to vote” as measures of individual Canadian 
attitudes towards democracy.  Indicators relating to trust and connection with major 
institutions are covered in the government engagement theme discussed in Section 5.0.  A 
consideration of the availability and selection of these indicators is detailed in Section 8 and 
Appendix B.   
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Figure 4.3.  Individual Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
4.4 Summary of Individual Engagement Theme 
 
In summary, it is proposed that the Individual Democratic Engagement Theme include the key 
concepts outlined in Figure 4.3.  Based on the review of existing literature, there is a growing 
body of evidence that indicators are being developed to measure these concepts.  The 
Individual Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model has been developed to be independent of 
or combined with, the government and global themes.  Individual engagement is the most 
developed of the three themes that comprise the Democratic Engagement Domain as Sections 
5 and 6 will demonstrate.
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5. Government Democratic Engagement 
 
In this section an overview of the literature is provided as related to the theme of Government 
Democratic Engagement (government engagement).  The research included a query into 
information about the functioning of Canadian governments with respect to openness, 
transparency, effectiveness, fairness, equitability, and accessibility.  Federal, provincial and 
municipal highlights are provided.   A scan of indicators that are being used in the literature on 
this theme is also provided.   The section concludes with a detailed look at existing conceptual 
and indicator frameworks and introduces a Government Democratic Engagement Domain 
Conceptual Model (Government Engagement Model) to inform the Democratic Engagement 
Domain.  
 
It should be noted that the name for this theme “Government Democratic Engagement” has 
been chosen to help create uniformity with the individual and global themes covered in other 
sections of this report.  There is a need for further development in this area and it is anticipated 
that efforts to fill this need will grow as improvements are made to improve democratic 
engagement wellbeing in Canada.   
 
 
5.1 Literature Review of Government Engagement 
 
Canada’s respective levels of government respond to citizens first through the electoral system 
and then through various other means to meet the needs of the citizens it serves and is formed 
by.  Representatives come to be elected typically through a democratic electoral system of first 
past the post, which is currently being criticised by advocates of electoral reform.  Advocates of 
change cite concerns that acknowledge an electoral system that does not recognize or count 
every vote, particularly in a democratic system that struggles to sustain adequate levels of voter 
participation.  Outside the electoral process, Canadians are increasingly speaking out about 
being ‘fed-up’ with various aspects of their governments.  In response, governments throughout 
Canada are seeking new ways to engage citizens in various aspects of the decision making 
process (O’Neill, 2006).  
 
Public participation or public consultation is widely recognised as one method of extending 
democratic efficacy beyond the basic franchise of electoral systems and representative 
government.  Public consultation is a process of informing citizens on policy, project or 
conceptual issues and incorporating public response to the issues in the decision-making 
process.  This process can be seen as a democratic enhancement that has risen in recognition 
that the development of policy and programming is too important for society to be guided by 
electoral systems alone.  The practice of public participation has grown extensively since the 
early 1990s as a result of citizen demands to create a more “participatory climate” 
(VanNijnatten and Gregoire, 1995).  Engaging the public in policy setting and decision-making 
processes spans the three traditional levels of democratic governance as well as Aboriginal 
governance structures and public agencies and authorities.  Public consultation is especially 
entrenched in governance and regulatory processes for land use, environmental and health 
related decision-making.   
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Public participation in public processes is mandated through a number of avenues.  Some 
processes are enshrined in government legislation (such as statutory regulations regulating land 
use and environmental assessment) while other processes employ participation as an accepted 
tool in developing good public policy.  Conceptually, effective public participation produces 
legitimate policy by virtue of governments sharing information and decision-making 
responsibility with citizens (Insua et al., 2008; Abelson et al., 2007; Redden, 1999).  Recent 
research explores the efficacy of participation in shaping policy while this report seeks to 
understand how well Canadian governments function with respect to openness, transparency, 
effectiveness, fairness, equitability and accessibility. 
 
 
5.1.1 Federal Highlights 
 
Recognition of citizen discontent with government and governance structures gained national 
attention during the drafting and eventual signing of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms and patriation of the Canadian Constitution (1982).  Following the adoption of the 
Charter, a new era in Canadian democracy emerged.  At the federal level, the political process 
surrounding the Charlottetown Accord produced the most significant participative democratic 
process in Canadian history.  The failure of the Meech Lake Accord to ratify the Canadian 
Constitution demonstrated that citizens were no longer prepared to be governed by a closed-
door executive (Burgess, 1993).  In place of executive governance emerged a number of 
methods for citizens to participate in informing the constitutional amendments proposed in the 
Accord including public meetings, focus groups with interest groups, a citizen forum, publicly 
televised forum proceedings, a public toll-free phone line, and a national referendum.  The 
ultimate decision resided in the hands of citizens through casting their vote for or against the 
ratification of the Canadian Constitution.  This was the first significant act of federal 
participatory democracy in Canada. 
 
More recently, significant efforts have been made at the federal level to address citizen distrust 
in government and government structures (particularly as a result of emerging government 
scandals).  Efforts are focused on addressing issues of accountability, fairness, transparency and 
citizen demands for greater access and meaning in informing decisions.   More recent examples 
include the Federal Accountability Act and Action Plan (2006).  The purpose of the Act is to 
strengthen accountability and increase transparency and oversight in government operations.25  
The Federal Accountability Act and Action Plan is intended to send a message to Canadians that 
“the Government of Canada is committed to taking appropriate measures to promote fairness, 
openness and transparency in the bidding process for contracts…”26 In April 2007, the Public 
Servants Disclosure Protection Act took effect.  In August 2007, a Public Sector Integrity 
Commissioner was appointed.  The Commissioner is responsible for the administration of the 
Act.  The Act is intended to protect public servants and Canadians who report wrongdoing in 
the Federal Government.27  As part of the Federal Accountability Act a Procurement Ombudsman 
position was created to review procurement practices across government to ensure “that 

                                                      
25See Government of Canada Website: http://www.faa-lfi.gc.ca/index_e.asp.  Accessed March 2008. 
26 See Government of Canada Website: http://www.faa-lfi.gc.ca/docs/ap-pa/ap-pa08_e.asp. Accessed March 2008. 
27 See Government of Canada Website: http://www.pm.gc.ca/eng/media.asp?category=1&id=1776. Accessed March 
2008. 
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Canadians have confidence in the fairness, openness and transparency of the government 
procurement activities.”  Earlier accountability, accessibility, and transparency initiatives 
included the Federal Lobbyist Registration Act (1996) and Access to Information Act (1983).  Similar 
access to information acts were later required of provincial and municipal governments. 
 
In practice, the dialogue on the role of citizens within the institution of government in Canada is 
largely absent.  There are few references within government legislation and policy that provide 
direction on Canada’s stance on the role of the citizenry in informing government decisions. In 
the absence of an overarching direction, the task of engaging citizens has been left to individual 
ministries and departments.  
 
 
5.1.2 Provincial Highlights 
 
The Citizen’s Assembly on Electoral Reform in British Columbia worked to create a 
proportional electoral system as a means of improving democracy and proportional 
representation at the provincial level.28  In 2005, a referendum was held in tandem with the 
provincial election and the proposed proportional representation was rejected 57% to 43%.29 
Only 62.36% of eligible voters participated in the election (Elections BC, 2005).  On May 12, 
2009, a second attempt was made during the provincial election to advance the BC Single 
Transferable Vote (STV) Electoral System.  However, it was again defeated with 61.18% of the 
electorate opposed.  In 2007, a similar referendum proposing a more proportionally 
representative and accountable government was held in Ontario by their Citizens Assembly on 
Electoral Reform.  The proposal was also rejected 37% to 67%.  Premier McGuinty won the 
election with 42% of the vote.  Overall voter turnout was the lowest in Ontario history at 
52.8% (Fair Elections, 2007).  These singular attempts to reform representative democracy in 
Canada demonstrate the growing restlessness of Canadians to accept the status quo – from the 
perspective of the assembly, the voters and the non-voters.  
 
In March 2007, New Brunswick Premier, Shawn Graham announced a new era of citizen 
engagement as part of the provinces plan for self-sufficiency by 2026.  A Self-Sufficiency Task 
Force was established to lead a new provincial advisory group on public engagement 
(Government of New Brunswick, 2007).  This announcement illustrates the emergence of a 
normative practice by governments of accountability and transparency through the involvement 
of citizens in government decision-making as a way to address democratic deficiencies.  
 
 

                                                      
28 The Election Act, 1996 provides the statutory framework for implementing democracy at the provincial level. 
Provincial Local Government Acts provide the legislative framework for both urban and rural municipalities are 
expected for follow during an election. This includes qualifications for electors such as eligibility, number of votes 
allotted, wards, procedures before, during and after the election and declaring results. 
29 In legislating the Citizen’s Assembly on Electoral Reform, the Government of British Columbia introduced a 
majority rule of 60% rather than the 51% majority rule governing all other facets of government.  
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5.1.3 Municipal Highlights 
 
At the municipal level, similar attempts at democratic reform toward more accountable, 
transparent, fair and accessible governance can also be seen.  In Saskatchewan, the Cities Act, 
2003 (formerly referred to as the Urban Municipalities Act, 1984) legislatively demonstrates the 
continued devolution of provincial decisions to urban governments.  The Act also outlines public 
accountability and increased expectations of accountability which are being similarly felt in 
municipal acts across the country.  It speaks to the expectation of the local government with 
regard to giving public notice on decisions affecting citizens, but also on a range of other issues 
including referendums, petitions, and the election procedures related to the Local Government 
Election Act (2006).  Similar Acts have been implemented by provinces throughout Canada and a 
number of municipalities have taken the enhanced role afforded by the new legislation as an 
opportunity to increase citizen engagement and confidence in government. 
 
In 2004, the Government of British Columbia enacted the Community Charter (Government of 
British Columbia, 2004).  The Charter is premised on the importance of increasing autonomy for 
municipalities, providing clearer jurisdictional recognition between the province and local 
governments, and increasing accountability between government and citizens.  The Charter 
provides municipalities more decision making capacity in the delivery of services.  This in turn 
has led to increased emphasis on the importance of citizen engagement in defining municipal 
service needs (Symonds, 2005).  
 
In 2005, the Governing Toronto Advisory Panel completed a research report to assess the use 
and success of existing citizen engagement practices utilized by the City of Toronto in 
preparation of implementing the City Bill 53 Stronger City of Toronto for a Stronger Ontario Act 
2005.  The Act in effect gave the City of Toronto the ability to enact its own Charter as had 
occurred in British Columbia.  The Panel Report concluded a number of findings including: 
 

• that the term “civic engagement” is being used to describe everything from volunteerism 
to becoming an elected official;  

• the City lacks a common definition of civic engagement;  
• civic engagement activities are dispersed, not centralized;  
• there is not a cohesive message of the City’s commitment to civic engagement;  
• citizen engagement opportunities are more episodic than sustained; and,  
• the absence of civic engagement measures are some examples of concerns raised 

(Robinson, 2005).   
 

With the continued devolution of service delivery from provincial to municipal governments, 
the nature of the relationship between municipal governments and citizens is changing along 
with the complexity of the issues facing municipalities.  Municipal governments are commonly 
understood to be the most democratic level in government as they are closest to the people.  
Municipal governments have a history of citizen engagement through formal (statutory) 
mechanisms like planning processes and informal (non-statutory) mechanisms like chatting with 
a council member in the grocery store (Symonds, 2005).  Emphasis on the importance of citizen 
engagement is more pronounced at the municipal level and the methods and scope of 
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engagement are significantly more diverse, individualized and comprehensive than found at the 
provincial and federal levels.   
 
In 1998, Vancouver City Council was the first to adopt guiding principles for pubic involvement 
intended to enhance the role of citizens in local governance.  There are six principles outlined: 
mandating the process; participants in the process; involvement strategies; communications 
strategies; resourcing the process; and using public input, follow up and evaluation (City of 
Vancouver, 1998).  Public participation strategies of the early twenty-first century have already 
evolved into more formal frameworks of municipal and citizen charters.  Following the 
Montréal Summit, the Montréal Charter was developed under the supervision of the Task 
Force on Democracy.  Describing rights, responsibilities and commitments, the Charter states: 
 

Citizens have democratic rights and participate in the city administration in a joint effort 
to ensure the continued enjoyment of such rights…citizens may exercise their voting 
rights and participate, within their means, in issues of concern to them and may 
respectfully express informed opinions in view of influencing decisions (City of Montreal, 
2006:6).  

 
Other municipalities, both rural and urban, are demonstrating similar patterns in expanding well 
beyond the minimal guidelines provided within governing frameworks.  It is clear by these 
patterns that individual municipalities and departments define the boundaries of citizen roles 
differently.  With the exception of federal legislation creating a uniform expectation around 
government accountability, transparency, and accountability, there is a fairly extensive 
patchwork of initiatives to address these issues with all orders of government.  
 
Published and grey literature points to municipal governments having perhaps the widest 
breadth of engagement means available and accessibility to citizens, such as person-to-person 
interaction, print materials, media outlets, forums, open council meetings, and dedicated areas 
for communications with residents on their websites.  Municipalities communicate with citizens 
about general issues and specific issues, projects, services, programming, and bylaw 
considerations.  Citizens, in turn, have easier access to elected representatives and senior 
administrators alike.  Citizens may initiate discussion and action by writing or emailing Council; 
speaking at a local Council meeting; attending public hearings and forums; participating in local 
planning processes and meeting directly with civic staff and elected officials – as examples.  
 
Of note, while engagement by citizens with local government may take place in various ways, 
voter turnout in municipal elections is the lowest of all levels of government (Cutler and 
Matthews, 2005; Nekhaie, 2006).  The link between political participation and civic engagement 
provides valuable insight into the need to find a way to make sense of how these components 
interact and relate to affect governance, engagement and participation processes, and related 
outcomes. 
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5.1.4 Existing Efforts to Measure Government Democratic Engagement 
 
Government accountability, transparency and equity are, in some respects, challenging to 
measure and analyze quantitatively.  This is not surprising given the challenges associated with 
quantitatively measuring the concepts of accountability, transparency and equity and the lack of 
consistent time-series data availability.  Some indictors for which there are Canadian data 
available include: 
 

• Satisfaction with the way democracy works in Canada (from the Canada Election 
Study) 

• Corruption Perception Index (from Transparency International) 
 

Other data are also available from pollster companies, some of which are stored in CORA 
(Canadian Opinion Research Archive).  The larger question remains whether government 
department/program polling surveys contracted by governments are publicly available. 
 
The Regional Vancouver Urban Observatory (RVu) also suggests a number of indicators to 
measure governance and community building, although data for some of these indicators are 
not available at the national level.  Indicators suggested include:  

 
• Percent of Vancouver region residents who feel that they have the opportunity to 

voice their thoughts on major community decisions that affect their lives. 
• The number of institutions, organizations and businesses which engage with the 

public on a regular basis. 
• The success of a sample of attempts by municipalities to reach a diversity of groups 

of the public in strategic work toward sustainability. 
 
The Frontier Centre for Public Policy has also initiated an Aboriginal Governance Index which 
is intended to provide Manitoba and Saskatchewan First Nations with a “convenient benchmark 
through which individual bands can measure their progress in achieving responsible self-
government.  Knowing where their band government places can be a source of empowerment 
for individuals” (Sandberg et al., 2008). 
 
Studies have also been done on measuring whether public deliberation influences the public’s 
view of certain policies (Abelson et al., 2003) and quantitatively reviewing government 
effectiveness and performance (Heinrich and Lynn, 2000).  What becomes more challenging is 
trying to find information that measures the value of these connections, the impact on services, 
and whether improvements have been made in government effectiveness and overall 
improvements to governance of society.  The studies that have been done focus on the 
connection made between citizens and specific branches of government with respect to gaining 
feedback or consulting citizens over legislative changes, services and/or programming (Abelson 
et al., 2007; Vlavianos, 2007; Montpetit, 2003).  
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5.1.5 Government Engagement Literature Review Summary 
 
Significant attempts are being made by every level of government to transform how citizens are 
engaged in the governance of society.  From coast to coast to coast, government policies, 
procedures, and practises have been revamped to respond to the growing discontent with 
government.  Little research is available on the outcome of these efforts to improve citizen 
confidence, interest, and participation in democracy. 
 
 
5.2 Conceptual Framework:  Government Democratic Engagement 
 
Government Democratic Engagement seeks to understand if Canadian governments (and the 
federal government in particular due to data availability) function in an open, transparent, 
effective, fair, equitable, and accessible manner.  In preparing to unpack this question, three 
government engagement-type frameworks have been chosen to help conceptualize engagement 
at the government level: 1) the United Kingdom Electoral Commission; 2) Britain’s Audit of 
Political Engagement; and 3) the Canadian Democratic Audit.  Based on these frameworks, a 
conceptual model for Government Democratic Engagement has been constructed for the 
Democratic Engagement Domain. 
 
As a brief starting point, consideration was given to Robert Dahl’s (1998) research on what a 
successful democracy requires.  In summary, he concluded there were five key components to 
a successful democracy:  
 

• inclusion of adults (although recent research is now suggesting inclusion of youth and 
children is also important in the development of citizenship and civic duty);  

• control of the agenda (where citizens can draw a direct connection between the issues 
that are of importance to them and the issues being addressed at the political level); 

• enlightened understanding (of how the political process works and how to effect 
change);  

• effective participation (when the efforts of citizens produce the desired outcome); and, 
• voting equality (where all citizens have equal access and equal voice in the casting of 

their vote) (Dahl 1998).   
 

The challenge with this model, and many others, is that it focuses on democratic success from 
the view of the individual citizen.  Over the past decade, it has become apparent that all orders 
of government have begun to see that successful democracy requires reciprocal effort; citizens 
working to be engaged and governments working to engage citizens.  Government democratic 
engagement focuses on the efforts governments are taking to remove barriers and create 
access to engagement in democracy and whether citizens are aware these efforts are taking 
place and if this influences their behaviours and attitudes. 
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5.2.1 UK Electoral Commission 
 
In 2006, the Electoral Administration Act was enacted to influence change in the following areas 
(UK Electoral Commission, 2007): 
 

• Party and election finance (established to improve transparency and openness within the 
democratic process) 

• Effective registration (Partnership Grants have been established to increase youth 
participation (for those 16-24 outside formal education); black and minority ethnic 
community representation; and representation from people with disabilities) 

• Well-run elections (performance indicators have been developed to decrease 
malpractice in elections and to increase public confidence) 

• Boundaries (to ensure equal representation for citizens in the electoral process) 
 
These four legislative parliamentary priority areas have been referenced by political leaders 
throughout the UK as the model of democratic renewal.  In efforts to renew democratic 
engagement, five key interwoven concepts of a democracy have been referenced as the 
theoretical and practical basis for legislative change.  The five concepts can be understood as 
follows: 
 

1) Engagement is vital: governments communicate with, listen to and respect the voices 
and votes of their country's citizens. 

2) With engagement, comes legitimacy: the permission to act delivered by the 
democratic process and the democratic decision. 

3) That permission to act leads to performance and delivery by a government: the 
competence or otherwise with which a government enacts its instructions from the 
electorate. 

4) Competence feeds in turn into satisfaction - whether governments help citizens with 
what they need and want for themselves, their families and their communities. 

5) Satisfaction then feeds into and back from trust: how far governments can be relied 
upon now, and in the future, which in turn relates back to both legitimacy and to 
engagement.30 

 
The legislative changes undertaken by the UK Electoral Commission provide a useful example 
of an attempt to improve governance.  Unfortunately, the categories do not easily lend 
themselves to an indicator framework.  However, the key concepts that underlie the legislative 
changes can provide a useful reference for understanding if Canadian governments function in 
an open, transparent, effective, fair, equitable, and accessible manner.   
 

                                                      
30 See speech by Lord Falconer of Thoroton Secretary of State for Constitutional Affairs and Lord Chancellor on 
Democratic Engagement. CBI Conference Centre London, England. April 28, 2004; 
http://www.dca.gov.uk/speeches/2004/lc280404.htm.  Accessed April 2008. 
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5.2.2 Audit of Political Engagement 
 
Since its launch in 2004, the annual Audit of Political Engagement has become an important 
contribution to government debate about the public's view of the political process in Britain. 
The Audit is a public opinion survey that is conducted yearly on a range of political engagement 
issues.31 The 2008 Audit of Political Engagement provided a special focus on the public’s 
knowledge and views of constitutional issues.32   
 
The 2008 Audit includes the following indicator headings: 
 
1. Core Political Engagement Indicators 

a) Knowledge and interest (e.g., interest in politics and perceived knowledge) 
b) Actions and participation (e.g., propensity to vote and discussing politics) 
c) Efficacy and satisfaction (e.g., efficacy of participation and satisfaction with system of 

governance) 
 
2. Constitutional Issues 

a) Knowledge and understanding (e.g., issues least and most understood and knowledge of 
constitutional arrangement) 

b) Satisfaction (e.g., satisfaction with how votes translate into seats and unwritten 
constitution) 

c) Priorities for changes (e.g., priorities for constitutional changes) 
d) Views on parliament, government and Members of Parliament (e.g., importance of 

strong parliamentary democracy and ability of MP to represent constituents) (Hansard 
Society, 2008). 

 
Figure 5.2.1 summarizes the full list of 16 indicators of political engagement (Hansard Society, 
2008:43).  Most of the Core Political Engagement Indicators are covered in the Individual 
Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model.  Indicators relating to “efficacy” and “satisfaction” 
have been proposed for inclusion in the Government Democratic Engagement Conceptual 
Model (Figure 5.3.1).  
 
There are parallels between the “constitutional issues” indicators and indicators proposed for 
government engagement theme.  Comparable indicators for “views on parliament, government 
and MPs” and “priorities for changes” do exist as reliable indicators of good governance in 
Canada. 
 
 

                                                      
31 The Audit of Political Engagement is based on a survey carried out by Ipsos MORI.  Between 2004 and 2007, the 
Audit was jointly prepared by The UK Electoral Commission and the Hansard Society.  In 2008, the Hansard 
Society produced the Audit with funding from the House of Commons and the Ministry of Justice.  The Hansard 
Society is the UK's leading independent, non-partisan political research and education charity; 
http://www.hansardsociety.org.uk/.  Accessed April 2008. 
32 Ipsos MORI intereviewed a representative quota sample of 1,073 adults aged 18+ in Great Britain. Interviewing 
took place face-to-face, in respondents’ homes, between November 29 and December 7, 2007. 
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Figure 5.2.2.  Audit of Political Engagement Indicators 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.2.3 Canadian Democratic Audit 
 
In 2003, the Centre for Canadian Studies at Mount Allison University launched the Canadian 
Democratic Audit (CDA) based on similar projects undertaken in the U.K. and Sweden.  The 
research was in response to public opinion polls that showed growing public dissatisfaction with 
government activities, ethics, and responsiveness.  Between 2002 and 2005, the CDA released a 
series of publications (e.g., “Citizens,” “Elections,” and “Advocacy Groups”) intended to assess 
how well Canadian democracy was performing at the turn of the twenty-first century.33In 
undertaking the study, three bench marks were set to define democracy and our movement 
toward or away from these benchmarks: 
 

• Public participation in democratic processes 
• Inclusiveness of all Canadians 
• Responsiveness to the views of Canadians 

 
In the preamble to each of the publications, it is noted that any contemporary definition of 
Canadian Democracy must include “institutions and decision-making processes that are defined 
by public participation, that is participation that includes all Canadians, and that government 
outcomes respond to the views of Canadians” (Gidengil et al., 2004: viii). 
 
The CDA did not impose “democratic criteria” to their guiding principles, instead choosing to 
allow individual researcher’s significant latitude in their evaluations.  Using the benchmarks as 
the broad framework, each publication was able to expand or make adjustments as needed to 

                                                      
33 The first publication, “Value Change and Governance in Canada”, edited by Neil Nevitte, was released in 2002 
as a precursor to the Canadian Democratic Audit.  The research provided a comprehensive look at how Canadian 
value changes were affecting citizens’ views of democracy, government and legislation. 
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represent the data collected.  This approach to the collection and representation of the data 
has limited further analysis of the findings (i.e., trend lines cannot be constructed).   
 
Though the indicators provided in the CDA may not be suitable for the purposes of the 
Democratic Engagement Domain, it does provide a useful conceptual-type framework to draw 
from.   
 
 
5.2.4 Other Studies 
 
In a study done on seven European Countries democratic development patterns (Russia, 
Belarus, Lithuania, Sweden, Latvia, Estonia, and Croatia), Szüc and Strömberg provide an in-
depth analysis of what conditions tend to determine the path toward more successful 
democratic development based on a study of both new and well established democracies 
(2006a; 2006b).  Three conditions were identified:   
 

1) Horizontal networks – both contacts for support within local government that are 
open and less hierarchical as well contacts for support in relation to the local civic 
community; 

2) Democratic values, such as political equality, citizen participation and political 
pluralism; and, especially during the early democratic transition process; and,  

3)  Local-global relations in terms of non-economic forms of foreign impact in the local 
community.  

 
They go on to suggest the need for further development of key indicators in the areas of three 
new movements: 
 

• New Public Management (NPM) which has a central idea of governments searching 
for excellence and effectiveness; 

• New Political Culture (NPC) where political elites utilize new populist and selective 
policy; 

• problems in  issues of policies limiting cost of local government and environmental 
protection; and, 

• Local-Global Relations (LGR) whereby foreign investment and relations of all types 
(economic, social and culture) are brought into the local context. 

 
Through a detailed analysis of a number of social and economic indicators available in 
Europe, the researchers arrive at measurements that suggest the overall wellbeing of a 
country hinges on one’s democratic development.  As they state in their final paragraph:  

 
“It is the commitment to democratic ethics that most clearly conditions the most 
effective and sustainable development of democracy.  However, value changes towards a 
democratic ethic moves fairly slow, also among elites and even among a new cadre of 
democratically elected and appointed local political-administrative elites. Although one 
of our main findings is that values, networks and global relations of the local elites are 
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mutually interdependent and reinforcing, it seems that values remain the most critical 
for real democratic development.” (Szüc and Strömberg, 2006a:19). 

 
The Szücs and Strömberg study provide a useful example of government democratic 
engagement as it is the only example found in the literature review that attempts to create a 
framework that measures the impact of good government performance on citizens and 
democracy as well.   
 
 
5.3 Government Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model 
 
The following Government Engagement Conceptual Model has been developed to help with the 
selection of indicators that measure how governments function in an open, transparent, 
effective, fair, equitable, and accessible manner.  Retaining the full model for consideration in 
this report is intended to demonstrate that it can stand independent of the other themes in the 
event that the Institute chooses to develop the theme further.  
 
In the Government Engagement Conceptual Model outlined in Figure 5.3.1, five key concepts 
(or foundations) have been drawn largely from the UK Electoral Commission Constitutional 
Renewal Work and includes: government: engagement; legitimacy; competence; satisfaction; 
and, trust.  As will be seen in Section 9, competence will not be measured due to the 
unavailability of indicators.    
 
 
Figure 5.3.1.  Government Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The Institute seeks to measure how well governments function and has identified five concepts 
related to openness, transparency, effectiveness, fairness, equitability, and accessibility.  Each of 
these concepts closely corresponds with UK Electoral Commission categories for democratic 
renewal.  The description and relationship between the concepts provided by the Commission 
complements in many respects the purpose for including government engagement in the 
Domain.  It is important to demonstrate the efforts made by governments to adhere to 
democratic principles and practices.   
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5.4 Government Democratic Engagement Summary 
 
In summary, it is proposed that the Government Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model 
encompass the key concepts outlined in Figure 5.3.1.  However, collecting data to measure 
these things will not be without its challenges, as many of the concepts in the proposed model 
do not have quantitative, time-series data available.  
 
Of interest in the research is the lack of information that assesses the attitudes of political 
leaders, government officials, and governing institutions on the principles of democracy such as 
equality and fairness, and actions taken to improve the process of democracy.  The opportunity 
to survey and measure the attitudes and practises of governing leaders and institutions may 
provide greater insight into the factors that influence the practice of democratic engagement. 
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6. Global Democratic Engagement 
 
The focus of this section is to provide an overview of the literature and environment as related 
to the global engagement theme - the role Canadian citizens, civil society, our governments and 
corporations play as good global citizens.  
 
While recognizing this is not a priority area for the purpose of developing a report about 
democratic engagement in Canada, we are able to provide some key findings to inform a 
conceptual model from which to hang some indicators.34  The Research Team acknowledges 
this as an important area of development for launching further theoretical understandings and 
indicator development in providing a country-by-country understanding and measurement of 
democratic engagement.  
 
 
6.1 Literature Review of Global Democratic Engagement 
 
In Europe, some attempts are being made to provide a country-by-country comparison of 
certain aspects of democratic development (e.g., World Values Surveys).  Szücs and Strömberg 
(2006a; 2006b) in their comparative study of seven European countries on local elites, political 
capital and democratic development note a growing awareness that as countries become more 
connected globally through various local mediums of knowledge transfer, so do the challenges 
associated with understanding democratic development.  
 
The notion of “active global citizenship” embodies a set of principles, values, and behaviours 
through which sustainable and democratic development can be realized the world over.  It 
implies the participation of individuals in public life, deliberating and acting for the common 
good, with regard for both local and global consequences.  The concept of global citizenship is 
in many ways a natural evolution of what it means to be Canadian in a complex and rapidly 
changing global environment (O’Neill, 2004). 
 
O’Neill (2004) makes the case in her discussion paper, produced on behalf of the Canadian 
Council for International Co-operation, that a good global citizen is synonymous with being a 
good local citizen.  The research calls to attention the limited national work that has been done 
to build the capacity of Canadian citizens to think and act with local and global wellbeing 
simultaneously in mind: 
 

“The challenge is to build Canadians’ understanding that they have a stake in the 
wellbeing of the planet and its people.  Opportunities must be taken to debate issues of 
collective concern and to participate in meaningful action.” (O’Neill, 2004:3) 

 
O’Neill further suggests a national common framework be adopted whereby Canadians can:  
 
 
                                                      
34 The Project Management Team indicated that given the time and resources required in the development of this 
domain less emphasis was to be placed in providing a comprehensive framework for measuring democratic 
engagement at the international level.   
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• recognize connections between the global and the local; 
• see themselves as involved and able; 
• access and reflect critically on a diverse range of views and information; 
• participate in public dialogue and decision-making;; and, if they wish, 
• take action to address the key challenges of our day (O’Neill, 2004:2).    

 
As found in O’Neill’s (2004) report, there are examples of where municipal, provincial, and 
federal governments provide support for international civic development.  For example, the 
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) works to increase public awareness of 
global development challenges and Canada’s contributions to development assistance.  Federal 
and provincial government departments alike have spurred dialogue about our role with 
respect to such international issues as global warming and heritage issues.  The Canadian 
Commission for the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO), supported by the Federal Government, has provided opportunity for Canadians to 
directly influence international conventions on heritage, culture, intellectual property, and 
human rights.  The Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural 
Expressions (2005) is a recent example.35  Of importance are also rankings of how Canada is 
doing with respect to our honouring of the United Nations (UN) Millennium Development 
goals and other UN conventions, declarations and treaties. One can find examples of various 
national and international based groups watching with interest Canada’s position with respect 
to the UN International Declaration on Indigenous Rights.  
 
At the municipal level, individual governments are directly involving themselves in international 
efforts, such as the International Coalition of Cities Against Racism and Partners for Climate 
Protection.36 Countless community-based organizations and movements across Canada also 
provide ample and important voices on the international scene.  A web search produces 
thousands of items on various issues ranging from planning for sustainable communities to 
advocating for peace to donating and volunteering abroad.  
 
There is growing attention paid to Canada’s corporate, resource based, and industry sectors. 
International watchdog organizations such as the Sierra Club provide a yardstick for measuring 
Canada’s corporate sector in terms of ranking corporations’ sustainable practices. Emerging 
ethical fund investments based in Canada are also tracked by various watchdog organizations 
and promoted as an alternate way of supporting business that is good for the environment and 
the world through fair trade practices and sustainable production. 
 
On the world scene, Canada is ranked on a number of indicators related to health, productivity, 
safety, contributions to foreign aid, happiness, and other measures related to quality of life.  
Specific emerging rankings are taking place in the area of civic engagement practices – including 

                                                      
35 For information on the Convention of the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions 
see: http://pch.gc.ca/newsroom/index_e.cfm?fuseaction=displayDocument&DocIDCd=5N0328. Accessed June 
2008. 
36 For information on the International Coalition of Cities Against Racism see the UNESCO Website: 
http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/ev.php-URL_ID=3061&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html. For 
information on Partners for Climate Protection see the FCM Website: 
http://www.sustainablecommunities.fcm.ca/partners-for-climate-protection/. Accessed June 2008. 
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efforts around participatory budgeting and food security.  Below are some indicators that we 
have found related to this theme. 
 
 
6.1.1 Existing Efforts to Measure Global Engagement 
 
The Canadian-based Institute on Governance (IOG) has extensive resources related to 
measuring accountability and performance measurement, including a review of Canada’s 
performance in a global context (Graham and Delph, 2006).  In this policy brief, IOG admits 
that it is hard to make any generalizations about how Canada compares to other countries 
regarding accountability.  Their discussion focuses on a qualitative review of accountability and 
uses quantitative data on federal fiscal transfers as a percentage of revenue (and the percentage 
of these transfers that are tied grants or conditions) to gauge government accountability and 
performance.  Other researchers on behalf of the IOG have also made similar observations in 
regard to the difficulty of measuring program performance (Schacter, 2002). 
 
Several international organizations provide a plethora of comparable international, comparable 
data.  Organizations such as the World Bank, the World Values Survey, UN Human 
Development Reports, the OECD, and the World Health Organization are just a few examples.  
Below is a sample of indicators from some of these organizations: 
 

• World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators: Voice & Accountability, Political 
Stability, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law and Control of 
Corruption (World Bank. Data from 1996-2006) 

• United Nations (UN) and the Organization for Economic and Cooperative 
Development (OECD) maintain massive on-line databases of indicators on a variety 
of global topics such as: foreign aid contributions, public expenditure on education, 
the military, and the status of environmental treaties. 

• How proud are you to be a [Canadian] (World Values Surveys) 
• Confidence in parliament (World Values Surveys) 

 
 
6.1.2 Global Democratic Engagement Literature Review Summary 
 
To be a good global citizen one must also be a good local citizen.  This observation speaks to 
the increasing use and application of the term “glocalization” (or the capacity to work across 
different scales) by many organizations and industries (Gabardi, 2000).  Global engagement 
crosses many boundaries (from education to the environment) and scales (from municipal to 
federal activities in global initiatives).  The discussion resonates with individual and government 
democratic engagement. Taking stock of how Canada and its citizens compare to other 
countries across a wide range of topics and contexts is a monumental task.  Many of the 
indicators available to assess global citizenship are either qualitative in nature or attempt to 
measure, or draw conclusions on, a complex issue with one simple index number.  The concept 
of global engagement and citizenship has considerable room for new ideas on how to measure 
and assess this important piece of the Democratic Engagement Domain.   



 

 

               60  

6.2 Conceptual Framework: Global Democratic Engagement 
 
In this section we provide a model from which various known and yet to be known indicators 
and measures of global citizenship at the individual and government level can be developed.   The 
Global Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model is derived from O’Neill’s (2004) report 
Global Citizenship:  A New Way Forward report published by the Canadian Council for International 
Co-operation Task Force (1996).  An attempt has been made to use the five interrelated 
components of global citizenship identified by O’Neill to operationalize the global democratic 
engagement theme.  The five components include:  
 

1. Connections between the local and the global; 
2. Level and ability of involvement; 
3. Access to and diversity of views and information; 
4. Participation in public dialogue and decision making; and, 
5. Action taken to address key challenges. 

 
 
6.2.1 Global Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model  
 
Figure 6.2.1 illustrates the concepts in a proposed Global Democratic Engagement Model.  
Global engagement can encompass many dimensions (e.g., individual, government, and 
corporate).   Project Management Team recommended that the theme focus on the individual 
and government dimensions of global citizenship and not on the corporate dimensions.  This 
was a pragmatic recommendation based on the availability of existing data and the ability to 
synthesize a number of informative democratic engagement indicators into a single domain with 
eight headliners.  If the Global Democratic Engagement Model were developed as a stand alone, 
inclusion of corporate and community-based organization practices would assist to complete 
the domain.  
 
Analysis of the existing individual and national level indicators further suggests that the model 
could be collapsed into four categories thereby excluding “see themselves as involved and 
able”.  Based on indicator availability, it may also be useful to include: “recognize connections 
between the global and local” for the national level and “access and reflect critically on a 
diverse range of views and information” for the individual level.   
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Figure 6.2.1.  Global Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Indicators selected for inclusion in this Global Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model will 
assist to providing insight into whether citizens and governments are acting as “good” global 
citizens. This model may be used to measure the actions, behaviours, feelings, and perceptions 
of members of civil society, corporations, and other key stakeholders. 
 
The Global Democratic Engagement Conceptual Model works in concert with the models 
described in the other two themes, suggesting that together the thematic models may be able 
to provide an overall framework for measuring Canadian democratic engagement. 
 
 
6.3 Global Democratic Engagement Summary 
 
As noted elsewhere in the report this theme is not as comprehensive by virtue of the breadth 
of international literature and research that would be required to provide an extensive analysis.  
However, further research and development of made-in-and–for Canada indicators would 
provide the ability for country-by-country comparisons in the area of global democratic 
engagement, and would most likely be readily welcomed by those contributing to this area of 
study and practice. 
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7.  Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual Model  
 
A Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual Model has been drafted for the purposes of this 
research to show how the definition and concepts pull together to inform the selection of 
indicators to measure democratic engagement.  The model is a culmination of theoretical and 
conceptual research undertaken in Sections 4 to 6.  Each of the domain themes - individual, 
government, and global engagement - were treated separately in the report corresponding with 
how the literature on these topics is currently organized.  As a new contribution to the 
literature, this report unifies these themes under the concept of democratic engagement.    
 
 
Figure 7.1.  Democratic Engagement Domain Conceptual Model 
 

 
 
 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Individual engagement has the most developed model of the three themes.  Conceptually it 
encompasses electoral participation, political voice, knowledge/awareness of political matters, 
and attitude regarding responsibilities of political participation.  The model is a combination of 
components from the United States (US) Civic Health Index, the US National Civic Engagement 
Survey, and the Common Education for Citizenship in Democracy model developed by John 
Patrick (Patrick and Lemmings, 2003).  Four concepts have been selected to measure individual 
engagement: 1) electoral participation; 2) political voice; 3) knowledge/awareness; and, 4) 
attitude.   
 
Unlike individual engagement, there is no existing conceptual framework or set of indicators 
that measure Canadian governments with respect to openness, transparency, effectiveness, 
fairness, equity, and accessibility.  Government engagement conceptually draws from work 
undertaken by the United Kingdom Electoral Commission, Britain’s Audit of Political 
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Engagement, and the Canadian Democratic Audit.  The key concepts selected include: 1) 
engagement; 2) legitimacy; 3) satisfaction; 4) trust; and 5) competence.  
 
The last and least developed theme to round out the Domain is global engagement. The 
framework for the global theme conceptually draws from a report on global citizenship 
prepared for the Canadian Council for International Co-operation Task Force.  The model 
introduces five interrelated aspects of global citizenship: 1) connection between the local and 
the global; 2) level and ability of involvement; 3) access to and diversity of views and 
information; 4) participation in public dialogue and decision making; and, 5) action taken to 
address key challenges.  Due to the lack of development of the global engagement theme, these 
concepts are too abstract in the research to find adequate indicators. 
 
The selection of indicators to complement the conceptual model is discussed in Sections 8-10. 
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8. Indicator Selection 
 
 
8.1 Indicator Selection Context 
 
Indicator selection can be driven from several perspectives, either: developing a conceptual 
framework before indicator selection, or exploring existing literature and indicator sources 
which may reveal a conceptual framework, or a combination of the two.  The approach to the 
CIW has been to have the indicator selection driven by a combination of the end point ideas 
(Michalos, et al., 2007: 2-3).  This approach is “pragmatic” – it recognizes the wealth of 
literature that exists in the Canadian context on both the conceptualization of wellbeing and 
related concepts, such as health determinants and quality of life, and the inventory data sources 
available to reliably measure wellbeing.   
 
One consideration in indicator development and selection revolves around who is responsible 
for choosing indicators: the “expert” or the “citizen” (Janzen, 2003).  Experts bring a wealth of 
technical knowledge to our understanding of measurement that enhances our ability to 
measure effectively within the discipline of statistics. Citizens, often the subject of 
measurement, are clearly well placed to help define what indicators connect their experience 
with the larger construct being measured.  Recent work that evaluates Canadian indicator 
projects that employed citizens or community in the development of indicators has been 
completed (Legowski, 2000; Zagon, 2001).  Learnings from this work suggest that even when 
conducted at a local level , indicator initiatives usually employ both experts and citizens, and 
that when measurement moves beyond the individual community, the requirements of 
comparability will lead to the selection of indicators from common rather than unique sources. 
The Institute has chosen a blended approach in which indicator selection is vetted through their 
network, which brings together experts, leaders, organizations, and community members from 
across the country and through public consultation with Canadians. 
  
Once a decision has been made on who is involved in the indicator selection process, indicators 
considered for selection must accurately and reliably indicate whatever it is meant to measure. 
The indicator selection methodology used in this report draws from Canadian research in 
effective indicator development (Hancock et al., 1999), takes focus and direction from 
Institutes’ foundational work on creating this index (Michalos et al., 2007) and refers to work 
on the indicator requirements for indexing in a Canadian social context (Janzen, 2003).  The 
conceptual framework for democratic engagement developed in this report provides the 
structure for identifying indicators that will describe democratic engagement in Canada and 
allow the Domain to be measured and indexed as part of the Canadian Index of Wellbeing.  
The Domain includes indicators that measure the three themes of democratic engagement: 
individual engagement (how engaged are citizens?), government engagement (do governments 
function democratically?) and global engagement (do Canadians and their governments function 
democratically on the global stage?).  The following sections discuss the indicator selection 
process for the Domain. 
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8.2. Indicator Selection Methodology 
 
 
8.2.1 Overview 
 
Together with the Project Management Team, the Research Team began Phase II of the 
research process with a focus on democratic engagement (refer to Sections 2 and 3 
respectively for expanded discussion on the research plan and thematic selection process).  The 
indicator selection process did not occur at one isolated point in the research process; 
indicator selection was spread over Phases II, III and IV.  First, a large catalogue of potential 
indicator sources was developed.  Second, a subset of indicators that matched the conceptual 
models was selected from this catalogue.  Third, these indicators were then scored according 
to availability and acceptance criteria in order to rank and recommend headliners.  Finally, these 
indicators were further refined based on feedback from the Canadian Research Advisory Group 
and international reviewers.   
 
 
8.2.2 Acceptability Criteria and Indicator Scoring 
 
Acceptability criteria help us assess data or indicators to determine how effective they will be in 
contributing to the development of the CIW.  The Institute has addressed the issue of 
acceptability criteria by compiling a list of criteria for use by other domain authors and 
reviewers in assessing domain indicators (Michalos, et al., 2007).  In addition, the Research 
Team reviewed Janzen's (2003) work on evaluating the effectiveness of quality of life indicators 
and included several of those criteria in the final acceptability criteria list.  The resulting 21 
criteria were grouped under three headings: validity, quality and relevance (Table 8.2.1).   
 
Criteria grouped under the validity label speak to the statistical characteristics of the data 
source and each indicator received a score based on the evaluation of the source.  Each source 
was evaluated with respect to whether the data were from a reputable source that can be 
expected to continue to produce the data, whether the source produced a data stream in the 
time frame considered, and the periodicity of the data stream.  Data from sources such as 
Statistic Canada or Elections Canada were scored highly, for example, based on the assumption 
that such sources have collected data according to accepted statistical principles and therefore 
can be expected to produce valid and reliable data.  Data sources scored higher the more 
relevance it had to the conceptual model, the frequently with which the data were produced, 
the more consistently the data were collected through time, and for its correspondence with 
the Institute’s reference time frame (1994 to 2008). 
 
Scoring for the quality class of acceptability criteria considered the ability of the indicator to 
accurately reflect changes in the phenomena being measured.  This is an evaluation of the 
congruence of the phenomena being measured - voter turnout for example - with the construct 
it is intended to describe - mindful and deliberate engagement in the democratic process.   
 
Finally, each indicator was scored on the subjective evaluation of its relevance to the goal of the 
CIW.  The relevance criteria speak to the ability of an indicator to describe democratic 



 

 

               66  

wellbeing within the domain’s conceptual model and whether the indicator will be seen by 
Institute and its target audience to reflect their understanding of democratic engagement. 
 
The indicators and scoring system are provided to the Institute for future consideration, which 
might include receiving advice on alternative scoring methodologies and/or alternative 
evaluations of the indicators. 
 
 
Table 8.2.1.  Acceptability Criteria 

Acceptability Criteria 
Validity Quality Relevance 
valid/reliable 
 
timely 
 
comparable 
 
scalability 
 

exactly comparable 
across time   

stable, doesn't reflect 
irrelevant influences  

sensitive to change in 
population being 
indicated 
 
easy to understand 
politically unbiased 
 
Obtained through an 
open, transparent and 
democratic consultative 
review process 
 

can be broken down  
valid across subgroups 
 
unambiguous  
interpretation of change 
in indicator to change in 
wellbeing 
 
leading indicator 
 
objective/subjective 
positive/negative 

relevant to target 
audiences 

determinant or 
constituent of 
wellbeing 
 
contribute to 
coherent view of 
wellbeing 

 
 
8.2.3 Indicator Selection  
 
Phase II of indicator selection focused on reducing the initial universe of indicator sources to a 
data set that would be relevant to the Domain (refer to the Indicator Catalogue v1 in Appendix 
A for the initial universe of indicator data sources).  Primary acceptability criteria were based 
on an indicator’s relationship to the framework, its ability to contribute to a view of wellbeing, 
and data availability over the timeframe of 1994-2008 (and data availability into the future).   
Each indicator was reviewed with respect to the acceptability criteria and ranked accordingly.  
The result of this process reduced the sample of potential indicators to 74 indicators drawn 
from 14 distinct sources.   
 
In Phase III, a more rigorous scoring methodology was used to recommend headliners and 
background indicators based on the Indicator Catalogue v1.  This approach scored each 
indicator on a theoretically continuous scale of 0-1 for each acceptability criterion.  After 
scoring the indicators on each of the three acceptability criteria classes, 12 indicators were 
selected to address each component of the Domain’s conceptual model (refer to Table 8.3.1) 
and formed the basis of Indicator Catalogue v2 (refer to Appendix B for indicator scores)  
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After peer review by Canadian and international experts of the Final Report for the Democratic 
Engagement Domain (Moore et al., 2008), Phase IV of the research proceeded focused on 
scoring Indicator Catalogue v2 based on the internal and external reviewer comments, the need 
to balance subjective and objective indicators, relevance to the Institute and Domain 
frameworks and the availability of high quality time-series data.  This included updating existing 
indicator data and populating indicators suggested by CRAG and international reviewers.   In 
total, 28 new indicators were populated in addition to the 12 suggested in the draft final report.  
The methodology, process and analysis of Phase IV indicator development is detailed in the 
Democratic Engagement Supplementary Report (Moore, et al., 2009).  Refer to Appendix C for 
a compilation of all the indicators recommended from all research phases.    
 
Eight headline indicators were then selected from the list of 12 indicators based on the 
Research Team’s evaluation of each indicator and based on feedback from the CRAG and 
international reviewers.  No attempt was made to weight each class of accessibility criteria or 
pursue alternate scoring methods.  The 12 indicators and eight headliner indicators (refer to 
Section 9) provide a solid suite of indicators to measure democratic engagement in Canada. 
 
 
8.3 Indicators of Democratic Engagement 
 
Table 8.3.1 presents 12 indicators that measure democratic engagement (refer to Appendix D 
for Indicator Data).  The indicator descriptions emphasize data type, number of data points and 
the meaning of the indicator for measuring democratic engagement.  The suggested indicators 
address the three organizing themes of the Domain, as well as each of the sub-themes for the 
individual government engagement themes.  The indicators have multiple data points available in 
the CIW timeframe, are sourced from high quality data providers and reflect objective as well 
as subjective data.  The following section presents the eight headline indicators of democratic 
engagement. 
 
 
Table 8.3.1.  Democratic Engagement Indicators  

Theme/ 
Concept 

Indicator Measures 
Data 
Source 

Frequency 
of 

Reporting 

# of 
Data 
Points 

Data 
Type 

Individual Democratic Engagement 

Electoral 
Participation 

Voter Turn 
Out % 

Direct 
participation in 
the most 
fundamental 
process of 
Democratic 
engagement 

Elections 
Canada 

Each 
Federal 
election 

5 O 
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Theme/ 
Concept 

Indicator Measures 
Data 
Source 

Frequency 
of 

Reporting 

# of 
Data 
Points 

Data 
Type 

Political 
Voice 

Volunteering 
for Political 
Activities 
(Volunteer rate 
by organization 
type: Law, 
Advocacy & 
Politics.) 

Measures 
citizen’s 
involvement in 
the democratic 
process by 
investing time in 
policy and issue 
development and 
political 
organizing.   

Canada 
Survey of 
Giving, 
Volunteerin
g and 
Participating 

Every 3 
years (2000, 
2004, 2007) 

3   S 

Political 
Knowledge/ 
Awareness 

Interest in 
Politics (In the 
past week have 
you discussed the 
federal election 
with other 
people?) 
(Proportion that 
responded to the 
category "Often" 
(2000 survey) or 
"Several times a 
week" 
(2004/2006) 

Interest in 
democratic 
engagement 
through active 
discussion of the 
election process 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(2000, 
2004, 2006) 

3 S 

Attitude 

Importance of 
Voting (Is it 
every citizen's 
duty to vote in 
federal elections?) 
(Percent who 
responded 
'Strongly agree') 

Belief in voting as 
the fundamental 
process of 
democracy 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(2004, 
2006) 

2   S 

Government Democratic Engagement 

Engagement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ratio of 
Registered to 
Eligible Voters 
 

Measures the 
state’s ability to 
communicate 
with its 
electorate 

Elections 
Canada 

Each 
Federal 
election 

5 O 
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Theme/ 
Concept 

Indicator Measures 
Data 
Source 

Frequency 
of 

Reporting 

# of 
Data 
Points 

Data 
Type 

 
 
 
 

 

Representation 
of Women in 
Parliament 
(Percent of 
Women in 
Parliament) 

Democratic 
equity 

Elections 
Canada 

Each 
Federal 
election 

5 O 

Legitimacy 

Voice in 
Government 
Decisions (How 
much do you 
agree with the 
following 
statements: I 
don't think the 
government cares 
much about what 
people like me 
think.) 
(Proportion that 
responded to the 
categories 
"Strongly agree" 
and "Somewhat 
agree".) 

Perception of 
government 
empathy in 
Canadian 
democracy 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(2000, 
2006) 

2 S 

Satisfaction 
with 
Democracy 
(On the whole 
are you very 
satisfied or not 
satisfied with the 
way democracy 
work in Canada) 
(Percent who 
responded 'Very 
satisfied') 

Perception of the 
efficacy of 
Canadian 
democracy 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(1993, 
1997, 2000, 
2004, 2006) 

4 S 
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Theme/ 
Concept 

Indicator Measures 
Data 
Source 

Frequency 
of 

Reporting 

# of 
Data 
Points 

Data 
Type 

Satisfaction 

Policy Impact 
Perception 
(Have the policies 
of the Federal 
government made 
you BETTER off, 
or haven't they 
made much 
difference?) 
(Percent 
responding 
'Better off') 

Citizens' 
perceptions of 
the effects of 
public policies on 
their lives. 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(1997, 
2000, 2004, 
2006) 

4   S 

Trust 

Confidence in 
Parliament 
(How much 
confidence do 
you have in 
Federal 
Parliament?) 
(Combination of 
'A great deal' and 
'Quite a lot' 
options) 

Citizens' trust of 
in the 
parliamentary 
system. 

General 
Social 
Survey 
Cycle 17 
and 22 
Statistics 
Canada 

Every 5 
years (2003, 
2008) 

2 
(2009) 

  S 

Global Democratic Engagement 

 Commitment 
to 
International 
Obligations 
Commitment to 
Development 
Index 

Rates 22 wealthy 
countries on: 
foreign aid, 
commerce, 
migration, 
environment and 
military affairs in 
relation 
developing 
nations.   

Center for 
Global 
Developme
nt 

Annual, 
2003-
current 

6 O/S 

 International 
Aid (Net ODA 
as a % of GNI) 

Government 
commitment to 
supporting 
democratic ideal 
in the world 

OECD  Annually 
1994-
current 

14 O 
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9. Headline Indicator Selection 
 
Based on the discussion in Sections, 5, 6, 7 and 8, the following indicators are recommended as 
headline indicators and are summarized in Table 9.1 (refer to Appendix E for the Headline 
Indicator Data).  These indicators provide measurement of the three themes of democratic 
engagement, with quality data available over the relevant time frame and into the future. These 
indicators are specifically chosen to maximize their suitability to describing democratic 
engagement as a constituent element of the Canadian Index of Wellbeing. 
 
 
9.1 Individual Engagement 
 
Headline Indicator #1: Voter Turnout 
Voting is the most direct form of participation in the most fundamental component of the 
democratic process.  The percentage of the electorate that votes in federal elections measures 
the extent that citizens engage in the democratic process. Data for this indicator are collected 
from Elections Canada. 
 
Headline Indicator #2: Interest in Politics 
This indicator measures the importance of democracy by citizens’ interest in following current 
democratic processes.  Data for this indicator come from the Canada Election Survey which 
asked: “How interested are you in politics generally?” (percent who responded 'No interest at 
all’).   
 
Headline Indicator #3: Volunteer Rate for Political Activities 
This indicator highlights citizens’ active participation in the democratic process.  This is a 
measure of the depth of democratic engagement.  Volunteering for political activities measures 
citizen’s commitment to the democratic process by investing time in policy and issue 
development and political organizing.  Data for this indicator come from the Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering and Participating. 
 
 
9.2 Government Engagement 
 
Headline Indicator #4: Policy Impact Perception  
The Canada Election Survey asks: “Have the policies of the Federal government made you 
BETTER off, or haven't they made much difference? (percent responding 'Better off')”.  This 
indicator addresses citizens’ satisfaction with the end result of the democratic process – have 
their elected government representatives successfully worked towards improving their 
everyday lives?  Data for this indicator come from the Canada Election Study. 
 
Headline Indicator #5: Satisfaction with Democracy 
The Canada Election Survey asks: “On the whole are you very satisfied or not satisfied with the 
way democracy works in Canada? (percent who responded 'Very satisfied' or ‘Fairly satisfied’)”. 
This indicator speaks to Canadian’s evaluation of how effective they think our democracy is 
working.   
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Headline Indicator #6: Ratio of Registered to Eligible Voters 
This is a measure of the government’s ability to communicate with the electorate regarding an 
election, a fundamental democratic process.  Contacting eligible voters to inform them that an 
election has been called and informing them of where to vote is an important duty of good 
democracy.   Data for this indicator is derived from Elections Canada and the federal Census. 
 
Headline Indicator #7: Representation of Women in Parliament 
The 50 percent distribution of men and women is the most fundamental demographic 
characteristic of the population.  In measuring if democratic decision-making is fairly shared this 
indicator assumes that equal representation of the population requires a fair representation of 
both demographic groups contributing to policy decisions.   Data for this indicator are collected 
from Elections Canada. 
 
 
9.3 Global Engagement 
 
Headline Indicator #8: Net Official Development Assistance (ODA) as a percentage of Gross 
National Income (GNI) 
This indicator was chosen because it broadly reflects Canada’s commitment and obligation to 
support countries around the world that are striving to improve opportunities for their 
citizens. This indicator is collected on an annual basis by the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

               73  

Table 9.1  Headline Indicators of Democratic Engagement 

Theme/     
Concept 

Indicator Measures 
Data 
Source 

Frequency 
of 

Reporting 

# of Data 
Points 

Individual 
Engagement 
 

Voter Turn 
Out % 

Direct 
participation 
in the most 
fundamental 
process of 
Democratic 
engagement. 

Elections 
Canada 

Each Federal 
election 

5 

Interest in 
Politics (How 
interested are 
you in politics 
generally?) 
(Percent who 
responded 'No 
interest at all') 

Measures 
importance 
of democracy 
by citizens’ 
interest in 
following 
current 
democratic 
processes. 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(1997, 2000, 
2004, 2006) 

4 

Volunteer Rate 
for Political 
Activities 
(Volunteer rate 
by organization 
type: Law, 
Advocacy & 
Politics.) 

Measures 
citizen’s 
involvement 
in the 
democratic 
process by 
investing time 
in policy and 
issue 
development 
and political 
organizing. 

Canada 
Survey of 
Giving, 
Volunteering 
and 
Participating 

Every 3 years 
(2000, 2004, 
2007) 

3 

Government 
Engagement 

Representation 
of Women in 
Parliament 
Percent of 
Women in 
Parliament 

Democratic 
equity. 

Elections 
Canada 

Each Federal 
election 

5 

Ratio of 
Registered to 
Eligible Voters 

Measures the 
state’s ability 
to 
communicate 
with its 
electorate. 

Elections 
Canada 

Each Federal 
election 

5 

Policy Impact 
Perception 

Measures 
citizens' 

Canada 
Election 

Selected 
Federal 

4 
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Theme/     
Concept 

Indicator Measures 
Data 
Source 

Frequency 
of 

Reporting 

# of Data 
Points 

(Have the 
policies of the 
Federal 
government 
made you 
BETTER off, or 
haven't they 
made much 
difference?) 
(Percent 
responding 
'Better off') 

perceptions 
of the effects 
of public 
policies on 
their lives. 

Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

elections 
(1997, 2000, 
2004, 2006) 

Satisfaction 
with 
Democracy 
(On the whole 
are you very 
satisfied or not 
satisfied with the 
way democracy 
work in Canada) 
(Percent who 
responded 'Very 
satisfied') 

Perception of 
the efficacy of 
Canadian 
democracy. 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

Selected 
Federal 
elections 
(1993, 1997, 
2000, 2004, 
2006) 

4 

Global 
Engagement 

International 
Aid (Net ODA 
as a % of GNI) 

Government 
commitment 
to supporting 
democratic 
ideal in the 
world. 

OECD  Annually 
1994-current 

14 

 
The selection of these headline indicators is not without its challenges.  For example, it is 
challenging to find appropriate indicators to address each of the concepts for the government 
engagement theme.  The challenge is two-fold: not only to find indicators that adequately 
address each of the concepts but also to find data for each of those indicators (preferably a 
consistent time-series).  Measuring true democratic engagement of governments quantitatively 
is challenging, especially when many of the concepts for this theme are quite qualitative in 
nature.  For example, many of the indicators available rely on surveying individuals’ perceptions 
of transparency, legitimacy, etc.  What is missing are objective indicators that that can track the 
actual actions, policies, initiatives (and their outcomes) of governments that promote an open 
and engaging relationship between individuals and their governments.  Equally challenging is the 
task of developing a process to build an inventory of these indicators over time.   
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10. Trends and Connecting the Dots 
 
 
10.1 Individual Engagement Trends 
                                                                                 
Voter Turnout 
Time and time again, work on measuring democracy and civic life turns to voter participation as 
a measure of engagement (Clarke and Foweraker, 2001; O’Neill, 2007).  Voting is a key 
determinant of democracy: no vote, no democracy.  The vote is the mechanism by which 
democratic direction is set and ongoing policy and program implementation is enabled.  The 
vote symbolically and in a real sense, is the fundamental mechanism by which citizens in a 
democracy realize their right to be engaged in their government (Verba and Nie, 1972; Galston 
2001; Nakhaie, 2006).  As central as the vote is to democracy, voter turnout is central to 
measuring the state of our democracy. 
  
The trend in voter turnout in Canada is not encouraging.  From a high of 69.6% in the 1993 
federal election (the starting point for this analysis), voter turnout in elections has been 
generally declining.  For the 2008 election, voter participation was more than 10 percentage 
points lower than in 1993 and represented the lowest voter participation in Canadian history   
(refer to Chart 10.1.1).  In Canada, federal elections generally have the highest voter turnout 
with provincial elections lower and municipal elections lower still (Cutler and Mathews, 2005).  
Is low voter turnout a sign of disengagement, disenfranchisement or dissatisfaction?  Is low 
voter turnout a sign of apathy or even satisfaction?  Are citizens who don’t vote actually 
granting the rest of the electorate their proxy? The 2006 Canadian Election study reports that 
86% of respondents consider it their duty to vote suggesting that current voter turnout results 
are significantly below what might be expected.  Ongoing discussion of this trend must revolve 
around what is a desirable and achievable voter turnout and what factors contribute to the 
current voting trend that leaves 4 of 10 eligible voters not casting a ballot.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Source: Elections Canada 

Chart 10.1.1.  Voter Turnout 
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Interest in Politics 
Underlying participation in democratic processes is the assumption that effective democratic 
engagement must be informed by political knowledge.  Interest in politics is a proxy for 
Canadians’ willingness to learn about the ongoing process of governance and use this 
knowledge to inform their participation in their democracy.  This indicator, which describes the 
size of the least desirable outcome, is positive in that the number of people who are 
uninterested in learning about politics is small.  We also see the interplay between people’s 
formal and informal democratic engagement activities. For example, in some election years (e.g., 
2000) voter turnout declined but the level of political interest and participation in political 
activities remained relatively stable.  Whereas in the 2006 election year, voter turnout 
increased and the percentage of respondents with no interest in politics decreased (refer to 
Charts 10.1.1 and 10.1.2).  The score of this indicator speaks to a citizenry that is engaged in 
understanding politics as part of their engagement in our democracy.                  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Volunteer Rate for Political Activities 
Volunteering for democratic activities (e.g., political, legal or advocacy groups) highlights 
citizens’ active participation in the democratic process and measures citizens’ investment in 
policy and issue development and political organizing.  In the Canada Survey of Giving, 
Volunteering and Participating (CSGVP), volunteering for Law, Advocacy and Political 
organizations and groups include those that “work to protect and promote civil and other 
rights, advocate the social and political interests of general or special constituencies, offer legal 
services, and promote public safety” (Hall et al., 2009:65).  While data is available for the years 
2000, 2004 and 2007, the CSGVP survey methodology was changed in 2004, thus affecting 
comparisons over time.  Regardless of this drawback, chart 10.1.3 highlights the very low 
volunteer rate for law, advocacy and political organizations (2%).  Additional results from the 
2007 CSGVP also point to a large decline in the average number of volunteer hours for this 
group; the average number of volunteer hours for Law, Advocacy and Political groups declined 
by 15% between 2004 and 2007.    

Source: Canada Election Survey 

Chart 10.1.2.  Interest in Politics 
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While the volunteer rate is very low for this group, a more positive story is told when looking 
at participation in non-traditional political activities, such as protesting, signing petitions and 
boycotting.  In 2002, the General Social Survey found that 54.6% of Canadians 15 and older 
participated in at least one political activity, either traditional or non-traditional (HRSDC, n.d.).  
While questions about non-traditional political activities are found in Canadian surveys such as 
the General Social Survey, there are not yet enough data points available to track this pattern 
over time.  Research by O’Neill (2007) also points to the difference between participation in 
traditional and non-traditional political activities.  Participation patterns for traditional political 
activities (specifically, belonging to a political organization) increases with age; the older a 
person is the more likely they are to volunteer with a political organization.  With non-
traditional political activities, however, “age consistently reveals itself to be one of the strongest 
predictors of unconventional political activity” (O’Neill 2007:11), where younger age groups are 
more likely to participate in non-traditional political activities than older age groups.  When 
looking at political involvement, it is very important to consider the type of activity and the age 
of those involved. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10.2 Government Engagement Trends 
 
Satisfaction with Democracy 
Canadians’ satisfaction with the workings of their democracy is variable. Based on Canada 
Election Study (CES) results, the percentage of Canadians who are very satisfied or fairly 
satisfied with how democracy works in Canada has hovered between the high fifties and low 
sixties in percent over the years (refer to Chart 10.2.1).  Similar levels of satisfaction with 
democracy have been found elsewhere.  While polling Ontarians in 2007, Angus Reid Strategies 
showed that 52% of respondents were satisfied with the way democracy worked in Canada, 
while 41% were dissatisfied.  Regardless of the survey source or geography, this still leaves 
approximately 40% to 45% of Canadians who are not satisfied with how democracy works in 

Chart 10.1.3.  Volunteer Rate for 
Political Activities 

Source: Canada Survey of Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 
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Canada.  (Satisfaction with democracy should not be confused with satisfaction with the 
government of the day.) 
 
This indicator can be influenced by different survey contexts.  For example, after conducting an 
analysis of the 1997 pre and post election CES results Nadeau et al., (2000) found that citizens 
were more likely to be satisfied with democracy after voting compared to before or even 
during an election campaign.  Nadeau et al., terms this higher post election satisfaction rate as a 
“honeymoon of sorts between democracy and its citizens” (2000:12).  Exploring the difference 
in satisfaction levels between voters and non-voters would be an interesting path to pursue to 
see if voting (or any political activity for that matter) increases satisfaction with the way 
democracy works in Canada.  Additionally, using the same survey source, Blais (2007) found 
that election “winners” were more likely to be satisfied with the way democracy works, 
regardless of their satisfaction level before the election.  These findings suggest that minority 
governments may not bode well for improving Canadians’ satisfaction with democracy since 
there are no clear winners in this context.   It is not clear, however, whether the result of 
winning or losing influences satisfaction with democracy (Blais, 2007). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Policy Impact Perception  
The percentage of Canadians who feel that the policies of the Federal government have made 
their lives better (as opposed to making not that much difference) has ranged from a low of 6% 
to a high of 20.2% over the years (refer to Chart 10.2.2).  On the surface, these numbers 
suggest a strong disconnect between the activities of government and how this trickles down to 
perceptions at the individual level.   
 
While all levels of governments publish progress reports that review the effect of government 
decisions on outcomes, such as the number of jobs created or the number of social housing 
units built, there are far fewer Canadian projects that ask people how they perceive the effect 
of policy decisions on their everyday life (or a participatory policy analysis approach) (Raphael 

Chart 10.2.1.  Satisfaction with 
Democracy 

Source: Canada Election Survey 
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et al., 2002).  One such project was conducted by Raphael et al., (2002) who took a 
participatory policy approach in examining the quality of life of seniors, looking, in part, at how 
seniors view the impact of government policies on their quality of life.  Examining policy impact 
perceptions across different segments of the population, such as by age group or income level, 
would provide a much different indicator trend, since those with fewer resources are typically 
more impacted by socio-economic policy decisions.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Ratio of Registered to Eligible Voters 
Fundamental to our definition of democratic engagement is government’s role in acting to 
empower its citizens to participate in governance. The most elemental way for governments to 
reach out to its citizens is through communication around the act of voting.  The goal of 
government should be to consistently communicate the details of an election with all its 
electors. A common method of doing this is through voter registration.   
 
The ratio of registered to eligible voters indicator has varied over the measurement period but 
generally reflects a democratic process that reaches about 95 out of 100 voters (refer to Chart 
10.2.3).  Results for this indicator are mixed.  Reaching 90 of 100 electors in 1997 is a poor 
result compared to the 98 of 100 electors reached in the 2000 and 2004 elections.  The ratio 
for the 2006 and 2008 elections did not reach the levels achieved in 2000 and 2004.  Recent 
scores in excess of 90% are an indicator that the government is largely successful in reaching 
the electorate with information about this fundamental democratic process.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chart 10.2.2.  Policy Impact 
Perception 

Source: Canada Election Survey 
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Representation of Women in Parliament 
The under-representation of women and minorities in the political process is a disturbing and 
persistent feature of modern democracies (O’Neill, 2007; Milner, 2005).  Women represent 
half the population and are the largest group of citizens underrepresented in our democracy. 
Under-representation in the formal political process is mirrored in reduced participation in 
other community engagement processes (Putnam, 2000).  Improving the representation of 
marginalized groups in the political process is essential to increase the effectiveness of 
governance and the health of democracy.   
 
Political representation is an important component of addressing the gender gap.  In the World 
Economic Forum’s Global Gender Gap 2007 Report, the countries with the highest gender 
equality had the highest level of political participation and representation (Hausmann et al., 
2007).  In 2007, Canada ranked only 18th in gender equality on the Global Gender Gap Index 
and 36th on the political empowerment sub index. 
 
Since 1997, the percentage of women Members of Parliament in Parliament has remained 
relatively steady at around 20% of total seats, far below the 50% that would indicate 
demographic equity in political representation (refer to Chart 10.2.4).  This indicator clearly 
shows that Canadian democracy has room for considerable improvement.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Research Team, using data derived 
from Elections Canada and the Census. 

Chart 10.2.3.  Ratio of 
Registered to Eligible Voters 
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10.3 Global Engagement Trends 

 
Net Official Development Assistance as percent of Gross National Income 
The Government of Canada’s commitment to global development is measured by the 
percentage of Gross National Income (GNI) devoted to Official Development Assistance 
(ODA).  The proportion of Canadian GNI devoted to ODA has fallen from a high of .43% in 
1994 to .32% in 2008 (refer to Chart 10.3.1).   

The largest volume increases between 2007 and 2008 came from the United States, the United 
Kingdom, Spain, Germany, Japan and Canada.  Between 2007 and 2008, Canada’s net ODA 
climbed 12.2% due to an overall increase in aid commitment and increased contributions to the 
World Bank (OECD, 2009).  Despite this increase in volume, Canada still ranks far below other 
member countries in reaching the UN’s target of 0.7% of GNI (refer to Chart 10.3.1 below). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Elections Canada 

Chart 10.2.4.  Representation 
of Women in Parliament  
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Table 10.3.1.  Official Development Assistance 

Country 2008 ODA / % GNI 

Sweden 0.98 
Luxembourg 0.92 
Norway 0.88 
Denmark 0.82 
Netherlands 0.80 
Ireland 0.58 
Belgium 0.47 
Finland 0.43 
Spain 0.43 
United Kingdom 0.43 
Austria 0.42 
Switzerland 0.41 
France 0.39 
Germany 0.38 
Australia 0.34 
Canada 0.32 
New Zealand 0.30 
Portugal 0.27 
Greece 0.20 
Italy 0.20 
Japan 0.18 
United States 0.18 
 
 
The Government of Canada’s commitment to ODA falls short on two fronts: first, there is a 
long-standing United Nations’ (UN) target for developed countries to devote 0.7% of their GNI 
to ODA – more than twice the current level of Canadian assistance.  In 2008, only five 
countries exceeded the UN target of 0.7% of GNI: Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
Norway and Sweden (OECD, 2009).  Secondly, the Organization of Economic Co-operation 
and Development estimates that Canada’s percentage of GNI devoted to ODA will only rise 
from 0.32% in 2008 to 0.34% in 2010 (OECD, 2009). 
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10.4 Related CIW Domain Frameworks 
 
There are eight interrelated domains that make up the CIW. They are: Healthy Populations, 
Living Standards, Community Vitality, Time Use, Democratic Engagement, Education, 
Environment and Arts, Culture and Recreation.  In order to avoid potential duplication of 
indicators, attention was given by the Research Team to the indicators developed for the only 
similar domain published to date, the Community Vitality Domain.  The Community Vitality 
Domain final report recommended that the Domain focus on social relationships and networks 
and conditions that foster these relationships, as other related concepts (e.g., voting) would 
most likely be developed in other domains, such as Education, Health or Democratic 
Engagement (Scott, 2009:52).  For example, two of the Community Vitality Domain headline 
indicators address participation in group activities and volunteering in a general sense, whereas 
the Democratic Engagement Domain contains a similar but more focused headline indicator - 
volunteering for law, political or advocacy groups. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chart 10.3.1.  Official Development 
Assistance - Canada 

Source: OECD 
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11. New Growth: Expanding our Understanding of Democratic 
Engagement 
 
Before the advent of the internet, it was considered impractical to engage citizens in any 
significant fashion; however, new technologies, (such as GIS spatial mapping online) help groups 
and communities work together on shared interests and to effectively inform decision making 
(Noveck, 2008:40).   In Noveck’s (2008) article on wiki-government (an interactive website) he 
argues that internet dialogue creates a containable forum for non-governmental participants to 
offer information, which is more involved than would typically be expected through simple 
participation in the electoral process.  According to Noveck, governing institutions need to 
evolve to accommodate the capabilities and possibilities of wiki-government. 
 
In a parallel debate, Bai (2009), in “Bloggers at the Gate”, provides a review of “The Myth of 
Digital Democracy” by Mathew Hinderman who purports that government institutions are the 
last to adopt internet technologies. Taking umbrage that the political realm will not also be 
revolutionized by the internet Bai cites the 2008 presidential race where Barack Obama raised 
$750 million – most of it online and in small quantities - from more than four million 
contributors. Coining this as ‘democratization’, Bai argues this is a sign of the changing nature of 
political influence and citizen participation in governing institutions.   
 
LimeWire is a file sharing software that allows people to share and work on files together. This 
technology is being used by some cities such as Portland, Oregon to increase participation and 
reduce the top-down culture of urban planning.  Open-source software provides free access to 
data libraries, web forums and the technical ability for the public to participate in designing 
projects, such as transportation networks, over the internet.  It is believed this software will 
transform citizen engagement in civic planning as people will be able to participate in the 
planning process at times and in ways most convenient for them (Van Buskirk, 2009). 
 
Our exploration of democratic engagement has defined a framework for conceptual 
understanding and has identified available indicators to provide ongoing monitoring.  While 
much of the framework can be described by existing sources, the opportunity exists to enrich 
our understanding of democratic engagement by developing new indicators that focus on 
internet use.  The rapid transformation of information and communication technologies has 
revolutionised communication compared to a generation ago (Lenihan, 2002).  Indeed, 
democratic engagement is defined by information and communication, and the internet provides 
a communication tool that was most likely unimaginable when the institutions of our 
representative democracy were developed.  The significance of these developments has led 
theorists and planners to speculate that governance and democracy can be transformed 
through the application of these technologies to the business of democracy and governance. 
 
The application of information and communications technology is touted as having its most 
broad ranging effects on our society through the development of transformational processes, 
such as e-government and e-democracy.  These concepts are seen as ends of a continuum 
where e-government addresses governments' accountability and competence through enhanced 
and efficient provision of service and e-democracy transforms our form of governance from 
representative to participatory or even direct democracy (Lenihan, 2002).   
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It is self-evident that governments and governance have yet to be transformed by new 
technology.  The cost of developing the level of information sharing necessary to truly 
transform the deliverance of service, and the scale of change in the political culture required to 
redistribute the power of governance to participatory and direct models of democracy, ensures 
that change in governance cannot keep pace with the change in the technology.   There are still 
strong debates on whether governments should prioritize e-government or e-democracy.  The 
caution for relying too strongly on e-government or e-democracy is partially based on concerns 
over the quality of engagement the internet can offer.  In other words, becoming more 
connected does not necessarily mean becoming more democratic (Lenihan, et al., 2007:142). 
 
Even in the absence of transformational change in governance, the internet can facilitate the 
political voice and knowledge of citizens and the engagement, competency, and legitimacy of 
government.  One source suggests that 71% of the North American population uses the 
internet.37 The internet is a fundamental vehicle of mainstream media for delivering news and 
current events with 8 in 10 Americans noting the internet as a critical source of information 
and as many as 2/3 suggesting internet media is more important than traditional media 
sources.38  New media, citizen media and web interfaces have lead individuals, organizations and 
even governments beyond traditional media to develop, maintain and access information. 
 
The utilization of the internet as a tool for improving democratic engagement has potential with 
the rapid development of web interfacing.  What started as primarily a read-only interface with 
Web 1.0, has progressed to the more sophisticated read-write and user-generated interaction 
of Web 2.0.  The newest iteration, Web 3.0, has created a portable personal web interface.  
These technologies provide a highly dynamic web interface with the ability for individuals to 
interact with information using mobile devices and web-based programs (e.g. being able to vote 
for your favourite contestant or sending disaster relief through text messaging on personal cell 
phones).   
 
A recent search of Omgili (a content-based search engine focusing on discussion forums) using 
the words  “Canadian politics and news”, returned some 9,000 results or discussions and 
graphed statistics that show those search terms matched between 0.02% and 0.05% of all 
world-wide discussions monitored in the last month.  A search for “Canadian democratic 
engagement” returned about 1,500 results.  The depth to which the internet is used by 
individuals and governments to exchange information and communicate has created a vast pool 
of data to be mined in order to better understand democratic engagement and contribute to 
our monitoring of the health of our democracy.  The media have gained such penetration that it 
is time to move past measuring the “market share” of internet media and turn to measuring the 
content of the internet with confidence that such content can reflect broadly on issues in our 
society. While the conceptual model developed in this report contains the concept of political 
voice, the above search results have created a virtual “public square” that brings about the 
potential for new indicators.   
 

                                                      
37 See http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats.htm. Accessed April 2008.   
38 See www.thestateofthenewsmedia.org/2008. Accessed April 2008. 
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Recent scholarship (Gill, 2004; Jansen and Koop, 2005; Koop and Jansen, 2006; Hookway, 2008) 
has begun to measure internet communication as it relates to democratic engagement, 
deploying qualitative techniques to understand its content and effectiveness.  This research 
shows that internet content is relevant to democratic engagement and begins to outline the 
information available for analysis and monitoring.  However, such analyses tend to be singular 
and few secondary data sources measure internet use with enough detail to be able to provide 
consistent, relevant monitoring through time.  We suggest that future research and data 
development can begin to provide data to measure elements of demographic engagement. 
 
Finally, while the concepts of e-government or e-democracy may be undeveloped, the use of 
the internet by governments as a tool for communicating with and making information available 
to citizens is well established. While current data sources allow us to monitor the use of new 
technology for contacting government, tracking governments' initiatives to enhance democracy 
has not been systemized.  Fundamental to the framework of democratic engagement is the 
responsibility of governments to pursue good governance through accountability, transparency, 
and consultation.  It is clear from the research that these concepts are part of democratic 
discourse and engagement practice, and that evaluation of the effectiveness of good governance 
strategies are taking place.    
 
 
11.1 Measuring Democratic Discourse on the Internet 
 
To measure, analyze, and monitor internet media from the perspective of democratic 
engagement the universe of internet content would need to be narrowed to focus on venues 
for democratic discourse including media outlets, blogs, discussion forums, social networking 
sites, and email lists.  Using search engine tools focused on the “Blogosphere” and key words 
such as Canada, .ca, provinces, politics, issues, activism, political parties, current events, 
governments, media, economy, news, elections, policy, public policy, justice, and democracy, a 
universe of internet media relevant to democratic engagement would be established.  This 
universe can then be sampled to measure the structure and content of the media.  Future 
research could develop our capability to use new media as a source of information for 
understanding individual democratic engagement.  Useful data and analysis would flow from a 
process that sought to better understand the new information medium, its content and the 
potential indicators that could be developed from this newly accessed information. 
 
 
11.2 Reaching Out: Enhancing Governance in a Democratic Society 
 
Increasingly, governments in representative democracies are being asked to enhance 
participatory engagement strategies.  The history of recent engagement strategies has stretched 
from providing information to consultation and points to an authentic influence on decision-
making.  This trend extends across levels of government and to public agencies and private 
corporations, where private meets public interest.  Data to measure the extent, depth and 
change in engagement activities to involve citizens in governance is not developed and 
accessible.   To understand and monitor good governance engagement strategies, future 
research must build a catalogue of governance policy and processes. From such a data source, 
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the extent to which governance bodies are reaching out to citizens could be measured and 
monitored.  
 
 
11.3 New Growth Indicators Summary 
 
The internet has become a pervasive medium for democratic discussion and information.  As 
important as this information is in adding to our understanding the political voice of citizens and 
the initiatives of the state to enhance our democracy, there are limited sources of data on 
internet-based democratic discussion or the extent of our governments' efforts to improve our 
democracy. This section argues that the Institute will have an important role in guiding efforts 
to develop and systemise data collection that will extend and deepen our knowledge of 
democratic engagement.  
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12. Measurement and Data Availability Issues 
 
There still remains a large gap between the ideal indicators proposed to measure democratic 
engagement and the availability of data.  Given the high number of governance indicator sources 
available from around the world, why is it a challenge, then, to obtain data to populate 
governance-related indicators for the Domain?  Three reasons help explain this challenge: first, 
the CIW requires that time-series data be available for the recommended indicators.  This 
requirement limited the indicator pool available to the Research Team and affected the quality of 
the recommended indicators.  This is most apparent in the over-representation of subjective 
rather than objective indicators.   
 
Second, terms like “good governance” or “healthy democracy” are defined and measured 
differently depending on the state of democracy in a given country.   For example, countries 
with established democratic systems may focus on narrower indicators such as voter turn-out, 
involvement in protests, or attending public meetings, while countries with developing 
democratic systems may focus on broader indicators related to perceptions of corruption in 
justice, police, or education; so while each country is measuring “democracy” (or some 
component of democracy), it is defined and measured specific to their context.  For example, 
Canada has consistently scored “1” on the Freedom of the World Index (Freedom House, 2009) 
because, compared to other countries, Canada is a relatively “free” society.  Canada posts similar 
scores using the Polity IV database (Marshall et al., 2009).39  The tendency of western 
democracies to score high or perfect scores on these types of indices has been noted 
elsewhere in the literature (Clarke and Foweraker, 2001).  So while data are available for Canada 
from these popular data sets, they do not provide much information when examining ourselves 
at the national level.   
 
Lastly, when a complex issue such as good governance or democracy is simplified into a single 
score, the score or ranking rarely provides any practical direction to stakeholders and policy 
makers at the national or sub-national level.  For example, the World Bank produces a score for 
six indicators of “governance”; however each indicator score is built on numerous international 
surveys, data sources and professional opinions.  For example, the World Bank’s Voice and 
Accountability indicator is based on twelve data sources, only a third of which is derived from 
surveys, the balance based on expert views.  This raises questions such as: what does a 
composite score actually mean and how can it be applied to improving a country’s governance 
system?  Should the CIW rely on broad global data sets to measure our national performance 
or should we instead develop or enhance Canadian sources?   
 
As outlined in the recommendations section below, the Research Team suggests a combination 
of both.   When focusing on global related indicators, international data sets are helpful in some 
contexts; however, effort must be made to develop reliable and consistent data sets within 
Canada at a level of detail useful to the public, policy makers and elected representatives alike.   
 
 

                                                      
39 Polity IV (Marshall et al., 2009) is the most widely used data resource for studying regime change and the effects 
of regime authority and scores countries on a scale ranging from hereditary monarchy to consolidated democracy.   
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13.  Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Work 
 

 

13.1  Conclusions 
 
This report is intended to serve as the guiding document for development and monitoring of 
the Democratic Engagement Domain, one of eight domains included in the CIW.  This report 
provided a definition, theoretical framework, conceptual model, and indicators for measuring 
democratic engagement in Canada. 
 
In preparing the conceptual framework for the Domain, it became clear early in the research 
that combining the three themes of individual, government, and global engagement under the 
banner of “democratic engagement” was an approach that had not been undertaken elsewhere.   
Therefore, at each stage of indicator development, emphasis was placed on tying indicator 
selection to the conceptual framework.  This prevented the temptation to choose “interesting” 
indicators and focus on conceptually relevant indicators.  This approach gave rise to some 
conceptual and practical challenges, which are hopefully satisfactorily addressed in this report. 
 
The research undertaken in this report clearly demonstrates that efforts have amassed at the 
individual, government and global level to respond to changing values, decreased satisfaction, 
and increased expectations of democracy by citizens.  Yet, the results of these efforts have not 
translated into stronger democratic engagement.  In fact, voter participation reached an all time 
low in the 2008 federal election at 59.1 percent and the participation of women in parliament 
has increased less than 2.5 percent over the past 12 years and is far below being proportionally 
representative of the 50 percent of the population women comprise.  Further perplexing is the 
disconnect between the public’s belief that it is their duty to vote (86 percent in 2006) and 
voter turnout (64.7 percent in 2006).  This raises questions about political knowledge and 
awareness that an election is taking place and access to the electoral process (e.g. is it possible 
that on election day the 20 percent of the population that wanted to vote just could not get to 
the voting booth despite being registered?).   
 
There are some arguments that suggest low participation is a sign of public content, yet the 
research shows that satisfaction with democracy in Canada is modest ranging between 62.6 
percent in 2000 to 54.2 percent in 2004.  Overall, Canadian views on the impact of public 
policy on their lives is poor.  Only 1 in 5 Canadians believe that government policies have made 
their lives better.  In 2000, when the percentage of voter participation dipped for the first time 
into the low 60’s, there was a 5 percent increase in satisfaction with democracy (62.6 percent) 
and a 14 percent increase in public perception that government policies improved their life 
(20.2 percent), which might suggest voters simply chose to stay home because they were 
satisfied.  However, in 2004, voter participation further declined taking satisfaction with 
democracy to 54.2 percent and perceptions of policies improving people’s lives to 10.1 percent.  
This reversal calls into question arguments about the relationship between public contentment 
and low voter participation. 
 
At the global engagement level, Canada’s share of Gross National Product (GNI) that is 
designated as Official Development Assistance (ODA) is still well below the target of 0.7%.  In 
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2008, Canada ranked poorly in terms of GNI devoted to ODA – 16th out of 22 member 
countries – leaving much room for improvement on the international stage. 
 
 
13.2 Democratic Engagement Domain Recommendations 
 
To assist the Project Management Team in leading efforts to monitor democratic engagement in 
Canada, more detailed recommendations have been outlined below. The recommendations are 
intended to inform future work in each of the themes. Recommendations relating to 
partnerships, data maintenance and measuring internet activity are also presented.  
 
Individual Engagement 
 

• Indicators of charitable giving, connecting to religious institutions and connecting with 
family have been excluded from the Community Vitality Domain and the Democratic 
Engagement Domain.  These indicators have typically been included in social capital 
models. Consideration may be given to expand one or both of the domains to include 
these measurements. 

 
Government Engagement 
 

• While there are indicators available to measure perceptions of government engagement, 
there is a lack of consistent and publicly available time-series data on objective measures 
of government engagement activities.  It is recommended that methodologies, 
indicators, and data sources be developed that measure how governments deliver 
‘governance’ and evaluating the results of the process of governing would strengthen 
this Domain.  Public education and support in developing this area may help 
governments monitor and improve their own processes in democratic engagement 
activities. 

   
Global Engagement 
 

• Selecting indicators and obtaining data for measuring government engagement on a 
global scale is a relatively new area of study that is significantly underdeveloped.   The 
democratic engagement literature review did not produce the clarity anticipated on this 
item.   A specific focus to develop global engagement indicators is recommended, 
including indicators that are not presently quantified, such as election monitoring.    

 
Partnerships and Data Maintenance 
 

• Sustained effort by the Institute and its partners is required to support the continuation 
of existing sources of democratic engagement data (e.g., the Canada Election Study, the 
General Social Survey, etc.).  Sustained effort to ensure survey questions related to 
democratic engagement are asked in a consistent manner and that surveys are carried 
out on a regular basis is necessary to ensure the integrity of the domain over time. 

 



 

 

               91  

• It is further recommended that the domain indicators be included in one survey source 
in order to maintain consistency, continuity and rigorously examination of changes over 
time.  In the absence of resources to pursue this, establishing a formal partnership with 
other public or private agencies to conduct and/or analyze surveys containing 
democratic engagement indicators would be beneficial.   

 
New Growth 
 

• It is recommended that research and development of indicators (and methodologies) 
related to online democratic activities, such as blogging (and other social network sites) 
and e-government strategies, be pursued.  A significant Canadian example is the 
Canadian Internet Use Survey (CIUS) produced by Statistics Canada.   

 
There is also more work required to understand the interrelationship between the themes and 
indicators that comprise the democratic engagement domain.  There is a need to examine 
potential relationships that exist within and between themes (e.g., would voter participation 
increase if there were more women elected to parliament and could this in turn affect Canada’s 
commitment to international development aid?).  The conceptual model was developed to 
bridge the three themes together to provide a more comprehensive outlook on democracy in 
Canada and more specifically democratic engagement as an important pillar of Canadian 
wellbeing.  However, the literature and existing statistical surveys tend to almost exclusively 
consider the activities of citizens and governments separately and rarely are they simultaneously 
considered at a global level.  This poses both challenges and opportunities for the continued 
development of the democratic engagement domain.  Of particular benefit would be the 
administration of a consistent, time-series survey specific to the democratic engagement 
domain.   
 
There is further work required to understand democratic engagement through a disaggregated 
lens.  The analysis in this report considers democratic engagement at the national scale.  
Collection and analysis of democratic engagement indicators at the provincial and municipal 
level would be beneficial as would more in-depth analysis of socio-economic characteristics of 
the indicators by age, gender, income, ethnicity and so forth.    
 
Greater understanding behind what motivates democratic engagement and the gap between 
democratic ideals (i.e., believing in a duty to vote) and practice (actually voting or participating 
in political activities) is needed.  Further consideration of the relationship between different 
models and approaches to democratic engagement and their impact would also be beneficial.  
For instance, would mandatory voting or a more deliberative democracy change the democratic 
engagement trends in Canada?  There are examples of different approaches by citizens and 
governments worldwide to improve democratic engagement.  Analysis of the successes and 
challenges of the various approaches and their application in Canada to improve democratic 
engagement would be beneficial 
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Appendix A 
Democratic Engagement Indicator Catalogue v.1 

 
Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Canada Survey of Giving, 
Volunteering and 
Participating (1997, 2000, 
2004) 

Charitable Giving 

Donor rate (%) 

Percentage who gave financial contributions 

Percentage who gave financial contributions as part of will 

Percentage who gave in-kind contributions 

Total contributions ($) 

Average donation ($)/donor 

Median donation ($)/donor 

Average amount/donation ($) 

Proportion of donors to total dollars 

Total number of donations 

Average number per donor 

Donor rate (%), % of total donation value and average annual donation 
by organization type: 

Religious organizations 

Health 

Social Services 

Grant-making, fundraising, voluntarism promotion 

Hospitals 

International 

Education & Research 

Environment 

Sports & Recreation 

Law, Advocacy & Politics 

Reasons for making financial donations 

Reasons for not making more financial donations or none at all 

Motivations for increasing financial donations or starting to donate 

Selected factors disliked about requests (e.g., tone of request) 

Volunteering 

Total number of volunteers 

Volunteer rate 

Total hours volunteered 

Average hours volunteered/year 

Median hours volunteered/year 

Volunteer rate, total hours, and average hours by organization type: 

Sports & Recreation 

Social Services 

Education & Research 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Religion 

Health 

Development & Housing 

Arts & Culture 

Law, Advocacy & Politics 

Environment 

Hospitals 

Business & Professional Associations & Unions 

Top volunteers 

Distribution and hours by type of voluntary activity: 

Organizing or supervising events 

Fundraising 

Sitting on a committee or board 

Teaching, educating or mentoring 

Counselling or providing advice 

Collecting, serving or delivering food 

Office work 

Driving 

Providing health care or support 

Coaching, refereeing or officiating 

Maintenance or repair 

Conservation or environmental protection 

Canvassing 

Unspecified activities 

First-aid, fire-fighting or search and rescue 

Special Events 

Reasons for volunteering 

Reasons for volunteering more hours 

Reasons for volunteering fewer hours/ceasing volunteering 

Employer support for volunteer activities 

Reasons for not volunteering more or at all 

Number, percentage and rate of people helping others directly and 
frequency/week by type of activity: 

Work at home 

Health related or personal care 

Shopping, driving to store, appointments, etc… 

Paperwork 

Teaching, coaching,  or tutoring 

Other 

Participation 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Participation rate, number and percentage by type of group: 

Sports or recreation club 

Professional association or union 

Religious organization or group 

Cultural, education or hobby organization 

School group or community association 

Seniors’ group or youth organization 

Service club or organization 

Advocacy or political group 

Conservation or environmental group 

Support group or self-help program 

Other 

Frequency of participation in meetings or other organizational 
activities 
Forms of Social Involvement 

Prevalence of different forms of social involvement: 

Donating 

Direct helping 

Participating 

Volunteering 

Number of forms of social involvement undertaken by population 

Donor rate by form 

Rate of helping others directly by form 

Participation rate by form 

Volunteer rate by form 

Number of social involvement by form 

Ethnic Diversity Survey - 
Statistics Canada (one-time 
2002) 

Top reason for making a donation 

Do you know of any [ethnicity X] ethnic or cultural associations or 
clubs in or near the city or town in which you live? 

Are you a member of, or have you taken part in the activities of, any 
groups or organizations in the past 12 months (e.g., sports team, 
hobby club, community organization, ethnic organization, etc…)?  
In the past 12 months, how often did you take part in the activities of 
your organization? 

How many members of your organization have [ethnicity X] ancestry? 
At any time in the past 12 months, did you volunteer your time to help 
with the activities of your organization? 

Did you vote in the last federal election 

Did you vote in the last provincial election 

Did you vote in the last municipal election 

How strong is your sense of belonging to your: 

Town, city, municipality 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Province 

Canada 

North America 

Survey of Household 
Spending, Statistics Canada 
(annual) 

$ Contributions to charity (divided into religious and non-religious 
organizations) 

Tax filer donations - Statistics 
Canada (annual) 

Number of tax filers 

Number of donors 

Average age of donors (years) 

Average donations, donors aged 0 to 24 years (dollars) 

Average donations, donors aged 25 to 34 years (dollars) 

Average donations, donors aged 35 to 44 years (dollars) 

Average donations, donors aged 45 to 54 years (dollars) 

Average donations, donors aged 55 to 64 years (dollars) 

Average donations, donors aged 65 years and over (dollars) 

Total charitable donations (dollars x 1,000) 

Median donations (dollars) 

Median total income of donors (dollars) 

75th percentile total income of donors (dollars) 

Canada Election Study (Pre-
election survey) (conducted 
every federal election - 1997, 
2000, 2004, 2006) 

On the whole are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied 
or not satisfied at all with the way democracy works in Canada 
How much attention have you paid to news about the Federal election 
on TV over the last few days 

… and news on the radio about the Federal election 

… and news about the federal election in the newspapers 

… and news about the Federal election on the internet 

How interested are you in the federal election 

How interested are you in politics generally? 

In the past week, have you discussed the Federal Election with other 
people 

On election day are you certain to vote, likely, unlikely or certain not 
to vote 

Is there any particular reason you're unlikely to vote 

Is there any particular reason you won't be voting 

We're wondering how well know the federal leaders are.  Do you 
happen to know the name of … 

Which of these 5 issues is most important to you personally in this 
election - corruption in government, health care, taxes, social welfare 
programs, or the environment 

How do you feel about political parties in general 

We would like to see how widely know some political figures are.  Do 
you happen to recall the Premier of your Province? 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

… And the name of the British Prime Minister? 

… and the name of a female Minister in the federal government 

During the campaign have have you seen or heard an ad saying "Why 
not speak up when everyone is listening"? 

… did you see it on TV? 

… did you hear it on the radio? 

… do you know who put out the ad? 

Have the policies of the federal government made Canada's economy 
better or haven't they made much of a difference? 

How much do you agree with the following statements:  

All federal parties are basically the same; there isn't really a 
choice. 

The public has a right to know where political parties, candidates 
and local associations get their money. 

The longer a party is in power the worse they get 

I don't think the government cares much what people like me 
think. 
In general, does the federal government treat your province: better, 
worse, or about the same as other provinces? 

Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or 
strongly disagree with the following statements: 

All political parties are corrupt 

Are you very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at 
all satisfied with the way parties choose their local candidates? 
In the past week, have you seen or heard how the parties are doing in 
the polls? 
Now, your views on minority governments. Do you think minority 
governments are a good thing, a bad thing or are you not sure? 

Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or 
strongly disagree? 

It is every citizen's duty to vote in federal elections 

Do political parties keep their election promises: most of the time, 
some of the time, or hardly ever? 

Have the policies of the Federal government made you BETTER off, or 
haven't they made much difference? 

Have the policies of the Federal government made you WORSE off, or 
haven't they made much difference? 

The maximum amount a person can give to each political party, its 
candidates, and its riding association in any one year is $5,000. Is this 
too much, about, too little, or do you have no opinion? 

Corporations and unions are no longer allowed to contribute to 
political parties at the national level. Is this change: a good thing, a bad 
thing, or do you have no opinion? 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

The maximum amount a corporation or union can give to the 
candidates and local riding associations of each political party in any 
one year is $1,000. Is this too much, about right, too little, or do you 
have no opinion? 
How important is it for you to know where political parties, 
candidates and local riding associations get their money: very 
important, somewhat important, not very important, not important at 
all, or do you have no opinion on this? 
Did you happen to vote in the last Federal election 

Did you see the ENGLISH TV debate among the party leaders? 

Question for Interviewer: respondent general level of information 
about politics and public affairs seemed... 

Canadian Internet Use Survey 
- Statistics Canada (biennial - 
2005) 

During the past 12 months, have you used the Internet for personal 
non-business use for any of the following reasons? 

Search for government related information 

File your income tax 

Download a government form (e.g., a passport or Social 
Insurance Number form) 

Submit a completed form 

Access information on a government program or service 

Communicate with government departments or employees 

Communicate with an elected official (e.g., member of parliament) 

Vote in a municipal, provincial or federal election 

Provide your opinion during an online government consultation 

I do not search for government information 

Other 

During the past 12 months, how often did you use the Internet to 
search for information on Canadian government programs or services? 

During the past 12 months, did you use the Internet to express your 
opinion related to Canadian government policies, laws, causes or 
issues that you feel are important? 

During the past 12 months, what levels of Canadian government did 
you obtain information from or communicate with using the Internet? 

Municipal 

Provincial 

Federal 

What is the main reason why you do not use the Internet to search 
for information or to communicate with Canadian municipal, provincial 
or federal government(s)? 

Too difficult to find correct website 

It is easier to contact the government in person 

Easier to use telephone (to do business with government) 

Concern for privacy when providing information 

Concern for security of financial transactions 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

I do not have convenient access to the Internet 

Other – Specify 

Get the information from newspapers, radio or TV 

Never thought of searching or communicating that way 

No Need 

Not Interested 

No Time, too busy 

During the past 12 months, how often did you use the Internet to read 
online newspapers or magazines, about a particular political or social 
issue? 

During the past 12 months, how often did you use the Internet to read 
what other Canadians think about a political or social issue? 

During the past 12 months, how often did you use the Internet to 
correspond with other Canadians about a political or social issue? (e.g., 
grass roots participation) 

General Social Survey, Cycle 
17 and 22 - Statistics Canada, 
every five years (2003, 2008) 

Volunteering and Charitable Giving 

In the past 12 months, did you do unpaid volunteer work for any 
organization? 

On average, about how many hours per month did you volunteer? 

Have you met new people through volunteering in the past 12 
months? 

(In the past 12 months), did you donate money or goods to any 
organization or charity? Do not include membership fees or dues? 

Civic Engagement of Respondent 

In the past 12 months, were you a member or participant in: 

… A union or professional association? 

… a political party or group? 

… a sports or recreational organization 

… a cultural, educational or hobby organization (such as a theatre 
group, book club or bridge club)? 

… a religious-affiliated group (such as a church youth group or choir)? 

… a school group, neighbourhood, civic or community association 
(such as PTA, alumni, block parents or neighbourhood watch)? 

… a service club or fraternal organization (such as Kiwanis, Knights of 
Columbus or the Legion)? 

How many of all the groups we talked about were you a member or 
participant in the past 12 months? 

How many of these groups are you active in through the Internet? 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Altogether, about how often did you participate in group activities and 
meetings? 

Over the past five years, would you say that your involvement in 
organizations has: increased, decreased, stayed the same? 

Organization most active in 

What is the organization you are most active in? 

A union or professional association 

A political party or group 

A sports or recreational organization (such as a hockey league, 
health club or golf club) 

A cultural, educational or hobby organization (such as a theatre 
group, book club or bridge club) 

A religious-affiliated group (such as a church youth group or 
choir) 

A school group, neighbourhood, civic or community association 
(such as PTA, alumni, block parents or neighbourhood watch) 

A service club or fraternal organization (such as Kiwanis, Knights 
of Columbus or Legion) 
How long have you been involved with this organization? 

Compared with last year, would you say that your involvement with 
this organization has: increased, decreased, stayed the same? 

Would you say that your involvement in this organization is primarily 
volunteering? 

Thinking of all the people you met through this organization: 

…how many have the same mother tongue as you? 

…how many come from an ethnic group that is visibly different from 
yours? 
…how many are the same sex as you? 

…how many have roughly the same level of education as you? 

…how many are from a similar household income level as you? 

…how many are in the same age group as you? 

 
 
 
Political Engagement of Respondent 
Lots of people find it difficult to get out and vote. Did you vote in the 
last federal election? 

Were you eligible to vote in the last federal election? 

Did you vote in the last provincial election? 

Were you eligible to vote in the last provincial election? 

Did you vote in the last municipal or local election? 

Were you eligible to vote in the last municipal or local election? 

In the past 12 months, have you done any of the following activities: 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

…searched for information on a political issue? 

…volunteered for a political party? 

…expressed your views on an issue by contacting a newspaper or a 
politician? 

…signed a petition? 

…boycotted a product or chosen a product for ethical reasons? 

…attended a public meeting? 

…spoke out at a public meeting? 

…participated in a demonstration or march? 

About how many hours do you spend watching TV during a typical 
week to follow news and current affairs (such as international, 
national, regional or local)? 

Trust & Reciprocity 

For each type of institution I name, could you tell me whether you 
have a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very 
much confidence, or no confidence at all in it: 

…federal parliament? 

Elections Canada (voter turn 
out at each election.  Other 
indicators, e.g., Aboriginal 
turn-out, sporadic) 

Number of electors (1867-2006) 

Number of polling stations 

Number of valid ballots 

Number of rejected ballots 

Total ballots cast 

Voter turn out (%) (1867-2006) 

Number of valid ballots by voting method 

2002 Survey of Voters and Non-voters (another survey chock full of 
indicators): 

http://www.elections.ca/content.asp?section=loi&document=index
&dir=tur/tud&lang=e&textonly=false 

Distribution of political seats by party and sex 

List of Senators and MPs of Aboriginal decent from 1867 - present 

Aboriginal candidates by party 

Successful Aboriginal candidates 

Aboriginal candidates by gender 

Aboriginal candidates by province 

Aboriginal candidates by electoral district 

% current Aboriginal MPs 

Aboriginal voter turn out (%) (on and off reserve) 

Fireweed Democracy 
Barometer 
http://www.fireweeddemocracypro
ject.ca (2006) 

On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 7 is ‘very 
important’, how important is each of the following issues for you 
personally: 

Reforming our democratic institutions 



 

 

               116  

Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Would you say you are very interested, somewhat interested, not very 
or not at all interested in politics? 

On a scale of 1-10 where 1 is ‘not at all supportive’ and 10 is ‘very 
supportive’ how supportive are you of the following proposals for 
making our democracy work better: 

Making the electoral system work better 

Making parliament – specifically the Senate and House of 
Commons – work better 

Making politicians more accountable 

Making sure that the views of all Canadians are heard in Ottawa 

Do you feel a sense of personal responsibility to improve how 
democracy is working in this country or is this an area that 
government should deal with on your behalf? 
Do you feel that the policies implemented by the federal government 
have a great impact, some impact, very little or almost no impact at all 
on your day-to-day life? 
In general, would you say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, 
not very or not at all satisfied with each of the following: 

The way the electoral system works in Canada 

The way your elected representatives represent your interests 

The way we elect Members of Parliament in Canada 

Your ability to have an impact on what governments do between 
elections 
Tell me if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with 
each of the following statements: 

I don’t think the government cares much about what people think 

People like me don’t have any say about what the government 
does 

The problem with democracy in Canada is not the institutions, it 
is the politicians 

Our democracy works better when there are more political 
parties 

We need an independent ethics watchdog to oversee politicians 

We could probably solve most of our big national problems if 
decisions could be brought back to the people at the grassroots 

Our democratic institutions do not need tinkering but a major 
overhaul 

There’s been some talk about a number of changes that could be made 
that might make citizens feel closer and more a part of government. 
For each one, do you think it is a very good, good, poor or very poor 
idea? How about: 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

Making voting compulsory, that is, it would be against the law not 
to vote 

Letting volunteer groups be part of parliamentary committees 
where issues that affect their groups are being discussed 

Allowing people to vote over the internet 

Creating a Citizens’ Assembly where average Canadians would 
meet from time to time to discuss issues and politicians could come 
and explain their decisions 

Connecting citizens with their Member of Parliament via the 
Internet so they can declare how they would vote on the issues that 
are being debated in Parliament 

Generally speaking, do you feel that the values of people who run for 
elected office tend to be identical, the same, different or opposite from 
your own? 

And overall, do you think we tend to attract the very best, some of 
the best, average, some of the worst, or the very worst calibre of 
people to elected office? 

How about when it comes to reporting on politics and politicians do 
you think the media tends to be very objective and unbiased, 
somewhat objective and unbiased, somewhat opinionated and biased, 
or very opinionated and biased? 

And do you think the way the media covers politics and politicians 
tends to create a very positive, positive, neutral, negative or very 
negative impression of politics and politicians? 

INTERNATIONAL 

World Values Survey (every 5 
years: 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005) 

Now I am going to read off a list of voluntary organizations. For each 
one, could you tell me whether you are an active member, an inactive 
member or not a member of that type of organization? 

Church or religious organization 

Sport or recreational organization 

Art, music or educational organization 

Labour Union 

Political party 

Environmental organization 

Professional association 

Humanitarian or charitable organization 

Consumer organization 

Any other (write in):_______________ 

For each of the following statements I read out, can you tell me how 
strongly you agree or disagree with each. Do you strongly agree, 
agree, disagree, or strongly disagree? 
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Survey/Source Survey Question/Indicator 

On the whole, men make better political leaders than women do. 

People sometimes talk about what the aims of this country should be 
for the next ten years. On this card are listed some of the goals which 
different people would give top priority. Would you please say which 
one of these you, yourself, consider the most important? 

A high level of economic growth 

Making sure this country has strong defence forces 

Seeing that people have more say about how things are done at 
their jobs and in their communities 

Trying to make our cities and countryside more beautiful 

If you had to choose, which one of the things on this card would you 
say is most important? 

Maintaining order in the nation 

Giving people more say in important government decisions 

Fighting rising prices 

Protecting freedom of speech 

How interested would you say you are in politics? 

Now I’d like you to look at this card. I’m going to read out some 
forms of political action that people can take, and I’d like you to tell 
me, for each one, whether you have done any of these things, whether 
you might do it or would never under any circumstances do it: 

Signing a petition 

Joining in boycotts 

Attending peaceful demonstrations 

Other 

Have you or have you not done any of these activities in the last five 
years? 

Signing a petition 

Joining in boycotts 

Attending peaceful demonstrations 

Other 

I am going to name a number of organizations. For each one, could 
you tell me how much confidence you have in them: is it a great deal 
of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very much confidence or 
none at all? 

The churches/religious leaders 

The armed forces 

The press 

Television 

Labour unions 

The police 

The courts 

The government (in your nation’s capital) 

Political parties 
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Parliament 

The Civil service 

Major Companies 

Environmental organizations 

Women’s organizations 

Charitable or humanitarian organizations 

NAFTA/EU… 

The United Nations 

I'm going to describe various types of political systems and ask what 
you think about each as a way of governing this country. For each one, 
would you say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way 
of governing this country? 

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 

Many things may be desirable, but not all of them are essential 
characteristics of democracy. Please tell me for each of the following 
things how essential you think it is as a characteristic of democracy. 
Use this scale where 1 means “not at all an essential characteristic of 
democracy” and 10 means it definitely is “an essential characteristic of 
democracy”: 

Governments tax the rich and subsidize the poor. 

Religious authorities interpret the laws. 

People choose their leaders in free elections. 

People receive state aid for unemployment. 

The army takes over when government is incompetent. 

Civil rights protect people’s liberty against oppression. 

The economy is prospering. 

Criminals are severely punished. 

People can change the laws in referendums. 

Women have the same rights as men. 

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? 
And how democratically is this country 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? 
In 2003, this country’s government allocated [a tenth of one percent]* 
of the national income to foreign aid—that is, [$US 38.05] ** per 
person. Do you think this amount is too low, too high, or about right? 
How much more do you think this country should contribute? 



 

 

               120  
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Would you be willing to pay higher taxes in order to increase your 
country’s foreign aid to poor countries? 

Thinking at your own country’s problems, should your country’s 
leaders give top priority to help reducing poverty in the world or 
should they give top priority to solve your own country’s problems? 
Use this scale where 1 means “top priority to help reducing poverty in 
the world” and 10 means “top priority to solve my own country’s 
problems.” 
Some people believe that certain kinds of problems could be better 
handled by the United Nations or regional organizations rather than by 
each national government separately. Others think that these 
problems should be left entirely to the national governments. I’m going 
to mention some problems. For each one, would you tell me whether 
you think that policies in this area should be decided by the national 
governments, by regional organizations, or by the United Nations? 

Peacekeeping 

Protection of the environment 

Aid to developing countries 

Refugees 

Human Rights 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements? 

Politicians who do not believe in God are unfit for public office. 

Religious leaders should not influence how people vote in 
elections. 

It would be better for [Brazil]* if more people with strong 
religious beliefs held public office. 

Religious leaders should not influence government decisions. 

How proud are you to be [French]? 

People have different views about themselves and how they relate to 
the world. Using this card, would you tell me how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each of the following statements about how you see 
yourself? 

I see myself as a world citizen. 

I see myself as part of my local community. 

I see myself as part of the [French] nation. 

I see myself as part of the [European Union] 

I see myself as an autonomous individual. 

People use different sources to learn what is going on in their country 
and the world. For each of the following sources, please indicate 
whether you used it last week or did not use it last week to obtain 
information: 

Daily newspaper 

News broadcasts on radio or TV 

Printed magazines 

In depth reports on radio or TV 
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Books 

Internet, Email 

Talk with friends or colleagues 

Did you vote in your country’s recent elections to the national 
parliament? 

Official development aid as a percentage of country donor's gross 
national income (a calculation, not a survey question) 

Gallup World Poll (high cost 
$$)  

Engaged Citizens Index: Engaged citizens are positive about the 
communities they live in and actively give back to them. Items in this 
index focus on respondents’ satisfaction with their communities, and 
their inclination to volunteer their time, money, or assistance to 
others. 

Satisfaction with community 

Personal freedoms 

Generosity 

Good place for minorities 

Good place for gay/lesbians 

Corruption Index: Two items define this index: respondents’ 
perceptions of corruption in business and perceptions of corruption in 
government. 

Business corruption 

Government corruption 

National Leadership Index: This index is an evaluation of national 
leadership as defined by the confidence people have in key institutions. 
Institutional components evaluated include the national government, 
the military, the judicial system, and elections. These items have been a 
part of Gallup’s long history of assessing country-level institutional 
effectiveness. 

Approval of national government 

Confidence in the military 

Confidence in the judicial system 

Confidence in elections 

International IDEA (Institute 
for Democracy and Electoral 
Assistance) (availability varies 
depending on the country.  E..g., 
Canada has data from 1945-2006) 

Voting age population 

Total population 

Registered voters 

Voter population/Registered voters 

Total votes 

Invalid votes 

Vote/VAP (The number of votes divided by the Voting Age Population 
figure, expressed as a percentage) 

Freedom House (annual, 1972-
2005) 
http://www.freedomhouse.org/tem
plate.cfm?page=15 

Political Rights Index 

Civil Liberties Index 
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Transparency International 
(2001-2007) 

Corruptions Perceptions Index 

World Bank (1996-2006) World Wide Governance Indicators 

Voice and Accountability 
Political Stability and Absence of Violence 
Government Effectiveness 
Regulatory Quality 
Rule of Law 
Control of Corruption 

OECD (2000-2006) Development Aid 
ODA by recipient by country 
ODA commitments 
ODA as a % of GNI 
Current and constant price: 
Total ODA 
Bilateral aid 
Development food aid 
Humanitarian aid 
Debt forgiveness 
Support to NGOs 
Support to private international organizations 
Promotion of development awareness 
Food aid loans 

Multilateral aid 
Total grants: 
UN agencies 
EC 
IDA 
IBRD, IFC, MIGA 

Regional development banks 
GEF 
Montreal Protocol 

ISSP (International Social 
Survey Program) 

National Identity Survey I (1995) 

National Identity Survey I (2003) 
Role of Government I Survey (1985) 

Role of Government II Survey (1992) 

Role of Government III Survey (1996) 

Role of Government IV Survey (2006) 

 Citizenship Survey (2004) 
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Appendix B 
Democratic Engagement Indicator Catalogue v.2 

 
Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Electoral 
Participation 

Voter turn out (%) Elections 
Canada 

Following 
each election 
(1867-2006) 

18 years and older National, 
provincial, 
and by 
polling 
station 
(depending 
on year) 

1 1 1 3 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Electoral 
Participation 

Donar rate (%), % of 
total donation value and 
average annual donation 
by organization type 
(e.g., law, advocacy & 
politics) 

Canada 
Survey of 
Giving 
Volunteering 
and 
Participating 

1997, 2000, 
2004 

Age 15 years and older, income, 
Aboriginal status, language, cultural 
and ethnic group membership, 
length of community residency, 
religion, country of origin 

National, 
provincial 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Electoral 
Participation 

In the past 12 months, 
were you a member or 
participate in: … a 
political party or group? 

General 
Social Survey 
Cycle 17 and 
22 - Stats 
Canada 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

15 years and older, and, depending 
on numbers, possibly for some 
special population groups such as 
disabled persons, visible minorities 
and seniors 

National, 
provincial 

0.75 0.5 0.5 1.7
5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Electoral 
Participation 

Voter turnout has been 
declining in recent 
Canadian federal 
elections. In your 
opinion, why is turnout 
going down? 

Elections 
Canada 
Survey of 
Voters and 
Non-Voters 

2002 18 years and older, Income level, 
mother tongue, length of 
neighbourhood residency, 
language, cultural group, highest 
level of education 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural 

0.5 0.25 0.25 1 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

  In the past 12 months, 
have you done any of the 
following activities: … 
searched for information 
on a political issue? 
expressed your views on 
an issue by contacting a 
newspaper or a 
politician? participated in 
a demonstration or 
march?  boycotted a 
product or chosen a 
product for ethical 
reasons? signed a 
petition? spoke out at a 
public meeting? attended 
a public meeting? 
volunteered for political 
party? 

General 
Social Survey 
Cycle 17 and 
22 - Stats 
Canada 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

15 years and older, and, depending 
on numbers, possibly for some 
special population groups such as 
disabled persons, visible minorities 
and seniors 

National, 
provincial 

0.75 0.8 0.85 2.4 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Political 
Voice 

During the past 12 
months, have you used 
the internet for personal 
non-business use for any 
of the following reasons?  
… Communicate with 
elected officials? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey 

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Political 
Voice 

… Communicate with 
government departments 
or employees? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey 

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5   0.5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Attitude Is it every citizen's duty 
to vote in federal 
elections? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Attitude Are you satisfied with 
how democracy works 
in Canada? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.8 0.75 2.5
5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Attitude In your view, how 
important is it that 
people vote in elections? 

Elections 
Canada 
Survey of 
Voters and 
Non-Voters 

2002 18 years and older, Income level, 
mother tongue, length of 
neighbourhood residency, 
language, cultural group, highest 
level of education 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural 

0.5 0.25 0.25 1 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

How interested are you 
in politics generally? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

How frequently do you 
follow news and current 
affairs?  

General 
Social Survey 
Cycle 17 - 
Stats Canada 

2003 15 years and older, and, depending 
on numbers, possibly for some 
special population groups such as 
disabled persons, visible minorities 
and seniors 

National, 
provincial 

0.25 0.75 1 2 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

In the past week have 
you discussed the 
Federal election with 
other people? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.5 0.25 1.7
5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

About how many hours 
do you spend watching 
T.V. during a typical 
week to follow news and 
current affairs  

General 
Social Survey 
Cycle 17 and 
22 - Stats 
Canada 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

15 years and older, and, depending 
on numbers, possibly for some 
special population groups such as 
disabled persons, visible minorities 
and seniors 

National, 
provincial 

0.75 0.5 0.5 1.7
5 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

During the past 12 
months, how often did 
you use the internet to 
read what other 
Canadians think about a 
political or social issue? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey 

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

During the past 12 
months, how often did 
you use the internet to 
correspond with other 
Canadians about a 
political or social issue? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey 

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

During the past 12 
months, how often did 
you use the internet to 
read online newspapers 
or magazines, about a 
particular political or 
social issue? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey 

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 

Individual 
Democratic 
Engagement 

Knowledge/
Awareness 

What media do you use 
for this? 

General 
Social Survey 
Cycle 17 - 
Stats Canada 

2003 15 years and older, and, depending 
on numbers, possibly for some 
special population groups such as 
disabled persons, visible minorities 
and seniors 

National, 
provincial 

0.25 0.25 0.25 0.7
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement Out of the following 
which is the most 
important:  giving people 
more say in important 
government decisions. 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

n/a World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement Voice and Accountability World Bank 1996-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement 
- Minority 
group  

Aboriginal voter turn out 
(%) (on and off reserve) 

Elections 
Canada  

Sporadic n/a National, 
provincial 

1 0.25 0.75 2 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement … Your ability to have 
an impact on what 
governments do 

        0.5 0.5 0.8 1.8 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement 
- Minority 
group  

Successful Aboriginal 
candidates 

Elections 
Canada  

Sporadic n/a National, 
provincial 

1 0.25 0.5 1.7
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement During the past 12 
months, what levels of 
Canadian government 
did you obtain 
information from or 
communicate with using 
the internet? Municipal, 
Provincial or Federal? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey  

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5 0.5 0.75 1.7
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement 
- Minority 
group  

Distribution of political 
seats by party and sex 

Elections 
Canada  

For each 
election 

n/a National, 
provincial 

1 0.25 0.25 1.5 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement How satisfied are you 
with the following:  

Fireweed 
Democracy 
Project 

2006 Age Canada 0.25 0.5 0.5 1.2
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement Voter turnout has been 
declining in recent 
Canadian federal 
elections. In your 
opinion, why is turnout 
going down? 

Elections 
Canada 
Survey of 
Voters and 
Non-Voters 

2002 18 years and older, Income level, 
mother tongue, length of 
neighbourhood residency, 
language, cultural group, highest 
level of education 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural 

0.5 0.25 0.25 1 

Government 
Engagement 

Engagement What is the main reason 
you do not use the 
internet to search for 
information or 
communicate with 
Canadian municipal, 
provincial or federal 
government(s)? 

Canadian 
Internet Use 
Survey  

Biennial - 
2005 

Income, cultural and ethnic origin 
of ancestors, age, family type, age 

National, 
provincial, 
urban/rural, 
CMA 

0.5 0.25 0.25 1 

Government 
Engagement 

Legitimacy On the whole are you 
very satisfied, fairly 
satisfied, not very 
satisfied or not satisfied 
with the way democracy 
works in Canada? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.8 1 2.8 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Government 
Engagement 

Legitimacy How democratically is 
your country being 
governed today? 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

n/a World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Government 
Engagement 

Legitimacy Rule of Law World Bank 1996-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.8 2.3 

Government 
Engagement 

Legitimacy Political Stability and 
Absence of Violence 

World Bank 1996-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.8 2.3 

Government 
Engagement 

Competence Which of these 5 issues 
is the most important to 
you personally in this 
election - corruption in 
government, health care, 
taxes, social welfare 
programs or the 
environment? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.5 0.75 2.2
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Competence Control of Corruption World Bank 1996-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.75 2.2
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Competence Regulatory Quality World Bank 1996-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Government 
Engagement 

Satisfaction Have the policies of the 
Federal government 
made you BETTER off, 
or haven't they made 
much difference? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Government 
Engagement 

Satisfaction Have the policies of the 
Federal government 
made you WORSE off, 
or haven't they made 
much difference? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.8 0.75 2.5
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Satisfaction Government 
Effectiveness 

World Bank 1996-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.8 2.3 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

Government 
Engagement 

Trust How much confidence 
do you have in Federal 
Parliament? 

General 
Social Survey 
Cycle 17 and 
22 - Stats 
Canada 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

15 years and older, and, depending 
on numbers, possibly for some 
special population groups such as 
disabled persons, visible minorities 
and seniors 

National, 
provincial 

0.75 0.8 0.8 2.3
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Trust How much confidence 
do you have in your 
parliament? 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.8 2.3 

Government 
Engagement 

Trust How much confidence 
do you have in your 
government? 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.8 2.3 

Government 
Engagement 

Trust Confidence in elections Gallup 
World Poll 

Annual n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.75 2.2
5 

Government 
Engagement 

Trust Approval of national 
government 

Gallup 
World Poll 

Annual n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Recognize 
connections 
between the 
global and 
the local 

Do you happen to recall 
the name of the British 
Prime Minister? 

Canada 
Election 
Study (Pre-
election 
Survey) 

1997,2000, 
2004,2006 

Gender National, 
provincial, 
FSA 

1 0.5 0.25 1.7
5 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

How strongly you agree 
or disagree with each of 
the following statements 
about how you see 
yourself?  … I see myself 
as a world citizen. 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 

For each problem, do 
you think policies in this 
area should be decided 
by national governments, 
regional organizations or 
the UN?  Peacekeeping 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

information 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… I see myself as part of 
the [European Union, ...] 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… Aid to devloping 
countries 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… Protection of the 
environment 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… I see myself as an 
autonomous individual. 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

Thinking at your own 
country’s problems, 
should your country’s 
leaders give top priority 
to help reducing poverty 
in the world or should 
they give top priority to 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

solve your own 
country’s problems? 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… I see myself as part of 
my local community. 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… I see myself as part of 
the [French] nation. 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.5 2 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

… Human rights World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.25 1.7
5 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 
information 

Democratic open media         0 0.8 0.8 1.6 

Global 
Engagement 

Access and 
reflect 
critically on 
a diverse 
range of 
views and 

… Refugees World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1   1 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

information 

Global 
Engagement 

Participate in 
public 
dialogue and 
decision-
making 

How much trust do you 
have in: NAFTA?  The 
UN? 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.25 1.7
5 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 
the key 
challenges of 
our day 

Donation rate (%) by 
organization type: 
international 

Canada 
Survey of 
Giving 
Volunteering 
and 
Participating 

1997, 2000, 
2004 

Age 15 years and older, income, 
Aboriginal status, language, cultural 
and ethnic group membership, 
length of community residency, 
religion, country of origin 

National, 
provincial 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 
the key 
challenges of 
our day 

ODA as a % of GNI OECD 2000-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.8 2.6 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 
the key 
challenges of 
our day 

Would you be willing to 
pay higher taxes in order 
to increase your 
country's foreign aid to 
poor countries? 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.75 0.8 2.5
5 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 
the key 
challenges of 
our day 

Promotion of 
development awareness 
($) 

OECD 2000-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.5 2.3 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 
the key 
challenges of 
our day 

Total official 
development aid ($) 

OECD 2000-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.5 2.3 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 

Support to NGOs ($) OECD 2000-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.8 0.5 2.3 
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Conceptual Framework Indicator Data Acceptability Criteria 

the key 
challenges of 
our day 

Global 
Engagement 

Take action 
to address 
the key 
challenges of 
our day 

Do you think the 
percent of national 
income that is devoted 
to foreign aid is too low, 
too high or about right? 

World 
Values 
Survey 

1990,1995, 
2000,2005 

Marital status, presence of 
children, immigrant status of 
parent, gender, age, employment, 
income 

World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.25 1.7
5 

Global 
Engagement 

Recognize 
connections 
between the 
global and 
the local 

Support to private 
international 
organizations ($) 

OECD 2000-2006 n/a World 
countries 

1 0.5 0.75 2.2
5 

Global 
Engagement 

Recognize 
connections 
between the 
global and 
the local 

$ funding for 
international 
organizations based in 
Canada 

      Canada 0 0.5 0.8 1.3 

Global 
Engagement 

Recognize 
connections 
between the 
global and 
the local 

Number of international 
agencies in Canada 

      Canada 0 0.5 0.8 1.3 

Global 
Engagement 

Recognize 
connections 
between 
global and 
the local 

Number of international 
treaties signed by 
Canada 

      Canada 0 0.5 0.8 1.3 
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Appendix C 
Democratic Engagement Domain Indicators from all Research Phases 

 
Theme Possible Indicator Measures Data Source Frequency of 

Reporting 
# of Data 
Points 

Data          
Type 

Suggested 
By 

INDIVIDUAL DEMOCRATIC ENGAGEMENT    

Electoral 
Participation 

Voter Turn Out % Direct participation in the most 
fundamental component of the 
democratic process 

Elections Canada Each Federal 
election 

5 O RT (12) 
and RT (8) 

Political Voice Expression of Opinion (In the 
past 12 months, have you done 
any of the following activities  - 
proportion reporting 'Yes' to at 
least one of 8 activities) 

Active  participation in the 
democratic process 

General Social 
Survey Cycle 17 
(2003) and 22 (2008) 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

1 S RT (12) 

 Expression of Opinion 
(Volunteer rate by organization 
type: Law, Advocacy & Politics.) 

Active  participation in the 
democratic process 

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

3 S RT (alt) 

 Expression of Opinion 
(Participation rate by type of 
group: Advocacy or Political 
Group.) 

Relative size of democratic 
participation with respect to 
types of participation 

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

3 S RT (alt) 

 Expression of Opinion (Have 
you or have you not done any of 
these activities in the last five 
years? Boycott, petition, 
demonstration) 

Citizens commitment to 
democratic participation  

World Values Survey 2000 1 S CRAG 

Political 
Knowledge/ 
Awareness 

Interest in News/Current Affairs  
(How much attention have you 
paid to news about the federal 
election on [TV, radio, newspaper] 
over the last few days? 
[Proportion that responded "No 
attention at all".]): composite 

Importance of democracy by 
citizens interest in following 
current democratic processes 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (2000, 
2004, 2006) 

3 S RT (alt) 
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Theme Possible Indicator Measures Data Source Frequency of 
Reporting 

# of Data 
Points 

Data          
Type 

Suggested 
By 

 Interest in News/Current Affairs 
(How much attention have you 
paid to news about the federal 
election on TV over the last few 
days? [Proportion that responded 
"No attention at all".]) 

Interest to acquiring knowledge 
as a necessary process in 
democratic engagement  

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (2000, 
2004, 2006) 

3 S RT (8) 

 Interest in News/Current Affairs 
(In the past week have you 
discussed the federal election 
with other people?) (Proportion 
that responded to the category 
"Often" (2000 survey) or "Several 
times a week" (2004/2006 
surveys). 

Interest and participation in 
democratic engagement 
through active discussion of the 
election process 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (2000, 
2004, 2006) 

3 S RT (8) 

 Interest in News/Current Affairs 
(How frequently do you follow 
news and current affairs?) (e.g., 
international, regional, or local) 
(Combination of 'Daily' and 
'Several times a week') 

Importance of democracy by 
citizens interest in following 
current democratic processes 

General Social 
Survey Cycle 17 
(2003) and 22 (2008) 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

1 S RT (12) 

 Interest in Politics (How 
interested are you in politics 
generally?) (Percent who 
responded 'No interest at all') 

Importance of democracy by 
citizens interest in following 
current democratic processes 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (1993, 
1997, 2000, 2004, 
2006);  

4 S RT (12) 

Attitude Importance of Voting (Is it every 
citizen's duty to vote in federal 
elections?) (Percent who 
responded 'Strongly agree') 
 
 
 

The belief in voting as the 
fundamental process of 
democracy 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (2004, 
2006) 

2 S RT (12) 
and RT (8) 

GOVERNMENT DEMOCRATIC ENGAGEMENT      
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Theme Possible Indicator Measures Data Source Frequency of 
Reporting 

# of Data 
Points 

Data          
Type 

Suggested 
By 

Engagement Voice in Government Decisions 
(Out of the following which is the 
most important: [percent who 
responded to the following option] 
… giving people more say in 
government decisions) 

How important having a say in 
a person's government is 
compared to other issues. 

World Values Survey Every 5 years 
(1990, 1995, 2000, 
2005)  

1 S RT (12) 

Legitimacy Level of Democracy (On the 
whole are you very satisfied or not 
satisfied with the way democracy 
works in Canada) (Percent who 
responded 'Very satisfied') 

Perception of the efficacy of 
Canadian democracy 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (1993, 
1997, 2000, 2004, 
2006) 

4 S RT (12) 
and RT (8) 

Voice in Government Decisions 
(How much do you agree with the 
following statements: I don't think 
the government cares much about 
what people like me think.) 
(Proportion that responded to the 
categories "Strongly agree" and 
"Somewhat agree".) 

Perception of government 
empathy in Canadian 
democracy 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (2000, 
2006) 

2 S RT (8) 

Satisfaction Policy Effectiveness (Have the 
policies of the Federal 
government made you BETTER 
off, or haven't they made much 
difference?) (Percent responding 
'Better off') 

Citizens' perceptions of the 
effects of public policies on 
their lives. 

Canada Election 
Study (Pre-election 
Survey) 

Selected Federal 
elections (1997, 
2000, 2004, 2006) 

4 S RT (12) 

Trust Confidence in Parliament (How 
much confidence do you have in 
Federal Parliament?) 
(Combination of 'A great deal' and 
'Quite a lot' options) 

Citizens' trust of in the 
parliamentary system. 

General Social 
Survey Cycle 17 and 
22 Statistics Canada 

Every 5 years 
(2003, 2008) 

1 S RT (12) 

GLOBAL DEMOCRATIC ENGAGEMENT       
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Theme Possible Indicator Measures Data Source Frequency of 
Reporting 

# of Data 
Points 

Data          
Type 

Suggested 
By 

Access and 
Reflect Critically 
on a Diverse 
Range of Views 
and Information 

World Citizenship (How strongly 
do you agree or disagree with 
each of the following statements 
about yourself? “I see myself as a 
world citizen”) 

Citizen's perception of their 
connection to global systems. 

World Values Survey Every 5 years 
(1990, 1995, 2000, 
2005) 

1 S RT (12) 

Take action to 
address the key 
challenges of our 
day 

International Donations 
(Donation rate % by organization 
type: type 'International') 

Measures citizen commitment 
to supporting democratic ideals 
in the world 

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

2 S RT (12) 
and RT (8) 

Take action to 
address the key 
challenges of our 
day 

International Aid (Net Official 
Development Assistance as a % 
of Gross National Income) 

Government commitment to 
supporting democratic ideal in 
the world 

OECD  Annually 1994-
current 

14 O RT (12) 
and RT (8) 

Indicators Currently not Tied to the Democratic Engagement Conceptual Framework   

 Donations       

 Donor rate  Citizens commitment to civic 
participation  

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

4 S CRAG 

 Median donation per donor Citizens commitment to civic 
participation  

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

4 S CRAG 

 Volunteerism       

 Volunteer rate Citizens commitment to civic 
participation  

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

4 S CRAG 

 Average hours volunteered per 
year 

Citizens commitment to civic 
participation  

Canada Survey of 
Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating 

Every 3 years 
(1997, 2000, 2004, 
2007) 

4 S CRAG 

 Voting       

 Election Seats/Votes composite, 
all seats, all votes 

Democratic equity Elections Canada Each Federal 
election 

4 O ER 

 Ratio of registered to eligible 
voters 

States ability to communicate 
with its electorate 

Elections Canada Each Federal 
election 

5 O ER 
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Theme Possible Indicator Measures Data Source Frequency of 
Reporting 

# of Data 
Points 

Data          
Type 

Suggested 
By 

 % women in parliament Democratic equity Elections Canada Each Federal 
election 

5 O ER 

 Justice       

 Incarceration rate State effectiveness Canadian Centre for 
Justice Statistics 

Annual, 1995-
current 

14 O ER 

 Elapsed time to complete a case 
in adult criminal court 

State effectiveness Canadian Centre for 
Justice Statistics 

Annual, 1995-
current 

    ER 

 Mean days    13 O  

 Median days    13 O  

 Governance       

 Governance Indicators Governance effectiveness World Bank Varies: 1996, 1998, 
2000, 2002, 2003, 
2004, 2005, 2006, 
2007 

    ER 

 Voice and Accountability    9 O  

 Political Stability    9 O  

 Government Effectiveness    9 O  

 Regulatory Quality    9 O  

 Rule of Law    9 O  

 Control of Corruption    9 O  

 composite    9 O  

 Commitment to Development 
Index 

Rates 22 wealthy countries on 
their foreign aid, commerce, 
migration, environment and 
military affairs in relation to 
helping poor countries build 
strong government, wealth and 
stability.   

Center for Global 
Development 

Annual, 2003-
current 

6 O ER 

 Freedom in the World Measures political rights and 
civil liberties. 

Freedom House Annual: 1973-2009 16 O ER 

 Media Measures fairness of media as a democratic tool      

 Freedom of the Press/Media 
concentration 

 Freedom House Annual: 1994-2006 13 O ER 
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CRAG: Indicators suggested by CIW Canadian Research Advisory Group.  
ER: indicator suggested by external reviewers. 
O: Objective indicator  
RT (8): eight indicators suggested by the Research Team after submission of the Final Report. 
RT (12): 12 indicators suggested by the Research Team in the Final Report. 
RT (alt): alternate indicators collected by the Research Team. 
S: Subjective indicator  
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Appendix D 
Democratic Engagement Indicator Data 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Individual

Electoral 

Participation

Voter Turn Out % Elections 

Canada

Each Federal 

election

67% 61.3% 60.9% 64.7% 59.1%

Political 

Knowledge/ 

Awareness

Interest in Politics 

(How interested are 

you in politics 

generally?) (Percent 

who responded 'No 

interest at all')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (1997, 

2000, 2004, 

2006); 

9.7% 9.5% 11.7% 7.1%

Political Voice Expression of Opinion 

(Volunteer rate by 

organization type: Law, 

Advocacy & Politics.)

Canada Survey 

of Giving, 

Volunteering 

and 

Participating

Every 3 years 

(1997, 2000, 

2004, 2007)

n/a 1% 2% 2%

Attitude Importance of Voting 

(Is it every citizen's 

duty to vote in federal 

elections?) (Percent 

who responded 

'Strongly agree')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (2004, 

2006)

75% 86%

Government

Legitimacy Level of Democracy 

(On the whole are you 

very satisfied or not 

satisfied with the way 

democracy work in 

Canada) (Percenrt who 

responded 'Very' or 

'Fairly' satisfied')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (1997, 

2000, 2004, 

2006)

57.2% 62.6% 54.2% 59.0%

Theme Indicator Data Source
Frequency of 

Reporting

Years for which Data is Available
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1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Satisfaction Policy Effectiveness 

(Have the policies of 

the Federal 

government made you 

BETTER off, or haven't 

they made much 

difference?) (Percent 

responding 'Better off')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (1997, 

2000, 2004, 

2006)

6.1% 20.2% 10.1% 12.6%

Ratio of registered to 

eligible voters

Elections 

Canada

Each Federal 

election

0.90 0.98 0.98 0.93 0.96

Representation of 

Women in Parliamen                                    

(% women in parliament)

Elections 

Canada

Each Federal 

election

18 18 18 20.6 20.6 20.6 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 21.1 21.1 20.7 20.7 22.4

Trust Confidence in 

Parliament (How 

much confidence do 

you have in Federal 

Parliament?) 

(Combination of 'A 

great deal' and 'Quite 

a lot' options)

General Social 

Survey Cycle 

17 and 22 

Statistics 

Canada

Every 5 years 

(2003, 2008)

40.6%

Legitimacy Voice in Government 

Decisions (How much 

do you agree with the 

following statements: 

I don't think the 

government cares 

much about what 

people like me think.) 

(Proportion that 

responded to the 

categories "Strongly 

agree" and 

"Somewhat agree".)

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (2000, 

2006)

65.3% 67.9%

Engagement

Theme Indicator Data Source
Frequency of 

Reporting

Years for which Data is Available
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` 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Global

Global International Aid (Net 

ODA as a % of GNI)

OECD Annually 1994-

current

0.43% 0.38% 0.32% 0.34% 0.30% 0.28% 0.25% 0.22% 0.28% 0.24% 0.27% 0.34% 0.29% 0.28% 0.32

Global Commitment to 

International 

Obligations 

Commitment to 

Development Index

Center for 

Global 

Development

Annual, 2003-

current

5.2 5.4 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.4

Theme Indicator Data Source
Frequency of 

Reporting

Years for which Data is Available
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Appendix E 
Democratic Engagement Headline Indicator Data 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Individual

Electoral 

Participation

Voter Turn Out % Elections 

Canada

Each Federal 

election

67% 61.3% 60.9% 64.7% 59.1%

Political 

Knowledge/ 

Awareness

Interest in Politics 

(How interested are 

you in politics 

generally?) (Percent 

who responded 'No 

interest at all')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (1997, 

2000, 2004, 

2006); 

9.7% 9.5% 11.7% 7.1%

Political Voice Expression of Opinion 

(Volunteer rate by 

organization type: Law, 

Advocacy & Politics.)

Canada Survey 

of Giving, 

Volunteering 

and 

Participating

Every 3 years 

(1997, 2000, 

2004, 2007)

n/a 1% 2% 2%

Government

Legitimacy Level of Democracy 

(On the whole are you 

very satisfied or not 

satisfied with the way 

democracy work in 

Canada) (Percenrt who 

responded 'Very' or 

'Fairly' satisfied')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (1997, 

2000, 2004, 

2006)

57.2% 62.6% 54.2% 59.0%

Satisfaction Policy Effectiveness 

(Have the policies of 

the Federal 

government made you 

BETTER off, or haven't 

they made much 

difference?) (Percent 

responding 'Better off')

Canada 

Election Study 

(Pre-election 

Survey)

Selected Federal 

elections (1997, 

2000, 2004, 

2006)

6.1% 20.2% 10.1% 12.6%

Theme Indicator Data Source
Frequency of 

Reporting

Years for which Data areAvailable
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1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Ratio of registered to 

eligible voters

Elections 

Canada

Each Federal 

election

0.90 0.98 0.98 0.93 0.96

Representation of 

Women in Parliamen                                    

(% women in parliament)

Elections 

Canada

Each Federal 

election

18 18 18 20.6 20.6 20.6 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 21.1 21.1 20.7 20.7 22.4

Global

Global International Aid (Net 

ODA as a % of GNI)

OECD Annually 1994-

current

0.43% 0.38% 0.32% 0.34% 0.30% 0.28% 0.25% 0.22% 0.28% 0.24% 0.27% 0.34% 0.29% 0.28% 0.32

Years for which Data is Available

Engagement

Theme Indicator Data Source
Frequency of 

Reporting




