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1. Background, Purpose and Methodology

· On October 7, 2005, the Government of Canada announced a program of financial assistance and other information for Canadians in response to rising energy costs.  To support this announcement and roll-out of program elements, print and radio ads have been developed, with the following objectives: 
· To inform recipients of financial assistance; 

· To provide information to Canadians about programs/incentives to reduce their energy costs.
· NRCan wanted to obtain direct feedback from focus group participants to help confirm or refine the message, copy and presentation of 2 proposed 30 sec. radio and 2 proposed print ad concepts, and make final design and content decisions for a possible national campaign.

· Accordingly, 6 x 90-minute focus groups with the target audience (18+) were conducted, 2 each in Montreal (French), Toronto (English) and Regina (English) with a total of 44 participants on October 14, 2005.

· By its very nature, focus groups, as all other qualitative methods, do not provide measurable or quantifiable results. Findings are based on qualitative research and caution is required when extrapolating to the larger target population.

· The main findings flowing from the 6 focus groups are presented below.  

· It is important to note that in each location one of the groups was conducted with people at the low range of the socio-economic spectrum ($40K or less) and one with the general public. Each group included from 1 to 3 senior citizens among their participants.  

2. Overview of Findings

· In general, there was a great deal of commonality across the 6 focus groups. 

· This was essentially a disaster check, and findings indicate no disaster, although such a campaign is not without risk in a real life situation, because of the nature of the feelings brought by the learning of the details of the program featured.
· Radio needs reworking, print needs some adjustments and the chosen statement needs refinement;
· Participants approved the intention of the program;
· However, learning of the main details of the program (amounts and eligible people) generated frustration and disappointment among many.

· In all 3 locations, two background factors seemed to influence reaction in varying degrees:

· The first was the expectation or hope that funds would be made available to a large segment of the population, or a larger one than the ads seemed to suggest.

· So, repeat exposure to the information left those who would be excluded or those who expected greater inclusion with some disappointment and a sense of unfairness.

· Participants criticized the program for not being equitable for all Canadians.

· Why are they not giving working families a break? (Regina)

· Helps low income, but doesn't include everyone (Toronto)

· There should be some help for the middle class (Montreal)

· The second was some scepticism related to the possible upcoming election, and the perception that the plan was a political manoeuvre of some sort, a "bunch of hype."

· This was more prevalent in Montreal and Regina, but also occurred in Toronto.

· Generally, first impressions tended to be positive, and people did not react badly to the "proposed" aspect.

· Toronto tended to be more positive than Regina and Montreal.

· Participants in all 3 locations seemed to appreciate the main idea of the campaign -- that the federal government was planning to financially assist Canadians with their high energy costs.
· The topic was highly relevant and seen as important.
· It was an appropriate role for the government and something it should be doing.

· Whatever the medium, radio or print, once they initially became aware of possible financial help, the essential question people brought to the ads was:  Am I eligible?  And, many participants, when they got a negative response to this question based on the details provided by the ads, expressed some evident frustration.

· A fair number of participants in all 6 sessions disliked the term "low-income" and felt it was too vague, demeaning, or exclusionary, especially  (but not only) in the radio ads.

· I don’t like the word low-income.  I have no money but they do not consider me low-income. (Montreal)
· It's not clear what low-income is, it's not defined (Toronto)

· Low income is segregating people.  If you are paying taxes then you [should be] eligible. (Toronto)

· In Montreal and Regina especially, participants in the low-income group saw themselves as working families, not low-income, so reaction to the term "low-income" meant that the money would not be available to them.

· For many in Montreal, "low-income" meant the lowest income, people below poverty level or struggled with its definition and applicability.

· Low-income also didn't seem to square with people who owned homes or who could afford renovations.

· Overall, with regard to the radio ads, criticism quickly followed the initial positive response to whatever radio ad was played first. 

· In fact, people said the radio ads tried to do too much, and thus they were not seen as particularly effective.
· While concept A (Energy Efficiency) had too much information, Concept B (Direct Payment) had too little. 
· There was a slight tendency in Toronto towards Concept B, because it was clearer about who the program was aimed at.  Elsewhere, there was virtually no preference.

· Radio does not appear to be an appropriate medium to convey detailed information about the program, which is the information people said they needed.  
· Radio seems most appropriate to promote the basic idea of the program:  namely, financial help to cope with increased energy costs and how to get further details.

· With regard to the print ads, no major comprehension problems were observed nor expressed by participants.
· Participants in all 3 locations liked the printed detail because the ads answered their main question, and helped them determine whether or not they would be eligible.  It also conveyed where to go for more information.

· However, some of the low-income participants, especially in Regina, seemed to struggle to absorb the information.

· In all 3 locations, it seemed that the new print ad had one major advantage over the old one.  

· The content was easier to access because the information looked less cluttered, and was presented in a more logical and methodological way, under the sub-headings.

· In Montreal, participants also felt that the format and presentation looked more official, familiar and important.

· Again, in all 3 locations, participants seemed to react negatively to many of the dollar amounts mentioned in the print ads, and saw it as "not enough" or "insulting» especially to seniors.

· The amounts are too small, some are ridiculous. (Montreal)
· $250 seems pretty meager if its a one time thing. (Regina)

· The grants are not enough, it's a joke! (Toronto)

· However, that being said, no one would deny financial assistance to anyone who needed it, with one exception.  

· In all 3 locations, people questioned why apartment owners would be eligible, and some doubted whether the savings would really be passed on to tenants.

· Participants in Toronto and Montreal talked a lot about the contact information in both the radio and print ads, and saw it as important.
· However, the contact process needs to be seen as simple, and it was not.  Some in Montreal and Toronto expected the process to be complicated, especially the phone number, and felt discouraged because it would be hard to get details even if they hoped to be included.

· Reaction to the statements was quite consistent and clear in all 6 sessions.  Participants favoured two of the statements – those beginning with the phrases "Putting energy into helping " and "Taking action." 
· A combination of the key phrases in these 2 statements could be most effective.
· Reference to the future should be used with caution, if at all, because people were concerned about action and help now.
3. Main Findings for Radio Concepts

· The two radio concepts were pre-recorded on separate audio-cassettes.  In each group, participants heard each ad once before being queried about their first impressions.  After the second exposure, they were probed for their suggestions for improvement.  In each location, the order of presentation was rotated to avoid order bias. 

· The radio ads generated some interest, with somewhat positive first impressions.
· These positive impressions related to the main idea that the government was offering financial help to Canadians to cope with high energy bills.

· However, it would seem that neither radio ad really grabbed people's attention, or motivated them enough to want to phone or check out the website.
· If people were interested in finding out more, the phone number and web-site were not emphasized enough to be remembered, in either ad. 

· In all 3 locations, whichever ad was played first generated some criticism and negative feelings about being excluded from eligibility.

· And, due to the boring monotone of the announcer, or the lack of a jingle or another attention-getting device, some participants in all 3 locations said they would probably not pay much attention in a real life situation.

Concept A:  Energy Efficiency

· Overall, this ad tended to generate more positive response in Toronto than in the other 2 locations, although as mentioned earlier, when this ad was played first, the initial impression to the help message was positive everywhere.

· Main Perceived Strength:

· The beginning of the ad was somewhat attention-getting, and to some in Toronto, made the government seem a bit empathetic to the plight of Canadians. 

· In various groups several responded favourably to Concept A's general message that financial help was being offered by the government.

· Main Perceived Weakness:

· Overall, in all 3 locations, participants felt there was too much information crammed into the ad.

· I got lost in all the information.  Too much information too fast. (Regina)

· They give a few numbers, but are saying a lot of nothing. (Toronto)
· In addition, there was some confusion about who the ad was aimed at.  Concept A seemed directed towards both low-income families and home-owners.  And some participants in all 3 locations did not seem to understand how these two segments fit together.

· Very few in the 3 low-income groups felt it was aimed at them.

· Some also questioned the financial amounts offered.
· It's aimed at homeowners, but if you cannot afford to do the renovations, there is a big gap. (Toronto)

Concept B:  Direct Payment

· Overall, this ad tended to generate more positive response in Toronto than in the other 2 locations, although as mentioned earlier, when this ad was played first, the initial impression to the help message was positive everywhere.

· Main Perceived Strength:

· In various groups several responded favourably to Concept B's general message that financial help was being offered by the government.
· It was seen by some as straightforward and to the point.
· It was generally clear who the ad was aimed at -- low-income families and seniors.
· You know who it is directed at (Toronto). 

· Main Perceived Weakness:

· Some felt there was a lack of meaningful information.
· The call to action, if any, was seen as weak.
· It excluded many Canadians, so the target audience seemed too narrow.
· Why isn't it for everyone, since everyone is going to suffer? (Toronto)

· They are targeting only low-income and seniors, there's nothing in it for me (Montreal)
· Why wouldn't someone like me get a break? (Regina)
· Some took exception with the amount offered.
· It said up to $250, this means you may get 50 cents! (Toronto)

4. Main Findings for Print Ad Concepts

· The two print ad concepts (referred to as the "old" ad and the "new" ad) went through various testing stages.   

· Participants were handed the first ad, asked to read it, and then fill out an individual questionnaire to help capture their initial thoughts. 

· After being probed, they were handed different coloured pens, and asked to mark the ad to indicate which parts evoked a positive and negative reaction.  This was followed by a discussion and further probing.

· This procedure was repeated for the second ad.  

· Note that in each location, the order of presentation was rotated to avoid order bias.
· As with the radio ads, first impressions tended to be positive for both ads in all 3 locations because of the possible financial help being offered by the government.
· In fact, after being exposed to the vague information in the radio ads, whichever print ad was shown first tended to generate a positive reaction because of the detailed information it contained.
· On the other hand, in all 6 groups, many people criticized the financial amounts as not being enough to make a difference, especially the $125 for seniors, or the $300 rebate to install an energy efficient furnace.
· However, the general attitude was some money was better than no money, and no one said the government should not go forward with this program.
· But, there were feelings of exclusion in all locations, which generated some frustration and scepticism.

Concept A:  Old Ad

· Participants in Montreal and Regina used an updated version of the old ad, which included a visual of a maple leaf and some buildings. 
· However, in Toronto, participants were briefly shown the updated version at the end of the probing on print ads.

· Overall, Concept A was the less favoured ad in all 3 locations, despite its own merits.

· Main Perceived Strength:

· People appreciated the clarity of the target group and the details.
· Some appreciated the visual appeal of the illustration.
· Main Perceived Weakness:

· In Montreal, people felt the target group was too restrictive.
· While some in Montreal and Regina liked the seemingly large $2.4 billion figure in the headline, others simply could not relate to it.
· In fact, some in both Regina and Montreal agreed that it seemed like political campaigning, especially when coupled with the word "proposed".
· Concept A seemed to have more extraneous and distracting information in the main body of the text, cluttering up the ad, such as statements about public transit and Project Green, both of which were considered confusing and irrelevant by some in all 3 locations.

· Very cluttered text (Regina)

Concept B:  New Ad

· Overall, Concept B was favoured in all 3 locations.

· Main Perceived Strength:

· Concept B was mainly seen as a straightforward, clearly-summarized and organized presentation of information.
· It’s very informative.  It breaks it all down point by point. (Regina)

· It also was seen to include a larger target group, and be less focused only on home-owners.
· It has more information.  It is clearer, especially direct financial assistance means that they are going to give you money directly (Toronto)

· Seems it’s more for all Canadians, is more inclusive. (Montreal)
· The tone was seen by some as more empathetic and compassionate.

· Some in Regina and Toronto liked the play on words in the headline "Putting energy into helping" (not noticed in Montreal).
· Some also appreciated the larger font used, especially for the contact information.
· Several liked the enumerated 1-800 number.
· Main Perceived Weakness:

· Participants in Regina and Toronto especially felt the direct financial assistance amounts were low, still exclusionary, and did not generate much enthusiasm.
· Direct financial assistance, but what about people who do not fall into the category of family or seniors? (Toronto)

· Who are the low income people? By the time they arrive at me, nothing will be left. (Montreal)
· Some in various sessions also complained about the insufficient incentives.
· I wish the rebates were higher (Regina)

· In addition, some questioned why Project Green was included.  No one had heard of it before.

· We need more information about Project Green.  It's almost like they are trying to hide it. (Toronto)

5. Main Findings for Statements

· In each group, the three statements were handed out to respondents, who were initially probed and then asked to state which statement they preferred.

· Findings regarding the statements were extremely consistent.

· Two statements were favoured as a first or second choice:  Putting energy . . . and Taking action.  

· However, since neither were seen as perfect, either some modifications to one of them, or combining the appealing phrases of each would seem to present the ideal statement.  For example:

· Taking action to help Canadians with high energy costs.

Putting energy into helping Canadians.  Now and for the future. / Nous mettons de l'énergie à aider les Canadiens.  Aujourd'hui et pour l'avenir.

· Overall, this statement was first or second choice because:

· It conveyed the idea of help.

· Many in Regina and some in Toronto liked the play on "energy", but this was not mentioned in Montreal.

· However, participants in all 3 locations felt the phrase "now and for the future" was unnecessary and extraneous.

· We already know we're facing a future with higher energy costs. (Regina)

· In addition, in Montreal, participants liked the use of the word "Nous" because it was inclusive.  It's not only the government, but everyone is making an effort, including us.
· I like the NOUS (we), it’s broader, not only the government
Taking action on high energy costs. Now and for the future. / Des mesures pour faire face aux coûts élevés de l'énergie. Aujourd'hui et pour l'avenir.

· Overall, this statement was first or second choice because:

· It conveyed the idea of help.

· Many liked the "taking action" aspect, because it was concrete.

· However, participants in all 3 locations felt the phrase "now and for the future" was unnecessary and extraneous.

Long-term solutions to deal with high energy costs. / Des solutions à long terme pour faire face aux coûts élevés de l'énergie.  Aujourd'hui et pour l'avenir.

· This was the least favoured statement in all 6 sessions, mainly because people were less interested in the long-term, and more interested in help needed now.

· Also, participants in all 3 locations felt the phrase "now and for the future" was unnecessary and extraneous.

6. Concluding Comments

· Findings from these focus groups suggest that this campaign seems unlikely to elicit strong positive or strong negative response from Canadians IF feelings of exclusion and unfairness are not exacerbated.

· As participants learned the message and its details, a clear and consistent dynamic could be discerned in all sessions.  The more people learned about the features of the program and its details (too few eligible, including themselves, and too low amounts), the more they felt frustrated or disappointed.  Therefore, running this campaign now is certainly not without risk.

· Should the campaign be launched, there would appear to be 3 stages to communicating the program and 2 useful factors to consider for reducing criticism.
Stages
· First stage:  awareness building, using radio to convey only the existence of the program, who it is aimed at and to promote the general information services (website and 1-800 number);
· Second stage:  using print to inform people about the main details of the program;
· Third stage:  providing the personalized detailed information on the website or through the 1-800 number.

Factors
1. Broaden the perceived target group of the program.
2. Put the program into some type of known or familiar broader conservation or energy-saving perspective (such as Project Green, which elicited some curiosity and interest), so that even those who phone but don't qualify can be left with a positive message that the government is doing what it can to conserve energy.

APPENDIX 1 – OLD PRINT AD (A)
ENGLISH OLD PRINT AD (A)
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$2.4 billion in help for Canadians

The Government of Canada is proposing to deliver direct payments of up to 5250 to
low-income Canadians and families who, in January 2006, will qualify for the National
Child Benefit Supplement or the Guaranteed Income Supplement.

This means that a family of 4 with an income of $35,595 would
receive $250. And, for example, a single senior with an income
of $19,300 would receive $125.

Financial assistance for energy efficiency
renovations - savings of up to 30% on heating bills.

* Up to 85,000 for ow-income hauseholds.
 Up t0 $1,500 per unit for apertment owners renting to lowincome enants,

+ An average of $750 in grants for other Canadians through EnerGuide for
Houses and an average top-up of $250 for homes heated with electiity

= Rebates up to $300 for homeowners to install modern, effcint oi or
gas heating systems,

We're also taking steps to improve Canada’s public transit
infrastructure and to monitor changes in energy prices.

These measures are before Parliament
for consideration. If approved, they

will help Canadians deal with high
energy costs and support Project Green,
Canada's action plan for a more
sustainable environment.

For more information, call 1 800 O-Canada (1800 622-6232),
T1Y1 8009269105, or visit canada.ge.ca
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FRENCH OLD PRINT AD (A)

[image: image2.jpg]Mesures proposées pour faire face au colt élevé de I'énergie :

2,4 milliards de dollars en aide aux Canadiens

Le gouvernement du Canada se propose d'actroyer des prestations directes pouvant atteindre jusqu’a 250 $ &
ses citoyens et familles a faible revenu qui, en janvier 2006, seront admissibles au Supplément de la
prestation nationale pour enfants ou au Supplément de revenu garanti.

Cela signifie qu'une famille de quatre (4) personnes ayant un revenu de 35 595 §
recevrait 250 $. Un ainé vivant seul et disposant d'un revenu de 19 300 $
recevrait quant a lui 1255

financiers pour des rénovations éconergétiques - Economies
pouvant atteindre jusqu’a 30 % du montant de vos factures.
de chauffage.

 Juscu'3 5000 S pour fes ménages  faibe revenu

= Juscu's 1 500'S par unité de logement pour des propridtares d'immeutles locaifs
Touant des appartements & s familes ou personnes & fable revey.

« Des subvertions atteignant en moyenne 750 § paur s autres Canadiens adissibles |
au programme EnerGuide pour s maisons et ne somme supplémentait powant
Teprésenter en moyenne 250 $ pour les maisons chaufies a lecticte.

 Des abals pouvant atteindre 300 § pour des propriéaies de résidences gui
instalerot des systémes de chauffage domiciiaire modernes et &conergétiques
alimentés au gaz naturelou au mazout,

En outre, nous prenons des mesures pour améliorer
Vinfrastructure de transport public dans I'ensemble du
Canada et pour surveiller les fluctuations des prix de I'énergie.

Ces initiatives font présentement I'objet
d'une évaluation au Parlement. Si elles
sont approuvees, elles alderont les
Canadiens a faire face aux hausses
marquées des cots de I'énergie et
appuieront le Projet vert,soit le plan
daction du Canada visant & permettre
a ses citoyens de jour d'un
environnement pius durable.

e g s rsipemens, o 01 800 O-Canad (1900 622.6232),
05 B0 5359105 ou vt e st Wt nant -canada gc.a
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APPENDIX 2 – NEW PRINT AD (B)
ENGLISH NEW PRINT AD (B)

[image: image3.jpg]Joe] Goremment  Gouverement

ofCanada  du Canada

Putting energy into helping Canadians.
Now and for the future.

Canadians are feeling the effects of higher energy costs. That's why the Government of Canada
has proposed measures in Parliament to help families increase the energy efficiency of their homes
and give millions of low-income Canadians timely direct financial assistance.

Incentives for more energy-efficient homes:
« Grants averaging $750 per househald for eneray-efficiency improvements
« Rebates of up o $300 for heating system upgrades

Up t0 5,000 o low-income households fo energy-effcency renovations

rect financial assistance for low-income families and seniors:

$250in direct payment to low-income families receiving the National Child 8enefit Supplement; typicaly families with
anincome of $35,595 or less

$250 for senior couples with a combined income of $29,000 or less receiving the Guaranteed Income Supplement.

$125 for a single seniorreceiving the Guaranteed Income Supplement;typically. with an income of $19,300 orless

Call 1 800 O-Canada (1 800 622-6232), TT¥: 1800 926-9105, OF Visit www.canada.gc.ca
for details about these measures and other useful programs & services supporting
Projct Green—the Government of Canada'sacton plan for a more sustainable environmen.





FRENCH NEW PRINT AD (B)
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du Canada of Canada

Nous mettons de I'énergie a aider les Canadiens.
Aujourd’hui et pour I'aveni

Les Canadiens commencent a ressentir les effets des colts élevés de I'énergie.

Voila pourquoi le gouvernement du Canada a présenté au Parlement des mesures pour
aider les familles a améliorer I'efficacité énergétique de leur maison, et pour offrir a des
millions de Canadiens a faible revenu une aide financiére immédiate.

Incitatifs pour des maisons éconergétiques :

+ 750 de subvention en moyenne par ménage, pour des amdlorations éconergétiques
= Jusqu'a 300 § de subvention pour des amélirations apportées aux systémes de chauffage
« Jusqu'a 5 000 $ aux ménages & fable revenu pour des rénovations éconergétiques

Aide financiére immédiate offerte aux familles et aux ainés a faible revenu :
« 250, sous forme de paement direct, pour les femills & feible revenu adrissibles au Supplément de la prestation nationale pour enfants,
généralement les familles ayant un revenu de 35 595 § ou mains

« 250 pourles couples d'zinés adissibles au Supplément de revenu garanti 2yant un revenu combiné de 29 000 $ ou moins

* 1255 pourles inés célibataires admissibles au Supplément de revenu garant;, généralement, ceux ayant un revenu de 19 300 § ou moins

Pour en savoirplus au suje de ces mesures et des programimes et services appuyant e Projet vert — e plan daction
du gouvernement du Canada pour un environnement durable, composez le 1 800 O-Canada (1800 622-6232),
ATS :1800 9269105, ou visitez www.canada.ge.ca





APPENDIX 3 – ENGLISH STATEMENTS
STATEMENT (A)
Putting energy into helping Canadians.  Now and for the future.

STATEMENT (B)
Taking action on high energy costs.  Now and for the future.
STATEMENT (C)
Long-term solutions to deal with high energy costs.
APPENDIX 4 – FRENCH STATEMENTS

ÉNONCÉ (A)
Nous mettons de l’énergie à aider les Canadiens.
Aujourd’hui et pour l’avenir.
ÉNONCÉ (B)
Des mesures pour faire face aux coûts élevés de l’énergie.
Aujourd’hui et pour l’avenir.

ÉNONCÉ (C)
Des solutions à long terme pour faire face

aux coûts élevés de l’énergie
APPENDIX 5 – DISCUSSION GUIDE
NRCan Energy Ad Pre-Test Groups

Draft Moderator’s Guide - Friday October 14, 2005

Introduction (5 minutes)
· Word of welcome and introduction of moderator. 

· Objectives of the research: We are going to discuss some ideas for an information campaign aimed at people like you. We are not here to convince you about anything. Your opinions will help develop better ads.

· Moderator’s role: to ask questions, and try to understand what you tell me; observers behind one-way mirror/taping for note-taking purpose only; confidentiality.

· Neutrality of moderator (doesn’t work for an advertising agency, the government, or any organization related to the topic that will be discussed, didn’t work on the ad concepts that will be discussed and is not here to judge anything or anyone but only to listen).

· Duration: 90 minutes maximum.

· Please try to speak one at a time.

· There aren’t any right or wrong answers here tonight, simply your honest opinions. And everyone does not have to agree.
· Are they questions?

· Now, we’ll go around the table. I’d like to hear your first name only and tell me, who lives at your place?
Radio Ads (30 minutes)
1. First I’d like you to listen to two possible radio ads. After each one, take a moment to jot down whatever comes to mind. Remember:  there are no right or wrong answers. All opinions are acceptable. Please do not express your reactions aloud so as not influence your neighbours.

Moderator:  distribute QUESTIONNAIRE, then play radio spot once and qsk people to answer questionnaire, making sure that they write their answer according to the concept under examination (A or B).
Rotate concepts between groups.

Then engage discussion followed by a second exposure to the spot.

· Overall impressions?

· Likes/dislikes?

· Information relevant to you (useful)?

· Main message – what is understood?

· What is the ad asking you to do?

· Clear information?

· Aimed at people like you?

Moderator:  Play ad a second time and probe.

· How would you improve this ad?

· What would you change?

Print Ads (30 minutes)

Moderator: distribute QUESTIONNAIRE, then one of the ads, have it read, and then ask people to answer (A or B) immediately after. You don’t have to probe deeply headlines at this stage.

Rotate print ads between groups.

1. Now what I’d like you to do is read through an ad that might appear in newspapers. Have a quick read through it; don’t worry too much about the look, just the information. (Distribute individual copies of the ad with individual questionnaire)

· Spontaneous reactions (negative or positive overall impression): How did you respond to the first question on the questionnaire?  (Moderator:  go around)

· Probe why favourable / unfavourable impression

2. Without looking at the ad, what’s the one thing you remember most? Anything else?

3. Imagine you open your favorite newspaper and find this ad– what would you do?  (Do not probe further)

· Would you read it?

4. What did you think/how did you feel about the ad? Is there something in it for you? Good information to know? Aimed at you? Was it clear/easy to understand?

· Main message – what is understood?

· What are they asking you to do?

· Is it clear where you would go to get more information?

· (If not raised): what about the “proposed” payments — is it worth informing people about now?

5. Now read it again but this time a bit more carefully and use the pens in front of you to mark up the document. For anything that’s really positive, use the green pen and anything that’s negative, use the red pen.

6. What things did you have in green? In red?

Moderator: When both ads are discussed, proceed with comparison.

7. Great. Now you have seen the two ads, take a few moments to look at them again and tell me which you like best and least. 

· Which one would grab more your attention more?

· Which one is easiest to read, etc?

Statements (15 minutes)
1. As part of informing Canadians about this, it might be helpful to have one over-arching idea. What do you think about the following:

Moderator: There are 3 statements that could be used as headlines, tag lines, slogans etc. headlines. One is already on a print ad. Discuss this tag line first. Then distribute second tag line, discuss it before distributing the third. Rotate tag line 2 and 3 between groups. After all tag lines are discussed, ask which is liked most, least.
2. Good idea/bad idea? Why?
Wrap Up (10 minutes)
1. Had you heard anything about this plan before tonight? How did you hear about it? 

2. What do you think/how do you feel about — do you support or oppose it? Why?

3. Questions from Observers

4. Does anyone have anything they would like to add about the issues we’ve talked about today?

Thank you very much for your participation!

RADIO ADS - questionnaire

	A
	Q1
What is your overall impression of this ad?  What score would you give on a scale from 1 to 10?  (Circle one answer)



	
	
Dislike a lot
1       2      3      4      5      6      7       8      9     10
Like a lot   
                                      

	
	Q2

What do you like most about this ad?


________________________________________________________________


________________________________________________________________

  


	

	Q3

What do you like least about this ad?


________________________________________________________________


________________________________________________________________




	B
	Q1
What is your overall impression of this ad?  What score would you give on a scale from 1 to 10?  (Circle one answer)



	
	
Dislike a lot
1       2      3      4      5      6      7       8      9     10
Like a lot   
                                      

	
	Q2

What do you like most about this ad?

  
    
________________________________________________________________



________________________________________________________________



	

	Q3

What do you like least about this ad?


________________________________________________________________


________________________________________________________________




PRINT ADS - questionnaire

	A
	Q1
What is your overall impression of this ad?  What score would you give on a scale from 1 to 10?  (Circle one answer)



	
	
Dislike a lot
1       2      3      4      5      6      7       8      9     10
Like a lot   
                                      

	
	Q2

What do you like most about this ad?

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________



	

	Q3

What do you like least about this ad?

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________




	B
	Q1
What is your overall impression of this ad?  What score would you give on a scale from 1 to 10?  (Circle one answer)



	
	
Dislike a lot
1       2      3      4      5      6      7       8      9     10
Like a lot   
                                      

	
	Q2

What do you like most about this ad?

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________



	

	Q3

What do you like least about this ad?

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________

  
    ______________________________________________________________________________________




Pré-test d’une annonce de RNCan sur l’énergie 

Guide préliminaire de l’animateur – Vendredi 14 octobre2005

Introduction (5 minutes)

· Bienvenue et introduction de l'animatrice.

· Objectifs de la recherche : Nous allons discuter d’idées pour une campagne d’information qui s’adresse à des gens comme vous.  Nous ne sommes pas ici pour vous convaincre de quoi que ce soit.  Vos opinions aideront à développer de meilleures publicités.
· Rôle de l’animateur : poser des questions et essayer de comprendre ce que vous allez me dire; observateurs en arrière du miroir sans tain/enregistrement seulement dans le but de prendre des notes; confidentialité.
· Neutralité de l’animatrice (ne travaille pas pour une agence de publicité, le gouvernement, une association ou toute organisation reliée au sujet qui sera discuté, n’a pas travaillé sur les idées d’annonces qui seront discutées et n’est pas ici pour juger les commentaires ou les personnes mais bien pour écouter).

· Durée : 90 minutes maximum.

· S.V.P. essayez de parler un seul à la fois.

· Il n’y a pas de bonnes ou de mauvaises réponses ce soir, seulement votre opinion franche. Et personne ne doit être d’accord sur ce qui se dit.
· Des questions?

· Maintenant, nous allons faire un tour de table. J’aimerais entendre votre prénom seulement et dites-moi, qui habite avec vous?
Annonces radio (30 minutes)

1. Tout d’abord, j’aimerais que vous écoutiez deux idées d’annonce pour la radio.  Après chacune, prenez un instant pour prendre en note ce qui vous vient à l’esprit.  Rappelez-vous : il n’y a pas de bonnes ou de mauvaises réponses.  Toutes les opinions sont acceptables.  Veuillez garder vos réactions pour vous-même afin de ne pas vous influencer. 

Animateur : distribuez le QUESTIONNAIRE puis faites jouer l’annonce radio une fois et demander aux gens de remplir le questionnaire, en vous assurant qu’ils écrivent leurs réponses pour le concept évalué (A ou B).

Alternez les concepts entre les groupes.

Puis engagez la discussion suivie par une seconde écoute de l’annonce.

· Impressions générales?

· Plaît/déplaît?
· Information pertinente pour vous (utile)?
· Message principal – qu’est-ce qui est compris?

· Qu’est-ce que l’annonce vous demande de faire?

· Information claire?

· S’adressait à des gens comme vous?

Animateur : Faites jouer l’annonce une seconde fois et sonder.

· Comment amélioreriez-vous cette annonce?

· Que changeriez-vous?

Annonces imprimées (30 minutes)

Animateur : distribuez le QUESTIONNAIRE, puis une des 2 annonces, invitez à la lire et ensuite demander aux gens de répondre au questionnaire (A ou B) immédiatement après. Ne sondez pas en profondeur les titres à cette étape.

Alternez les annonces imprimées entre les groupes.
1. Maintenant, ce que j’aimerais que vous fassiez c’est de lire une annonce qui pourrait paraître dans les journaux.  Lisez-la rapidement; ne vous souciez pas trop de l’apparence, ce qui compte c’est l’information. (Distribuez les copies individuelles de l’annonce avec le questionnaire individuel).

· Réactions spontanées (impression négative ou positive) : Comment avez-vous répondu à la première question du questionnaire?  (Animateur : faites un tour de table)

· Sondez pourquoi l’impression est favorable / défavorable

2. Sans regarder l’annonce, de quoi vous rappelez le plus?  Y a-t-il autre chose?

3. Imaginez que vous ouvrez votre journal préféré et trouviez cette annonce, que feriez-vous?  (Ne pas sonder)

· La liriez-vous?

4. Qu’avez-vous pensé/ressenti à propos de cette annonce? Y trouvez-vous quelque chose pour vous?  Bonne information à savoir?  S’adresse à vous?  Était-elle claire/facile à comprendre?

· Message principal – qu’est-ce qui est compris?

· Qu’est-ce qu’on vous demande de faire?

· Est-ce clair ce qu’il faut faire pour obtenir plus de détails?

· (Si non discuté) : et à propos de la mention des prestations “proposées” — est-ce utile d’informer les gens là-dessus maintenant?

5. Maintenant, lisez-la encore mais cette fois-ci avec un peu plus d’attention et utilisez les marqueurs en avant de vous pour surligner le document.  Pour ce qui est réellement positif, utilisez le crayon vert et pour ce qui est négatif, utilisez le crayon rouge. 
6. Quelles choses avez-vous mises en vert?  En rouge?

Animateur : Une fois les deux annonces discutées, procédez à une comparaison.

7. Bien.  Maintenant que vous avez vu les deux annonces, regardez-les à nouveau et dites-moi laquelle vous aimez le plus et le moins. 

· Laquelle attirerait le plus votre attention?

· Laquelle est la plus facile à lire, etc.?
Idées Maitresses (15 minutes)
1. En tant qu’élément pour informer les Canadiens à ce sujet, il pourrait être utile d’avoir une idée maîtresse commune à toutes les communications.  Que pensez-vous de ce qui suit : 

Animateur : Il y a 3  idées maîtresses dont une est déjà sur une annonce imprimée. Discuter celle-là en premier. Distribuer ensuite la seconde, discutez-la avant de passer à la troisième. Une fois les 3 idées maîtresses discutées, demander pour celle aimée le plus, le moins. Alternez les signatures 2 et 3 entre les groupes.

2. Bonne idée / mauvaise idée?  Pourquoi?
En résumé (10 minutes)
1. Avant ce soir, avez-vous entendu parler de quoi que ce soit sur ce projet?  Comment en avez-vous entendu parler? 
2. Que pensez-vous/ressentez-vous à ce sujet – êtes-vous en faveur ou opposé?  Pourquoi?

3. Questions des observateurs.
4. Y a-t-il quelqu’un qui aimerait rajouter quelque chose à propos des sujets discutés ce soir?
Merci beaucoup pour votre participation!

RADIO - questionnaire

	A
	Q1
Quelle est votre impression générale de cette annonce?  Votre note sur une échelle de 1 à 10?  (Encerclez une réponse) 



	
	
M’a beaucoup   1      2     3     4     5     6     7      8     9    10
   M’a beaucoup 

         déplu                                                                                                plu
                                      

	
	Q2

Qu’est-ce qui vous plaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

          ______________________________________________________

          ______________________________________________________



	

	Q3

Qu’est-ce qui vous déplaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

          ______________________________________________________

          ______________________________________________________




	B
	Q1
Quelle est votre impression générale de cette annonce?  Votre note sur une échelle de 1 à 10?  (Encerclez une réponse) 



	
	          M’a beaucoup   1      2     3     4     5     6     7      8     9    10
   M’a beaucoup 

          déplu                                                                                               plu
                                               

	
	Q2

Qu’est-ce qui vous plaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

          ______________________________________________________

          ______________________________________________________




IMPRIMÉ – questionnaire

	A
	Q1
Quelle est votre impression générale de cette annonce?  Votre note sur une échelle de 1 à 10?  (Encerclez une réponse) 



	
	        M’a beaucoup   1      2     3     4     5     6     7      8     9    10
   M’a beaucoup 

         déplu                                                                                                plu
                                      

	
	Q2

Qu’est-ce qui vous plaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

             
________________________________________________________________________________

               _________________________________________________________________________________



	

	Q3

Qu’est-ce qui vous déplaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

             
________________________________________________________________________________

               _________________________________________________________________________________




	B
	Q1
Quelle est votre impression générale de cette annonce?  Votre note sur une échelle de 1 à 10?  (Encerclez une réponse) 



	
	        M’a beaucoup   1      2     3     4     5     6     7      8     9    10
   M’a beaucoup 

        déplu                                                                                                 plu
                                      

	
	Q2

Qu’est-ce qui vous plaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

             
________________________________________________________________________________

               _________________________________________________________________________________



	

	Q3

Qu’est-ce qui vous déplaît le plus à propos de cette annonce?

             
________________________________________________________________________________

               _________________________________________________________________________________
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