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COMMUNICATION IN THE SOCIAL ECONOMY i

Abstract

This research examined the use of communicatids todhe social economy, using
mixed methods. Based on results frbinx 466 participants sampled through interviews,
focus groups, and a survey, the study identifiedttiols organizations typically used,
their purposes, and any barriers to and benefitsiolg these tools and others. Across
each study, results broadly indicated that theeissif accessibility to communication
tools and capacity to maximize tool use among $ec@nomy organizations are factors
primary influencing overall tool usage. Organizasavith increased access to and
capacity for appropriate communication tools fateder challenges in their use and
were more effectively able to utilize appropriaiels, whereas organizations facing
accessibility and capacity problems were limitethieir usage. It is recommended that
barriers limiting accessibility and capacity prabkebe addressed through budgetary
means, likely reducing the stress and strain afigryo overcome these two significant
barriers to effective communication tool use, atlisnately, to facilitate more successful

and sustainable social economy organizations.
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Executive Summary

The current research was conducted as an evalugtibe uses of various
communication tools in the Atlantic Canadian soe@nomy. This report is one of four
research projects conducted between 2008 and 2080k Node Six of the Social Economy and
Sustainability Project (SES) based in Mount Saimceént University in Halifax, NS. The SES
is comprised of a number of regional community-ensity partnerships based in Atlantic
Canada, who have come together to explore thelsmmaomy in our communities and
provinces. Our Sub Node, conducted through a relsgrartnership between Sir Wilfred
Grenfell College (SWGC) in Corner Brook, NL, ane tBommunity Sector Council
Newfoundland and Labrador (CSC) in St. John’s, fécused specifically on communication
tools and technologies in the social economy. Tdmged from the benefits and challenges of
online communities, communication differentialsvibe¢n social enterprises and economic
development agencies, constructing effective emald the current project, the uses of
communication tools in the social economy. Togettiese projects have allowed substantial
insight into the current communication situatiorthe social economy, from a broad perspective,
and have allowed us to make important recommenuafar change and improvement to
enhance communication.

Using mixed methods, including interviews, a sypnand focus groups, this particular
project sought to understand the mix of communiceatools that are employed in social
economy organizations, and how these tools areinsageryday operations. Ultimately, we
have identified positive targets for improving coomication in Atlantic Canadian social
economy organizations. Based on findings from aarall sample of 466 individuals

representing diverse social economy organizatiomsfindings suggest that organizations of all
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sizes and budgets are actively integrating as mamytechnologies with existing ones as
possible, and are keenly interested in acquirirgen@nd more Internet-based tools to reach
broader audiences. Increasingly, organizationsisireg multiple tools to tackle multiple projects
and reach a more diverse group of potential vokmteclients, and supporters, but are
constrained in effectively or efficiently doing by capacity and accessibility challenges. Our
research suggests that by addressing these chedldmgadly, social economy organizations in
Atlantic Canada may significantly benefit by incged communication capabilities. This is
important, given the value of the social economthtogeneral public in Atlantic Canada and
across the country. By identifying specific chatjes and opportunities to using communication
tools in a time of considerable public uptake agsé of various technologies, current results may

support and enhance everyday operations of somaloeny organizations.
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Literature Review

Every day, individuals, families and organizati¢imsig and working in Canada benefit,
in a variety of ways, from the work of organizasgadn the social economy. Designed to meet a
variety of community needs in large part through work of volunteers, nonprofit and voluntary
organizations positively influence the general vibgling of Canadians by “delivering services,
identifying emerging needs, raising funds, pronmtiew policy initiatives, supporting social,
economic and cultural development, and advocatngdmmon causes” (Rowe, 2006, p. 1).
The term ‘social economy’ refers to a unit of gredipat provide a variety of unique and often
much-needed goods, services, and supports todooaunities (CSERP, n.d.). Initiatives are
often independent of government influence, instaadlving boards of directors and other
stakeholders in governance and decision-makingepiires, and are oriented toward achieving
socially valuable goals (SESRN, 2009). Subtypekideco-operatives, nonprofit societies and
charities, and mutuals (SESRN, 2009). Women'’s sfglthurch groups, service clubs, credit
unions, sports leagues, foundations, food banks\dies markets, and environmental
organizations are all examples of groups comprisimgsocial economy (SESRN, 2009). These
groups directly project their efforts toward mangpsectors of the Canadian social fabric,
including arts and culture, human rights, the emvinent, sports and recreation, health, faith,
and social justice.
Communication in the Social Economy

Organizational communication can be defined as ¢drdral means by which individual
activity is coordinated to devise, disseminate pmsgue organizational goals” (Gardner, Paulsen,
Gallois, Callan, & Monaghan, 2001, p. 561), anchwithe social economy, it plays a pivotal role

in the long-term success of an organization (SESRR9). As technological advances in the last
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fifteen years have markedly shifted world-wide toaveigital, consolidated, deregulated and more
global methods of communication, nonprofits aremfblaced in the costly bind of feeling
pressured to keep pace with the evolution of teldgyaBuchanan, 2006; Burt & Taylor, 2000;
Seshadri & Carstenson, 2007). Ten years ago, hatladvent of email and the Internet as major
methods of global communication, researchers saeszlibn their potential to enhance the social
economy (Olsen, Keevers, Paul, & Covington, 200@13en and colleagues (2001) explained, at
the most basic level, how email and websites welgfll to the social economy, were specific on
methods of use, provided very basic “do and ddists for emailing, and they even cautioned
organizations against the potential for overwhetmeavels of new interest in their organization.
Finn, Maher, and Forster (2006) commented on clsimgeommunication technology adaptation
between 2000 and 2004 in the nonprofit sector. Buggested that by 2004, nonprofit
organizations were “beginning to position themseheetake advantage of the opportunities
provided by information and communication techngldgpp. 277), showing a movement from
basic Internet and email promotion to increasegtadan of more sophisticated technology.
However, in recent years, technology has againrashel and few articles provide a helpful update
on communication in the social economy, especialthe late 2000s. However, the literature is
consistent on one level: that the adaptation ofraamcation technology in the social economy
lags far behind that of the for-profit sector.
Barriers and Challenges to Communication in the Saal Economy

Financial capacity was seen as a major barridreé@tloption of newer communication
technology in the social economy (Buchanan, 200@)d°& Macedo, 2006; Schneider, 2003).
Very small organizations lacking the budget to kepjo date with basic technological equipment

such as computers found it difficult to competewather organizations that have greater
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technological capabilities (Schneider, 2003). Reeas feel that the problem is not rooted in
associated start-up costs or the monthly Intermietbection fee, which are both relatively low-cost
in terms of yearly budgets (Finn, Maher, & ForsBf06). Instead, cost frequently refers to the
high price oftimeto research new technologies, understand thestdef usefulness, and for
implementation, including training of staff and woteers in technology use, and ongoing
maintenance and upkeep (Pinho & Macedo, 2006).eddn(2003) related the case study of an
organization primarily run by one individual, whdsee spent on the computer compromised time
spent on essential programming activities. Alsdlehging was the training of staff or volunteers
from socially-oriented, rather than technologicalhented, backgrounds to effectively manage
new technologies (McNut & Boland, 1999; Pinho & Mdo, 2006; Schneider, 2003). Other
barriers included a general lack of computer owogk literacy, a lack of technical support or
expertise, and a high turnover rate among staffvahthteers (Cravens, 2009).

Resistance to new technologies may be a barriggitg communication technologies, as
organizations may not be easily convinced thah#weest communication method will be useful
(Pinho & Macedo, 2006Buchanan’s (2006) literature review reflected tinatprofit
organizations did not always actively work towasihg new and efficient means of
communication to most effectively reach key groupdeed, Kenix (2008) found that nonprofit
informants in her study were critical of the Intetras a regular tool for activities such as
fundraising, but were interested in the potentaln®mic benefits of Internet communication, and
acknowledged the credibility provided by regularpdated websites. However, the rapid rate of
change in communication technology produces anllgguack rate of technological advancement
and knowledge among the general public, and cudatat might suggest vastly differing levels of

interest and engagement among the nonprofit secewen relatively basic or standard
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advancements. Similarly, it is an interesting pointonsideration as to whether the social
economy trulywould benefit from the newest changes in communicagchriology, or whether
their more simple use of basic tools such as Ietefax, telephone and mail are sufficient.
Technological Trends in Communication: The Internet

The Internet as a constantly changing communicatiohprovides a major opportunity
for organizations in the social economy to effeglpreach key audiences in a variety of ways
(Pinho & Macedo, 2006), and may act as a levelewden large and small-scale organizations
(Waters, 2007). In 2001, Olsen, Keevers, Paul,Godngton wrote that “the future of e-
philanthropy is now!” (p. 372), explaining that th#ernet’s reach to thousands in a cost-
effective manner spelled real changes for nonpoo§iinizations. Through the
interconnectedness of websites and email, thedksydcess may very well be consistent email
communication drawing interested parties toward-aeganized and informative websites (Hart,
2002). Indeed, an individual’s overall evaluatidran organization may be influenced, in part,
by an attitude toward the website and its layoesigh, and degree of user-friendliness, in
conjunction with a more general attitude formediodf (Long & Chiagouris, 2006).

Websites can house universally-accessible datalbdsgf®rmation and documents, can
manage web-based forms for conference or membamstigtrations, and take payments in a
secure and encrypted manner (Cameron, 2006). Teeét is an inexpensive form of
advertising, and may also be used to inform doabwut how their contributions are being used
or to allow them to be more actively involved wih organization (Waters, 2007). Linkages to
other sites may help to educate the public, funderd potential donors about pertinent issues,
and for these reasons, effective websites rankyhagha method of promoting social economy

organizations and their programming (Waters, 2007).
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However, use of online communication is relativeégv among some parts of the social
economy (Henley & Guidry, 2004), and its full pdiahmay not yet be realized (Buchanan,
2006; Waters, 2007) in terms of creating awarerabgrtising, and connections with
stakeholders, likely for reasons of both finaneiatl temporal constraints. Without the addition
of two-way, interactive options utilized in moreeat years among for-profit organizations, the
social economy is not keeping pace with the magastr, although recent evidence suggests that
there is interest in more interactive capabilisash as live chat and online discussion forums
(Walters, 2007). However, it is also possible that-cost and simple Internet technologies are
increasingly used, within very recent years, asroomcation methods in the social economy.
Technological Trends in Communication: Email

Computers have become more and more central ieviryday operation of individuals,
groups and stakeholders, and provide two-way iotierss in conjunction with various
technologies (Hyde & Mitra, 1999). As a result,al@ag people through email has become the
most instantaneous and preferred method of commtimrcin the social economy (Olsen,
Keevers, Paul, & Covington, 2001; Seshadri & Caste, 2007). Asynchronous communication,
in which individuals can respond to messages atltisure, makes email an easy method of
transmitting messages and digital documents irffenieat manner (Seshadri & Carstenson,
2007). Email is more effective and direct than viteksecause it actively contacts people at their
individual computers. Simplicity and low cost madmail attractive to nonprofit and for-profit
organizations alike (Seshadri & Carstenson, 2@®mail is considered to be the most dynamic
fundraising tool beyond face-to-face communicatang consequently, email relationships are as

significant in the social economy as they are enftr-profit sector (Olsen et al., 2001).
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Although email overcomes temporal and geographigdrs, it will likely never
completely eliminate barriers presented by typdaerathan verbalized communication. The
removal of social bonds created by visual or vechak is problematic and creates
depersonalization of others, and a lack of conteay create unfortunate misconstruals of
important messages. For example, the sender maygoitate by email in a brief or abrupt
manner solely for the sake of time, rather thaack bf manners, but the recipient may
misconstrue this negatively (Seshadri & Carsten2007). Conflicts created in email
communication tend to be difficult to resolve, wittle human incentive to amend problems while
observing a screen rather than a person (Seshadargtenson, 2007). Also, email can get lost or
end up in junk folders, may never be read, andsy & ignore. A personal call may be more
effective in some regards. This suggests that wittlee unique qualities of face-to-face or verbal
interactions (Rice, D’Ambra, & More, 1998), emaiaynever completely overtake traditional
forms of communication in the social economy (Sdseh& Carstenson, 2007).
Other Technological Trends in Communication

Although much of the communication technology resefocuses on email and the
Internet, Cameron (2006) created a more comprebhehsi of various technologies used by
organizations needing to communicate across geligrapundaries. Teleconferencing was
frequently reported for its social presence andrmftion richness during discussions of in-depth
issues, its creation of learning insights stemnfiiag vocal interactions, and its level of efficignc
over regular telephone communication. However ai$ wonsidered an expensive tool, language
barriers were problematic, and social interactiwase reported to be awkward when face-to-face
meetings had not taken place in advance (Came@®)2Listserves were found to be useful for

exchange of information on a given topic or evalthough this one-way, non-interactive, and
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formal method of communication was felt to be iasiagly overshadowed by email (Cameron,

2006). Intranets, or shared websites, were usedbimrment sharing and online discussion;

however, in actuality few regularly logged on antidanets, again, were more often replaced by the

convenience of emailing (Cameron, 2006; Cullen &t62009). Social networking is being used

in the social economy as a method to reach ingrglgsiliverse users of the Internet, but content

analyses suggest that few organizations go beyasid bnd relatively uninformative

organizational profiles and do not make effectige af this much newer platform of

communication (Waters, Burnett, Lamm, & Lucas, 2009

Summary Statements from Literature Review

» Barriers to the use of communication technologgroftere financially and temporally-based,
as organizations do not always have the resounqa®perly take advantage of
communication tools.

* The Internet and email are widely used communioatols in the social economy; however,
development and upkeep of websites is often aninggdallenge, and email does not
replace the value or efficacy of face-to-face dja, suggesting that traditional methods of
communication remain highly valued in the socialreamy.

The Current Research

This project was conducted as a component of tieelSEconomy and Sustainability
project (SES) organized through Mount Saint Vindgmiversity, by Sub Node Six

(Communications), based in Sir Wilfred Grenfell gk in Corner Brook, NL, and the

Community Sector Council Newfoundland and Labragtogt. John’s, NL. Our major research

guestions for this project included:

» Do social economy organizations have access to conaeation tools? If so, which ones?
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How do they secure and fund this access (if treegedost)?

* Do they use these tools that are available, andowvimhy not?

» Are there plans of acquiring more access to comaation tools (such as high-speed
Internet)?

* How can actors within different areas of the soe@nomy best communicate with one
another for purposes of capacity building and nizddion?

* How and when does access to communication techyblelg to equalize the disparities of
time and distance?

* What do the individual tools do well, and what Heyt not do well?

» Does the use of different communication tools iafice the kind of a community that can be
built?

» Can access to communication tools (such as theet)esometimes serve to erect further
barriers between individuals and groups? If so, ay how? \

* How did social economy organizations develop thbility to work with the communication
technologies that they use?

» Are there uses they would like to make of the tetdgy, but do not have the skills necessary?

» Has access to Internet technology replaced otbersfiof communication, or do they simply
augment postal, telephone, print, broadcast, aredttaface communication?

* What can the Social Economy and Sustainability teresearchers and community

organizations contribute by developing and modalmgvative combinations in its internal

communications/governance, and research processe®ll as its external dissemination

processes and strategies?
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Because the literature is broad and does not fmculse social economy in Atlantic
Canada specifically, this study attempts to nattesvfocus of communication research in the
social economy toward our particular region. Wekgeadentify thetools being used in this
relatively localized area, and the particdlarctionsof communication and communication
methodsused with diverse target groups, and to deteraunydbarriers to communication. The
intent of this study is to identify ways to potatfiyy improve communication in the social economy
in Atlantic Canada, as communication appears muadarore to be integral to the success of these
ventures.

Key Informant Method
Approach and Design

To develop a comprehensive survey instrument aditgtive semi-structured interview
design was selected to allow in-depth queryingaghekey informant about their organization’s
specific technological experiences. By allowingtiggrants to broadly expand their answers, the
interviewer was able to probe for more specificlarptions toward each item. This provided a
great deal of information from which the survey lcbioe developed, minimizing the number of
unnecessary questions and ensuring the survey vaddicess communication issues in a focused
manner. Interview items were informed by an exationaof relevant social economy and
communication literature and sought to address conncation in the social economy to inform
the larger survey.

Participants

A convenience sample of nine key informants repr@sg various social economy

groups was interviewed, including five from Newfailemd and Labrador, two from Nova

Scotia, and two from Prince Edward Island. Backgdsuof the organizations included
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fundraising, research, volunteer liaison activitess and culture, health, safety, advocacy and
support of populations with unique needs.
Procedure

Contacts were selected from a list of people agdmrations that the Community Sector
Council Newfoundland and Labrador (CSC) was famikdh through work in previous
partnerships or projects. Twenty key informantsens®lected from the four Atlantic provinces
and represented various groups ranging from chapftdarger national organizations to smaller
local and regional groups. An email was sent thed¢he potential key informants inviting
them to participate in the research. Those whoedgb participate were instructed to complete
a consent form (please s&ppendix A) and fax it to the CSC. Of the twenty key inforrtsan
contacted, nine participated in the telephone wind@rs that were recorded for follow-up
analysis.

Before beginning the interview, the researcherragatlined the aims of the study. The
interview guide contained six questions regardijgg(oups with whonerganizations
communicated(2) thetoolstheyusedto dosoand (3) anyxommunicatiorbarriers that existed
between organizations. Please Appendix B for a copy of the interview schedule.

Key informant responses were analyzed thematitabed on follow-up analysis of
voice recordings. Themes that were consistent a@oaimber of informants or that stood out as
unique or important were noted and expanded upon.

Key Informant Results
Access to Communication Tools
In speaking to nine key informants in Atlantic Cdaa social economy, it appears that

access to communication tools doespose a problem to these organizations. Although th
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organizations were quite diverse in size and vandteir connections with larger (e.g.,
provincial or national-level) parent groups, aréaterest, level of funding or other financial
support, and the size of their employee or volunbase, no participants reflected upon having
difficulty accessing standard communication toelg(, computer, telephone, fax, teleconference
capabilities, and so on). Limited financial res@sdidnot prevent informants from using
particular tools. Key informants avoided a givealtoecause of redundancy or lack of
usefulness, a lack of time to learn its featurekstarproperly train others to do so, or simply
because they did not wish to use it. Broadly, @lerorganizations readily had access to mail,
telephone, fax, and Internet tools including eraadl websites, as well as face-to-face
communication. Four of the organizations used padia advertising or had media coverage in
various forms from newspaper articles and advenigsgs to radio air time segments, printed
pamphlets and so on. Email newsletters, e-bull@mussocial networking websites were used
infrequently by most of the organizations, althotlgh interest in their potential usefulness
varied across groups.

Access to mainstream communication tools was etraer to any group, suggesting
that the low-cost nature of basic tools (specifichiternet, telephone, fax and mail) enhances
this fundamental starting point for communicatiorthe social economy. With the ability to
access these four broad categories of tools, agaons in this sample were able to customize
their everyday communication behaviours to meebtiganization’s specific needs and that of
the board of directors, clients, the public, arftkotgroups or individuals of relevance. Where a
larger, more sophisticated organization may makeife of virtual networks or video
conferencing, a group with fewer staffing resouragetess technological sophistication may opt

to use email primarily. Although specific uses ot internet varied among organizations, these
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uses were all derived from a simple Internet cotioecAll organizations had access to basic
communication tools, using them in simple or inatikee and unique ways to meet similar goals
in the social economy.
Communication Tools Most Commonly Used

Results suggest that a number of specific comnatinit tools derived from the most
basic units of communication technology (e.qg., cotags, Internet, fax, telephone, and so on)
are different when used both externally to and withsocial economy organizatiorable 1
presents the categories of communication tools bgdey informants in this project, in no

particular order.

Table 1:List of Tools Used in the Social Economy in Atlant Canada
Email Software for people with disabilities
Telephone Public communication strategies
Online collaborative tools (e.g., virtual Video conferencing
networks, Doodle Bug, Base Camp)
Mail Listserve
Fax Websites
In-person (e.g., Meetings, focus groups) Media
Promotional and policy materials Public engagement

Distinguishing between internal and external comication appeared to be a significant factor

for each organization when determinimgwto pass on a | “We have a communications
strategy for government, the

given message. Internal communication tools often community, local organizations,
individuals — they are all slightly

included intranet services such as shared national different because we are speakipg
to different audiences. How we

networks, shared servers, and internal email servic framethe information andhare

the information is different.”

whereas external communication tools integratedraler

of more unique approaches depending on the retiprehspecific circumstances. Participants
discussed formal communication strategies and potépin which one key external target (e.g.,

government), may be contacted only through teleploamversation or in-person meetings,
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hereas internal communication regarding day-to-aféige
“That depends on type of W ' unication regarding day y

communication — | mean
standard communication as
in logistics, ‘Can you come tq
a meeting’ — that’s email. If
it's communication as in, ‘We
have a problem, we need to
talk’ — that’s face-to-face.
Depends on the issue. How
important it is. Whether it's
logistical or substantive.”

operations may rely solely on email.

Type of communication within the internal and
external dimension also depended on message thee. T
majority of respondents expressed that logistical

arrangements or messages with informal, simplebaied

content were almost exclusively transmitted by énfduis

was not only preferred for its ease, but its aptlit trace message history when completing tasks.
However, more formal, substantive, or discussiosedacommunication was almost exclusively
preferred to be in person or at least on the telephParticipants felt that email presented a
‘quick fix’ to issues that in the past could beakly addressed over the telephone; however, no
other strategies could entirely replace the vafuspeaking, preferably in person, to another
individual or group. In summary, when examining coamication in social economy
organizations, it is imperative to make the digtot between message type, target audience, and
internal vs. external communication, and to recognihe complex, multi-layered nature of the
benefits and limitations presented by each pasicialol.
The Importance of Email

Throughout the key informant interviews, email egeer as the most dominant method

of communication among all participants. Althouglstof course depended on message type,

target audience and whether the destination wasnal or external, e

easier, and it comes
to you, you don't
have to go looking
for it.”

email was heavily relied on as the primary everydaymunication

tool. For many, this was a matter of conveniengéividuals could

reply on their own time, could access email fromirthomes, and
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did not have to remember to seek out communicati@nscheduled manner or in an extraneous
location. Emails could be sent individually ancced from beginning to end, which was reported
to be beneficial for mundane or logistical taskat tiequired recall of past conversations
(reviewability). The ability to attach a variety @ddcuments to an email without printing and
delivering or even mailing the information was gonadvantage for many participants. Emails
were considered by respondents to be useful ihigtserve format as well, in which an

individual can send information to a large audiebgéhe click of a button, again without the
cost or time required of printing or regular m&uch information could in turn be forwarded to
the listserves or email lists of other partner argations or individuals, allowing a wider reach
of the information. As more people with whom orgaations must communicate obtain regular
email access, the benefits of emailing increaspermentially, according to participants. This
was reported to be particularly the case in Newditamd and Labrador, where the often-
expensive problem of geographical distances witgnprovince is in part overcome by the
universality of email. As a member of a sociallyjscious organization, one participant reflected
on the paper-saving element of email as a be@dgpite the obvious benefits mentioned by

participants about emailing as a primary commuiogatool, informants reflected that email

- - bothsimplifiesandcomplicateseveryday communication.
“I'm a firm believer that

email is good for sharing very Key informants felt that email was excellent for
specific pieces of info, not
good for discussion. So, | mundane discussion but when used beyond simple

prefer to use email when

sharing very specific pieces §f communication, became more of a problem than a
information with staff or

volunteers. If you're talking | convenience. When ideas needed to be shared aorsdist in
about having a discussion,

you engage — sharing of idegs meetings, email was less effective in achievingiireg|
—you're at least talking

telephone or face to face.” | outcomes. Although email has the ability to replacariety
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of traditional communication such as face-to-fateractions and the telephone to some extent,
it is not always preferable. Some organizations tdxget groups or populations who may not
have regular access to the Internet recognizednthide it was quite helpful for internal
communication, more traditional methods such agdlephone, mail and the media were most
effective in transmitting messages to target awdisnSome participants reflected on the
logistical and time-consuming problems that caseafiom instantaneous message transmission
when not treated properly:

Email is great. As long as you treat it properlg.lAng as you don’t reply right away and
then they reply again, and it goes back and fanthyou never get anything done. Like |
could come in in the morning and there are fortyagmessages. So | take an hour and
go through and store it or read it or answer ivbatever and by the time | get that forty
finished there’s another twenty. So I'll read thaesel that'll take me half an hour. And
by the time | get those done there’s another siight. And by the time | get those done
then there’s another three or four or five backmgad it could just go on for forever! So
you’ve got to learn how to do it, so remember yoa’tihave to answer them right away!
Unless they're really urgent. You could spend yobole life sending emails back and
forth and having conversations with everyone invioeld.

“I do a lot more email
and a lot less telephone
than | used to. But | don’t
think it's really replaced
any face-to-face
discussions...I still get
together with people as
much as | ever used to.

In summary, email has become an essential toblarsdocial
economy. The instantaneous nature of its tempoicl a
geography-crossing abilities provides an importart

inexpensive benefit to organizations needing tahiealarge

number of individuals at the relatively low costaomonthly

Internet bill. However, email is not without itsraplications and challenges, and according to
key informants, will never completely replace fdoeface and telephone communication within
the social economy.
Barriers to Communication Tools and Technology

Although it is clear from this sample that manyiabeconomy organizations are using

communication technology to their advantage, thesks do not come without problems. Noted
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problems included a lack tiime andcapacityrequired to identify, learn about and train
individuals to keep up with particular technologissch as web-based meetings, Facebook,
Twitter, online work space technologies, blogs, anlihe discussion groups. Also, informants
identifiedaccessibilitygeographyand a lack of universéhternet accesas other barriers to
increased use of communication technology.

The audience with whom these groups are commungabmetimes presented
communication challenges. Messages cannot be corated effectively to all audiences
because technology is not accessible to everyoaayMf the key informants work with people
who have disabilities, are elderly, or for otheasens lack access to technology. For these
organizations, the technology itself is the barf@r example, an elderly person may not use
email at all, and the organization is thereforegatted to use telephone or regular postal mail
when communicating.

The cost of new technologies or upgrades was &b&ormost organizations. While the
initial dollar value of acquisition was problemafiis few, the cost of constant upgrades and

technical support were more bothersome for mamil&ily, both hiring staff trained to use the

: " technology or finding the time and money to tratrseng staff,
“Time and capacity

stops us more than | \yere identified as barriers to expanding technologgy beyond
other (reasons) —

having the time to basic elements of communication. Following the &sitjan of
utilize new tools and

also to assess whethgr ¢ ecific technologies or learning to use anll Some of the
they’re useful to us.” younger women

maintain them, key informants mentioned | US€ things like

Facebook and
Twitter — we don’t
use that. So. That
would be kind of —
what we are

looking at.”

that these new tools would have to be evaluateth&r usefulness, but
identified a lack of time to do so. Without propesource evaluation,

they felt that new technologies could be used witlzoreal
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understanding of whether they were bringing furthemefit to the organization’s communication
strategies, or simply creating complications. Kefprmants reflected that they endeavored to
evaluate the benefits of their current communicatamls, but did not have the time or resources

to do this, either.

“Skype? Have once or twice. I'm ng
a big fan of it quite honestly. Doesn
add to a telephone conversation. If
%/(;) ltj)en ?;getﬁoazngﬁ]tgg?s%eﬁ.y&lé r;:;,tiwere not so much barriers akaak of desireor need
tried video conferencing, and it just
hasn’t caught on. | don’t know if it's
the culture of the organization or
maybe it’s just a personal prefereng
or dislike of mine. But the video
conferencing and Skype is a form of
that — obviously there’s not major
expenses associated with it. The fa
that we're not using it more is
probably because we’re not seeing
value in it.”

|I Participants felt that although these factors emgbat

problems in advancing to newer technology, they

14

to move beyond currently employed basic,

L, intermediate or even advanced communication
methods. Most were quite satisfied with current

Lt methods, but did to some degree look to the futre

5 the time or resources to entertain new technolbgica

possibilities.

Future Interests in Communication Tools
Many key informants expressed an interest in logkmo blogs, interactive web-based

discussion groups, interactive websites, FacebadKTavitter. Newly written communication

plans pointed towards expanded use of the Intespetifically, to
“We’'re discussing —

reach a broader audience or to more effectivelgstheir current developed a
communications
one. Social networking sites like Facebook and fwiin particular, | plan. So use of
newer technologies
were emphasized as a potential method to reachggownoups of is in our plan but we
are a seniors’
people; however, informants seemed hesitant toganigethese organization so we

have to use low tech

methods. Blogs or interactive web-based discusgionps were seen | as well as high
tech.”

as a potentially valuable method of communicatprgsenting the
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option for interactive commenting or provision eétiback on an ongoing basis available from a
large number of people. Key informants reported tiey had tried to use these methods and the
attempts had been unsuccessful. However, as medtidetailed communication plans by these
organizations showed a desire to move toward ubiege methods again in a more useful and
sustainable manner. This demonstrates a real giiéas on the part of social economy
representatives to move toward increasingly effeatommunication technology and greater
interactivity with their audiences. This is contes however, with a hesitance derived from past
failures or underuse, or from the inability to filhe and resources to investigate and filter
through the plethora of available technologies.
Problems with Communication Tools and Technology

The majority of key informants were not receptivdhe idea of Voice over Internet
Protocol (VolIP) programs, team site repositoriesnsome cases, teleconferencing. All
informants had considered the use of Skype faridtlso communication benefits, however based
on either assumption or limited use, few believedlas any better than a simple telephone
conversation. Viewing the other person in the viftlgmat was unnecessary, they felt, and the
savings of long-distance phone calls was so minaeab render Skype useless. Similarly, they
felt that teleconferencing was an overly complideaad expensive alternative to the telephone,
which provided no real advantage and was theretosdy used. Team repositories were seen as
useful only for off-site file storage and shariagd direct communication benefits were not
recognized. Key informants, therefore, appear tedtisfied their communication needs are met,
in large part, by basic systems of fax, email,gletme and postal service mail. Extensions of
these elements do not provide any major benefvalod beyond those identifiedTable 1,

especially for groups with time constraints, whagipear to be the majority.

info@cscnl.ca



COMMUNICATION IN THE SOCIAL ECONOMY 21

Summary Statements of Key Informant Results

Access to communication tools is not presentedhfyriinants to be a problem in the social
economy. Primary communication tools include teteq#) Internet, fax and mail, and other
more complex tools are derived from these, but déen.

The use of technology differs widely depending loa nature, target, and level of formality
required for the particular communication, and wleethe communication is internal or
external to the organization.

Email is by far the most dominant method of commation for reasons of convenience and
its ability to cross time and geography, but mat without difficulties and does not fully
replace traditional forms of communication.

Barriers to communication tools and technologyrareso much financial as temporal, in
terms of the time required to investigate andrfiltkeough the plethora of available
technologies, and to learn, implement, use and ttliers in the use of specific technologies.
Recent communication plans point toward expandeditigthe Internet, specifically to reach
a broader audience or to more effectively acceggwuones, but no major leap has been
made in the social economy to interactive technekg

The use of VoIP programs, team site repositoriekstaleconferencing are not widely liked
or utilized among key informants in the social enony.

Survey Method

Approach and Design

In order to assess communication tools used isadb&l economy on a larger scale, a

survey was developed based on key informants’ resgso The survey was distributed in email
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and mail format in English, and in email and phorterview format in French. All formats of
the survey were identical in content. Pleasefggmndix C for a copy of the survey.
Procedure
English email survey.A comprehensive sample of 3553 individuals represgmvarious
social economy groups was selected from a dataifesxial economy contacts, maintained by
the CSC. The database was supplemented with cerstagplied by SES partners. This database
contains the names and contact information of tegad charities, nonprofits, and cooperatives
in the four Atlantic provinces. Selection categsiiecluded province, organization type (charity,
nonprofit or cooperative), and the provision ofesnail address, but excluded business,
government, or allied professionals. Potentialipg@nts were contacted three times over a
period of one month with emails outlining aims loé tstudy and requesting participation. Also,
using the snowball method of sampling, emails veerd to eight Sub Node partners throughout
Atlantic Canada. The messages described the stilynaluded a request to forward the link to
their databases of social economy contacts, inr@odeeach as many organizations as possible.
English mail-out survey.In order to target a cross-section of organizatiartbe
Atlantic Canadian Social Economy, a mail-out rettngint procedure was used to reach
organizations that were not listed as having eaddresses. The number of mailed surveys was

proportionally selected according to provincial plapion, represented in the followif@ble 2
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Table 2:Breakdown of Mail-Out Targets
Province Provincial Percent of Total Atlantic | Quantity of Surveys
Population* Canada Population Mailed
Nova Scotia 939 531 40.52% 131
New Brunswick | 748 329 32.27% 105
PEI 122 000 5.53% 18
Newfoundland | 508 925 21.95% 71
Totals: 2318 785 100% 325

*Population as of December, 2009. Source: Wikipedia
In total, a semi-random sample of 325 potentigboeslents representing various social economy
groups was selected from the CSC database. Ounatentere selected using an in-house PHP
script, programmed to randomly select a given nurnbeecords from database groups created
to categorize organizations. Categories includegipce, organization type (charity, nonprofit,
or cooperative), and whether or not an email addness provided. The current selection of 325
organizations for this mail-out was derived froragl who dichot have listed email addresses.
French email survey.A non-random sample of 548 key informants identifas
Francophone was selected from the CSC databassgd®ias included province, type (charity,
nonprofit, or cooperative), and whether or not arai address was provided. Organizations
inappropriately tagged as meeting the researchrieriand those without email addresses were
manually excluded from the sample of 548, leavinigtal of 116 organizations in the
Francophone social economy who received an emaéikdi the survey. In addition, a colleague
included a brief description of and link to theay in the May 2010 edition of a bilingual non-
profit newsletter circulated in New Brunswick, irniwh readers were asked to consider
completing our online survey. English and Francoghimternet survey responses were

combined for reporting purposes.
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French telephone surveyA semi-random sample of potential respondents ifyamg as
Francophone but lacking an email address was sdléam the CSC database. These
individuals were contacted by telephone, givenief lbiescription of the study, informed of the
survey’s confidential nature, and asked to compleesurvey over the telephone. In total, 25
Francophone telephone surveys were completed atetldd the larger database of survey
responses.

Participants

In total, 432 individuals completed the survegluning those distributed by email, mail,

and telephone in French and English. The majofifyasticipants represented provincially

incorporated nonprofit organizations, as showmable 3.

Table 3:Legal Status
Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
Provincially incorporated nonprofit organizatian .8% 219
Federally incorporated nonprofit organization 19.5% 74
Local chapter of a nationally incorporated group 7%. 18
Informally organized community group 2.6% 10
Municipality 1.6% 6
Credit union 1.8% 7
Co-operative 2.6% 10
Other 9.2% 35
Totals: 99.8%* 379

*Percentages may not add up to 100 due to roundiry.e
Most organizations were housed in the Arts andu€eland Social/Community Services sector,

or in Other sectors, shown Trable 4.

Table 4:Sector
Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
Arts and culture 17.2% 65
Environment 6.3% 24
Sports and recreation 3.2% 12
Health 9.8% 37
Faith 9.2% 35
Social justice 3.4% 13
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Social/community services 27.4% 104
Other 23.5% 89
Totals: 100% 380

Organization size ranged from budgets of underGEBDto over $10 000 000, with the majority

falling in the $249 000 or under range, showmable 5.

Table 5:Budgelt

Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
Under $30 000 19.8% 75

$30 000 - $99 999 18.2% 69

$100 000 - $249 000 20.6% 78

$250 000 - $499 000 12.1% 46

$500 000 - $999 999 5.5% 21

$1 000 000 - $9 999 999 10.6% 40

$10 000 000+ 2.1% 8

No answer/do not know 11.1% 42

Totals: 100% 349

Most groups were small, with about 66% having zerfmur employees, although the size of

volunteer base varied substantially between pp#ids, largely falling between 10 and 99,

shown inTables 6and?.

Table 6:Staffing Size

Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
None 28.6% 98

lto4 42.2% 148

5109 8.5% 30

10to 24 9.1% 32

2510 99 9.4% 33

100+ 2.3% 8

No answer/do not know/other 0.6% 2

Totals: 100.7%* 351

*Percentages may not add up to 100 due to roundiray.e
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Table 7:Volunteering Size
Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
None 4.7% 18
1t09 17.4% 66
10to 24 33% 125
2510 99 30.6% 116
100 to 199 5.8% 22
200+ 5.5% 21
No answer/do not know/other 2.9% 11
Totals: 99.9%* 379

*Percentages may not add up to 100 due to roundiry.e

Three quarters of organizations surveyed were tbsrillustrated inrable 8.

Table 8:Charitable Status

Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
Charitable status 72.8% 275

No charitable status 22% 83

Do not know 5.3% 20

Totals: 100.19¢* 378

*Percentages may not add up to 100 due to roundiry.e

Half of respondents were staff people, whereasrstivere board members, volunteers, and

other, shown imMable 9.

Table 9:Position

Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
Staff person 55.1% 209

Board member 21.6% 82

Volunteer 6.9% 26

Other 16.4% 62

Totals: 100% 379

About one third of organizations were located inoheaf Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova

Scotia, and New Brunswick, with 5% being from Pertdward Island, illustrated ifable 10
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Table 10:Location
Response option Percentage Number of Respondents
Newfoundland and Labrador 34% 126
Nova Scotia 31% 117
Prince Edward Island 5% 19
New Brunswick 30% 112
Totals: 100% 374

Survey Results
Tool Usage

Survey results indicate that a substantial vaétyommunication technologies are used
in the social economy for multiple methods. Whemuouaunicating with groups, specifically
employees, current/prospective volunteers, boamilmees, funding sources, and the general
public, the most frequently used communication méshincluded the telephone, face-to-face
meetings, and email. It is interesting to note tfahose methods used most frequently to target
various groups, only websites and email were ItiebasedTable 4 presents a frequency
breakdown of groups targeted by various commurinatiethods, and the five most frequently
used tools to communicate with each.

The survey examined specific tool usage in terhte@r communication functions.
Organizations communicating internally most freglyeatilized the telephone, in-person
meetings, and VolP. Mail was used most often tagalonations or in funding applications.
When updating members, organizations primarilyecebbn email, printed and online newsletters,
and emalil lists. Methods most frequently used torm the general public of services or events
included posters and flyers, websites, media abuegt and social networking. Presentations,

printed newsletters, web conferences, blogs, arl® Mere most frequently used to share and
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disseminate information. A detailed breakdown @fsthstatistics, in terms of purposes of each

communication tool, is presented in the followifaples 11-17.

Table 11:Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wit Employees*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Face-to-face meetings 69.4% 299

2 Email 63.8% 275

3 Telephone 63.6% 274

4 N/A 24.6% 106

5 Postal mail 24.6% 106

Table 12:Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wit Employees*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Face-to-face meetings 69.4% 299

2 Email 63.8% 275

3 Telephone 63.6% 274

4 n/a 24.6% 106

5 Postal mail 24.6% 106

Table 13:Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wit VVolunteers*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Telephone 75.4% 325

2 Email 67.5% 291

3 Face-to-face meetings 64.5% 278

4 Postal malil 38.3% 165

5 Website 30.6% 32
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Table 14Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wht Board

Members*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Telephone 87.7% 378

2 Email 80.7% 348

3 Face-to-face meetings 79.4% 342

4 Postal mail 37.1% 160

5 Presentations 25.1% 108

Table 15:Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wit Funding
Sources*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Postal mail 74.9% 323

2 Email 73.3% 316

3 Telephone 72.4% 312

4 Face-to-face meetings 62.9% 271

5 Presentations 34.6% 149

Table 16:Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wht the General
Public*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Printed posters/flyers 56.1% 242

2 Website 54.8% 236

3 Unpaid newspaper items 48% 207

4 Email 39.9% 172

5 Presentations 38.7% 167

Table 17:Top 5 Most Frequently Used Tools to Communicate wit Prospective
Volunteers*

Rank order Tool Percentage | Number of
Respondents

1 Telephone 42.5% 183

2 Face-to-face meetings 41.8% 180

3 Email 38.3% 165

4 Website 31.8% 137

5 Printed posters/flyers 24.1% 104

*

Note: No totals are included as each item is dicend is totaled out of N = 466.
In addition, the survey examined specific tool wsamgterms of their communication

functions. Organizations communicating internallgsnfrequently utilized the telephone, in-
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person meetings, and VolP. Mail was used most aftesolicit donations or in funding
applications. When updating members, organizapoimsarily relied on email, printed and

online newsletters, and email lists. Methods mesjdently used to inform the general public of
services or events included posters and flyerssite) media advertising, and social
networking. Presentations, printed newsletters, egtferences, blogs, and VolP were most
frequently used to share and disseminate informafadetailed breakdown of these statistics, in

terms of purposes of each communication tool,és¢mted in the followingable 18.
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Table 18 — Percent of usagenj

Tool Recruit Solicit Communicate | Update Inform public | Provide Shareand Response

00 volunteersor | donationsor internally members of servicesor | advocacy disseminate count

members apply for events information
funding

Telephone 54.7 (202) 48 (177) 66.7 (246)* 55.3 (204) 32.2 (119) 32.8 (121) 6233 369
Meetings 62.5 (223) 56.6 (202) 77 (275) 75.6 (270) 43.4 (155) 40.1 (143) 68.6 J245 | 357
Email 52.2 (177) 58.7 (199) 77 (261) 81.4 (276) 54 (183) 33.9 (115) 72.6 (246) 339
Mail 31 (104) 75.2 (252) 17.9 (60) 53.7 (180) 45.1 (151) 29.6(99 | 59.7 (200) 335
Presentations 44.9 (136) 51.8 (157) 32.3(98) 57.8 (175) 58.16§17 33.3(101) 66.3 (201) 303
Printed
postersfilyers 40.4 (109) 27 (73) 13.7 (37) 30.4 (82) 85.6 (231) 23 (62) 63.3 (171) 270
Website 58.3 (147) 36.9 (93) 22.6 (57) 68.7 (173) | 86.9 (219) 34.1 (86) 80.2 (202) 252
i‘#g‘fﬂz'd NEWSPAPEr 1 36 g (84) 22.8 (52) 4.4 (10) 27.2(62) | 87.7 (200) 31.1 (71) 64 (146) 228
Printed newsletters | 44.9 (92) 32.2 (66) 25.4 (52) 69.3 (142) 64.4 (132) 26.3 (54) 69.3 (142) 205
Paid media
advertising 36.4 (67) 19.6 (36) 6.0 (11) 25.5 (47) 85.3 (157) 23.9 (44) 61.4 (113) 184
Unpaid radio spots | 35 (57) 23.6 (42) 5.1 (9) 22.5(40) | 89.3 (159) 27.5 (49) 64.6 (115) 178
E-
bulletins/newsletters 49 (72) 29.9 (44) 32.7 (48) 72.8 (107) 67.3 (99) 26.5 (39) 66.7 (98) 147
Social networking 55.3 (63) 20.2 (23) 25.4 (29) 53.5 (61) 78.9 (90) 22.8 (26) 71.1(81) 114
Email lists 34.6 (37) 22.4 (24) 36.4 (39) 67.3 (72) 42.1 (45) 17.8 (19) 62.6 (67) 107
Web
conferences/seminars 18.4 (9) 10.2 (5) 26.5 (13) 38.8 (19) 28.6 (14) 524.2) 67.3 (33) 49
Blog 48.7 (19) 25.6 (10) 38.5 (15) 46.2 (18) 69.2 (27) 5.9314) 71.8 (28) 39
VolP 26.3 (10) 10.5 (4) 55.3 (21) 42.1 (16) 13.2 (5) 13.2 (5) 55.3 (21) 38

*Note: Darkened boxes indicate the purpose mosjuieatly addressed by each tool.
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Barriers to using Communication Tools

Survey participants were asked to rate the extewhich they agreed that certain factors
were communication barriers. Participants mostuesdly agreed or strongly agreed that cost
was a barrier tpurchasingandupdatingtools, and agreed that cost was a barri¢raioing
staff and volunteers to use these tools. In terimesearch evaluation andtraining targeting
communication tools, participants were most likelyagree that thiemerequired was a barrier.
Participants also were most likely to agree thatk of staff or volunteeknowledgeof tools
was a barrier to usage. Technical limitations ofdavere rated as neutral, and as less of a barrier
to tool use. Results were less clear in termsalf &d capacity, access problems of the target
audience, and geography, such that dominant respeasged from disagree to agree. Please

refer toFigure A for detailed descriptive statistics pertaininghis item.
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Figure A
45 - Barriers to Using Communication Tools
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Communication Tools and Training

Training staff and volunteers in the use of comization tools was not a budget item for
the majority of participants. Sixty percent of angaations did not provide training for staff,
whereas 70% did not provide technology trainingvimunteers. However, about half of the
organizations surveyed allocated a budget for comeation tools, and 60% had a person/team
solely responsible for communication. The majofit§%) did not have a formal

communications plan. Please refeffables 19to 23 for descriptive statistics on this item.

info@cscnl.ca



COMMUNICATION IN THE SOCIAL ECONOMY

35

Table 19 -Does your organization train staff in the use of ammunication tools?

Response options Percentage Number of Respondents
Yes 39.5% 159

No 59% 238

Don’t know 1.5% 6

Totals 100 403

Table 20 -Does your organization train volunteers in the usef communication

tools?

Response options

Percentage

Number of Respondents

Yes 26.4% 108
No 71.4% 292
Don’t know 2.2% 9

Totals 100 409

Table 21 -Does your organization allocate a budget for commuaation tools?

Response options Percentage Number of Respondents
Yes 50.8% 213

No 44.4% 186

Don’t know 4.8% 20

Totals 100 419

Table 22 -Does your organization have a person that is soletgsponsible for

communication?

Response options Percentage Number of Respondents
Yes 37.6% 156

No 60.7% 252

Don’t know 1.7% 7

Totals 100 415

Table 23 -Does your organization have a formal (written) comranications policy or

plan?

Response options

Percentage

Number of Respondents

Yes (internally) 13.6% 56
Yes (externally) 11.4% a7
No 68.7% 283
Don’t know 6.3% 26

Totals 100 412
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Acquisition and Elimination of Communication Tools

Participants indicated that, overall, they wererested in using new web-based
technologies, but yet did not want to discontinge af non-Internet based current tools. Nearly
40% of participants indicated that they wao# planning on using any new technologies in the

next few years (Please referRigure B for a statistical breakdown of responses to teis).

Figure B - What Tools would you like to Acquire over the Next 2
Years?

45

40 -

35 391

30 -

25 -

20 -

15 - 182 177

| 13.8
10 128 1,

%

61 61 61 44 32 32 32 2 1.7 15

0 T T T T T T 1

AN AN A AN
Q//oo@o%o%o‘z@%v%@ ¢ OSSOSO %%f‘.\\*”&?
R 5 Q0 ) '1 g " & - ) 2 Ao - >
ORI A WIS S S PG
T A &AL '\-’Q\QQ\%O&@QQQ‘U@Q
g O L S PSS N AP PN
S0 & &L S FL > & SN
@ & ¥ QP $ S & S caf
Fa F S DN & K
. S & é\o T & Qq,\ S
SN LRV s
Qo Q.0 o <
> MR K
& P N
R
& <
Q\‘b
<

However, when aggregated Internet-based tools w@riined, interest in acquiring web
tools was substantial. By combining all Interneti$éanto one statistic (web-based tools) and all
other non-Internet based tools into another (nob-based tools), a new picture unfolded (See
Figure C for a detailed graphical representation of thagistic). Interest in acquiring non web-

based tools was similar in quantity to those nahping to use new tools. This suggests that
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interest in acquiring Internet tools, overall, i©ag, but does not cluster on one particular tool.

Participants were keenly interested in acquiring h&ernet tools.

Figure C - What Tools would you like to Acquire: Web- and
Non Web-Based Tools
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Interestingly, nearly 90% of participants we@ planning to eliminate any tools
currently used (representedrigure D). This indicates that social economy represerdatare
seeking to in some cases increase usage of web-tmds, but yet do not wish to eliminate
others, suggesting that Internet tools are awlgingto technology workload rather than

streamlining it.

100 Figure D - What Tools are you Planning on Eliminating?
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*Note. N/A refers to those organizations not wishigliminate any tools.
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Organization size.lt was important to assess whether organizatiosn siefined
by budgetary size, contributed to willingness tdesce newer technologies and abandon
older ones. Overall, there was no consistency gnooganizations in terms of size and
willingness to embrace newer technologies and noov® newer ones. To varying
degrees, organizations with budgets under halfliiomdollars were not interested in
using new tools, but had smaller pockets of intaresewer Internet-based technologies.
Larger organizations (up to $999 999) were inteagt new tools. Differentially, the
vast majority of organizations, across all budgeels, were not thinking about

eliminating any tools (please referRagure E for visual representation of this item).
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Figure E.
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A crosstabulation analysis, represented in detdtigure F, demonstrated that
about half of organizations with budgets of $99 88%ss were not interested in
acquiring or starting any new communication toalsradhe next two years. However,
there was some interest in acquisition of E-bultiewsletters, websites, and social
networking. Organizations with budgets between 8100 and $249 000 were mostly
interested in developing social networking capabgi with about 40% of respondents
showing interest in this area. Other areas of @steincluded E-bulletins/newsletters,
websites, web conferences and seminars, VolP, bdogsunpaid radio spots. Thirty
percent of organizations in this range were narggted in developing new tools. Groups
with budgets between $250 000 and $499 999 wermtavested, 40% of the time, with
other interest clustering in the area of web canfees and seminars, VolP, social
networking, and blogs. The largest organizatioetuthed in this analysis, those with
budgets between half a million and a million dd|atfid indicate interest in advancing
their communication technologies, with 40% of resgents being interested in E-
bulletins/newsletters, and other large proportsimswing interest in email lists, websites,
VoIP, social networking, blogs, newspaper and raeims, posters, and printed
newsletters. It is interesting to note that laryganizations were more interested in a
variety of new technologies, similar to the smadjesups, but in a higher frequency. As

noted, this information is presented graphicall¥igure F.
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Figure F.

What new communication tools would your organization like to ACQUIRE
or start using over the next two years? Check all that apply.
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Organization status.A descriptive crosstabulation analysis found that
organizations who wanted to use new technologigsydt wished to maintain current
usage, diahot differ by legal status (e.g., provincially incorpted nonprofit
organizations, federally incorporated nonprofitargations, local chapters of nationally
incorporated groups, and unlisted types). Orgaiozatdid not want to eliminate any
communication tools over the next two years, relgagdof designation, including
provincially and federally incorporated nonprofiganizations, local chapters of
nationally incorporated groups, and other (Begire G for a graphical representation of
this item). Fifty to 70% of those organizations &@ot planning on acquiring or using

any new communication tools.
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Figure G.
What communication tools is your organization thinking about
ELIMINATING over the next two years? Check all that apply.
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However of those whwereinterested in new technologies, dominant respoimetsded
E-bulletins and newsletters (more commonly amomyipcially and federally
incorporated nonprofit organizations), printed nietters (among local chapters of
national groups), and websites, web conferencel? \&ocial networking, and blogs,
across all groups. Please refeFtgure H for a more graphical representation of this
item. This suggests that interest in maintainingently-used tools exists acroasis
subsector®f the social economy, and that those interestestcessing new tools do not

vary by group.
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Figure H.

What new communication toels would your organization like to
ACQUIRE or start using over the next two years? Check all that apply.
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Focus Group Method

Approach and Design

Three focus groups were conducted to provide dagperstanding of survey findings.
Facilitating semi-structured discussions amongesgmtative members of the social economy
provided richer and more reflective interpretatiohéindings as a whole.
Participants

In response to an item in the survey (previoustguassed) which asked if respondents
were interested in participating in a follow-up éiecgroup, 137 individuals provided contact
information. Based on a cluster analysis of gedgralocations, focus groups were organized in
St. John’s, Halifax, and Fredericton. Participdivisg within a one-hour radius were contacted
by email (please se&ppendix D for a copy of the email), and were offered a $6AQdrarium in
recognition of their commitment. Of those who wavailable to participate, almost all
registered and attended the focus groups. A tét2b social economy representatives
participated in three focus groups, with each groaying 8-9 participants. Organization types
varied widely, ranging in interest from religionhealth advocacy to education to historical
societies, among others.
Procedure

Focus groups were conducted in person, and wece vecorded for the purposes of
content analysis. Question guides were drawn filwemtost interesting survey findings, and
focused broadly on 1) the issue of dust— both financially and in terms of time — of using
technology in the social economy, and 2) the appganewillingness of organizations to
eliminateolder methods of communication, ancetabraceand use newer methods. Following

participant introductions, a brief informal (grapail) presentation was given on the
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organizational barriers of cost versus time. Thanpted an in-depth discussion about survey
findings, as they related to organizations repreesgkat the table. Although discussion sometimes
deviated from the specific topic at hand, few dsstans were curbed as they were relevant to
the project topic as a whole, and were often toedther areas of interest. When the initial item
had been exhausted, a presentation of technolaghealges findings was given, again prompting
discussion among participants. A number of prorhpts been devised to encourage discussion
within each topic, although these were rarely weegarticipants were keen to share their
experiences. Please referAppendix E for a copy of the informed consent form, akgbendix
F for the focus group guide used by the researchers.
Focus Group Results

Although question guides were specifically cenirethe areas of cost, time, and
resistance to/embracement of newer technologiesder of broader themes became clear
during content analysis. These themes includednizgions’accesdo technology, theapacity
of the social economy to appropriately acquire aseltechnology, and the technological
generation gapprevalent in the social economy. Each of thesméseare discussed in the
current results section.
Access

Accessibility was identified as a major problenotighout the focus groups in
determining whether potential barriers inhibitediabeconomy organizations from
communication technology uptake. Broadly, thisuded access of clients or program users,
staff, and volunteers to communication tools, imie of the level of ability present to use a

given tool.
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Client accessSocial economy organizations focus extensively @retbping
relationships with current and potential clientsg @ften communication tools are important in

developing and maintaining these relationshipsai@rally, this research found that current or

potential clients are frequently limited in theacass to On streamlining
communication tools...
computers and Internet-based communication prograthsWe've had to do that too (use

only email to communicate) anfl
Although the cost of hardware has substantially it's heart breaking, because . .

in the neighbourhood — a lot of
decreased over time, it may still be considered people are older — and this

great momentum started with
expensive, and free community computer access miayjnthem and now they’ve dropped
off the radar. And with our

be convenient for regular use. An extension of ightkat | organization, it's all the people
we’re hoping will live in our
those without regular computer access are notlikel home who are the people we'r
not reaching out to.”

14

surfing the web, using email, or communicating via

social networking as frequently as others with fagar constant (e.g., SmartPhone™) access.
Furthermore, effective use of these tools ofteiesedn high-speed Internet access. Participants
noted that clients living on limited budgets, leghin rural areas without reliable high speed
connectivity, or who are not interested in the inét may not be accessible by newer
communication tools, such as email, social netwaykand so on. Respondents reported concern
that by assuming large-scale uptake of Interne¢dbésols in the social economy, these
individuals may be overlooked and even forgotteraloysh to adapt and update communication
methods.

Focus group participants frequently spoke abourngoeaught between effectively
targeting donors and staff primarily through Inttrbased means, while their clients were in
some cases simply not accessible in the same waysdsons representative of the particular

population. People with disabilities might not esenputers or the Internet in the traditional
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manner, and might require extra supports such laaneed visual components, or options for the
hearing or visually impaired. Clients targeted bgups working with homeless or near homeless
people or seniors may have little or no computdntarnet access, and those with literacy
problems may not be best targeted through textebamsans. Although these personal

limitations were inherent to the specific areartérest for various organizations, they presented

a challenge for effectively reaching important etgethrough the increasingly dominant means

of computer and Internet-based technologies. ) o )
P g On client accessibility...“Even if |

was the most versed person in the
world about technology, I'm still
dealing with the fact that the guys
over at the shelter have only one
telephone amongst themselves, It
alone a laptop that they’re sitting
down at.”

Overcoming these challenges, while yet increass®y u
of these methods to target other groups such Hsasth

donors, was difficult for some organizations wotkin

with limited capacity.

The increased use of Internet-based communicatethads such as email, websites, and
social networking has created an expectation tiggtrozations will best reach their audience
using these tools. However, without correspondegasibility of clients and potential clients, it
may be difficult for organizations to rationalizgesiding valuable time creating these kinds of
promotional materials using Internet and computeseld communication.

Staff, board, and volunteer accessComputer literacy among staff, board members, and

volunteers presented major accessibility challefigiesrganizations wishing to move forward in

the use of communication technologies. This inallideertain degree | On computer

. _ literacy...“You
of knowledge and ability to effectively use compatand technology, | could never hire

_ _ _ someone at this
especially among older persons. Technological akitl comfort level | point that can't use

a computer.”

varied widely among staff and volunteers, partidylamong those

who developed skills previous to widespread Inteuse. Participants noted that these
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employees, board members, or volunteers in sones casisted using the various tools, and had
difficulty learning the technologies when requir&den participants in the focus groups, many
of whom were paid staff members, were openly rastsb and mistrustful of using particular
communication technologies (e.g., Facebook, BlackBemartPhones™, etc.) in a widespread
manner.

Email was presented as both a bridge and baoridis concern. It was noted that email

was frequently used by those resistant to techiyplog] On respect...“There’s a respect

issue there too. If you're
due to both its simplicity and its similarity tatiers in | recruiting people in, | think we

have to respect that there are
format and purpose. However, those who checked | some people that don’t want to uge

those tools. So you still have to

their email infrequently or did not use email at al communicate with those people.
could not operate — our board
often inadvertently frustrated participants, wikira could not do what it's doing

without the people that are retireq
time being spent mailing letters that were ematited | on our board (who don’t use the

Internet).”

others, waiting for responses to unopened emaits, a
sometimes even having to telephone family memloepsdmpt the individual to read a
particular email. These habits were not practicaustainable, and created problems for
organizers readily using email for internal or wdker communication. However, their
contribution was valued, and concern was frequenibed that a lack of accessibility by staff
members or volunteers to email or the Internet wagvertently contributing to a phasing out of
these people. It was noted that given the largelyntary nature of the social economy, respect
must be maintained for those who choose not taeuaable to access various communication
technologies. Ultimately, maintenance of currergid&ool use and simultaneously moving
ahead with communicating the same message in reavdeeasier technological formats was

important to participants, regardless of the daian in time and effort this created.
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Capacity

Capacity — in terms of finance, space, staffinggtiand so on — was found to be a major

52

inhibiting factor in whether certain communicati@chnologies were integrated into an

organization’s communication methods. As survey
results suggested, focus group themes emerged thd
related to an organization’s capacity, structurgd b

issues of finance, and issues of time. Participants

repeatedly acknowledged the importance of adaptirfgyour volunteers, you're going to

to changing technologies such as websites andlsoc

networking, given the rapidly expanding reach @f th

Internet, but yet were in some cases prevented fnonj

t do with — you want in your hearf

Ayolunteers, to see if they will do

On training volunteers...“It's a
balance. I think a lot of it has to

to do good for your organizatiory,
and you want to reach more
people, but you know you're jus
about at breaking point and so
are your volunteers. If you push|

lose them. So do you push your
one more thingor do | hold

back, and just get them to keep
on doing what they’re doing.”

had difficulty making these changes due to tempardéihancial capacity problems. However,

they noted that this lack of capacity and adaptaiioa cyclical manner, limited attraction of

new clients and/or volunteers. Ultimately, overleddndividuals felt pressure to push

themselves, their staff, and their volunteers t@padhe organization’s communication methods

to fit with changing technology and to attract new
members, clients, board members, or volunteers, ol
promote the group. In so doing, they felt that theay
the risk of losing those overburdened individu#lse
following sections explore participants’ responses
inquiry about the disparity between maintenancallof

previously used technologies, and resistance to

adoption of newer advances.

On consistency...“Most of the timla

what will happen is that somebod
got a grant to do a website. So th
hire a student, and they do the
website. And there it sits, 2006...
we had for one year, funds, for a
tech person who addressed a
number of issues that we had at

that time. He updated our websitq;

he used a program that he was

comfortable with. We have had a
lot of problems with that program
and we have had great difficultieg

in doing all of the updates. So noy

4
2

we have to start from scrat(”
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Financial capacity.Lack of financial capacity is a major inhibitingrbar to adaptation
and effective use of communication technology mgbcial economy —participants often
reflected on the high cost of obtaining approprieiedware and software. In some cases,
technological purchases were less important irt lijimecessities such as heat and light.
Conversely, many organizations had made significaugistments in technological equipment;
however, machine and software obsolescence wabstaate. While recognizing that newer
models of hardware and software were necessanyalbe simply did not have the financial
capacity to frequently update technological todlss resulted in compatibility problems,
difficulty running newer Internet-based programd éring computer problems, and so on. A
lack of awareness of cheap or free hardware owsodt alternatives was noted by participants in
each group, and by the researchers. However, ity ceses, these options were noted to be
accompanied by their own problems; chiefly the atéd nature of donated equipment or
security concerns with downloaded software.

Financial capacity problems were also noted indhk of resources to obtain and/or

retain technological expertise. Typically comingrir On personnel resources...

_ “There’s three things: Hiring out
a non-technological background, participants is expensive, learning how to do it

_ has a cost attached, and taking
frequently noted a lack of technological knowledge | the time to do the stuff or to learr

it.”

personally and among peers, or a lack of time to
effectively use their knowledge. This in some cdedgo implementation of new technologies
based on inappropriate and non-expert researethich making a wrong choice put the
organization further behind in terms of time andhey Although the necessity for specific
expertise was strongly noted, both among smallgargzations seeking to develop tools such as

websites and social networking, and larger orgdiiza seeking to expand to a server
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environment, financial capacity for webmasters/tnfation Technology employees or hourly
expertise was typically lacking. Participants wiaa imoved forward with website development
felt that hiring someone or having a technologywsamployee or volunteer build a very small,
easily maintainable website at low cost, for examplas the best compromise between figuring
it out alone and employing an expert. However, aitithe ongoing support of that individual or
a passing on of knowledge required to effectivedglate the tool, this was noted to cost
organizations in terms of appearing outdated oolels online. This was similarly a financial
problem when short-term funds were available fohit®logical development. Following the
termination of funds and the technological expertective web presences were not maintained.

Temporal capacity. The restricted nature of time in the social econarpgroblematic

for organizations wanting to move forward with On having the time...“And part of
it is the time. It is the cost of the
communication technology. Without the time to callgf | time to figure out how to use the
tools. The tools themselves aren’
and systematically identify technological needseegch | expensive any more, but it's the
time.”

available options, and implement, use, and evalhate

change, organizations were frequently unable toyaart these steps in an effective manner, or

at all. Survey results suggested that, in line ik, On having the time...“l also find
that staffs and boards of directorg
members of the social economy were in many cases are of varying ages now, from 25
86, so there’s actually four types
resistant to adapting newer technologies, or dapad of communication now that we
have to deal with.”

those technologies but within time restrictions.
Adaptations were severely constrained by a ladkmporal capacity to properly

implement technology changes for all target auddenParticipants repeatedly noted that

targeting youth and targeting adults of varyingsageeded to be done using different methods.

Similarly, trying to cast a wide net by putting idieal information into increasing numbers of
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media formats for social networking, press releasesspapers, church bulletins, posters, and
so on took up a considerable amount of valuable.tithether information was tailored by
demographic or other variables, the demand on Wwaseconsiderable. Participants faced this

dilemma on a daily basis, noting that as peopkooahger age groups were eager to try newer

technologies; older people were more likely to rtem -
On tool use...“l think it's a lot

easier togettechnology than it is

current usage of communication tools with whichythe ) _
to learnit, anduseit after.”

were personally familiar, creating a multi-laye st
time-consuming approach to promotion. In this waultitasking created feelings of time
overload and stress among focus group participants.

Focus group results suggest that social econonmanargtions experienced a major
overload of responsibilities and requirements nemgsin an age of constantly-changing

technological adaptations, yet were stretched isatéimporally that learning just one more tool

On multitasking...“Before, it was | Might not have been feasible. Participants notat th

mail, and telephone, and that was
fine, that was how we got to
people. Now we have to do that o ) ) )
AND this. And it's dividing our advance, it is difficult to find the time to incanate
time, it's doubling our costs, and
it's stretching us.”

although many organizations wished to change and

these adjustments. Time concerns were often exgatess

in terms of the time spent understanding how toaugiren tool. Although acquisition of many
tools may now be cheap or free, the learning cigsteep for those not keenly interested in the
particular tool or who do not have considerablestim devote, especially when new tools may
not be used daily. In other situations, developirggtool was relatively quick and easy, however
ongoing maintenance and updating took a conside@bbunt of time. Ultimately, it appears
that organizations in the social economy were caare of the need to adapt their

communication methods to include currently effeetivols as well as newer Internet-based
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tools; however, they often lacked the temporal cap#o do so. Adaptations may or may not
have be carried out, depending on a variety obfaancluding basic access to technology, but
without the appropriate time to devote to eachesté#ighe implementation process, reflections
were in many cases more negative than positiver@tmgnition of the need for adaptation
remained; however, putting members in difficultifoas between demanding more time from
the already-limited capacity of the organizationfadling behind in attracting donors,
volunteers, staff, and clients. Frequently, thiswaanifested in accessibility limitations of
volunteers and staff to relatively basic technatagskills, given that little to no training is
provided in this area.

Training capacity. The social economy is constrained by a varietyaplacity problems
that do not budget or allow time for teaching temibgical skills necessary for comfortably

moving forward with newer adaptations while stithimtaining existing methods. This research

found that individuals often feel that incorporatiof On training...“There isn't the timd

and money to do the training. So |f
there was some sort of canopy ojit
there training all these super
useful volunteers it would be
delightful. But if that’s not going
to exist then there needs to be
more money in the sector for this
before it's feasible.”

newer tools is important to the overall sustaingbdf
their organization, but remain unaware of how to
expand their technological knowledge. Many

participants noted that higher-level (e.g., goveznth

training programs were not offered, and as a result
volunteers or staff members brought little techgalal knowledge. In these situations, training
fell to the organization’s administrative persoioan turn did not have the time to properly
train each incoming staff member or volunteer.rdé#iely, focus group participants repeatedly
emphasized their willingness to pay a reasonalde po train individuals in the use of

communication technologies, in order to furtheiirtbeganization. Despite the willingness to
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pay for training at a higher level, participantd dot feel that such training courses were even
availableto the nonprofit sector at local levels, or, ibdable, they were filled very quickly.
Participants in all groups agreed that a lackaihtng capacity at both the external and internal
level was lacking, and that an influx of trainingggrams in this area, particularly with the
increasingly high use of the Internet and its eglatommunication programs, was critical to the
long term sustainability of social economy orgatizs.

Consistency.Consistency among staff and volunteers was notadcapacity issue with

substantial impact on the use of communicationstaothe social economy. Turnover rate was

considered high and external student or non-stude|lutOn consistency...“l can’t imagine
that there’s any of us here that

employment or volunteer programs were beneficiall haven't had temporary employees
from a whole range of funding

but frequently short-term. For example, organizatio| Projects, and so you get somebod
who'’s pretty good. At the tech end

filled to capacity with summer or work term stucent] Of things. And then that JCP comgs
to an end. And some program is

certainly benefited from their technological efigrt | Over. And then you get somebody
come in from scratch and say, “OH,

however, when the short-term employees left, their] Well we know how to do all this, w
don’t use this thing.” And you've

expertise went with them and often no continuity off 90t no consistency.”

14

programming or tool use was built into organizaaiopolicy. Losing expertise meant that
organizations struggle with continuing programstethby employees or volunteers who moved

on. Many focus group participants recalled caseshoft-term employees or volunteers who

started up blogs or websites which sat dormant -
On champions...“In all these

immediately after that individual left, becoming reo | @rganizations, the stuff that gets
done, so much depends on whether

of a liability than an asset. As a result, the grsu or not you have a particular
individual that wants to see it
web presence showed an out-of-date or even happen.”

inoperative public image. This frequently happewden only one individual had the
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appropriate skills and interest to effectively asgiven tool, and it was not continued by others.
Conversely, permanent staff members often hadipesittitudes about a new tool, but lacked
the knowledge to keep it updated. For example,ouitlthe knowledge to update website
calendars, photo galleries, contact informatiarkdj layout, and so on, no updates were made
due to the lack of capacity for long-term expertBmblems of consistency were identified as
significant capacity issues among organizations ware glad to have short-term staff members
or volunteers in general, but frequently could matke use of their technological output
following their departure. Changes in both the fices for in-house training and/or for ongoing
technological expertise, as well as internal peiaiegarding programming continuity, would
address this particular capacity problem.
Generation Gap

Although not prompted by the researchers, an irntkddjscussion about the generation
gap between technology users in the social econepsatedly emerged. Participants strongly

felt that the sector was facing a significant akradle, given the older age of so many staff

members and volunteers, and the newer technologiep On the generation gap...

“Seasonal staff are largely from
the area, they have low levels of
literacy when it comes to
technology, and great barriers
and resistance to change. The
majority of our supervisors are
well into their 40s and 50s, and
they did not grow up with this
technology, or do they necessarily
want to use it at this point in time
so it makes it difficult to
communicate with them off
season. And telephones, you kngw
| don’t have the time to call all
these peopl”

currently being promoted as the best ways to dttrac
attention to social economy organizations. Pardictp
in each group commented on the age of those arounfl
the table, and noted that members of the sociadauog
were not being replaced and/or supplemented by
younger individuals, who have potential technolagic

knowledge. A significant dislike and in some cafses

of newer communication technologies, such as social
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networking, advanced websites, and web-based
teleconferencing, was dominant among many parti¢fa
and/or the peers they represented. They commentéteo
frequency of text messaging and social networkmgrag
youth, and felt that their organizations must learadapt to
these newer methods of outreach, but lacked thecdsp
capabilities, and in some case the desire to change
Furthermore, using newer technologies did not reetiat

importance of standard methods, which created abliay

59

On aging volunteers...“A lot of
not for profit groups, especially
groups that have volunteers, |
think a lot of volunteers are older
and or may be over the age of 40
so there’s a bit of a generation
gap. Some of my board members
you can only send them — they’rg
using email but that’s all they
know how to use. If it comes in a
different format, they don’t know
what to do with it. And they’ll call
and they’ll ask for technical
assistance and I'm like, ‘I'll put
you on the phone with my son.”

of effort’ effect for information development, giwé¢hat so many organizations targeted

individuals from childhood to the elderly years.sBarch and development of newer tools had

become a burden to older individuals who were ni&rested or educated in Internet-based

technologies.

In order to meet these technological demands,guaattits frequently reflected on the

usefulness of their own children and student vaard in developing blogs, websites, Facebook

pages, Twitter accounts, and other more advanced

associates to expand the organization’s commuoicati

On youth...“This guy, the new
volunteer, he was really keen on
technological communication methods. Sometimes thip blogs. “Oh I'll go set up a blog for
you!” And it was done in 20

was approached positively, such that allowing y@ung | minutes. And he gave rtie
password and all this, and I'm
supposed to be able to put picturgs

was good for attracting wider audiences; howewvirers | in but I haven't touched it since. |

resisted passing some of the information contrdioothe youth. Participants noted that this

resistance to change is often rooted in a laclapécity to adapt to and integrate newer tools

with existing methods, given the high temporal ansdome cases financial cost of wider web-
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based promotion. Without the time and money to erggantroduce these changes, organizations
with mostly older staff members and volunteers wereable to easily move forward into a
newer technological age.

Other focus group participants we spoke with, haveliad been quite successful at
crossing the generation gap and adopting newer eonzation technologies. Participants noted

the ease with which tools could be updated andjrated, once the initial learning curve had

been overcome. They were happy to be attractinggnand in

On flexibility...“At this
many cases more youthful individuals to their orgation or point, we're flexible. And
we’re realizing that we
to better reach younger clients. Participants wikwed can’t stay tied to some of
the things that we've
technological advancements in a positive mannireei created — even if we're
not 100% sure, we at leagt
through personal or organizational experience, \\es® try.”

inhibited by the generation gap or generation éey were more likely to encourage others
around the table to strongly consider the investmpetential that these tools might have for
appropriate organizations, regardless of the agepgof staff and volunteers.
Discussion

An integration of results (discussed above) from ikéormant interviews and survey and
focus group data with the academic literature ssiggat the use of communication tools in the
social economy is a complex and multifaceted problé is clear that social economy
organizations are very aware of and concerned ahauimizing their use of communication
technology to attract and retain volunteers anff, $tatarget clients, and to attract public
awareness. Social economy organizations clearlyesspd interest in newer and more advanced
Internet-based technologies, and current techncdbgse was often at a high level. However, a

number of barriers prevented organizations froralfrengaging in and taking advantage of a
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variety of newer tools. Current results suggest ¢tihganizations typically experienced (1) a lack
of accessibility to communication tools as a mapbibiting factor from maximal use of tools.
(2) capacity problems limited their ability to déme newer technologies, given that continued
use of existing methods were considered important.
Accessibility

Accessibility, in its broadest form, was identifiag a major inhibiting factor for
participants in each study. In some ways, accesswesst problematic when defined in terms of
financial accessibility of clients to a given towl,that without regular computer access, for
example, various Internet-based tools were inaffectn other ways, access was defined not as
the ability to obtain proper computer equipmentdmut lack of sufficient technological
knowledge. This was frequently expanded upon ims$eof a lack of financial and temporal
capacity to obtain practical expertise to efficig@ind effectively integrate tools into the
organization.
Capacity

Capacity was the most significant barrier idendifie the current research to effective
engagement in communication technology. As witmsmy other areas in the social economy, a
lack of time and a lack of financial flexibility dlinot allow organizations to effectively
implement their ideas and strategic communicatmlass. Depending on the individual
organization, capacity challenges ranged from (fficdity obtaining updated equipment or
software, to (2) finding the time to research agivool, (3) making appropriate purchase
decisions, (4) training staff and volunteers to tietool, and (5) evaluating tool effectiveness.
Without the time to make these important decisi¢ims decisions often were not made at all,

such that current tools were only maintained artdupdated or supplemented, or that newer
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tools were developed using only limited availaloteet Similarly, a lack of financial capacity
limited the ability of organizations to obtain peygechnological expertise. Volunteers and staff
members from non-technological backgrounds weguiatly interested in bringing new tools
into their organizations, and again lacked the timméo so, but lacked the finances to hire a
professional. These problems limited organizatiartbeir ability to adapt to the changing
technological climate at their own pace.

Survey results suggested that social economy argtoins were keenly interested in
integrating some degrees of Internet-based comratinrctools into their organizations, but
overwhelmingly wished to maintain current usagéools they perceived to be financially
manageable and appropriate for their audiencegdas elaboration of this item through focus
groups and interviews, it was obvious that sermasacity problems limit organizations in the
social economy from effectively adapting to chaggmethods of communication. Ultimately,
organizations were forced to hold on to older mdshas a lack of time and finances did not
allow them to replace these methods, and tools imetead supplemented. This places further
strain on organizations working with limited timedabudgets.

Conclusion

Adaptation to the changing methods of communicasanchallenge for organizations in
the social economy. Although the interest is presammerous problems of (1) accessibility and
(2) capacity hindered organizations from effectvehnsitioning away from older methods and
toward newer and more useful ones, or from maimrtgiourrent and effective usage but also
creating newer and more time consuming ways ofhiagmut to important audiences. Without
increases in budgetary allowances for equipmefttyace, training, and expertise, among other

necessities outlined throughout the current rebearganizationsvill adapt to societal changes
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in communication, but will do so under increasetficial and temporal strain. Although survey
results might have been interpreted as resistanceange, when seeking to acquire new
communication tools, focus group inquiries dematstt that social economy representatives
see value in new tools, but report an understanalirige time, training and financial constraints
faced by their sector. Recommendations for incregtdie feasibility of newer communication
technologies, in particular, those used througHhrbernet, lie largely on an increase in
budgetary allowances from funding sources and wiilmnual budgets for technological research

and development, upgrading and training opportesiiti
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Appendix A

You are invited to participate in a telephone i@ regarding the use of communication tools
and practices within your organization. This pautac aspect of the SES project is concerned
with how actors in the social economy communicate, more specifically the tools in which
you use to do so. This research is being comptéredigh a collaboration of researchers at Sir
Wilfred Grenfell College (SWGC) and Community Sedc@muncil Newfoundland and Labrador.
It has been approved by the ethics review boar@NEC and Mount Saint Vincent University
(MSVU; a partner on the larger SES project) andatoee conforms to the standards of the
Canadian Tri-Council Research Ethics guidelines.

The interview should take about 15-20 minutes togete. It will be audio-recorded and parts
of it may be subsequently transcribed. Every effolitbe made to ensure your anonymity.
During transcription, any information that can itdgnyou personally will be omitted and
identifying information will not appear in any rapor publication of the research. The purpose
of this interview is to collect information to asfsin the construction of a survey about
communication tools with regards to uses and hatrie

The names and contact information for the reseemondinators are shown on the next page
should you wish to inquire about your role as &aesh participant. If you have any questions
regarding the ethical review process, you may atrtkee ethics review board at either SWGC or
MSVU. Their contact information is also on the npage.

Please complete and fax this form to the CommuBdéigtor Council at 709-753-6112, ATTN:
Jessica Kukac. Further contact will be made tapetn interview time that is convenient for
you.

l, , agree twipate in an audio-recorded

(print name)
telephone interview regarding the use of commuignabols in social economy organizations. |
understand that my participation is completely wtdwy and that | may withdraw from the
interview at any time after it begins.

SIGNATURE DATE
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Appendix B

1. What communication tools does your organizatiomentty have access to?

2. What communication tools does your organizationraest often?

3. Who or what groups of people does your organizatiost often communicate with? EX.
Volunteers, board members, etc. Generally, howshigll are these groups?

4. When communicating with the following groups (thosened in previous question), how or
what tools do you use?

5. Is there anything stopping you from using a pakdicaommunication tool/technology?

6. How does your organization prefer to receive comigation?

About your organization:

7. What is the legal form of your organization?

8. Does your organization have a membership base?

9. How many members?

10.In what province is your organization locate?

11.What is the purpose or mission of your organization
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Appendix C

Community Services Council
Mewfmmdland and Labrador

Suite 201 Virginia Park Plaza, Nfid Drive

- [ St John's, NL. ATA 3E9
MRS b i Telephone:{1-866) 753-9860

Fax: {709) 7536112

p Communication Tools in the Atlantic /10 =
f J Canadian Social Economy

Hello,

The purpose of this survey is to explore the communication tools your organization,
as a contributing member to the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy, has access to
and regularly uses to manage information.

Please consider participating in this research initiative, conducted by the
Community Services Council Newfoundland and Labrador (CSC) and Sir Wilfred
Grenfell College (SWGC). This project is a component of the Social Economy and
Bustainakility Network (SES) communications research initiative.

The survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. Please pay particular
attention to gquestions marked with an astensk (*). When you are fimshed, please
place your completed survey in the self-addressed, prepaid envelope and mail to
the CSC by March 31, 2010.

If you would like a copy of the results or are willing to participate in a follow-up, in-
person or online focus group, please provide your contact information when
requested. Identifying information will be kept separate from survey data

If you have questions or comments about the survey, please contact Elizabeth
Russell at elizabethrusselliicse nf net or call 1-866-753-9860.

Thank-You for your Important Contribution to our Survey!

Research Leads:
Ivan Emlce, Associate Vice-Principal, Research, SWGC  iembefilswee. mun ca

Penelope M. Rowe, CEQ, CSC pennyrows@csc.nf net
Research Team Members:

Elizabeth Russell, Research Assistant, C5C elizabethrusselliicsc. nf net
Darlene Scott, Senior Program Associate, OSC i

Andy Horsnell, Program Assoaate, CSC andvhorsnellficsc.nf net

Please see over for a message from our research team. ..

A social development, policy, research, planning and service organization,
dedicated to citizen engagement and the promotion of volunteerism.
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Community Services Council
Newfoundiand and Labrador

Suite 201 Virginia Park Plazs, NAd Drive

- I SL John's, NL ALA 3E9

e L e Telephone:(1-866) 753-9860

Fax: {709) 753-6112

A message from the Social Economy and Sustainability Research
Team...

Information ghat — that's a term we could use for the world today. Our days are full
of managing bits of information, darting in at us from every angle, and sending
them out however we can, hoping they malke it through all of the clutter. It is
increasingly difficult to sift through it all.

Take this survey. It came unannounced — ancther request among many. But it is
focused on these very challenges of how we manage information within cur own
organizations. We move information around using what we could call
“communication tools™ — things lilke telephone calls or radio or email or newsletters.
We might use the same tool a lot, but we lilcely use different ones for different
purposes. For example, some tools we use for discussion iface-to-face
conversations, or maybe the telephone), or some we may use for reaching a lot of
people quickly {radic or email).

That is the first part of the survey title, 20 now for the “social economy.” There are
fashions in language, and new terms are always showing up. One such term is
“social economy” which refers to voluntary organizations and charities and co-ops.
Simply put, if you got this note asking for your pa:ﬁmpatmn then you are a part of
the social economy! But if vou like jargon, how about: ‘an economy is a set of
orgamizations and rules that help to manage the distribution of goods and services,
g0 therefore a social economy is the set of organizations and activities that manage
the distribution of the ‘social’ goods that are needed in a society.”

Keep up the good worls on building the social economy here in Atlantic Canada!

Sincerely,

The Socal Economy and Sustamability Research Team

A social development, policy, research, planning and service organization,
dedicated to citizen engagement and the promotion of volunteerism.
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

This survey is about which communication tools your organization has access to and
regularly uses to manage information.

We appreciate your participation in this research initiative, conducted by the Commumity
Services Council Newfoundland and Labrador and Sir Wilfred Grenfell College.

The survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. Please pay particular attention to
questions marked with an asterisk (*).

If you would like a copy of the results or are willing to participate in a follow-up, in-
person or online focus group, please provide your contact information when requested.
Identifying information will be kept separate from survey data.

If you have questions or comments about the survey, please contact Elizabeth Russell at
elizabethrusselli@icsc.nfnet or call 1-866-753-9860.

Research Leads:

Ivan Emke, Associate Vice-Principal, Research
Sir Wilfred Grenfell College

Penelope M. Rowe, CE(Q
Community Services Council Newfoundland and Labrador

Research Team Members:

Elizabeth Russell, Research Assistant
Community Services Council Newfoundland and Labrador

Darlene Scott, Senior Propram Associate
Commumity Services Council Newfoundland and Labrador

Andy Horsnell, Program Associate
Commumnity Services Council Newfoundland and Labrador
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

with various groups.

In this section, we want to know which tools vour erganization uses to communicate

*1.  What Is the name of your organization?

Ol Mot applicableDo not [
have employees []
1 Telephone

| Postal mail

| Presentations

Ol Face-to-face meetings [
] Email
[l E-Bullatins/E-Newslatters [

C1 Other (please specify):

*2. What communication tools does your erganization ose to communicate with
your Employees? Check all that apply.

Printed newsletters [l Blog
Email lists {e.g., Yahoo! [ Paid media
Groups) advertising
Website [] Unpaid newspaper
| Web conferences/Web seminars items
| Woice over Infemnet Protocol [ Unpaid radio spots
(VolP, e.g., Skype) [] Printed posters
Social networking fflyers

sites (e.p., Facebook)
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

*3, ‘What communication tools does your erganization use to communicate with
your Fofgnteers (oot including Beard Members)? Check all that apply.

U] Mot applicableDo not | Printed newsletters [ Blog
have volunteers "1 Email lists {(e.g., Yahoo! [ Paid media
| Telephone Groups) advertising
Ol Postal mail T Website [] Unpaid newspaper
| Presentations _| Web conferences/Web seminars  items
| Face-to-face meetings _| Woice over Intemet Protocol [] Unpaid radio spots
(] Email (VoIP, e.z., Skype) [] Printed posters
Tl E-Bulletins/E-Newsletters (| Social networking iflyers

sites {e.g., Facebook)
Tl Other (please specify):

4, ‘What communication tools does your organization use to communicate with
your Board Members? Check all that apply.

] Mot applicableDo not | Printed newsletters []1 Blog
have hoard members | Email lists (e.g., Yahoo! [ Paid media
| Telephone Groups) advertising
] Postal mail _| Website [l Unpaid newspaper
] Presentations _1 Web conferences/Web seminars items
Ul Face-to-face meetings ] Vioice over Intemnet Protocol [ Unpaid radio spots
Tl Email (VolP, e.g., Skyvpe) [ Printed posters
[l E-Bulletins/E-Newsletters _| Social networking Miyers

sites (e.g., Facebook)
1 Other (please specify):
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*5. What communication tools does your organization nse to communicate with
Funding Sources (including donors, foundations, povernment agencies, and
departments)? Check all that apply.

[] Mot applicableDonot ] Printed newsletters [1 Blog
have funding sources "] Email lists {e.g., Yahoo! [ Paid media
1 Telephons Groups) advertising
"] Postal mail "1 Website [] Unpaid newspaper
| Presentations "1 Web conferences/Web seminars items
Ul Face-to-face meetings ] Vioice over Intemet Protocol [] Unpaid radio spots
Tl Email (VolP, e.¢., Skype) [| Printed posters
U] E-Bulletins/E-Newsletters _| Social networking Iflyers

sites (e.g., Facebook)
Tl Other (please specify):

g, What communication tools does your organization use to communicate with
Service Recipients (Le., clients, customers, participanis who use yoar
services)? Check all that apply.

Tl Mot applicableDo not [ Printed newsletters [ Blog
have service recipients | Email lists (e.g., Yahoo! [] Paid media
[l Telephone Groups) advertising
Tl Postal mail "] Website [ Unpaid newspaper
"] Presentations "1 Web conferences/Web seminars ~ items
] Face-to-face meetings "1 Woice over Intemet Protocol [l Unpaid radio spots
[ Email {VoIP, e.g., Skype) [ Printed posters
Ol E-Bulletins/E-Newsletters (| Social networking iflyers

sites (e.g., Facebook)
Tl Oither (please specify):

info@cscnl.ca



COMMUNICATION IN THE SOCIAL ECONOMY

Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

7. What communication tools does your organization use to communicate with
the General Public? Check all that apply.

U] Mot applicableDo not | Printed newsletters [l Blog
communicate with public ] Email lists (e.g., ¥ahoo! [] Paid media

_| Telephone Groups) advertising

] Postal mail 1 Website [l Unpaid newspaper

] Presentations "1 Web conferences/Web seminars items

Tl Face-to-face meetings (] Vioice over Infermet Protocol [ Unpaid radio spots

Tl Email {VoIP, e.z., Skype} [] Printed posters

[] E-Bulletins/E-Newsletters [ Social networking Hlyers

sites (e.g., Facebook)
1 Other (please specify):

3. What communication tools does your organization use to communicate with
Praspective Volunteers? Check all that apply.

Tl Mot applicablesDo not ] Printed newsletters [l Blog
seek voluniesrs "1 Email lists {e.g., Yahoo! [] Paid media
C1 Telephone Groups) advertising
Ol Postal mail T Website [ Unpaid newspaper
] Presentations "1 Web conferences/Web seminars items
[] Face-to-face meetings "1 Woice over Intemet Protocol [] Unpaid radio spots
[l Email (VolP, e.g., Skype) [| Printed posters
T E-Bulletins/E-Mewsletters | Social networking iflyers

sites {e.g., Facebook)
Tl Other (please specify);
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

In this section, we want to know about any training in which vour staff and
volunteers may participate and about the communication tools that yoor
arganization plans to use in the future.

9. Does vour organization train Staff in the use of communication tools?

" Yes Tl Don't know
Tl Mo

Comments;

10. Does vour organization train Veluniteers in the use of communication tools?T

1 Yes [l Don't know
[l No

Comments:

I1. Does vour erganization allocate a Budper for communication tools?

(] Yes [l Don't know
] Mo

Comments:
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

12, What new communication tools would your organization like to dcguire or
Start Using over the next two vears? Check all that apply.

] Mot planning to acquire | Printed newsletters [l Blog
new communication tools ] Email lists (e.g., Yahoo! [] Paid media
_| Telephone Groups) advertising
] Postal mail 1 Website [l Unpaid newspaper
] Presentations "1 Web conferences/Web seminars items
Tl Face-to-face meetings (] Vioice over Infermet Protocol [ Unpaid radio spots
Tl Email {VoIP, e.z., Skype} [] Printed posters
[] E-Bulletins/E-Newsletters [ Social networking Hlyers

sites (e.g., Facebook)
1 Other (please specify):

Comments;

13. What communication tools I8 your organization thinking about Ellminarting
over the next two years? Check all that apply.

Tl ™/A:; not thinking about | Printed newsletters [l Blog
eliminating any tools "1 Email lists {e.g., Yahoo! [] Paid media
Tl Telephone Groups) advertising
Ol Postal mail T Website [ Unpaid newspaper
| Presentations "1 Web conferences/Web seminars items
[l Face-to-face meetings "1 Woice over Intemet Protocol [] Unpaid radio spots
O] Email {VoIP, e.z., Skype) [] Printed posters
C| E-Bulletins/E-MNewsletters | Social networking iflyers

sites (e.g., Facebook)
Tl Other (please specify);

Comments:

info@cscnl.ca



COMMUNICATION IN THE SOCIAL ECONOMY

Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

14. Does your organization have a formal (written) communications policy or
plan?
1 Yes — for Infernal communications
1 Yeas — for External communications
1 No
_1 Don't know
Comments:
15. Does your organization have a person or team that is solely responsible for
communication?
1 Yes ] Don't know
1 No
Comments:

info@cscnl.ca
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

In this section, we want to know what you think are the Barriers to communication
in your organization.

*16. Please indicate the degree to which yon agree or disagree that each of the
Tollowing Issues is a Barrier to vour organization's communication.

Cost of purchasing communication tools & B i B O B
Cost of maintaining and updating existing
commumni cation tools

Lack of staff'volunteer knowledge of
commum cation tools

Cost of training, staffvolunteers lo usa
commami cation tools

Time required to train stafifvolumteers to use
commumi cation tools

Time required to research and evaluate new = = = i
communication tools .= il = uy 4 L
Techmical limilations of particular
commumication tools {e_g.. Skype limits
number of participants

Lack of capacity (e.g_, sharing office
spaca’communication tools with another
orfganization)

Tarpet aundience unable or umwilling (o use
commaumication tools

Oeography (e.g., prefemed communication
ool is face-to-face meeting but tarped
audience is separated by distance)

[
[
[
[
[

O O
[
[ |
I
[ |
i e

(|
[
[
[
1

[

K|
|
[
-
1|

[
L
|
I
(|
[

L

[
[
[
[
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

In this section, we want to know the purpose for which vour organization nses
particular communication tools.

For example, yvour organization may use email to communicate with internal staff about
day-to-day logistical planning but use an e-newsletter to report to the same group about
your organization’s monthly progress.

Sometimes your organization may use a pariicular communication tool for multiple
purposes. For example, your organization may use paid media advertising (e.g.,
newspaper of radio @ds) to recruit volunteers and to solicit donations.

*17. For what Parposes do you ase the following communication toals? (For each
tool, check all the Purposes for which you ose that tool. If vou do not ose a
particular teol, leave that row blank.)

To inform
- To solict Ta i public of
To ot : - To provide 5 . To share and
volhmieers or dorstigns oy TR ERC updates o T ‘o prl:wad:e disseminate
; apply for  with intemal ey offered or advocacy e P
o funding siaff avents
happening
Telephone 5| | B 2| O [l O
Postal mail O O O O O O 0
Presentations O | ad O O O O
Face-to-face — = — = 0 M -
meetings = L L 1 E
Fmail O O O O O O O
E-BulletinaE- = ol — M = ia r
Newslettors U - o L H
Printed newslatters O O O O Il O O
Email lists (e.g., — & =i M = - Bl
Yahoo! Groups) = d = = . i Es
Website O O O O O O O
Wab
confarences Wab 0 | O B O ] O
SEIMinars
Voice over infemet
Protoce] {VOIP, i | O O || il B
e.g.. Skype)
Social metworking
sites [e.g., | ] 0 | O 1 B!
Facehook)
Blog O O O B O O O
Paid medis = = = — = m -
advertising 4 B L | LI L
Unpai T — —_
b ot ol 5| O O O O O
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

To inform
. To solict To ) public of 7
o ml donations or comommicata Fopu EBTViCEs To provida T? ﬂu.re st
volumieers or i A updates to Ffiarad a ~ idisseminste
aiaha app]y_ ior  with intem il o ar advoracy oo tion
funding staff avenls
happening
Unpaid radio spots 1 O O O O [ [
Printed — — . — —
posters/flyers | M| L | B = L
In this section we are seeking some information about yoor arganization to help us
analyze the survey resulis. All information will be kepi confidential.
*18. In what sector does your erganization concentrate ifs efforts?
| Arts and Culture [ Sporis and Recreation [ Social Justice
| Human Rights ] Health [ Social/Community
| Environment | Faith Services

| Other {please specify):

Comments:
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

*19.  Which legal status best describes vour organization?

_| Provincially incorporated nonprofit organization [] Credit Union
| Federally incorporated nonprofit organization [ Co-operative
| Informally organized community group [] Hospital board
"1 Local chapter of nationally incorporated group [ Municipality
| Oither (please specify):

Comments:

20. Does your organization have Repistered federal charitable status?
1 Yes
(] Mo
"] Dom't know

*¥211. What are the first three digits of your organization's postal code?

*22. Approximately how many full-time, permanent staff work at yoar

organization?

"1 None [110to24

1 1tod 1 25t099

1509 ] 100 or more

"1 Other {please specify): [] Mo answer /
Comments:;

Do not know

82

info@cscnl.ca



COMMUNICATION IN THE SOCIAL ECONOMY

_1 Mone
J1to9
Z1 10 to 24

Comments:

_1 Other {please specifiy):

| Economy

*23. Im atypical year, how many people volunteer with your organization?

25 to 99
100 to 199
[ 200 or more

[ Mo answer / Do not know

Govermment
Earned income
Gifts and donations
Other income

Do not know

7] Less than $30,000
T $30,000-599,999
1 $100,000-5249.999

] Staff member
T Wolunteer

Comments:

*24. Approximately what percentage of your organization’s total revenue comes
from the sources listed? (Please enier a valwe from 0 to 100 in each of the
boxes, so that the total from all sources combined equals 100.)

*25.  What Iz your organization's annual budpet?

$250,000-5499,999
$500,000-5999,999
$1,000,000-59,999,999

10, (00, D00+
Mo answer/Uinsure

*26. What is your primary role in your organization?

Board member
Other (Please provide details):
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Communication Tools in the Atlantic Canadian Social Economy

*#17.  As a stafl member or a volunteer, do you, personally, have special
responsibility for communications in vour organization?

1 Yes
1 No
"] Some (Please provide details):

Comments:

Please complete this section if you would like to receive a copy of our survey results or if
you are willing to participate in an in-person/online follow-up focus group. Please note
that identifying information in this section will be kept separate from vour survey
TeSPONSEes.

28, Would you like to receive information about the results of this survey?

1 Yes (Please provide your contact information in Question 31.)
29. There may be opportunities for vour organization te provide further input.

Is your organization willing to participate in a Folfow-up, In-person Focus
Group?

_1 Yes (Please provide your contact information in Question 31.)

30. If vou answered "Yes" to Question 28 or 19, please indicate how you would
like us to contact you.

"1 Email [ Postal mail [ Telephona
_] Other (please specify):
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85

il

If von answered "Yes" to QQuestion 28 or 19, please provide the following
information:

Contact Name

Organization
Name

Street and
Number

P.0. Box (if
applicable)

Citw/Town and
Province

Postal Code

Telephone with
Area Code

Email address
(if applicable)

Thank you for participating in the Social Economy and
Sustainability Network’s Communication Survey.
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Appendix D

}'J !) In-Person Focus Group in St. John's: —
Communication Tools in the Atlantic
Canadian Social Economy

Hello,

You may recall filling out a survey this spring that explored the communication
tools your organization, as a contributing member to the Atlantic Canadian
Social Economy, has access to and regularly uses to manage information.

According to our records, you also indicated interest in participating in an in-
person follow-up focus group which is taking place at the Community Sector
Council in St. John’s next Friday, May 28t from 10:00-12:00. In
recognition of your valuable time spent in this discussion, we would like to
offer a $50 honorarium for your focus group participation.

If you are still interested in participating, please let us know as soon as
possible by completing the following registration form:
http://events.envision.ca/en/focusgroupsSES

We will follow this note up with a telephone call later today or tomorrow in case
you have any questions about this event.

Thanks so much,
Elizabeth Russell
Research Assistant

Community Sector Council
753-9860
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Appendix E

}"J ! Communication Tools in the Atlantic —
Canadian Social Economy Focus
Group: Informed Consent

Dear Participant

The purpose of this study is to explore the communication tools your
organization, as a contributing member to the Atlantic Canadian Social
Economy, has access to and regularly uses to manage information. As a follow-
up to our large-scale survey that you may recall completing online, we are
seeking to further understand current results using a qualitative, group-based
method of inquiry.

Please note that your participation in this study is voluntary and you are free
to end your participation at any time. Your responses to questions and
comments will be confidential to the Sub Node Six research team, as all names
and identifying characteristics will be altered in transcription and reporting.
There is no guarantee that other participants will keep your identity
confidential; however, we do ask that everyone keeps participant and content
information within the group only.

If you choose to end your participation before the focus group is complete, you
are free to withdraw at any time. Also if you later decide to withdraw your
information from the study, all data you contributed will be removed and
destroyed.

The focus group session will be digitally sound recorded, so that later analysis
remains true to precisely what was discussed during the sessions. If you
choose, however, the computer recording can be stopped at any time. Copies of
the recording will be kept in a secure location, and access to it will only be
granted to Sub Node Six researchers. When the session is transcribed to allow
for data analysis, names, organizations, and any identifying characteristics will
be changed to ensure anonymity.

If you would like to take part in this study, please sign the attached sheet. Keep
this sheet for your information.

Thank you so much,

Elizabeth Russell and Darlene Scott
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This sheet is to be signed by you, the participant, if you decide to participate.

Please read it carefully:

1. I have read the information sheet.

2. I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at
any time without having to give a reason

3. I agree to have the focus group tape-recorded

4. 1 agree to take part in this study.

YES

Signature Date
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Appendix F

%’cﬂf
Gommunity Servizes Gouncil h
@c/ Hamcunzlgnd end Lasrad® }_ 2)

<Date, Location> — Communication Technology Focus Group Outline
1. Introduction:
Introduce CSC, and SN6

b. Purpose of this project: Identify the 7s0/s being used in the Atlantic Canadian social
economy, the particular functions of communication and communication ethods used
with diverse target groups, and to determine any barriers to communication. The intent
of this study is to identify ways to potentially improve communication in the social
economy here in Atlantic Canada, as communication appears more and more to be
integral to the success of these ventures.

Previous research — present findings (document)

d. Current (focus group) research: Rationale and objectives — Focus group are being
conducted to reznforce or refute survey findings, and to provide us with more contextual
reasoning behind these responses, in order to produce a more comprehensive document
and provide the most useful recommendations possible regarding communication in the
social economy.

e. Ethical considerations:

i. Group confidentiality following the focus group, and anonymity in our documents
ii. Signing of consent forms
f. Introduction of us and group members
i. Q: What is your single largest interest in joining this discussion?
(e.g., benefits to organization, want to learn more about technology in the social

economy, want to contribute experiences, networking, etc.)
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2. Discussion
a. Cost and time: Cost emerged as a relatively important barrier to progress in
communication tools, but not in a major way. It was accompanied more so by a lack of
time as a major barrier in the use and acquisition of various newer communication tools,
in terms of time to /ocate the appropriate tool, /earn the tool, #rain and re-train new staff
and volunteers in its use, evaluate the tool in order to maximize its benefits, etc.
Questions:
* Do you agree with these findings, based on your own experience?
*  Why is the cost of tools not as important as one might expect in
communication, and what are the bigger barriers instead?
* How could these barriers be overcome?
* (Can you provide any further insight into these findings?
Prompts:
* Does this depend on things such as organization budget, location (rural vs.
urban, proximity from other organizations or other large centres), type of
organization, demographics of target audience, charitable status, specific

sector, etc.
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b. Changing technology: Our results clearly show that most organizations do 7of want to
acquire many new tools, or get rid of many old ones, suggesting that groups are happy
with their current balance of communication tools. However, a significant minority of
organizations want to eliminate more paper-based tools and embrace newer, Internet-
based tools such as social networking.

Questions:
* Do you agree with these findings, based on your own experience?
* Do you have any examples?

* Let’s discuss the resistance to change and the embracement of change
encountered in the social economy - what are some of the barriers and
challenges to doing so?

¢ How could these battiers be overcome?

* (Can you provide any further insight into these findings?
Prompts:
* Does this depend on things such as organization budget, location (rural vs.
urban, proximity from other organizations or other large centres), type of
organization, demographics of target audience, charitable status, specific

sector, etc.
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3. Conclusion
a. Is there anything else you might add to this discussion on changing technological
innovations in the social economy?
b. Debrief: reminder of confidentiality and anonymity, what will be done with data

c. Thanks (and potential mileage compensation?)
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