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Three years have gone by since the publication of 
the Strategic Plan for the Development of French Lan-
guage Services in Ontario’s Justice Sector piloted by the 
Office of the Coordinator of French Language Services 
(OCFLS). In this report, the results of a survey of most 
public servants in designated bilingual positions in the 
Justice Sector are reviewed to shed light on FLS practi-
ces since the publication of the Strategic Plan. 

The survey sought to establish how useful and effect-
ive the mechanisms of active offer were in terms of mak-
ing public servants more aware of their obligations and 
supporting them in their work. The results of a qualita-
tive focus group study of users’ perceptions of FLS also 
served to identify opportunities for offering FLS in the 
Justice Sector to the Francophone population in a more 
sustained way. 

The survey found that the respondents generally had 
a good knowledge of the obligation to offer FLS and a 
great appreciation of the tools at their disposal. Thus, 
the efforts resulting from the Strategic Plan regarding 
preparedness for the active offer of FLS are meaningful. 
The respondents confirmed the importance of putting 
tools at their disposal to develop their skills and equip 
them to do their jobs. However, it seems there could be 
more communications to them about the existence of a 
plan to offer FLS. 

The majority of respondents stated that their office 
actively promotes FLS, either always or most of the time, 
and that contact between public servants and Franco-
phones takes place mainly in person and by telephone. 
However, the data show that a person may be aware of 
his or her role in a designated bilingual position, yet state 
that Francophones must still request service in French 
rather than having it offered proactively. A majority also 
think Francophones do not sufficiently request FLS.

The respondents’ comments show that there are un-
deniable subjective elements which must be taken into 
account when actively offering FLS. The importance of 
the attitude towards Francophones in the offices and the 
nature of the contact with them is crucial. The demand 
for FLS may be influenced by non-verbal behaviour that 
suggests the person is not welcome in the office. 

The results of the focus group discussions confirm 
the importance of the subjective dimension and reveal 

that there remains a perception of the FLS environ-
ment as not favourable to Francophones. Though they 
understand that they have a right to FLS, Francophones 
are often afraid to ask for service in their language, be-
cause they do not want to bother someone or because 
they do not want to appear to be getting in the way of 
smooth operations. 

On the other hand, Francophones recognize that 
service in French is very good when it is offered pro-
actively. Thus it is up to the Government of Ontario to 
maintain the Justice Sector’s credibility by more actively 
communicating to the Francophone population that it 
is serious about its obligations towards them and that 
offering good service in French is important to the gov-
ernment. These measures should lead the government 
to further develop the culture of FLS in the Justice Sec-
tor and contribute to achieving better results.

Summary
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Since 2006, the first Strategic Plan for the Development 
of French Language Services in Ontario’s Justice Sector has 
been piloted by the Office of the Coordinator of French 
Language Services (OCFLS). The Strategic Plan has led 
to the development of operational plans and to a new 
level of planning of French Language Services (FLS) in 
the ministries of the Attorney General (MAG) and Com-
munity Safety and Correctional Services (MCSCS), as 
well as Legal Aid Ontario (LAO). The Plan also features 
a governance structure that includes the Coalition des 
intervenantes and intervenants Francophones dans le 
domaine de la justice (network of Justice Sector Franco-
phone stakeholders). 

Three years have gone by since the Strategic Plan was 
published. It is important to make an initial evaluation 
of the situation to see whether the efforts deployed are 
beginning to produce results. 

1.1 Dimensions and mechanisms of 
 the offer of FLS

In the first phase of this research project, we estab-
lished that the active offer of FLS is made up of four di-
mensions, each of which corresponds to a specific set 
of mechanisms1. The first, which we called “prerequisite”, 
includes the means that the public servants responsible 
for FLS need to put in place in order to prepare the 
active offering of service. These are recruiting bilingual 
personnel, integrating FLS into planning, raising aware-
ness among public servants, and developing tools and 
resources to support public servants and to let the pub-
lic know that service in French is actively offered. 

The second dimension is subjective. It has to do with 
the verbal and non-verbal aspects of delivering FLS and 
includes methods of welcoming users, in particular the 
way of communicating with them. An objective dimen-
sion, the third, includes the material and visual elements 
that show the public that service in French is actively 
offered, for example posters, documents, and websites. 
A fourth dimension involves consideration of divers-
ity, particularly the concerns of self-identifying groups 
within the Francophone community. 

1 Linda Cardinal and Anik Sauvé, From Theory to Practice : Mechan-
isms for the Offer of French Language Services in Ontario’s Justice Sec-
tor. Volume 1, Ottawa, Research Chair on Francophonie and Public 
Policies, 2009, 49 pages.

Taken as a whole, these four dimensions include all 
the mechanisms required for an active offer of services. 
This report studies the practices of active offer mechan-
isms of FLS in the Justice Sector. Since the goal of the 
Strategic Plan is to allow for better planning of FLS with 
a view to a more results-oriented management, the 
data collected during this study will allow for a first as-
sessment of the situation. 

1.2 Objectives

The report has two specific objectives. First, it pre-
sents the results of a survey of most Justice Sector pub-
lic servants in designated bilingual positions under the 
French Language Services Act, the Courts of Justice Act and 
the Criminal Code of Canada2. The survey was designed 
to study the utility and effectiveness of the active offer 
mechanisms in place and to make public servants more 
aware of their obligations and to support them in their 
work. 

Secondly, the report presents the results of a quali-
tative study of users of FLS in the Justice Sector. Focus 
group discussions were used to collect information on 
the use of FLS. Among other issues, while members of 
the Francophone community in Ontario have a right to 
FLS, it is often said that they tend not to ask for service 
in French. The results from the focus groups’ discussions 
will make it possible to look at this issue in depth.

1.3 Organization of the report

The report is divided into six parts. The first part ex-
plains the methodology of the survey and focus groups. 
The second presents the data on the situation of the 
active offer of FLS in the Justice Sector. The third part 
provides a more specific picture of the situation in the 
MAG. The fourth part presents the data for MCSCS. The 
fifth part offers a portrait of the situation at LAO. The 
sixth part presents the point of view of users and their 
experience of FLS in the Justice Sector.

2 People in these positions have an obligation to provide FLS of 
equal quality to the service provided in English. Of the 20,000 pos-
itions in the Justice Sector, 1,182 are designated bilingual. There are 
also “identified positions”, which are occupied by unilingual Anglo-
phones but will be made bilingual when those individuals leave.

1 Introduction
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Two methods of data collection were used in this 
study: the survey and the focus group. 

2.1 The survey

After receiving the required approval from the Eth-
ics Committee at the University of Ottawa and the Hu-
man Resources branches of the ministries in the Jus-
tice Sector, as well as validation from the professional 
development committee (what’s this ???), we used the 
Survey Monkey3 system to send a questionnaire to 1,182 
employees working in designated bilingual positions in 
the Justice Sector4. Of this number, 454 or 38.4% work 
at the MAG, 622 or 52.6% at the MCSCS and 106 or 9.0% 
at LAO. 

According to our working hypothesis, thanks to the 
Strategic Plan the public servants working in designated 
bilingual positions should be more and more aware of 
the active offer of FLS and equipped to make this offer. 
We surveyed the public servants on these issues with a 
questionnaire made up of 42 questions in 5 parts, which 
required 15 to 20 minutes to complete (Appendix 1). 

The first part of the questionnaire collected informa-
tion on the public servants’ awareness of their obliga-
tions and the means at their disposal to enable them to 
offer FLS actively (the prerequisite dimension). We also 
asked them to evaluate the usefulness of these means. 

The second part inquired into the linguistic be-
haviour of employees when they are in contact with 
people requesting service in French (objective and 
subjective dimensions). We asked employees to rate 
the effectiveness of the methods the public can use to 
request FLS. 

The third part dealt with targeted groups in the 
Francophone community. We wanted to gain a better 
understanding of whether employees were aware of 
the concerns of these groups.

3 Survey Monkey is an intelligent and simple software program 
that can be used to create and administer questionnaires on line 
(www.surveymonkey.com). This system is used by the Government 
of Ontario to collect information quickly and in a way that makes it 
easily accessible.

4 Keep in mind Blais and Durand’s (2003: 387-388) definition of a 
survey as “an instrument for collecting and organizing information, 
based on the observation of responses to a series of questions asked 
to a sample of a population”. 

The fourth part studied the employees’ descriptions 
of the behaviour of users with respect to FLS. We wished 
to help them understand why Francophones do not al-
ways ask for service in French. The fifth part collected 
data intended to let us draw up an overall profile of the 
respondents. 

Most of the questions were closed, i.e. there was a 
list of pre-established answers. There were also open 
questions that allowed us to obtain qualitative answers 
in several cases. The objective here was to enrich and 
complete the analysis of the quantitative data. We have 
used some of the qualitative answers to illustrate the re-
spondents’ comments. We used the answers that were 
most representative of the comments obtained for a 
given question. 

We conducted a pre-test in December 2008 and the 
survey was conducted from January 5 to 20, 2009. The 
data were downloaded from the Survey Monkey applica-
tion on January 21, 20095 and transferred into the SPSS6 
software. 

Of 1,182 questionnaires distributed, 367 were com-
pleted by public servants, for a response rate of 31.0%7. 
Of the people who responded, 47.4% were from the MAG, 
36.5% from the MCSCS and 16.1% from LAO (Table1). The 
public servants from the MAG had a higher response rate 
for the questionnaire than those from the other minis-
tries. MAG employees made up almost half the sample, 
despite being only 38.0% of public servants to whom the 
questionnaire was distributed. Respondents from LAO 
were nearly double their proportion of the total number 
of public servants in the Justice Sector, at 16.1% com-
pared to 9.0%. Thus, the overall data reflect the higher 
participation of employees from the MAG and LAO in the 
survey compared with respondents from the MCSCS.

5 The questionnaire was sent electronically using the OCFLS’s 
distribution list. In order to reach employees in designated bilingual 
positions who did not have access to a computer, it was also given to 
their managers with a request to pass it on to those employees.

6 SPSS is the name of both the software application and the 
company. It is an abbreviation for Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences.

7 A response rate of 31.0% provides reliable data that can be used 
to draw conclusions. For example, for its census of the population, 
Statistics Canada uses a sample representing 20.0% of the popula-
tion (Statistics Canada, Census of Population, consulted on August 6, 
2009, [http://www.statcan.gc.ca/cgi-bin/imdb/p2SV_f.pl?Function=
getSurvey&SDDS=3901&=fr&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2]).

2 Methodology
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The respondents may not always have read the in-
structions for the questionnaire carefully, as 224 people 
answered questions 17 to 20 which were for managers 
only. In fact, the two ministries have only 93 managers. 
The results of these questions were therefore excluded 
from the study. A separate survey of managers would 
be useful, as managers play an important role in imple-
menting the conditions that make an active offer of FLS 
possible8. 

The completed questionnaires were used to produce 
frequency tables for the overall sample and for each of 
the ministries and LAO. We present 105 tables in the 
present report. 

2.2 The focus groups 

We also held six focus groups with users of FLS in the 
Justice Sector. In order to qualify, these people had to 
have been in contact with the Justice Sector.

The objective of this part of the research was to collect 
data to further document the point of view of users on 
the question of the active offer9. We also wanted to find 
out why they do or do not request service in French. 

According to our hypothesis, subjective reasons tied 
to the history of French speakers in Ontario explain why 
Francophones do or do not ask for services in French. 
Because of this history, asking for services in French is as-
sociated with an everyday challenge. The data collected 
will be used to evaluate the effects of the Strategic Plan 
on these perceptions, which seem deeply rooted in the 
Francophone population (Cousineau, 1994; Cardinal et 
coll., 2005).

The six groups were formed using an advertisement 
published in newspapers and on the Internet to which 
the individuals responded. Each group had an average 
of seven to eight people, for a total of 42 participants10. 

8 Managers’ duties include managing a department and employ-
ees, looking after operational needs and contributing to the plan-
ning of services including FLS and programs (Information supplied 
by Sabine Derbier, Coordinator of FLS for the ministries in the Justice 
Sector, April 7, 2009).

9 As Geoffrion explains (2003: 334), a “discussion group allows for 
a deeper understanding of the responses. It is often more important, 
in research, to understand the reasons for a response than to obtain 
the response itself. It is the difference between knowing a problem 
exists and understanding why it exists. Solving it requires the latter.”

10 Geoffrion (2003: 334) defines discussion groups as “an inter-
viewing technique that brings together six to twelve participants 
and an interviewer in a structured discussion on a particular sub-
ject.”

Two types of users participated in the focus groups. 
Each group included a majority of persons who used 
FLS as individuals, but we also invited professionals to 
provide their input, because they are also users of FLS. 
Of the 42 people who participated in the focus groups, 
21.0% were professionals. 

Three focus groups, each lasting one hour, were held 
in Ottawa, two more in Toronto and one in Sudbury. 
Participants had to be French-speaking, as the discus-
sions took place in French. The focus groups in Toronto 
were made up of users from all across Ontario, while the 
others were mainly made up of people living in Ottawa 
and Sudbury respectively. 

The focus groups were held in the winter of 2009. A 
guide for discussion made up of open questions was 
prepared and approved by the Ethics Committee of the 
University of Ottawa (Appendix 3)11. Users’ statements 
at the meetings were transcribed from sound tapes. We 
then categorized the answers to better see the affinities 
between them, the recurring statements and specifici-
ties.

The questions were complementary to those in the 
survey conducted with public servants. Some questions 
that dealt with ways of requesting FLS were almost iden-
tical to those in the survey, enabling links to be made 
between the answers. 

On the other hand, it must be understood the object-
ive of this qualitative enquiry was not to be representa-
tive of the entire Francophone population of Ontario. 
The groups were designed to generate a wide enough 
range of points of view to enable us to establish ten-
dencies. The results of the discussions can therefore not 
be generalized to reflect the population. They were in-
tended more to inform our thinking in relation to the 
results of the survey.

11 As Geoffrion explains, “the use of open questions in a study like 
this allows more flexibility [and] generates a richness of data that is 
difficult to obtain using other techniques (2003: 334)”. 
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The data from the survey of public servants enable 
us to draw a first overall portrait of the situation with 
respect to an active offer, from the 367 questionnaires 
completed by the respondents (Appendix 4). 

Figure 1: Population and sample (%)

3.1 Profile of respondents

The profile of respondents was made up of language, 
sex, identity, place of residence and level of education. 
80.9% answered the questionnaire in English, but nearly 
70.0% listed French as their mother tongue. Also, 59.2% 
said English was the language most often spoken at 
home (Tables 2, 3 and 4)12. 

Nearly three quarters (72.9%) of the respondents 
who provide FLS in the Justice Sector are women (Table 
5). A majority, 50.3%, have worked in the Ontario public 
service for 10 years or less, and 33.4% for between 16 
and 25 years (Table 6). 

Figure 2: Years of service (%)
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

0 - 5 years

6 - 10 years

11 - 15 years

16 - 20 years

21 - 25 years

26 years and more

27.3

23.0

8.7

19.7

13.7

7.7

12 The totals for mother tongue and language spoken at home 
were calculated using Statistics Canada’s method, which takes 
unique answers and adds one-half of double answers and one-third 
of triple answers. 

Of the respondents, 8.2% belong to a visible minority 
(Table 7). More than a third (35.6%) have lived in a prov-
ince other than Ontario, i.e. Quebec (Table 8).

The data show that the majority of respondents have 
a college diploma (36.3%) or university degree (40.7%) 
(Table 9).

3.2 Prerequisite dimension: knowledge, 
 training, tools and planning

The first part of the questionnaire evaluated the 
usefulness of the mechanisms developed by the Jus-
tice Sector to prepare for the active offer, in particular 
those designed to make public servants aware of their 
obligation to offer FLS. The principal mechanisms are: 
awareness forums, memos from the Assistant Deputy 
Ministers, the FLS orientation package, FLS presenta-
tions, information posted on the intranet site, emails, 
newsletters/bulletins and calendars (Appendix 9). 

Note that 77.0% of respondents said they were aware 
or very aware of the Ontario government’s obligation 
to provide services (Table 10)13. Also, 71.8% said they 
were aware or very aware of their role as employees 
in a designated bilingual position, i.e. their obligation, 
under the applicable legislation, to make an active offer 
of FLS in the justice area (Table 11). 

13 Under the French Language Services Act, Francophones are en-
titled to a range of French Language Services in the 25 designated re-
gions where they make up 10.0% of the population or 5,000 people. 
They also have the right to communicate in French with the head 
office or central administration of a government organization or an 
institution of the Legislature, whether or not they are in a designated 
region (Cardinal et al. 2005: 60). 

Also, under sections 125 and 126 of the Ontario Courts of Justice 
Act, English and French are the two official languages of the courts, 
and Francophones have the right to a bilingual trial[...] There are, 
however, certain specific rights that apply only in certain designated 
regions. If Francophones do not request a bilingual trial, the hear-
ings take place in English (Cardinal et al. 2005: 59-60).

Ontario Regulation 53/01, added to section 126 of the Courts of 
Justice Act on June 1, 2001, deals with bilingual proceedings. It pro-
vides “four ways of exercising the right to a bilingual trial: filing a 
requisition, making an oral statement to the court, filing a written 
statement with the court, or filing as the first document one that is 
written in French (PGF-GTA, 2002: 149).”

Sections 530 and 530.1 of the Criminal Code of Canada “guaran-
tee Francophones accused of offences under the Criminal Code or 
other federal laws the right to a trial in French, anywhere in Canada. 
They also list the obligations relating to the exercise of this right 
(Cardinal et coll. 2005: 59).”

3 Practice of the active offer of FLS
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Figure 3: Obligation and role (%)
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The data show that the tools the respondents judged 
most useful or very useful for making them aware of the 
obligation to offer FLS proactively, are the intranet site 
(60.9%), the FLS orientation package (60.4%), FLS pres-
entations (58.6%), emails (52.7%), newsletters/bulletins 
(52.6%), awareness forums (45.8%), memos from the As-
sistant Deputy Ministers (39.4%) and calendars (26.6%) 
(Table 12). It could be, however, that the last two tools 
are less useful to employees but more appreciated by 
management; this cannot be confirmed because man-
agement was not included in our sample. 

Respondents were given the opportunity to add com-
ments to their answers. Several of them said the obliga-
tion to offer FLS was a requirement of the position they 
held. Others explained that they had been made aware 
of their obligations through various training courses like 
those offered by the French Language Institute for Profes-
sional Development. Several also said they were aware of 
their obligations because of their individual efforts and 
personal experience.

The questionnaire also included questions on the re-
sources made available to employees and the training 
they had received to facilitate their work. These tools 
include the French keyboard, Antidote software, the Vir-
tual Library, the Justice Sector Lexicon, ONTERM data-
base, the FLS orientation package, FLS Toolbox and the 
FLS Manager’s Guide (Appendix 10). 

Since the OCFLS has created a number of resour-
ces over the past few years, we questioned employees 
about their knowledge of the available tools and asked 
them to rate the tools. The resource with which the re-
spondents were most familiar was the French keyboard 
(58.0%), followed by the Justice Sector Lexicon (49.0%), 
Antidote software (46.0%), the ONTERM database 
(16.3%), the FLS Toolbox (16.1%), the FLS orientation 
package (13.9%), the Virtual Library (7.1%) and the FLS 
Manager’s Guide (6.5%) (Table 13). 

Some respondents stated that they used other re-
sources, including dictionaries and glossaries such as 
the Termium Plus database, the electronic Petit Robert, 
French/English dictionaries and the guide to courtroom 
language entitled La terminologie de la salle d’audience. 

Respondents rated the tools as useful or very useful 
in their work in these proportions: Justice Sector Lexicon 
(80.1%), Antidote software (72.6%), FLS Toolbox (66.7%), 
FLS orientation package (66.3%), ONTERM database 
(65.2%), French keyboard (64.4%), FLS Manager’s Guide 
(56.6%) and Virtual Library (55.4%) (Table 14).

On the other hand, some comments revealed that the 
respondents had no knowledge of the tools available or 
of the technology integrated into software applications. 

“I became aware of the other tools and guides when I got 
the email regarding this survey (F219).”14∗

Others told of tensions with their superiors who did not 
seem to be giving them access to the tools or training. 

“I have requested numerous times since starting with 
the [...] to have Antidote installed, still hasn’t happened 
(F218).”

Some remarks made it appear that even if they 
judged them useful, respondents did not always have 
knowledge of, or easy access to, these tools or training 
courses to facilitate their work. In addition, the employ-
ees who did not have access to a computer or to the 
MAG intranet could not take advantage of these tools. 
Indeed, 83 people mentioned that they would like to 
have better access to resources that they already knew 
were available.

“Antidote should be made available in the institutions. 
Currently we do not have access to this program or to the 
training that comes with the program (F87).”

“I wasn’t aware of all the resources available to us...it 
would be nice to have access to them and/or know how 
to access them (F56).”

“I have never heard of the Virtual Library or the Justice 
Sector Lexicon... actually, even having received French 
Language Training through MAG, the only assistance that 
was well-publicized was the Antidote software. It has been 
my experience that, in this region, though I provide French 
language services to at least 1 client daily, the amount of 
support and on-going training, and court-related litera-
ture I receive in French (i.e. LaoLaw, the Ontario Reports, 
etc.) is almost non-existent (F324).”

14 Translator’s note: all quotations in italics appeared in English 
in the original.



Practice of the active offer of FLS | 13

More than fifty respondents emphasized the import-
ance of ongoing training on the active offer of FLS.

“French Sessions to improve the French Terms of our legal 
terminology. When I started in 1987 there was no French 
at all, now it is getting better but improvement is required. I 
had to learn the terms on my own (doing my own research) 
but having sessions in French to discuss the proper terminol-
ogy would be great (F97).”

“Training. I believe the French operators within the OPP 
should be offered extra training opportunities. The level of 
training was very minimal. It would be nice to know our roles 
and responsibilities and have extended French speaking 
courses to assist us if French is our second language (F81).”

We also asked the respondents if they had, over the 
previous two years, taken certain training to help them 
improve their language skills. The list of training items in-
cluded training by the French Language Institute for Profes-
sional Development, the e-learning module Pour l’amour 
du français, the French Lunch Hour Forum, training on how 
to use Antidote software, Distance education, and individ-
ual classes (Appendix 11).

Few respondents reported having taken any training. 
Those courses most often taken were the training offered 
by the French Language Institute for Professional Develop-
ment and the Antidote software training, with participa-
tion rates of 12.0% and 10.9% respectively. Next came 
individual classes (5.4%) and the French Lunch Hour Forum 
(3.5%) (Table 15). 

Figure 4: Training (%)
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A slightly larger number of respondents rated the ef-
fectiveness of the training tools and resources. 88.4% rated 
the French Language Institute for Professional Develop-
ment useful or very useful, followed by individual classes 
(83.7%), Antidote training (80.0%), the French Lunch Hour 
Forum (54.8%), Distance education (50.0%) and the e-
learning module Pour l’amour du français (50.0%) (Table 
16). 

This training has contributed to the development of 
French language skills. The respondents greatly appreci-
ated the opportunity to practise their French and to use 
tools like the Antidote software, especially when working 
in a majority Anglophone environment.

“The training was beneficial as it provided me with an op-
portunity to obtain the correct language and practice the 
vocabulary for one week with Francophone colleagues. The 
Antidote training was also wonderful and I use the program 
daily (F296).”

“It has helped me to give better evidence in trials even 
though I am French speaking because the majority of our 
reports and communications are done in English but we 
testify mostly in French (F155).”

“The French Language Institute was very useful. To practice 
French legal vocabulary in a mock court setting is very good 
learning tool (F334).”

However, we also asked respondents why some of this 
training did not achieve the expected results. They replied 
that the training on the Antidote software was too short 
and that the French Lunch Hour Forum placed people with 
too wide a range of French language skills in the same 
group. From 2005 to 2008, more than 450 professionals 
in Justice Sector ministries took training with the French 
Language Institute for Professional Development (FLIPD). 
However, many of them were not occupying designated 
bilingual positions, as the selection criteria were extended 
to other positions as well and thus could not provide their 
comments by way of the survey15.

“The Antidote training was too short by all means. Hardly 
touched anything and felt we raced through what the soft-
ware could do and not learning how to do it (F98).”

“French Lunch Hour Forum had participants from too 
many learning/skills levels - some people only had basic 
skills and were in the same class as more advanced students 
so it was difficult to have learning materials tailored to the 
individual’s level (F256).”

The respondents would like ongoing training in oral 
or written French with specific attention to legal termin-
ology. They said they would appreciate training that was 
better adapted to their job duties or to a higher level, 
which would also enable them to practice vocabulary that 
they would not often have the opportunity to use, such as 
specific training delivered within the FLIPD framework, or 
other training. The training should be accessible and the 
employees should be given time to attend it. 

15 Information forwarded by Sabine Derbier, Coordinator of 
French Language Services for the ministries in the Justice Sector, 
July 28, 2009.
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”Maybe training once a month, that we could complete 
at our place of employment to keep our skills up to 
date, since I do not use the French language very often 
at work. It would be nice if we could do the training 
during work hours (F266).”

“As mentioned before, I think it is important to have fre-
quent up to date French session on using the proper 
French Terms of our Legal environment for our specific 
position within the Court of Administration (Superior 
Court of Justice) (F97).”

“Substantive Law Training in French from the Law Society 
of Upper Canada, the Advocates’ Society, and Legal Aid 
Ontario etc. By this I wish to make it clear that we do not 
need lessons on grammar or role plays that have us mud-
dle through vocabulary that we have just been taught, 
but on-going access to substantive legal education, in 
French language, so that the familiarity and capacity with 
the language in a litigation context is supported and en-
hanced (F324).”

Another suggestion for developing competency in 
French is to give employees more opportunities to be in 
contact with their colleagues working in bilingual pos-
itions. 

“[...]. More opportunities to network with other desig-
nated staff. I found that for the week that we were at the 
French Language Institute, my French improved greatly. 
However upon my return to the office, I was immersed in 
an Anglophone environment with little to no opportunity 
to continue speaking French (F271).”

“I would like to be part of a network of local managers 
in designated positions to exchange our tools and our 
practices, because we are sometimes isolated in our 
own Divisions (F45).”

Finally, we invited respondents to tell us whether 
they knew if their office had a plan for providing an 
active offer of services in French, given the importance 
of this in the Strategic Plan. The answers to this question 
were varied. The majority (50.8%) reported that their of-
fice had a plan to offer FLS always (28.8%) or most of the 
time (22.0%), but 23.7% were not aware of the existence 
of such a plan (Table 17).

These data show that the respondents generally 
have a good knowledge of their obligations to offer 
FLS and a great appreciation of the tools available 
to them. The efforts flowing from the Strategic Plan 
toward the preparedness for an active offer of FLS 
seem to be bearing fruit. The respondents confirmed 
the importance of making tools available to them. The 
tools enable them to develop the necessary skills for an 
active offer of FLS. However, it seems that the existence 

of a plan for offering FLS could be communicated to 
them more. 

3.3 Subjective and objective dimensions

The second part of the questionnaire dealt with the 
use and effectiveness of the mechanisms in place to 
provide an active offer of FLS. We asked the respond-
ents to tell us whether their office actively promotes the 
availability of FLS and to identify the methods of com-
munication that are most often used to interact with 
them, including the most frequently used language. 

The questionnaire also included several questions on 
waiting time and on practices of offering and requesting 
FLS. We invited respondents to suggest ways of increas-
ing the demand for FLS, but we also collected data on 
the effectiveness of the methods used to encourage the 
demand for FLS. We will present the details of the an-
swers in the portraits of the respective ministries. 

We observed that the majority, or 68.4% of respond-
ents, declared that their office actively promotes FLS 
either all the time or most of the time (Table 18). We 
must emphasize the importance of front-line employ-
ees in promoting FLS. Most contacts between public 
servants and Francophones are in person or by tele-
phone (Table 19). Email and postal mailings are less im-
portant though not negligible. 

We also note that 66.2% of respondents said there 
was no difference in waiting times between service in 
French and in English. However, 32.3% thought waits 
were longer for French service, compared with 1.5% 
who said the opposite (Table 20). Moreover, 51.0% of 
respondents said a person would be proactively offered 
FLS in their office, compared to 41.5% who stated that a 
person wishing to receive service in French would have 
to request it (Table 21). 

Figure 5: Waiting times (%)
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Figure 6: Offer (%)
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3.4 Integration of diversity

The question of integrating the various components 
of a community or its diversity into the offer of FLS is in-
creasingly important in evaluating FLS. The questionnaire 
allowed information to be collected about the groups be-
ing served. However, it could be that the question about 
this was poorly understood or poorly asked. Overall, the 
respondents indicated that they served all groups without 
regard to the question of their special needs (Table 22). 

3.5 Perceptions

We invited the respondents to tell us whether they 
thought Francophones were using FLS. We wanted to 
get a better understanding of their perceptions of the 
behaviour of Francophones they saw in their work.

The data show that a majority, or 56.5% of respondents, 
considered that Francophones used services in French 
most or all of the time (Table 23). However, 31.3% acknow-
ledged that they did so only some of the time. Further, just 
under 40% thought Francophones ask sufficiently (most 
or all of the time) for FLS in the area of justice (Table 24). 

Figure 7: Use and sufficient demand (%)
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3.6 Assessment

The picture that we have described shows that the 
efforts resulting from the Strategic Plan are probative. 
The respondents said they were aware of the govern-
ment’s obligations and their role as employees work-
ing in a designated bilingual position. These results are 
encouraging, because the data also show that these 
are the persons that are most often in direct contact 
with Francophones by telephone or in person. 

However, we also found that many people did not 
know whether their office had a plan for actively offer-
ing FLS. In addition, responses revealed that a person 
may be very aware of his or her role in a designated 
bilingual position, yet state that Francophones must 
always request their FLS instead of offering them ser-
vice in French proactively. A majority also think Franco-
phones do not sufficiently request FLS.

A study or a more specific strategy with managers 
could be carried out in order to overcome the lack 
of information about their role in implementing the 
Strategic Plan and the development of a favourable 
context for implementing an active offer of FLS in the 
Justice Sector. These people are in different situations 
from those of front-line employees. They have an im-
portant role to play in systematically integrating FLS 
into the planning process.

Finally, given that the question on integration of 
diversity appears to have been poorly understood or 
poorly worded, we did not consider it useful to com-
ment further. It is, however, important to examine this 
dimension of the active offer more thoroughly. The 
French Language Services Act recognizes Francophones 
in Ontario as a historical group that is unique in the 
province16. More than just a single group among many 
others, the Francophone community is a host com-
munity. Given its status, the Ontario government must 
ensure that it understands the needs and concerns of 
the different components that make up the Franco-
phone community. 

16 French Language Services Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. PS.32, s. 1. Subsec-
tion 5.(1) of the French Language Services Act stipulates: “A person 
has the right in accordance with this Act to communicate in French 
with, and to receive available services in French from, any head or 
central office of a government agency or institution of the Legisla-
ture, and has the same right in respect of any other office of such 
agency or institution that is located in or serves an area designated 
in the Schedule.” R.S.O. 1990, c. F.32, s. 5 (1).
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Recommendations

Make the tools more accessible and promote • 
them better;

Ongoing and specific training, such as the French • 
Language Institute for Professional Development 
(FLIPD);

Create networks for Francophone employees; • 

Better dissemination of plans for offering FLS • 
and a more specific strategy aimed at managers 
to develop a favourable context for putting in 
place an active offer of FLS.
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4.1 Profile of respondents

We have developed a more specific picture of the of-
fer situation by ministry. Of the 367 questionnaires that 
were answered, 174 or 47.4% were filled out by employ-
ees of the Ministry of the Attorney General (MAG)17. 

The survey was conducted in eleven divisions of the 
MAG. The majority of MAG respondents, or 137, belong 
to three divisions: the Court Services Division (84 indi-
viduals or 49.1%), followed by the Ontario Victim Ser-
vices Secretariat (29, or 17.0%) and the Criminal Law 
Division (24 respondents, 14.0%). These three divisions 
accounted for 80.1% of MAG respondents. They also in-
clude the greatest number of employees in the MAG.

Three-quarters of MAG respondents completed the 
questionnaire in English (Table 25). The majority, or 
55.5%, have worked for the Ontario public service for 10 
years or less and 29.4% for 16 to 25 years (Table 26). The 
large majority (87.5%) of MAG respondents were women 
(Table 27). As well, 9.1% declared that they belonged to 
a visible minority (Table 28). 41.6% of respondents have 
a university degree (Table 29). 

4.2 Prerequisite dimension

The majority, or 82.1%, of MAG respondents stated 
that they were aware or very aware of the Ontario gov-
ernment’s obligation to offer FLS (Table 30). 77.5% said 
they were aware or very aware of their role as employ-
ees in a designated bilingual position (Table 31). 

Figure 8: MAG - Obligation and role (%)
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17 The questions on an employee’s division were not exclusive. 
Some respondents worked in shared services or were on assignment 
in another division and in some cases checked one division in MAG 
and one in MCSCS.

While 55.1% of MAG respondents said they knew 
their office had a plan, always or most of the time, for of-
fering FLS. We noted that 22.8% were not aware of any 
such plan (Table 37).

Figure 9: MAG - Plan and active promotion (%)
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4.3 Subjective and objective dimensions

We found that 70.5% of MAG respondents thought 
their offices actively promote the availability of FLS 
either all the time or most of the time (Table 38). 80.3% 
stated that their contacts with Francophones took place 
mainly by telephone, and 65.3% in person, once again 
accentuating the importance of the work of front-line 
employees and in particular the subjective dimension 
of the active offer (Table 39). 

We also asked the MAG respondents to describe 
their language usage in their contacts with Franco-
phones. 73.3% said they answered the telephone in 
both languages, compared to 24.8% who answered 
in English only and 1.8% in French. Also, 68.4% greet 
Francophones at the counter in French and English 
compared to 30.8% whose greeting is in English only 
(Table 40).

In contrast, 54.7% of MAG respondents said their of-
fice’s initial contact with Francophones was in French 
only and 29.1% in both languages, compared to 16.2% 
in English only18. When employees were asked about 
waiting times for FLS, 66.7% said waiting times are the 
same as for service in English and 30.8% thought the 
wait was longer. 

18 Initial contact should be understood to mean all circumstances 
in which the Ontario government enters into communication with 
citizens – it usually includes sending a letter or a first telephone 
call – and not the persons.

4 The active offer of FLS in the Ministry of the Attorney General:  
 a portrait
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An open question provided information on the rea-
sons why waiting times were the same or longer. Re-
spondents thought the presence of Francophone or 
bilingual human resources in sufficient numbers in their 
office explained why waiting time for service in French 
was the same as for service in English. 

“The waiting time is the same because we are all bilin-
gual in our office (F245).”

In the absence of these resources, waiting time will be 
longer.

“Because there are less bilingual people to serve the public 
and they work in both languages so they are busier. For ex-
ample, if you need to make an appointment and you want 
to be served in French, you will have an appointment on a 
later date than if you ask to be served in English (F231).”

Many respondents stated that their office always, or 
most of the time, actively promotes the availability of 
FLS. However, 43.2% said FLS will only be offered upon 
request (Table 42). Nearly 50% of respondents in the 
MAG stated that their offices actively offered FLS.

Figure 10: MAG - Offer (%)
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Respondents from the MAG suggested several 
measures that would encourage Francophones to 
ask more for services in French. They most frequently 
indicated that signage for FLS should be improved to 
make it more visible. Signs would need to be placed 
in more strategic places so Francophones could see 
them better. Several emphasized the need to offer FLS 
more actively and to reduce waiting time for some 
services.

“Advertise FLS in a way that is visible, obvious: people 
are more likely to ask for FLS if they know their request 
will be received favourably and kindly and they will not 
have to wait longer (F62).”

“It would perhaps be helpful to post visible signs saying 
that the service is offered in French. It may also be helpful 
to change our main office voicemail to a bilingual mes-
sage. Given that there are so few of us who are able to 
provide the service I wonder what would happen if such 
messages were provided/posted yet no one was available 
at the time to provide the service [...] (F114).”

“We should always ask, in both languages, which lan-
guage they wish to be served in. When we prepare lists 
of funded organizations to be distributed to the public, 
we should identify which organizations actively offer 
French Language Services (F45).”

“Reduce the waiting time for certain French Language 
Services; change the negative attitude of certain em-
ployees/partners toward French; make it understood 
that a Francophone is often more comfortable in his or 
her own language, even if he or she can get by in Eng-
lish (F46).”

A more specific question asked MAG respondents for 
their opinion on visual elements that promote an active 
offer of FLS. MAG offices have several ways of announ-
cing to the public that they offer FLS: signage, docu-
mentation, signs, pins, and the website. 

We asked MAG respondents to indicate how their of-
fice advertised the availability of FLS. A significant pro-
portion, 60.3%, said their office advertised the availabil-
ity of FLS through indoor signage, followed by 52.3% 
who mentioned outdoor signage, 51.1% “Welcome/
Bonjour” signs, 43.7% mentioned the website, 30.5% 
pins or stickers, 20.7% temporary signage and 4.0% 
documentation (Table 43). 

We also invited MAG respondents to rate the effect-
iveness of the methods used to advertise FLS in their of-
fice (Table 44). 87.3% judged the website to be effective 
or very effective, followed by 81.8% for documentation, 
80.9% for “Welcome/Bonjour” signs, 73.4% for indoor 
signage, 65.5% for outdoor signage, 62.1% for tempor-
ary signage and 55.6% for pins. 

We noted that the perceptions of effectiveness con-
trast with the availability of the methods. The majority 
of the respondents rated the website effective or very 
effective, but we have seen that only 43.7% said that it 
was used by their office to advertise the availability of 
FLS. We found the same kind of gap in perceptions with 
regard to documentation. 

These results must be interpreted prudently. Per-
ceptions vary despite the respondents’ statements 
about the methods used in relation to their availabil-
ity. While they deem the Internet the most effective 
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method, they also think the MAG should improve sign-
age to encourage Francophones to request FLS. Not all 
users are able to request a French language service via 
the Internet. Some direct services cannot be offered 
in person. It is therefore necessary to ensure that the 
other methods are equally effective. 

As well, 80.6% of respondents said the material and 
visual elements advertising FLS were visible either all 
the time or most of the time. 47.3% said they were al-
ways visible, while 33.3% said they were visible most of 
the time (Table 45).

We also asked MAG respondents to tell us whether 
brochures and documentation, as well as local public 
announcements and press releases, were available in 
French. We also asked if press releases were published 
at the same time in both languages. 

The majority, or 82.7%, said brochures and documen-
tation about FLS are always available in French, or most 
of the time (Table 46). However, on other questions, 
fewer MAG respondents were aware of whether public 
announcements or press releases were available in both 
languages. A relatively large proportion were not aware. 
61.8% said local public announcements were available 
in both languages, but 27.5% were not aware (Table 47); 
46.0% said local press releases were available in both 
languages, but 39.5% were not aware (Table 48); 53.7% 
reported that the English and French versions of local 
press releases were issued at the same time, but 38.0% 
did not know (Table 49). However, the lack of awareness 
on the part of so many respondents can be explained 
in part by the fact that press releases are prepared bi-
lingually by MAG’s corporate communications depart-
ment.

4.4 Perceptions and suggestions

The majority of MAG respondents, 61.8%, thought 
French-speaking clients used services in French either 
always or most of the time, but one in four (26.1%) 
thought they only sometimes used FLS (Table 50). 37.5% 
said Francophones asked for their services in French suf-
ficiently, compared to 26.2% who thought they asked 
only sometimes and 22.6% who said this occurred rarely 
or not at all (Table 51).

Figure 11: MAG - Usage and demand (%)
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An open question was used to obtain suggestions 
from the respondents on how Francophones could be 
encouraged to ask for service in French. A number of 
replies emphasized ongoing measures to make public 
servants and Francophones aware of services, while 
others stressed the importance of signage, and the 
value of advertising FLS more in the media. 

“Outreach initiatives to inform the Francophone popu-
lation that it is their right and that they should take ad-
vantage of these services (F4).”

“Advertise that these services are widely available (F24).”

Note the difference in perspective between these 
answers. In the first, the issue is to encourage Franco-
phones to take advantage of FLS; the onus seems to be 
on French speakers to make the demand. The second 
reply holds that it is up to the government to advertise 
the services and explain to Francophones that they are 
available. The onus here is more on the government 
than on the users. 

4.5 Assessment

The portrait of respondents from the MAG shows an 
encouraging situation. Like the overall results, those for 
the MAG show that the respondents say they know the 
Ontario government’s obligations with regard to French 
language services and their own responsibilities as em-
ployees in designated bilingual positions. We also found 
that they have a good appreciation of the methods 
used to inform them about their obligations and the 
tools and resources at their disposal to make an active 
offer of FLS. 

On the other hand, it may be that not all MAG re-
spondents have equal access to FLS tools. They also 
expressed a need for continuing FLS training to enable 
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them to do their jobs properly, especially given that the 
majority of them work directly with the public. While in 
general they consider that their office is actively promo-
ting FLS, we saw that a significant number say waiting 
times for service in French are longer and that it is of-
fered only upon request. Several emphasized the im-
portance of increasing the number of bilingual employ-
ees with a view to reinforcing the active offer. 

Visual and material methods are important in ensur-
ing that French services are actively offered. The major-
ity of respondents from the MAG said their offices ad-
vertised FLS by way of indoor and outdoor signage and 
documentation. However, they generally judged that 
the most effective methods were the website, docu-
mentation and signs. Thus, the visual elements they 
considered most useful were not always the most used. 
The MAG respondents also indicated that it would be 
useful to improve the types of signage. 

The respondents’ comments also showed that sub-
jective elements, often difficult to measure but undeni-
able, must be taken into account in the context of the 
active offer of FLS. They emphasized the importance of 
the climate that Francophones feel in the offices and 
the quality of the contact with them. The demand for 
FLS may be influenced by non-verbal behaviour that 
suggests the person is not welcome in the office. 

The qualitative answers give pause to think about 
how to go about encouraging demand for FLS. If some 
think it is up to Francophones to ask for service in their 
language, for others it is the government’s duty to tell 
Francophones it understands its obligation to offer 
them FLS in a proactive way.

Recommendations

Make the tools more accessible and promote • 
them better;

Adapt training to meet the training needs of all • 
employees;

Increase the number of bilingual employees;• 

Conduct a complete review of signage in order • 
to improve the visibility of available French lan-
guage services;

Continue raising awareness within the MAG of • 
the obligation to offer FLS.
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5.1 Profile of respondents

The survey was conducted in eight divisions of the 
MCSCS. The majority of the 134 respondents from the 
MCSCS belong to three divisions. Of the total, 83 or 
62.4% belong to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP), fol-
lowed by 23 or 17.3% from the Adult Community Cor-
rections Division and 17 or 12.8% who work for the Pub-
lic Safety Division. These three divisions accounted for 
92.5% of MCSCS respondents. They include the greatest 
number of employees in the MCSCS.

The vast majority – 80.6% - of MCSCS respondents 
completed the questionnaire in English (Table 52). In 
terms of years of service, 37.3% had been working in 
the Ontario public service for 10 years or less and 40.3% 
for 16 to 25 years (Table 53). The majority or 54.5% of 
respondents from the MCSCS are women (Table 54). 

Of all respondents, 6.1% identified themselves as 
belonging to a visible minority (Table 55). 34.6% have 
a university degree and 45.9% have a college diploma 
(Table 56). 

5.2 Prerequisite dimension

The majority, or 66.4% of respondents with the MC-
SCS, stated that they were aware or very aware of the 
Ontario government’s obligation to offer FLS (Table 57). 
Also, 58.8% said they were aware or very aware of their 
role as employees in a designated bilingual position 
(Table 58). Only 40.4% answered that their office always 
or most of the time had a plan to actively offer FLS. We 
also found that 26.7% were not aware of the existence 
of such a plan (Table 64).

Figure 12: MCSCS - Obligation and role (%)
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Figure 13: MCSCS - Plan (%)
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5.3 Subjective and objective dimensions

The majority, or 58.6% of the respondents from the 
MCSCS, think their office proactively promotes FLS, al-
ways or most of the time (Table 65). Contacts with Franco-
phones occur mainly by telephone (79.1%) and in person 
(71.6%). These results again accentuate the importance 
of the work of front-line employees and, in particular, the 
subjective dimension of the active offer (Table 66). 

We also asked respondents from the MCSCS to de-
scribe their linguistic behaviour in their contacts with 
Francophones. The majority, 53.8%, said they answer 
the phone in English only, with 40.9% answering in 
both languages and 5.2% in French only. 63.0% greet 
clients at the counter in French and English, compared 
to 31.5% who do so in English only (Table 67).

Figure 14: MCSCS - Active promotion (%)
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5 The active offer of FLS in the Ministry of Community Safety  
 and Correctional Services: a portrait
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In contrast, 36.8% of MCSCS respondents said their 
office’s initial contact with Francophones is in French 
only and 28.9% in both languages, compared to 34.2% 
who said it is in English only. 56.6% said the message on 
their office’s answering machine is in English only, while 
41.6% said the message is in both languages. A majority 
of the respondents (57.1%) also said automated servi-
ces are available in both languages, but 42.0% indicated 
that these are in English only. 

Despite the high proportion of contacts with users 
in English, 60.5% of respondents said waiting times for 
services in French are the same as for service in English, 
because there are enough bilingual and Francophone 
human resources in their offices. But as the comment 
below illustrates, while waiting time at reception is the 
same for both languages, the situation can change if a 
client asks for a specific service or person. 

“The person at our front desk is bilingual. However, if an 
officer is requested, it can take considerable time to get a 
French speaking officer to attend (F100).”

We found that 39.5% of respondents considered 
the waiting time longer for French speakers (Table 68). 
Among the reasons given, the most common was a lack 
of bilingual employees.

Figure 15: MCSCS - Waiting time (%)
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“When a French speaking individual is identified, a French 
speaking member must be located, then attend and speak 
in French ... takes time ... (F144).”

“There is not always someone capable of responding in 
French. Many English-speaking employees do not sup-
port FLS and do not understand that even if a Franco-
phone can speak English, that person may be more 
comfortable having a discussion in his or her mother 
tongue. Even I am criticized for speaking French in my 
workplace by Anglophones, including some super-
visors (F225).”

However, although 59% stated that their office act-
ively promotes FLS most or all of the time, only 49.6% 
reported that a person wishing to obtain services in 
French in their office would be offered FLS proactively. 
Therefore, only 42.7% of respondents from the MCSCS 
said FLS would be offered only upon request (Table 69). 

When asked to suggest ways of encouraging Franco-
phone clients to ask more often to be served in French, 
respondents from the MCSCS also indicated that the 
visibility of FLS should be improved, by making sign-
age more visible, hiring more bilingual employees and 
greeting clients in French more.

“Increase awareness that such services are available 
(i.e.: posters, information included in resident handbook, 
etc.) (F30).”

“A simple Bonjour or Salut would indicate to the client 
that a French speaking person is at their disposal. That 
would be self generated by indicating your bilingual abil-
ity (F137).”

“More bilingual staff; more signs (F171).”

We also asked MCSCS respondents to indicate how 
their office advertised the availability of FLS. 46.3% of 
them said their office advertised the availability of FLS 
through indoor signage, followed by 36.6% who men-
tioned outdoor signage, 35.1% the Welcome/Bonjour 
signs, 29.9% the Internet site, 26.1% pins or stickers, 
8.2% temporary signage and 3.0% documentation 
(Table 70). 

We asked them to rate the effectiveness of these 
methods. 72.0% of MCSCS respondents rated Welcome/
Bonjour signs as effective or very effective, followed by 
71.0% who gave these ratings to indoor signage, 70.9% 
for the Internet site, 70.4% for documentation, 69.8% 
for outdoor signage, 47.5% for temporary signage and 
36.4% for pins (Table 71). 

The majority, or 66.3% of respondents, said the materi-
al and visual elements advertising FLS were visible either 
all the time or most of the time. 35.6% said they were al-
ways visible, while 30.7% said they were visible most of 
the time and 15.8% said some of the time (Table 72).

Although the method is not used frequently, we 
also asked MCSCS respondents to tell us whether bro-
chures and documentation were available in French 
and whether local public announcements and press re-
leases were issued in French. We asked them to tell us 
whether both versions of press releases were published 
at the same time. 
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The majority, or 57.6%, said brochures and documen-
tation about FLS were available in French all or most of 
the time and 18.9% said they were sometimes available 
(Table 73). 52.7% of MCSCS respondents knew public 
announcements were available in French and English, 
23.2% said they were sometimes or rarely, and 16.8% 
were not aware (Table 74). 

Further, 40.4% of respondents said local press releas-
es were always or mostly available in both French and 
English, but 31.4% stated that they were rarely or never 
so, and 19.2% said they did not know (Table 75). Finally, 
45.6% said the English and French versions of press re-
leases were published simultaneously either always or 
most of the time, but 24.1% said they never or rarely 
were, and 20.3% were not aware (Table 76). 

5.4 Perceptions and suggestions

Slightly more than one-third (36.2%) of the respond-
ents from the MCSCS declared that Francophones used 
services in French most of the time, but only 13.1% 
thought they always used FLS. Another third (36.2%) 
of the respondents thought Francophones only some-
times used FLS (Table 77). We also noted that 41.8% of 
them considered that Francophones ask for their ser-
vices in French sufficiently, compared to 29.1% who 
thought they ask sometimes and 18.1% who thought it 
was rare (Table 78).

Figure 16: MCSCS - Usage and demand (%)
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An open question solicited suggestions from re-
spondents about how to encourage Francophones to 
request services in French. Several replies emphasized 
ongoing consciousness-raising among public servants 
and Francophones and the importance of publicizing 
FLS. However, others, using the bilingualism of Franco-
phones as a pretext, indicated that they did not make 
any effort to offer FLS, even if they could speak French. 

“Provide awareness that it’s our right and our responsibil-
ity; support from Senior Managers; we need to be educated 
on the FLS Act since it’s been a while and there is a lot of 
new recruits and a younger generation of clients (F285).”

“Just because a client speaks French does not automatic-
ally mean he/she will prefer service in French. The majority 
of Francophones in our area are actually bilingual and ac-
customed to doing business in English – some prefer to do 
business in English regardless. I can accommodate either, 
but will not encourage one language more than the other 
(F277).”

Note again the importance of the subjective dimen-
sion. According to one person’s comments, demand 
must be elicited by the government. This person makes 
it out to be a government responsibility. Another per-
son indicated that he or she does not encourage service 
in French more than in English. 

5.5 Assessment

The portrait of respondents from the MCSCS reveals 
a situation of significant contrasts. Like the summary of 
all respondents, the MCSCS employees say they know 
the obligations of the Ontario government regarding 
FLS and their own responsibilities as employees in a 
designated bilingual position. However, they are dis-
tinct from the average. 

Although in general they thought their office pro-
actively promotes FLS, a substantial number said wait-
ing time is longer for services in French and that French 
service must be requested. A number of respondents 
said more bilingual employees would have to be hired 
to increase the active offer. 

Visual and material methods are also important in 
ensuring an active offer of FLS. The majority of respond-
ents from the MCSCS said their offices advertised FLS 
via indoor and outdoor signage and documentation. 
However, they generally rated Welcome/ Bonjour signs, 
documentation and the Internet site as most effective. 
Thus, the visual methods judged most effective were 
not always the ones that were used most. The respond-
ents from the MCSCS also indicated that it would be 
useful to improve the types of signage.

The qualitative answers also make us think about 
the importance of the subjective dimension associated 
with the active offer of FLS. As with the MAG respond-
ents, the comments from respondents in the MCSCS 
suggested diverse and sometimes contradictory opin-
ions. The question of the working atmosphere probably 
deserves a certain amount of attention. 
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Recommendations

Better promotion of FLS and of the initiatives • 
that have been put in place;

Increase the number of bilingual employees;• 

Conduct a complete review of signage in order • 
to improve the visibility of available French lan-
guage services;

Continue raising awareness within the MCSCS of • 
the obligation to offer FLS. 
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6.1 Profile of respondents

Of the 367 questionnaires that were answered, 59 or 
16.1% were completed by employees of Legal Aid On-
tario (LAO). 

Nearly all (93.2%) of the respondents from LAO filled 
out the questionnaire in English (Table 79). Almost two-
thirds, or 64.4%, said they had worked for the Ontario 
public service for 10 years or less and 28.8% for 16 to 25 
years (Table 80). 

Close to three-quarters (72.9%) of the LAO respond-
ents are women (Table 81). 10.5% stated that they be-
long to a visible minority (Table 82). Slightly more than 
half (51.7%) of the respondents have a university degree 
(Table 83).

6.2 Prerequisite dimension 

The great majority, or 86.2%, of respondents from 
LAO stated that they were aware or very aware of the 
Ontario government’s obligation to offer FLS (Table 84). 
Also, 85.4% said they were aware or very aware of their 
role as employees in a designated bilingual position 
(Table 85).

Figure 17: LAO - Obligation and role (%)
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We asked LAO respondents to tell us whether their 
office had a plan to offer FLS proactively. 62.5% stated 
that their office had such a plan all or most of the time. 
One person in five was not aware (Table 91). 

6.3 Subjective and objective dimensions

We found that 85.2% of respondents with LAO con-
sidered that their office actively promoted FLS most 
of the time or all the time (Table 92). Contacts with 

Francophones were made mainly in person (86.4%) 
and by phone (79.7%). As was the case with the two 
ministries that were surveyed, these results confirm the 
importance of front-line employees and, in particular, 
the subjective dimension of the active offer (Table 93).

We also asked LAO respondents for information about 
their linguistic behaviour in their contacts with Franco-
phones. 60.4% said they greet clients at the counter in 
both languages, compared with 39.6% who greet them 
in English only. 68.4% answer the telephone in French 
and English, while 29.8% answer in English only (Table 
94).

In contrast, 60.0% of LAO respondents said their of-
fice’s initial contact with Francophones is in French 
only and 27.3% said it is in both languages, compared 
to 12.7% who said English only. Three-quarters (75.4%) 
of the respondents reported that the message on their 
answering machine is in French and English, and 83.6% 
indicated that the automated service in their office is 
also in both languages.

When LAO employees were asked to comment on 
waiting time for services in French in their office, more 
than three-quarters (77.8%) stated that it was the same 
as the wait for service in English. The qualitative answers 
reveal that it is considered important in LAO to provide 
service of equal quality in both English and French. 
However, one respondent explained that while waiting 
time in their office is the same for services in French or 
English, FLS is not as easily available at the other steps in 
the judicial process, which do not fall within the services 
of the LAO.

“It is our policy to give decisions on files within 3- 5 busi-
ness days, regardless of the chosen language of the appli-
cant (F331).”

“In our office there is no difference in wait time. However 
in accessing dates for court appearance there can be sub-
stantially longer wait times due to bilingual judicial re-
sources. In some situations clients will waive the right to 
bilingual proceedings and opt for an English hearing to 
accelerate the process (F317).”

20.4% considered the waiting time longer (Table 95). 
As in the MAG and the MCSCS, the reasons for longer 
waits according to the LAO respondents were the lack 
of bilingual employees or the availability of these re-
sources. 

6 The active offer of FLS at Legal Aid Ontario: a portrait
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“The wait-time for French services is somewhat longer 
in my department because I’m the only member of the 
department who speaks French. All communication 
etc. received in French is forwarded to me for a response 
(F353).”

A clear majority (60.7%) of respondents from LAO af-
firmed that their offices offered FLS proactively (Table 
96). They also suggested ways of encouraging Franco-
phones to ask for their services in French, such as mak-
ing signs more visible and placing them more strategic-
ally so that Francophones could see them better. Others 
also emphasized the need to offer FLS more actively 
to French-speakers and make the use of French more 
“natural” in the working environment, particularly with 
regard to legal terminology.

Figure 18: LAO - Offer (%)
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“Better signage (larger) in clear view would entice French 
speaking clients to communicate in French with the recep-
tionist upon their arrival. I strongly believe that the recep-
tionist should be bilingual so when someone does initially 
speak with them in French it should not be an issue of try-
ing to find someone in the office to help (F312).”

«English continues to be the predominant language cli-
ents seek to use in court. In order to change this you have 
to change the culture in which they are used to operating. 
That means making it more normal to communicate in 
French when dealing with legal issues. That takes time. It 
also has to be well done and that is more complex only 
because the French language is a rather more complex 
language. You need to add to this the terminology which 
is unknown to most as well (F305). 

A more specific question asked respondents to indi-
cate which visual elements promoted an active offer of 
FLS in their offices. We asked them how their offices ad-
vertised the availability of FLS. 

The large majority, 71.2%, of respondents from LAO 
indicated that LAO offices advertised the availability of 

FLS via Welcome/Bonjour signs, followed by 67.8% who 
mentioned indoor signage, 54.2% outdoor, 50.8% the 
website Internet, 37.3% pins or stickers, 30.5% tempor-
ary signage and 6.8% documentation (Table 97). 

We also asked LAO respondents to rate the effective-
ness of the methods used to advertise FLS in their office 
(Table 98). 82.9% rated the Internet site effective or very 
effective, followed by 78.6% for documentation, 76.4% 
for Bonjour/Welcome signs, 68.1% for indoor signage, 
65.5% for temporary signage, 63.5% for outdoor sign-
age and 60.0% for pins and stickers. 

Most (89.6%) LAO respondents said the materials 
and visual elements used to advertise FLS were visible 
all the time (54.2%) or most of the time (35.4%) (Table 
99). Nearly all of them (96.3%) said the brochures and 
documentation on FLS were available in French all or 
most of the time (Table 100). 

Finally, more than half (58.7%) reported that their of-
fice’s local public announcements were always available 
in French and English (Table 101). 62.5% stated that lo-
cal press releases were available in both languages all 
or most of the time (Table 102). 63.9% reported that the 
English and French versions of local press releases were 
published simultaneously, all or most of the time (Table 
103).

6.4 Perceptions and suggestions

The majority, or 57.9%, of respondents from LAO 
think Francophones use their services in French all or 
most of the time, but more than one in three (35.1%) 
think French-speaking clients only use French services 
sometimes (Table 104). 42.9% said Francophones ask 
for their services in French sufficiently, compared with 
25.0% who said they do so sometimes, and 16.1% who 
said this was rare (Table 105).

Figure 19: LAO - Usage and demand (%)
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An open question asked LAO respondents for sug-
gestions on how to encourage Francophones to ask for 
FLS. A number of responses emphasized the importance 
of signage and said it would be useful to advertise FLS 
more. The comments also spoke of the justice system’s 
responsibility in the area of FLS, which is not within the 
purview of LAO’s services. 

“Make them more aware that French Services are avail-
able in the Courts also (i.e. Judges, lawyers) and should 
they request that their cases be heard in French, that it 
would not greatly delay their cases for doing so (F312).”

“There are not enough bilingual justices of the peace or 
court clerks to give the impression that people have a 
right to be heard in French. Our courts open their ses-
sions without mentioning French services and without 
even using a word of French. All we have is a piece of 
paper that clients (who sometimes cannot even read 
or write) often receive, stating in legal jargon that they 
have the right to have their trial in French’ (F324).”

6.5 Assessment

The portrait of LAO respondents is based on a smaller 
sample than those of the MAG and the MCSCS. These 
people indicate that they are well aware of the Ontario 
government’s obligations with regard to FLS and their 
own obligations as employees in a designated bilingual 
position. 

Like their colleagues from the MAG and the MCSCS, 
the respondents are front-line employees. In general, 
they consider that their office proactively promotes 
FLS. A majority of them say they offer FLS in both lan-
guages.

However, the qualitative data revealed that respond-
ents were aware the offer of FLS might not be as easily 
accessible in the courts and other sectors of the judicial 
process. Many also referred to the shortage of profes-
sionals in the justice field to respond to the demand.

Recommendations

Continue raising awareness and providing infor-• 
mation in the community;

Increase awareness activities aimed at staff in the • 
justice system and the bench regarding the obli-
gation to offer FLS;

Increase the number of bilingual employees;• 

Conduct a complete review of signage in order • 
to improve the visibility of available French lan-
guage services.
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We asked users of services in the Justice Sector to talk 
about their experiences in focus groups that we held in 
the winter of 2009. We invited them to tell us whether 
they had asked for services in French and to evaluate 
those services. We asked them to explain why they might 
or might not request service in French. We also asked for 
their impressions of the integration of diversity. Finally, we 
asked them to tell us whether the quality of FLS could be 
improved and to suggest ways of encouraging Franco-
phones to ask for services in French more than they ac-
tually do. 

In the focus groups, the users filled out a questionnaire 
made up of closed questions to give us information about 
their language skills and linguistic behaviour in the justice 
area (Appendix 2).

Taken as a whole, the information obtained from the 
focus group discussions and the data from the question-
naires highlighted four issues that should be taken into 
account in order to better understand the users’ point of 
view. Comparisons with the data from the survey of public 
servants will also be made in several cases. 

A first issue, which includes the question of resources, 
touches on some of the requirements related to the di-
mension of “prerequisite work”. A second issue relates to 
the subjective dimension. A third encompasses the ob-
jective dimension. A fourth concerns the dimension of 
integration. 

The data collected from the focus groups and the ques-
tionnaire do not cover the opinion of the entire Franco-
phone population. However, these testimonials are cer-
tainly representative of a group of points of view that exist 
within the Francophone community and stakeholders.

7.1 Characteristics of users

The focus groups were held in Ottawa, Toronto and 
Sudbury. The numbers were too small to draw up separ-
ate profiles of the users who met in each city, so we will 
offer an overall picture of their main characteristics. Of the 
42 people who participated in the focus groups, 40 filled 
out the questionnaire. The data showed that 87.5% spoke 
French as their mother tongue, followed by 7.5% whose 
mother tongue was “Other” and 5.0% whose mother 
tongue was English. The language most often spoken 
at home was French for 85.0% of the group, English for 
10.0%, and other languages for 5.0%.

Figure 20: Mother tongue and language most often 
spoken at home (%)
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The majority, 72.5%, of the participants in the focus 
groups were women. 14.7% of the individuals belonged 
to visible minorities. The vast majority, 97.5%, were Can-
adian citizens. A large proportion of the users had also 
lived in another province of Canada (45.0%). 

Of the participants in the focus groups, 35.0% were 45 
to 64 years old, followed by 25.0% between the ages of 
15 and 24, 22.5% from 25 to 44, and 17.5% aged 65 and 
over.

Figure 21: Age Groups (%)
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The vast majority of the participants, or 90.9%, said 
they live in an urban area. We were not able to recruit 
more people from rural areas. In the middle of winter, it is 
not always easy to get people to come from more remote 
areas to the large centres. 

Three-quarters of the focus group participants had 
gone to university (74.4%). 30.8% had an average income 
of $40,000 to $59,999, while 30.7% had an average income 
of $60,000 or more. One-quarter had an average income 

7 The users’ point of view
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of $19,999 or less, 12.8% earned from $20,000 to $39,999 
and 7.7% had no income.

Figure 22: Average income (%)
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A minority of users, or 21.0% of the individuals who 
participated in the focus groups, work in the justice 
system themselves. They use services in French to help 
persons who are in contact with the system and who 
often need assistance or representation before courts 
or other bodies. The other people who took part in the 
focus groups have used the justice system and may also 
have used the services of a legal professional. 

More than half of the participants had been in con-
tact with the Ontario Provincial Police (24 or 60%) and 19 
(47.5%) had used the services of courts. One-third (13 or 
32.5%) had used the services of Legal Aid Ontario, while 
9 (22.5%) had used the services of Emergency Manage-
ment, 9 (22.5%) had used the services of the Criminal 
Law Division, 8 (20.0%) the services of the Office of the 
Children’s Lawyer, 7 (17.5%) the Ontario Victim Services 
Secretariat, 4 (10.0%) the Office of the Public Guardian 
& Trustee, 4 (10.0%) the Adult Institutional Services Div-
ision, and 4 (10.0%) the Adult Community Corrections 
Division.

An equal number of users said they always used FLS 
(43.6%) compared to those who said they sometimes 
used FLS (43.6%).

Figure 23: Frequency of use of FLS (%)
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“I would also say ‘always’. It’s in my blood. […] To me, 
it was really important, I care a lot about that, and I al-
ways ask in French, although I do not always manage to 
get served in French (P27)”. 

“Always, always, always. It sometimes happens that 
I continue in English if the person says they do not 
speak French and I am in a hurry. As you said, because 
it takes longer to wait for someone and you might be 
in a hurry. But no, normally I wait, and I always ask in 
French (P34).”

When clients use French language services, they are 
often satisfied with the quality.

“[...] when the service is provided, the quality is good. 
(P26).”

In short, the users we met were mainly women, like 
the people who work in the Justice Sector of the Ontario 
Public Service. These individuals mostly speak French as 
their mother tongue. They live in urban areas and have 
studied in university. Their profile of use of FLS varies. 
Half always use services in French and a large number 
only sometimes do so. Their statements revealed ex-
periences with the justice system from which we can 
learn a great deal. 

7.2 “Prerequisite” dimension: awareness  
 and resources

7.2.1 Awareness

Three-quarters of the participants (30 users or 75.0%) 
said they knew their region was a designated area 
under the French Language Services Act, compared with 
22 (59.5%) who said the same of the Courts of Justice Act. 
There were 13 individuals (35.1%) who said they did not 
know whether or not they were in a designated area 
under the Courts of Justice Act. 
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Given the importance of the Justice Sector and its 
wide range of services, we invited the users to elabor-
ate on their answer by saying whether they knew if they 
had a right to services in French in government offices. 
A large majority of users said they knew they had a right 
to service in French in offices of the Court Services Div-
ision (80.0%), the Criminal Law Division (80.0%) and 
Legal Aid (80.0%). 

Three-quarters of participants said they knew they 
had the right to be served in French in the offices of the 
Ontario Provincial Police and in their contacts with po-
lice officers (75.0%), and in the Office of the Children’s 
Lawyer (75.0%). Almost a two-thirds majority knew 
they had the right to be served in French in Emergency 
Management services (65.0%). The majority also knew 
they had a right to French service in the Office of the 
Public Guardian & Trustee (63.2%), Ontario Victim Ser-
vices Secretariat (62.5%), Adult Community Correc-
tions Division (62.5%) and Adult Institutional Services 
(57.5%). 

These results show that these people are aware of 
their right to receive FLS. The majority are aware that 
their regions are designated bilingual areas under the 
French Language Services Act. They also know they are 
entitled to FLS under the Courts of Justice Act.

Figure 24: Designated areas (%)
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7.2.2 Resources

In the survey, we saw that respondents often stressed 
the importance of increasing access to resources that 
are available to enable public servants to improve their 
skills. In the users’ discussion groups, those who work 
in the justice area said they lacked the tools that would 
help them in their work with Francophone clients. They 
mentioned that it was very difficult for them to find on-
line tools in French.

“The DivorceMate forms we have are only in English. 
This also includes separation agreements and things 
we need when we are trying to assemble documents. 
There are court forms in French available on the Inter-
net, but the last time I went there, I’m going to tell you 
honestly, the court forms you could download from the 
Internet are, so to speak, almost unusable in French, 
and in English as well (P7).”

 “The materials are generally available [on the Internet], 
but they are often out of date. There is a lot of informa-
tion you can put together, but it’s not necessarily still 
current. I think the commitment to refresh the docu-
mentation in French is not there as much as the com-
mitment to keep the English information up to date. 
We find that sometimes as well (P11).” 

The survey of public servants underlined the need 
to increase the number of professionals with the ability 
to provide FLS. There is a strong convergence between 
these proposals and the comments of users of FLS on 
this point.

“You often see a sign that says ‘There are bilingual 
services, in French or English’ at Reception. But if you 
ask for service in French, there is always a delay; you 
have to wait until someone is available to answer ques-
tions in French. And sometimes, there is hardly anyone. 
And I work in the legal field myself. Likewise, in certain 
Small Claims Courts there is often a sign at Reception 
saying there are bilingual staff. But when you go there 
with writs or other process documents in French, after 
you have prepared everything in French, there is an 
English-speaking person who cannot understand any-
thing, and you always have to wait. Sometimes there 
is even an hour of waiting before you get someone to 
provide service (P10).”

“And then, what you have to do as an organization is 
to develop ties, find the needle in the haystack. The 
Francophone on the inside who will be able to direct 
you. And in many cases, that Francophone is not always 
available because he or she is what you call the ‘token 
Francophone’. That means that one person has to do 
everything. (P8).”

We also found that beyond a bilingual receptionist, 
FLS may be unavailable because of a lack of bilingual 
professionals. 

“The signs are there, but what happens in our region, 
where we are 50.0% Francophone. The support staff 
that work at Reception speak French. But when you 
want the services of a professional like the Crown at-
torney, there isn’t one. So you can say you are there in 
French, but when you want to talk about your specific 
case, forget it (P11).”
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And even on the telephone, there are sometimes sur-
prises:

“If you want an example, if you call the court in [...], the 
answering machine says: ‘For service in French, press 
2’. So you do everything you are supposed to do and 
at the end of it all, when you are supposed to have 
reached someone in French, they answer you in Eng-
lish! (P33).”

The OCFLS has developed tools to help some unilin-
gual front-line employees greet users in French, includ-
ing the cards in the Toolbox. But their ability to offer ser-
vices in French must not end there. It must be ensured 
that if FLS are actively offered, that they are in fact avail-
able, as the following testimonials suggest. 

“That’s what happened to me: ‘Bonjour, Good after-
noon’. So I start speaking French. She says: ‘I’m sorry, I 
don’t speak French’ (laughter). I say: ‘Is there anyone here 
who speaks French?’ She says: ‘No’ (P34).”

7.3  Subjective dimension

7.3.1 Language of contact with public servants

Several questions in the discussion guide for users 
matched up with those that were asked of public ser-
vants. These are the questions on the methods of com-
munication used to obtain a service in the Justice Sec-
tor. Among the methods of communication most often 
used to request a service, 17 (42.5%) use the telephone, 
16 use the Internet (40.0%), 15 visit offices in person 
(37.5%) and 1 (2.5%) uses correspondence. These an-
swers coincide with the data from the survey with re-
gard to communication by telephone and in person, 
but add the Internet as a tool for users to obtain services 
in the Justice Sector.

In contrast, users’ answers on the language spoken 
by public servants to serve them on the phone or at the 
counter are diametrically opposed to those given by re-
spondents in the survey. In the focus group, 55.6% of 
users said they are generally served in English only on 
the phone, while 23.7% said they are served in both lan-
guages; by comparison, 36.1% of public servants said 
they answer the telephone in English and 60.9% said 
they use both languages. Also, 65.0% said they were 
served at the counter in English only and 17.5% said 
they were served in French and English, compared to 
34.0% of public servants who said they offered services 
at the counter in English only, and 63.9% in both lan-
guages. These people have to insist on being served in 
French. As one participant explained:

“For our father, he starts speaking in French and the 
person answers in English. That kind of puts an end to 
the conversation (P6).”

More than half the users said the messages on an-
swering machines are in both languages (61.5%) and 
that they are served in French and English by automat-
ed services (60.0%). Half said they received correspond-
ence in French (52.5%) or in French and English (15.0%). 
They received emails in French (47.5%) or in both lan-
guages (15.0%). 

7.3.2 Waiting time

The vast majority of users (34 or 87.2%) also said 
waiting time for service in French is longer than it us for 
service in English.

Figure 25: Waiting time (%)
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“Except for trials. We have lawyers who speak French for 
some trials, but not in all areas of justice. So we have a 
Crown attorney that speaks French, but the wait for a 
trial in French is enormous. It can be up to one or two 
years before a trial can be held in French. Because judg-
es are not always available (P9).” 

“The person is on the waiting list. Finally, when it is their 
turn, because one of the professionals is able to take 
on a new person on their case load, if that professional 
is an Anglophone, that person, who has waited like all 
the others on the waiting list, still has to wait until the 
French-speaking professional is available (P11).”

“In police services, it’s the same thing. If someone wants 
to file a complaint in French, with the time it’s going to 
take to find someone that can speak French, the person 
always comes with an interpreter who will translate for 
them. There is always a wait (P10).”

“There again, it all depends on the place and the circum-
stances. At the counter, you can often wait much longer 
if there is just one French-speaking officer compared to 
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four Anglophones. So yes, the service may take longer. 
But if there is a dedicated French line, for example a 
queue designated as Francophone, and there are no 
Anglophones in the queue, then service is going to be 
faster. If I go into a courthouse, for example, or a legal 
service, you have, say, an English queue with 25 people, 
but in the French queue if there is just one person then 
you will get to the client immediately. So in that case, 
yes, it is faster (P26).”

7.3.3 Active offer

The majority of participants in the focus groups (33 
or 82.5%) said FLS would only be offered to them on re-
quest, compared to only four who said the service was 
offered proactively. These people, whatever the region 
and even when they reported being served on occasion 
in French, feel they have to constantly fight to obtain 
service in French. Ontario government offices do not 
seem, in their eyes, to be places where a Francophone 
can “just naturally” expect to be served in French.

Figure 26: Offer (%)
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“My experience has a lot to do with Reception, the re-
ceptionist. If the receptionist’s first language is French, 
the offer is there and the tone is set and often the ser-
vice will go on from there, but I find that if the recep-
tionist is a unilingual English speaker, then you run into 
a wall (P25).”

“No, there is really no FLS being offered proactively. 
Using the word “proactive” would really be going much 
too far. You have to ask for it, constantly, you have to 
demand it (P30).”

In short, the users agreed on this:

“If you don’t ask for French, […] you get served in Eng-
lish (P32).”

7.3.4 Verbal and non-verbal communication

The subjective dimension of the active offer of FLS is 
crucial. The qualitative data collected in the survey test-
ify to this and the focus groups confirm it. The question 

of verbal encouragement is important, as illustrated by 
several people’s remarks. 

“Often, when you approach someone in a service, even 
if the person is bilingual, they will very often just say 
‘Hi!’ and not ‘Bonjour/Hi! or ‘Hi/Bonjour!’. It will gener-
ally be the English version and afterwards, when the 
person sees that I speak French, they will speak to me 
in French (P38).”

“[…] someone who does not necessarily have an ac-
cent in English will continue speaking in English 
without the other person realizing that both of you 
are Francophones and you are speaking English, but 
a simple ‘Bonjour’ with your ‘Hello’ or your ‘Hi’ would 
have immediately told the other person, in a proactive 
way, that you could serve them in their mother tongue 
(P37).”

What is called non-verbal communication is an im-
portant factor that users brought out in the focus groups. 
The atmosphere in an office can make all the difference 
in whether service in French is or is not requested.

“I think initially it is very important to have an atmos-
phere where you can get service in French. I think if the 
person does not know or does not take for granted that 
they can be served in French, they will never try (P4).”

“Absolutely, it is so pleasant to know that it is available 
and then when you are welcomed with warmth, under-
standing, and respect, because there is a kind of a lack 
of respect when you get people sighing and you feel 
like you are disturbing them. You don’t feel respected 
(P22).”

“Today I went to the OPP office in [...] and I didn’t have 
to fight to get her to talk to me in French, the lady. I’m 
sure she is a Francophone (P29).”

This last testimonial confirms the importance of an 
environment that lets people feel that service is avail-
able in French. We cannot describe exactly which fac-
tors create this certainty, but the impression that the 
OPP can offer service in French is important.

In fact, hearing people speaking French with one 
another, or hearing a radio in French, immediately cre-
ates the impression that the atmosphere is favourable 
to French.

“But something as simple as having a radio on a French 
station in the waiting room. You know, for somebody 
who comes in and hears the radio in French, it’s like 
‘hmm!’ (P23)”

The testimonials suggest that the approach used to 
make FLS accessible is crucial. Not only is it important to 



The users | 33

have bilingual personnel and resources, verbal encour-
agement seems to make a big difference19. 

Moreover, even though the visual elements are im-
portant as we shall see later on, FLS only become really 
accessible when Francophones have the impression 
that they are not in a hostile environment. The testi-
monials reveal that there is a subjective dimension that 
is often associated with the greeting and the attitude 
of the people behind the counter or the atmosphere in 
the office. 

7.4  Objective dimension 

The findings of the survey of public servants revealed 
the importance of visual elements and documentation 
in making the active offer. The focus groups also con-
firmed the relevance of having visual elements because 
these can prompt Francophones to ask for service in 
French.

“You go in, you see the Franco-Ontarian flag, they say 
‘hello, bonjour’. There is also a little sign that says ‘On 
parle français ici’ (‘French spoken here’), things like that. 
Publications and documentation about the office and 
located around the office are in both official languages 
[…] (P23).”

“When you arrive, and there is a little sign at the office 
reception that says you can speak French, it is particu-
larly visible. Or a button that the person is wearing 
(P17).” 

There are certain specificities among the testimon-
ials of users from different regions. Many people from 
Northern Ontario mentioned the importance of mak-
ing FLS available in language that Francophones can 
understand. They seem to be conscious of the effect of 
Anglicization on the ability to understand the French 
language. 

Thus, documentation written in technical legal lan-
guage in French may discourage Francophones whose 
comprehension of written French is becoming more 
and more of a problem. People often have a false im-
pression that the English version will be easier to read, 
but it is more the environment that makes it easier to 
understand. The same reticence is seen in public ser-
vants, as the majority of them answered the question-

19 This is also the conclusion Kenneth Deveau reached in a study 
he conducted¸ with Rodrigue Landry and Réal Allard, “Use of govern-
ment services in French. Results of an investigation with Acadians 
and Francophones in Nova Scotia”, paper presented at the annual 
conference of the Réseau de la recherche sur la francophonie cana-
dienne, 77th ACFAS convention, University of Ottawa, May 12, 2009.

naire in English. This could also be explained by the fact 
that the language of administration within the OPS is 
English and employees are used to this aspect.

“French terminology is not simple for everyone. Even I, 
as a person who has studied criminology, find that I do 
not know exactly what I want in French [...]. So, I end up 
saying everything in English. Even though I feel com-
pletely comfortable in my language (P4).”

“The reticence we have is in writing. It doesn’t bother 
people to testify in French, but they are very afraid to 
receive documentation in French for fear that they will 
be unable to read the French. There is a lot of assimila-
tion on the written side (P25).” 

“I need to consciously think about asking for FLS and 
speaking French first. One thing that scares me, about 
written French, is reading instructions in French. I find 
it really complicated, it seems to go around in circles 
and the instructions in English are so much simpler to 
understand. So in writing, I prefer English. On the other 
hand, say a court in French, I would like that better be-
cause to talk about emotions, I would speak in French. 
I think I could express myself better in French that way. 
Whereas in English, I would have to, as you were saying, 
think about my stuff (P24).” 

7.5  Integrating diversity

The survey of public servants did not generate any 
relevant data about the integration of diversity. For their 
part, the focus groups provided testimonials that had 
much to teach us about the issue. 

Some people explained that it is often new immi-
grants who ask for FLS:

“In our office, with the clientele we serve, we have no-
ticed that those people continue to ask for FLS, at least 
in Toronto (P10).”

On the other hand, several participants were sur-
prised that these people are not seen as Francophones 
and that efforts are not made to offer them FLS. 

“So if they speak Arabic as well, for example, well, they’ll 
find someone to interpret from Arabic to English when 
the person may speak perfect French. […] I have seen 
some pretty bizarre situations where there was some-
one translating from – I don’t remember what the chain 
was. But if it had been possible to speak to him in French, 
the whole thing could have been done in French. But 
no, they called for an Arabic-English interpreter. It’s a 
problem in the sense that there is no recognition of the 
Francophonie in the immigrant population (P13).”

“[…] my mother wears a veil so it’s like, you see her and 
you immediately know she is an immigrant or a visible 
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minority. So I realized that nobody ever spoke to my 
mother in French, really never. [...] It is taken for granted 
that immigrants speak English (P39).”

FLS are not always offered proactively to the popula-
tion in general. We were told that it goes without saying 
that it would be very difficult for anyone with special 
needs. Thus, 

“[…] for an elderly person who is hard of hearing and 
does not read or write very much and has trouble, it is 
certain to be more difficult. But I think that when they 
offer justice services in French, they start by aiming at 
the target clientele: 30 years old, fairly well educated, 
adult, etc. But [people with] special needs, women in 
poverty, or elderly people that are hard of hearing will 
be less well served (P17).”

“If you want to have a trial in French, you can wait for-
ever and you know, a woman is getting raped all the 
time, her children are getting raped. You know, it’s like, 
it goes on, it doesn’t stop there. To put a stop to it, she 
has to get it done in English if she wants to have it done. 
You know, right away. So, somewhere there, the system 
is not there for the woman. It’s not there for the lan-
guage, nor for the woman (P8).” 

To sum up, the need to pay more attention to di-
versity within the Ontario Francophone community is 
a concern of users. Offering FLS proactively means of-
fering services to people who belong to a community 
in which they express a set of needs in French. Special 
attention must be paid to these needs because it is too 
often taken for granted that a Francophone does not 
have any requirements beyond the language. 

7.6  Are Francophones not asking for 
 service in French?

7.6.1 Fear of bothering people

The users we met said they wanted to ask for FLS, but 
often had the feeling that they were bothering people 
and making trouble. This situation explains in large part 
why it is possible that Francophones do or do not al-
ways ask for FLS. 

“[…] I feel like I am causing stress for the other person. 
I am creating an inconvenience for the person who is 
trying to help me, and also, that if I do it I will not get 
the service I deserve (P4).” 

“[...] if the person speaks to me, they’ll say: ‘Hi!’. I don’t 
necessarily feel comfortable speaking, continuing in 
French. […] The embarrassment, I don’t know, it’s my, 
it’s what I have experienced since I was a child, it’s a re-
ality for me […] (P42).”

7.6.2 Lack of resources and the legitimacy of 
 the Justice Sector

The lack of resources certainly can undermine the 
quality of FLS. But from a governmental point of view, 
it is too often forgotten that the shortage of bilingual 
professionals also contributes to casting doubt on the 
very legitimacy of the justice system. The examples of 
contacts with unilingual English-speaking police offi-
cers handing out tickets who cannot do so in French 
are numerous. The users tell us that they try to take 
advantage of these situations to get a better deal for 
themselves. On the other hand, if they ask the police 
for service in French, they may also be convinced that 
the ticket is for a higher amount because of this de-
mand. 

“But one thing I have often seen in court is that if you 
ever get stopped for speeding, and you speak French, 
you insist on speaking French, even if you are bilingual. 
It is recognized that in court, if the officer comes to 
court and the judge asks ‘Did you speak French with 
Monsieur or Madame?’ And if he says no, ‘did you get 
someone to come [and speak French with him] so he 
could understand?’ And as soon as the officer says no, I 
don’t understand French, ‘case dismissed’. That’s a pretty 
regular occurrence in [...] and [...] (P2).”

“Especially in legal services, because with the police, I 
can’t see myself, for example, saying, you know: ‘I want 
my service in French’; I would not want to offend or 
frustrate the police officer who could potentially give 
me a fine or worse […] (P39).” 

“Because people are always talking about the desper-
ate shortage of judges that are able to hear cases in 
French. There was a lawyer from Legal Aid. The Legal 
Aid lawyers – we could have Francophone lawyers. But, 
we were convinced that the case would lose a great 
deal because of the lack of judges. So, we didn’t ac-
cept, we did not ask to have a trial in French. And there 
was a fear of [them] saying ‘so, he wants to have a trial 
in French, does he? So!’ A fear of being judged badly 
because we were demanding it in French. I know that 
isn’t right, but if people like us felt that way, imagine 
the majority (P24).”

Whatever the interpretation, it is the justice system 
that seems to lose credibility in the eyes of these people. 
Thus, the social costs associated with the absence of FLS 
can become significant.

“I think it’s a bit like, like everyone here, I think because 
we are so surrounded by English and we are all kind of, 
really well trained in the English language so that often 
we give up just because it is easier (P37).”
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7.7  Suggestions

The users did not hesitate to give us their sugges-
tions for improving the active offer of FLS. Although 
they found that service in French, when it was offered 
or when they received it after asking for it, was generally 
of very good quality, they had recommendations about 
making the offer truly active.

Several of these suggestions went along with those 
we recorded in the survey. They included suggestions 
about visual elements and telephone messages, includ-
ing better verbal greetings, more material and visual 
elements, and bilingual automated services.

“At the courthouse, registration offices, and all that, 
maybe they could at least give you a ‘Bonjour’(P7).” 

“I would say there should be big signs. Like those sand-
wich boards, in the corridors of the courts: ‘We provide 
service in both official languages’. In big letters, visible 
(P2).” 

“[…] often the messages you hear when you call, the 
first thing you hear is in English and it says ‘press one 
for English’. It’s easier to just press ‘one’ right away in-
stead of listening for another half a minute to hear ‘two’ 
or “nine’. They should give you a few words in English, 
a few words in French, and after that, let it continue. 
Sometimes, it will say in French ‘a French message will 
follow’ or something like that. Then, they give you a 
French message, then an English message. The ap-
proach, maybe, is what could be different (P1).” 

Others suggested creating an environment that en-
courages demand. They spoke of:

“[…] having conversations in French, creating an en-
vironment around us of people talking in French (P5).” 

“Having visible signs that show that [French] is wel-
come: the Franco-Ontarian flag; the music could per-
haps be bilingual rather than strictly French, there are 
stations that have French and English. Really having 
someone on site who can step forward when someone 
asks for service in French and is told that it is not avail-
able (P22).” 

Some even suggested using English media to pro-
mote the availability of FLS, given that Francophones 
also watch television in English. 

“[…] I was watching television, CTV or something like 
that, and there was an advertisement in French on CTV 
[…]. I thought, OK, if you really wanted to encourage 
people to use FLS, why not put on French ads for the 
people who do not always use FLS, and who don’t al-
ways use French media either? (P4).”

Others make original suggestions that deserve men-
tion.

“In Quebec at one time, there was, there probably still 
is, in the field of health, the situation with emergency 
rooms. One minister made them create an Internet site 
that showed waiting times, and the level of overload 
in each of the hospitals. It would not be a bad idea to 
prepare, for each designated area, something to show 
how many trials there are in English and in French, and 
what the waiting times are, on the website. People are 
motivated when they have accountability, and the cit-
izen would be able to see. How should you encourage 
people to ask for FLS? With testimonials from people. 
A lot of it is by word of mouth or through the asso-
ciations […] So as far as testimonials go, they have to 
be real, you don’t want to be fraudulent. Testimonials 
from people who have done it and say: ‘It really did not 
take much longer and I was very comfortable speaking 
French’. Once you can have that, the statistics on usage, 
then the information is there and it is a matter of per-
sonal choice (P17).” 

“You know, I look at the Public Trustee, they say they 
hardly have any Francophone clients, but the per-
centage of impoverished people who need the Pub-
lic Trustee must be just as high for Francophones as 
Anglophones, all other things being equal. And does 
this division ever go out to different organizations or, 
for example, come to give a presentation to [...]? That 
would not be a bad thing at all (P14).” 

Others went further and reminded the group that FLS 
are the result of battles and that people must continue 
to fight for them. That fighting spirit is firmly rooted in 
the minds of some Francophones. 

“And it’s always interesting to see people, they say ‘Ah! 
That’s true. I used to do that but I stopped !’. You could 
say it’s about continuous consciousness-raising. You 
have to remind people that you have to do it if you 
want to keep it, if we want more services we have to 
keep demanding them. But people seem to have some 
trouble with that, because it is not really that deeply 
rooted in them (P28).” 

“I think that as Francophones we owe it to ourselves, 
as these two gentlemen said, to be activists and to 
demand our rights in French, our right to be served in 
French. […] We must not stop working for it, we must 
not stop demanding. We have to continue (P31).” 

Not all Francophones can be full-time activists. 
Therefore, it is up to the Ontario Government to make 
the active offer, to reverse the situation and not make all 
of the demand for FLS rest on the individual behaviour 
of a few proud Francophones. Many people stressed the 
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importance of increasing the number of designated bi-
lingual positions and professionals and even identifying 
“champions” of FLS.

“I think they need to automatically have some bilin-
gual positions in all sectors. Not just say that because 
they cannot find a bilingual person, they will give it to a 
unilingual Anglophone. I think they also have a respon-
sibility to say: “OK, the position has not been filled, we 
will post it again, and we will look farther afield to try to 
find someone (P9).” 

“Every office should have a French language services 
champion. This person should not be, as you say, some-
one who gets put there and it’s an extra burden added 
to their workload and something they are supposed 
to do without being given any extra tools. It is not ac-
ceptable that the offices don’t have any documentation 
equivalent to what they have in English that is available 
on site and has been updated. (P13)” 

Still, for this same person such a position would not 
be a prestigious one and there would be a risk of the 
opposite result to what was intended. 

“Not many people are going to rush to get that, unless 
it comes with real recognition and real tools to enable 
them to do the job right. And if that person complains, 
they must not be blacklisted in the whole system, or 
anything like that (P13).” 

Although it is a private sector matter, the participants 
also stressed the importance of having French-speaking 
lawyers in the North, where there is a serious problem 
of keeping up with the supply. The most competent 
among them often move elsewhere. 

There is also the issue of legal terminology, transla-
tion and plain-language communication, which is an 
important aspect that needs to be improved in order to 
make an active offer of FLS. However, there is a lexicon 
of terminology used in the Justice Sector that has been 
prepared by the OCFLS and posted on the ONTERM 
database20. This is mentioned in the section on tools 
and resources in this report and described in Appendix 
10. This demonstrates that users are not aware of the 
tools and resources that are currently available and that 
the promotion of these could be reviewed, perhaps by 
creating an abridged version of this lexicon that would 
include key words.

20 OCFLS, MCSCS and MAG in collaboration with the Government 
Translation Service, Ministry of Government Services, Justice Sec-
tor Lexicon/ Lexique du secteur de la justice, ONTERM, 2003, website 
updated in April 2007, consulted June 2, 2009, [http://www.onterm.
gov.on.ca/JusticeLexicon.pdf].

“I think one of the things that really came out is that 
the language needs to be simplified. If you look at it, 
every time I translate a document, a very simple letter 
to a client, a three-line paragraph in English runs to six 
to nine lines when you do it in French. It’s incredible, 
the extra words you have to use in French in order to 
make it proper French. Why not simplify the language? 
(P23)” 

“There again, for everybody who works in these areas, 
they should make sure, by regulation or otherwise, that 
the people who work in a particular area have practical 
tools, so that when they meet client, they will make an 
active offer that is really worth something. And I am 
speaking with lawyers in mind, of course, but it could 
just as well be court staff. If they only have manuals or 
directives or memorandums in English, there’s a prob-
lem (P7).” 

7.8 Assessment

The focus groups made it possible to bring together 
users from different regions and age groups. The groups 
were made up mainly of women living in an urban en-
vironment, which may perhaps explain a certain similar-
ity of thinking across different ages and regions. We also 
noted that the feeling of having to struggle to receive 
services in French was very strong among the people 
we met. Many of the participants, belonging to groups 
that work in the community, know their rights and de-
mand their FLS. When they ask for service in English, it is 
because they are tired of struggling or they do not want 
to be seen as a nuisance. 

The findings also confirm the importance of front-line 
employees. However, the contrast with the findings of 
the survey of public servants is striking. The gap between 
theory and practice seems to be considerable, when 
comparing the data for questions the users answered 
with those the public servants were asked. Among other 
things, there are substantial differences with regard to 
the language used on the telephone and at the counter. 
According to the users, service is rarely offered in French, 
while the public servants say the opposite. 

Few users think FLS will be offered to them proactive-
ly, while the majority of public servants state the con-
trary. However, it is true that a considerable proportion 
of public servants also said FLS would only be offered 
on request. 

Finally, the suggestions indicate that not only should 
FLS be requested more often, but work must also be 
done to change the organizational culture in the minis-
tries that make up the Justice Sector so as to place more 
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value on French. Not only will this require resources, but 
it brings us back to the importance of the subjective 
dimension associated with the active offer of FLS. This 
is difficult to measure, but it seems to be a determin-
ing factor. Subjective elements, such as the greeting, 
contribute to creating a climate that influences Franco-
phones’ decision as to whether or not they will ask for 
service in French.

Recommendations

Increase numbers of bilingual staff professionals • 
to avoid an unsupported active offer;

Work to raise awareness among the Francophone • 
population;

Use simplified terminology;• 

Improve signage and visibility of FLS;• 

Recognize certain employees as champions of • 
FLS;

Make public servants aware that an immigrant • 
may be a Francophone, which also means tak-
ing into account the diversity within the Franco-
phone community;

Create a an atmosphere that is favourable to • 
FLS: 

for employees in designated bilingual o 
positions so they will exercise their 
functions proactively and be recog-
nized as a value added;
for users so they will feel comfortable o 
using FLS.
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In this report, we have pursued two objectives. The 
first was to present the results of the survey on the 
active offer of FLS in the Justice Sector, which we con-
ducted with public servants working in designated bi-
lingual positions. A second objective was to obtain the 
point of view of users of FLS.

Our first hypothesis to assess was whether the Stra-
tegic Plan had enabled public servants working in desig-
nated bilingual positions to become increasingly aware 
of the active offer of FLS and equipped to provide this 
offer. The survey confirmed that the Plan had already 
contributed to raising awareness on the part of public 
servants and that the tools are useful and effective.

The results of the survey did indeed show that the re-
spondents, particularly in the MAG and LAO, but some-
what less in the MCSCS, knew their ministry’s obliga-
tions and their own. On the whole, the picture it draws 
seems fairly encouraging. The Strategic Plan allows for a 
more integrated approach to planning. 

However, the results of the survey reveal that em-
ployees would like to have more access to resources 
and tools. The mechanisms developed and put in place 
seem to be appreciated, but insufficient to meet the de-
mand. 

The results also demonstrate that employees would 
like more designated bilingual positions to be cre-
ated. They also emphasize the importance of creating 
a working atmosphere that is open to French and FLS. 
The existing tools contribute to this atmosphere, but 
we also note the importance accorded to the subjective 
aspects. 

The focus groups reinforced this dimension of the 
active offer. They were intended to provide us with more 
specific information about what makes Francophones 
ask – or not ask – for service in French. Our hypothesis 
was that historical reasons, among others, explain the 
reticence of Francophones to request FLS. 

Certainly historical reasons are what motivate Franco-
phones to ask for FLS. The effect is not to encourage the 
person to request service in French. On the contrary, 
embarrassment and fear of bothering and stressing 
the person behind the counter were subjects that kept 
coming back in the focus group discussions. 

Access to FLS in the Justice Sector is affected from 
the outset by subjective aspects that the government 
should be able to act on. The issue is related to the 
working atmosphere and the environment in which 
the Francophone is received when seeking service in 
French. It goes without saying that the circumstances 
surrounding the use of services in English or in French in 
the Justice Sector in general do not always favour har-
monious interactions. We must also consider the fact 
that the judicial system has an effect on the adminis-
tration of judges and justices of the peace, who are in-
dependent from the ministries in the Justice Sector and 
their services. The circumstances and the nature of the 
justice system, with things like lawsuits and divorces, do 
not have the effect of encouraging the person to ask for 
FLS. As well, there is a fear that demanding FLS will have 
negative consequences for their procedures with the 
administration of justice.

We can also see how much the different dimensions 
of the active offer are related to one another. The im-
portance of a sustained integration of FLS into the plan-
ning of services in the Justice Sector may have an effect 
on the environment and determine the possibility of an 
active offer. For their part, the visual elements are im-
portant and must be accessible, and in particular with 
respect to documentation.

Finally, the environment influences the ability of pub-
lic servants to take the needs of groups into account. It 
must be recognized that a Francophone may also be an 
immigrant and thus, the process of welcoming to On-
tario should include FLS. Addressing the concerns of 
women more effectively through the domestic violence 
courts and victim witness assistance programs, particu-
larly when they are experiencing a situation of crisis or 
violence, would enable more the judicial process to raise 
the level of its credibility with the Francophone popu-
lation. Francophones would certainly be served more 
quickly in some cases and the gap between theory and 
practice could be narrowed. 

The data also show that efforts are being deployed 
by the Justice Sector with a view to offering FLS pro-
actively. There is still room for improvement and for 
that, it would be useful for the government to remind 
Francophones more that it understands that it has 
a duty to offer FLS in the Justice Sector and that it is 

8 Conclusion



Conclusion | 39

aware of the importance of the work of employees in 
designated bilingual positions. These are the people 
who provide, in part, the link between the government 
and the citizens. 

In fact, a change of perspective is needed within the 
Francophone community as well as the overall OPS, 
which is moving toward the active offer of services. In-
stead of reminding Francophones that they must ask for 
their FLS, a change in attitude should be pursued. The 
fact that users of FLS are generally convinced that they 
will not be able to obtain service in French is not “nor-
mal”. It would be helpful to make public servants more 
sensitive to the subjective dimension of FLS and also to 
the question of diversity in the Francophone commun-
ity, an initiative that is currently being developed within 
the MAG. 

The Strategic Plan seems to have laid the groundwork 
for an active offer of FLS. The available tools and resour-
ces seem to be appreciated so much that public servants 
want them to be more accessible. However, it would be 
useful to develop resources that would make it possible 
to change Francophones’ perceptions of the availability 
of FLS. It should be equally “natural” for a Francophone 
or an Anglophone to ask to be served in the language 
of his or her choice in the Justice Sector at the counter 
of any Government of Ontario office.
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Survey: Mechanisms of offer and the demand for FLS in Ontario’s 
Justice Sector

In 2006, the Justice Sector ministries have undertaken a strategic planning process to enhance access to French 
Language Services (FLS) in Ontario. This survey is intended to gather information in order to better understand 
the various mechanisms used in the delivery of high-quality FLS to the francophone community. The information 
gathered will be restricted to the research team only and will not be used to identify anyone in particular, as it is 
anonymous.

1. In which ministry do you work?
MAG �
MCSCS �

2. If applicable, in which division or office within MAG do you work?
Office of Children’s Lawyer �
Ontario Victim Services Secretariat �
Court Services Division �
Criminal Law Division �
Office of the Public Guardian & Trustee �
Legal Aid Ontario �
Corporate Services Management Division �
Legal Services Division �
Communications Branch �
Policy and Family Justice Services �
Office of the Chief Legislative Counsel �
ABC or Administrative Tribunal �

3. If applicable, in which division or office within MCSCS do you work?
Ontario Provincial Police �
Emergency Management Ontario �
Adult Institutional Services Division �
Adult Community Corrections Division �
Public Safety Division �
Office of the Chief Coroner �
Office of the Fire Marshall �
Communications Branch �
ABC or Administrative Tribunals �

4. Title of Position

5. Number of years of service in the Ontario Public Service
0 - 5 years �
6 - 10 years �
11 - 15 years �
16- 20 years �
21- 25 years �
26 years and more �

Appendix 1 Questionnaire for public servants
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Part A

This survey is divided into 5 parts. Part A focuses on elements such as recruitment, designated bilingual pos-
itions, FLS training/awareness and tools and resources to assist employees in their work. These components serve 
to create the appropriate environment to allow employees to deliver high-quality services in French.

6. Awareness

The Ontario Government has the obligation to offer FLS under the French Language Services Act, the Courts of 
Justice Act, and the Criminal Code of Canada.

Not at all aware Somewhat aware Aware Very aware

Are you aware of these obligations? � � � �

Are you aware of your role as a designated 
bilingual employee? � � � �

7. If you are aware, which methods were used to convey the government’s FLS obligations? Please rate.

Not at all
useful Very useful N/A

Awareness forums � � � � � �

Assistant Deputy Minister’s memo � � � � � �

FLS orientation package � � � � � �

FLS presentations � � � � � �

Intranet site � � � � � �

Emails � � � � � �

Newsletters/Bulletins � � � � � �

Calendars � � � � � �

Other (please list)

8. Are you aware of the various resources available to you that can facilitate your daily work?
French keyboard �
Antidote software �
Virtual Library �
Justice Sector Lexicon �
ONTERM Database �
FLS orientation package �
FLS Toolbox �
FLS Manager’s Guide �

Other (please specify):
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9. Please rate the usefulness of the following resources.

Not at all
useful Very useful N/A

French keyboard � � � � � �

Antidote software � � � � � �

Virtual Library � � � � � �

Justice Sector Lexicon � � � � � �

ONTERM Database � � � � � �

FLS orientation package � � � � � �

FLS Toolbox � � � � � �

FLS Manager’s Guide � � � � � �

10. Which additional tools do you think would assist you the most in your work and improve your capacity to deli-
ver high-quality services in French?

Training

11. Over the last two years, have you participated in language training in order to improve your linguistic compe-
tencies/skills?

French Language Institute for Professional Development �
Pour l’amour du français �  (e-learning modules)
French Lunch Hour Forum �
Antidote Training �
Long-distance training �
Individual classes �

Other (please specify)

12. Please rate the usefulness of the following language training tools and resources.

Not at all
useful Very useful N/A

French Language Institute for Professional
Development � � � � � �

Pour l’amour du français (e-learning 
modules) � � � � � �

French Lunch Hour Forum � � � � � �

Antidote Training � � � � � �

Long-distance training � � � � � �

Individual classes � � � � � �

13. If applicable, please describe briefly how training has contributed to your skills development.
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14. If not, why did it not meet the expected results?

15. What additional training would you require in order to improve your FL skills?

Planning - FLS Integration

16. Please answer the following question on planning and integration of FLS.

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Don’t Know N/A

Does your office have a plan for 
providing an active offer of services 
(i.e. back-up for designated employee, 
correspondence, telephone protocols, 
etc.?)

� � � � � � �

Questions 17 to 20 should be filled in by managers only.

17. FLS Planning and Integration

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Don’t Know N/A

a. When a program or service is 
implemented, are FLS already 
planned for and integrated?

� � � � � � �

b. When a program or service is 
implemented, are designated 
blingual positions already planned 
for and integrated?

� � � � � � �

c. During the last few years, 
the Justice Sector has been 
working in partnership with the 
Francophone community. Has 
your office/division developed a 
partnership with the Francophone 
stakeholders?

� � � � � � �

If yes, please list the groups you are working with.
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18. How do these partnerships contribute to the active offer of FLS?

19. Does your office work in partnership and share FLS tools, resources or information with other departments, 
divisions or ministries?SEF avec d’autres départements, divisions ou ministères?

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Don’t Know N/A

Sharing of tools and resources 
with other departments, 
divisions or ministries.

� � � � � � �

If yes, please list:

20. How do these partnerships help you deliver better FLS?

Part B

An active offer of services is provided by various mechanisms, i.e., communications in person and by phone, 
nonverbal elements such as greeting services and waiting time. Other elements would include visual material such 
as signage, pins, documentation, etc.

The following questions will help us better understand the current use of the above-mentioned mechanisms.

21. Does your office actively promote the availability of its FLS services to your French-speaking clients?

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always N/A

Actively promote FLS services � � � � � �

22. When you are interacting with a client, what methods of communication do you use the most?
In person �
Phone �
Email �
Correspondence �
Other (please specify) �
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23. When speaking with clients, which language do you use the most?

French only English only Both French 
and English N/A

a. Which language do you use when greeting clients at the 
counter? � � � �

b. In which language do you answer the phone? � � � �

c. In which language are your office’s automated services 
recorded? � � � �

d. In which language is your voicemail message recorded? � � � �

e. In which language do you reply to a client’s French 
email? � � � �

f. In which language does your office make its initial 
contact (verbal, written) with French-speaking customers/
clients?

� � � �

g. In which language do you reply to French 
correspondence? � � � �

24. In your opinion, is the waiting time for service in French the same as for service in English?
Longer �
Same �
Shorter �
Not applicable �

    Please explain the reasons why.

25. Does a client have to request service in French or would it be offered in a proactive fashion without him/her 
having to make the effort to request it?

Offered upon request �
Offered in a proactive manner �
I do not know �
Not applicable �

26. Do you have any suggestions on how to encourage your French-speaking clients to ask for their services in 
French?

Visual elements

27. How does your office advertise the availability of its services in French?
Outdoor signage �
Indoor signage �
Temporary signage (posters, notice, etc.) �
Welcome/Bonjour signs �
Pins/stickers �
Documentation (publications, brochures) �
Internet site �
Other �

    (please specify)
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28. Please rate the effectiveness of the following methods in encouraging Frenchspeaking clients to ask for services 
in French in your office.

Not at all 
effective

Very 
effective N/A

Outdoor signage � � � � � �

Indoor signage � � � � � �

Temporary signage (posters, notices, etc.) � � � � � �

Welcome/Bonjour signs � � � � � �

Pins/stickers � � � � � �

Documentation (publications, brochures) � � � � � �

Internet site � � � � � �

Other � � � � � �

(Please specify)

29. Please answer the following:

Never Rarely Some-
times Usually Always Don't 

Know N/A

a. Are these visual elements easily seen? � � � � � � �

b. Are brochures/documentation on 
services provided by your office available 
in French?

� � � � � � �

c. Are local outreach public 
announcements for your office available in 
French and English?

� � � � � � �

d. Are local news releases for your office 
available in French and English?

� � � � � � �

e. If yes, are both English and French 
versions of the announcements and news 
released simultaneously?

� � � � � � �

Part C

Target groups within the Francophone community

30. Please indicate which of the following groups you serve:
Youth �
Women �
Seniors and retirees �
Member of a visible minority �
New Canadians (Immigrants) �
People with special needs �
People living in urban areas �
People living in rural areas �
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31. Please indicate what percentage of your clientele falls under the following categories.

Youth

Women

Seniors and retirees

Member of a visible minority

New Canadians (Immigrants)

People with special needs

People living in urban areas

People living in rural areas

32. Are there better ways to serve these groups?

Youth

Women

Seniors and retirees

Member of a visible minority

New Canadians (Immigrants)

People with special needs

People living in urban areas

People living in rural areas

Part D

33. The following questions will assist us to better understand the behaviour of our clients.

Never Rarely Some-
times Usually Always Don’t 

know N/A

a. Do your French-speaking clients use your 
services in French?

� � � � � � �

b. Would you say that Francophones ask for 
their services in French sufficiently in the 
Justice Sector?

� � � � � � �

34. What would be other ways or methods to encourage Francophones to use their FL services?
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Part E - Respondent’s Profile

The following optional questions will be used to compile a respondent’s profile. The data received will be used 
for statistical purposes only.

35. Language

French English Other

Mother tongue � � �
Language spoken most often at home � � �

36. Gender
Female �
Male �

37. Member of a visible minority?
Yes �
No �

38. Canadian citizen?
Yes �
No �

Since when? (if applicable)

39. What is your country of origin?

40. In what year did you arrive in Canada? (if applicable)

 

41. Have you ever lived in another Canadian province?
Yes �
No �

If yes, which one(s)?

42. What is your highest level of education?
Less than grade 9 �
High School Diploma �
Trades certificate or diploma �
College diploma �
University degree �

Thank you for your collaboration.



50 | From Theory to Practice

Part A: Knowledge of rights to service in French

1. Is your region a designated area under the French Language Services Act?
Yes �
No �
Don’t know �

2. Is your region a designated area under the Courts of Justice Act?
Yes �
No �
Don’t know �

3. Are you entitled to service in French in the following services if you live in a designated area, or from the central 
administration?

Crime victims services Yes � No � Don’t know �

Court Services (civil and family law trials) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Legal Aid (services of a lawyer for low-income persons) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Criminal law (criminal trials; Crown attorneys) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Public Guardian & Trustee (services to adults who are not competent to manage their 
property) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Office of the Children’s Lawyer (legal services for children under 18) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Ontario Provincial Police (police services, other than municipal forces) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Emergency Management (services in case of emergency) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Adult Institutional Services (correctional facilities, detention centres, prisons) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Adult Community Corrections Division (probation and parole) Yes � No � Don’t know �

Part B: Usage of services

4. Please identify the services you have used.

Crime victims services �

Court Services (civil and family law trials) �

Legal Aid (services of a lawyer for low-income persons) �

Criminal law (criminal trials; Crown attorneys) �

Public Guardian & Trustee (services to adults who are not competent to manage their property) �

Office of the Children’s Lawyer (legal services for children under 18) �

Ontario Provincial Police (police services, other than municipal forces) �

Emergency Management (services in case of emergency) �

Adult Institutional Services (correctional facilities, detention centres, prisons) �

Adult Community Corrections Division (probation and parole) �

Appendix 2 Questionnaire for users
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5. What methods of communication do you use most often?
In person �
Telephone �
Correspondence �
Internet �
Other? Please specify: �

6. How often do you use French Language Services ?
Never �
Sometimes �
Always �
Not aware �
Not applicable �

Part C: Active offer of French Language Services

French English French and 
English Not applicable

7. In which language are you generally greeted 
when you go to the counter? � � � �

8. In which language are your phone calls gene-
rally answered? � � � �

9. In which language are automated services ge-
nerally recorded? � � � �

10. In which language are voicemail greetings ge-
nerally recorded? � � � �

11. When you send an email in French, in which 
language is the reply generally sent? � � � �

12. In which language do you generally receive 
initial correspondence from offices of Justice Sec-
tor ministries?

� � � �

13. When you send correspondence in French, 
in which language do you generally receive an 
answer?

� � � �

14. Would you say the waiting time for a service in French is longer than for service in English ?
Longer �
Same �
Less �
Not applicable �
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15. Do you always have to request a service in French or will it be offered in a proactive fashion without any effort 
on your part?

Offered upon request �
Offered in a proactive manner �
Not aware �
Not applicable �

Other comments:

Part D: Respondent’s profile

Mother tongue
French �
English �
Other �

Language most often spoken at home
French �
English �
Other �

Gender
Female �
Male �

Member of a visible minority
Yes �
No �

Canadian citizen
Yes �
No �

Since when? (if applicable)

What is your country of origin? (if applicable)

What year did you arrive in Canada? (if applicable)

Have you ever lived in another Canadian province?
Yes �
No �

If yes, which one?
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Age group
15 – 24 years �
25 – 44 years �
45 – 64 years �
65 and over �

Do you have special needs?
Yes �
No �

If yes, which?

In which municipality do you live?

Do you live in an urban or a rural area?
Urban �
Rural �

What is your average income?
No income �
Less than $9,999 �
$10,000 – $19,999 �
$20,000 - $39,999 �
$40,000 - $59,999  �
$60,000 - $74,999  �
$75,000 and over �

What is your highest level of education?
Less than grade 9 �
Grade 9 – 13 �
Trades certificate or diploma �
College studies �
University studies �

Field of study

Occupation

Thank you for your collaboration.



54 | From Theory to Practice

Introduction

Objectives of the discussion

Suggested discussion process

Part A: Active offer and demand for French Language Services

Do the offices generally do active promotion of the FLS they offer to Francophone aux clients? If so, how?

Are there any material and visual elements that particularly attract your attention? 

Were these material and visual elements visible in the offices you have visited?

Do you always, often, sometimes or never ask for service in French in the Justice Sector? Why?

Do you always have to ask for service in French or will this be offered without any effort on your part?

How would you rate the FLS that have been provided to you?

Do a bilingual greeting and an environment that suggests the availability of French Language Services make 
you ask for service in French?

Part B: Experiences and impressions

Would you say that Francophones ask for their services in French sufficiently?

Would you say the waiting time for service in French is longer than for service in English?

If you ask for a trial in French, are you afraid of being penalized? If so, why? 

How does the way the process of justice takes place in French seem to you, compared to the way it works in 
English? 

As a woman, a member of a visible minority, immigrant, young person, senior or retired person or a person with 
special needs, do you think you receive FLS that meet your particular needs?

Part C: Recommendations

Can you suggest ways or methods for the Government of Ontario to encourage Francophones to use FLS?

In your opinion, should the quality of the Justice Sector’s services be improved?

Appendix 3 Facilitator’s guide



Appendix 4 | 55

Table 1: Which ministry do you work for?
Number %

Legal Aid Ontario 59 16.1

MAG 174 47.4

MCSCS 134 36.5

Total 367 100

Table 2: Language in which the questionnaire was 
completed
 Number %

English 297 80.9

French 70 19.1

Total 367 100

Table 3: Mother tongue
 Number %

English 93 25.5

French 248 68.1

Other 10 2.7

French and English 12 3.3

French and Other 1 0.3

Total 364 100

Table 4: Language most often spoken at home
 Number %

English 194 55.3

French 125 35.6

Other 3 0.9

French and English 27 7.7

French and other 1 0.3

French, English and other 1 0.3

Total 351 100

Table 5: Gender
 Number %

Female 263 72.9

Male 98 27.1

Total 361 100

Table 6: Number of years of service in the Ontario 
Public Service
 Number %

0 - 5 years 100 27.3

6 - 10 years 84 23.0

11 – 15 years 32 8.7

16 – 20 years 72 19.7

21 – 25 years 50 13.7

26 years and more 28 7.7

Total 366 100

Table 9: What is your highest level of education?
 Number %

High School Diploma 61 16.8

Trades certificate or diploma 23 6.3

College Diploma 132 36.3

University Diploma 148 40.7

Total 364 100

Table 7: Member of a visible minority?
 Number %

Yes 29 8.2

No 323 91.8

Total 352 100

Table 8: Have you ever lived in another Canadian 
province?
 Number %

Yes 127 35.6

No 230 64.4

Total 357 100

Table 10: Are you aware of the Ontario government’s 
obligation to offer FLS?
 Number %

Not at all aware 25 6.8

Somewhat aware 59 16.2

Aware 130 35.6

Very aware 151 41.4

Total 365 100

Appendix 4 General Tables
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Table 12: If you are aware, which methods were used 
to convey the government’s FLS obligations? Please 
rate.

Number %

Awareness forums

Not at all useful 15 12.7

Somewhat useful 16 13.6

Neutral 33 28.0

Useful 27 22.9

Very useful 27 22.9

Total 118 100

Assistant Deputy Minister’s memo

Not at all useful 18 13.6

Somewhat useful 23 17.4

Neutral 39 29.5

Useful 35 26.5

Very useful 17 12.9

Total 132 100

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful 13 9.9

Somewhat useful 15 11.5

Neutral 24 18.3

Useful 34 26.0

Very useful 45 34.4

Total 131 100

FLS presentations

Not at all useful 15 11.7

Somewhat useful 17 13.3

Neutral 21 16.4

Useful 30 23.4

Very useful 45 35.2

Total 128 100

Table 11: Are you aware of your role as a designated 
bilingual employee?
 Number %

Not at all aware 31 8.8

Somewhat aware 68 19.4

Aware 117 33.3

Very aware 135 38.5

Total 351 100

Table 12 (continued)
Number %

Intranet site

Not at all useful 11 6.5

Somewhat useful 14 8.3

Neutral 41 24.3

Useful 45 26.6

Very useful 58 34.3

Total 169 100

Emails

Not at all useful 13 7.6

Somewhat useful 21 12.3

Neutral 47 27.5

Useful 49 28.7

Very useful 41 24.0

Total 171 100

Newsletters/Bulletins

Not at all useful 12 7.8

Somewhat useful 15 9.7

Neutral 46 29.9

Useful 36 23.4

Very useful 45 29.2

Total 154 100

Calendars

Not at all useful 24 24.5

Somewhat useful 28 28.6

Neutral 20 20.4

Useful 13 13.3

Very useful 13 13.3

Total 98 100

Table 13: Are you aware of the various resources 
available to you to facilitate your daily work?

Number %

Virtual Library 26 7.1

FLS Toolbox 59 16.1

French keyboard 213 58.0

FLS Manager’s Guide 24 6.5

Justice Sector Lexicon 180 49.0

Antidote software 169 46.0

ONTERM Terminology 60 16.3

FLS orientation package 51 13.9
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Table 14: Rating of resources available to respon-
dents to facilitate their daily work

Number %

French keyboard

Not at all useful 26 10.7

Somewhat useful 26 10.7

Neutral 34 14.0

Useful 32 13.2

Very useful 124 51.2

Total 242 100

Antidote software

Not at all useful 12 6.7

Somewhat useful 17 9.5

Neutral 20 11.2

Useful 23 12.8

Very useful 107 59.8

Total 179 100

Virtual Library

Not at all useful 8 10.8

Somewhat useful 13 17.6

Neutral 12 16.2

Useful 14 18.9

Very useful 27 36.5

Total 74 100

Justice Sector Lexicon

Not at all useful 7 3.5

Somewhat useful 11 5.5

Neutral 22 10.9

Useful 33 16.4

Very useful 128 63.7

Total 201 100

ONTERM Terminology

Not at all useful 7 7.9

Somewhat useful 9 10.1

Neutral 15 16.9

Useful 8 9.0

Very useful 50 56.2

Total 89 100

Table 14 (continued)
Number %

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful 7 7.6

Somewhat useful 9 9.8

Neutral 15 16.3

Useful 28 30.4

Very useful 33 35.9

Total 92 100

FLS Toolbox

Not at all useful 7 8.0

Somewhat useful 9 10.3

Neutral 13 14.9

Useful 24 27.6

Very useful 34 39.1

Total 87 100

FLS Manager’s Guide

Not at all useful 10 16.7

Somewhat useful 7 11.7

Neutral 9 15.0

Useful 14 23.3

Very useful 20 33.3

Total 60 100

Table 15: Over the last two years, have you partici-
pated in language training in order to improve your 
linguistic competencies/skills?
Training Number %

Individual classes 20 5.4

Distance education 2 0.5

Antidote training 40 10.9

French Lunch Hour Forum 13 3.5

French Language Institute for 
Professional Development 44 12.0

Pour l’amour du français 
(e-learning modules) 5 1.4
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Table 16: Please rate the effectiveness of the training 
tools and resources.

Number %

French Language Institute for Professional Development

Not at all useful 3 3.8

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 6 7.7

Useful 10 12.8

Very useful 59 75.6

Total 78 100

Pour l’amour du français

Not at all useful 5 22.7

Somewhat useful 1 4.5

Neutral 5 22.7

Useful 4 18.2

Very useful 7 31.8

Total 22 100

French Lunch Hour Forum

Not at all useful 7 16.7

Somewhat useful 4 9.5

Neutral 8 19.0

Useful 7 16.7

Very useful 16 38.1

Total 42 100

Antidote training 

Not at all useful 5 7.1

Somewhat useful 1 1.4

Neutral 8 11.4

Useful 12 17.1

Very useful 44 62.9

Total 70 100

Distance education 

Not at all useful 7 31.8

Somewhat useful 1 4.5

Neutral 3 13.6

Useful 3 13.6

Very useful 8 36.4

Total 22 100

Table 16 (continued)
Number %

Individual classes

Not at all useful 3 7.0

Somewhat useful 1 2.3

Neutral 3 7.0

Useful 7 16.3

Very useful 29 67.4

Total 43 100

Table 17: Does your office have a plan for providing 
an active offer of services (FLS)?
 Number %

Never 33 9.3

Rarely 29 8.2

Sometimes 28 7.9

Most of the time 78 22.0

Always 102 28.8

Not aware 84 23.7

Total 354 100

Table 18: Does your office actively promote the 
availability of its FLS services to your French-spea-
king clients?
 Number %

Never 24 7.1

Rarely 36 10.7

Sometimes 47 13.9

Most of the time 79 23.4

Always 152 45.0

Total 338 100

Table 19: When you are interacting with a client, 
what methods of communication do you use the 
most?

Number %

In person 260 71.0

Correspondence 97 26.5

Email 93 25.4

Phone 292 79.8
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Table 22: Please indicate which of the following 
groups you serve.
Groups Number %

Seniors and retirees 279 76.0

Women 305 83.1

Youth 243 66.2

Member of a visible minority 272 74.1

New Canadians (immigrants) 243 66.2

People with special needs 265 72.2

People living in rural areas 267 72.8

People living in urban areas 269 73.3

Table 21: Does a client have to request service in 
French or would it be offered in a proactive fashion 
without him/her having to make the effort to re-
quest it?
 Number %

Offered in a proactive manner 178 51.0

Offered upon request 145 41.5

Not aware 26 7.4

Total 349 100

Table 20: In your opinion, is the waiting time in your 
office for service in French longer than for service in 
English?
 Number %

Less 5 1.5

Same 221 66.2

Longer 108 32.3

Total 334 100

Table 23: Do your French-speaking clients use your 
services in French?
 Number %

Never 2 0.6

Rarely 17 4.8

Sometimes 110 31.3

Most of the time 132 37.5

Always 67 19.0

Not aware 24 6.8

Total 352 100

Table 24: Would you say that Francophones suffi-
ciently ask for their services in French in the Justice 
Sector?
 Number %

Never 2 0.6

Rarely 69 19.7

Sometimes 95 27.1

Most of the time 106 30.2

Always 34 9.7

Not aware 45 12.8

Total 351 100
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Appendix 5 Tables: Ministry of the Attorney General

Table 25: Language in which the questionnaire was 
filled out
 Number %

English 134 77.0

French 40 23.0

Total 174 100

Table 27: Gender
 Number %

Female 147 87.5

Male 21 12.5

Total 168 100

Table 26: Number of years of service in the Ontario 
Public Service
 Number %

0 - 5 years 66 38.2

6 - 10 years 30 17.3

11 – 15 years 10 5.8

16 – 20 years 30 17.3

21 – 25 years 21 12.1

26 years and more 16 9.2

Total 173 100

Table 29: What is your highest level of education?
 Number %

High School Diploma 35 20.2

Trades certificate or diploma 10 5.8

College Diploma 56 32.4

University Diploma 72 41.6

Total 173 100

Table 28: Member of a visible minority?
 Number %

Yes 15 9.1

No 149 90.9

Total 164 100

Table 30: Are you aware of the Ontario government’s 
obligation to offer FLS?
 Number %

Not aware 8 4.6

Somewhat aware 23 13.3

Aware 64 37.0

Very aware 78 45.1

Total 173 100

Table 31: Are you aware of your role as a designated 
bilingual employee?
 Number %

Not aware 2 1.2

Somewhat aware 35 21.2

Aware 57 34.5

Very aware 71 43.0

Total 165 100
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Table 32: If you are aware, which methods were used 
to convey the government’s FLS obligations? Please 
rate.

Number %

Awareness forums  

Not at all useful 7 11.3

Somewhat useful 7 11.3

Neutral 17 27.4

Useful 14 22.6

Very useful 17 27.4

Total 62 100

Assistant Deputy Minister’s memo

Not at all useful 8 11.3

Somewhat useful 13 18.3

Neutral 18 25.4

Useful 21 29.6

Very useful 11 15.5

Total 71 100

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful 7 10.9

Somewhat useful 6 9.4

Neutral 11 17.2

Useful 15 23.4

Very useful 25 39.1

Total 64 100

FLS presentations

Not at all useful 7 10.1

Somewhat useful 7 10.1

Neutral 10 14.5

Useful 16 23.2

Very useful 29 42.0

Total 69 100

Intranet site

Not at all useful 4 4.6

Somewhat useful 6 6.9

Neutral 20 23.0

Useful 23 26.4

Very useful 34 39.1

Total 87 100

Table 32 (continued)
Number %

Emails

Not at all useful 5 6.3

Somewhat useful 11 13.8

Neutral 20 25.0

Useful 25 31.3

Very useful 19 23.8

Total 80 100

Bulletins

Not at all useful 4 5.7

Somewhat useful 7 10.0

Neutral 22 31.4

Useful 16 22.9

Very useful 21 30.0

Total 70 100

Calendars

Not at all useful 12 23.1

Somewhat useful 15 28.8

Neutral 10 19.2

Useful 6 11.5

Very useful 9 17.3

Total 52 100

Table 33: Are you aware of the various resources 
available to you to facilitate your daily work?

Number %

Virtual Library 12 6.9

FLS Toolbox 38 21.8

French keyboard 118 67.8

FLS Manager’s Guide 12 6.9

Justice Sector Lexicon 108 62.1

Antidote software 97 55.7

ONTERM Terminology 44 25.3

FLS orientation package 27 15.5
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Table 34: Rating of resources available to respon-
dents to facilitate their daily work

Number %

French keyboard

Not at all useful 10 8.0

Somewhat useful 14 11.2

Neutral 17 13.6

Useful 15 12.0

Very useful 69 55.2

Total 125 100

Antidote software

Not at all useful 4 4.1

Somewhat useful 10 10.3

Neutral 13 13.4

Useful 15 15.5

Very useful 55 56.7

Total 97 100

Virtual Library

Not at all useful 1 3.3

Somewhat useful 6 20.0

Neutral 4 13.3

Useful 5 16.7

Very useful 14 46.7

Total 30 100

Justice Sector Lexicon

Not at all useful 2 1.7

Somewhat useful 6 5.2

Neutral 9 7.8

Useful 18 15.7

Very useful 80 69.6

Total 115 100

ONTERM Terminology

Not at all useful 1 1.9

Somewhat useful 3 5.8

Neutral 8 15.4

Useful 7 13.5

Very useful 33 63.5

Total 52 100

Table 34 (continued)
Number %

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful 1 2.3

Somewhat useful 6 14.0

Neutral 5 11.6

Useful 13 30.2

Very useful 18 41.9

Total 43 100

FLS Toolbox

Not at all useful 1 2.2

Somewhat useful 4 8.7

Neutral 6 13.0

Useful 14 30.4

Very useful 21 45.7

Total 46 100

FLS Manager’s Guide

Not at all useful 4 16.0

Somewhat useful 3 12.0

Neutral 2 8.0

Useful 5 20.0

Very useful 11 44.0

Total 25 100

Table 35: Over the last two years, have you partici-
pated in language training in order to improve your 
linguistic competencies/skills?
Training Number %

Individual classes 9 5.2

Distance education - -

Antidote training 24 13.8

French Lunch Hour Forum 5 2.9

French Language Institute for 
Professional Development 24 13.8

Pour l’amour du français 
(e-learning modules) 1 0.6
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Table 36: Please rate the effectiveness of the training 
tools and resources

Number %

French Language Institute for Professional Development

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 2 5.1

Useful 3 7.7

Very useful 34 87.2

Total 39 100

Pour l’amour du français

Not at all useful 1 20.0

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 1 20.0

Useful 1 20.0

Very useful 2 40.0

Total 5 100

French Lunch Hour Forum

Not at all useful 3 17.6

Somewhat useful 1 5.9

Neutral 6 35.3

Useful - -

Very useful 7 41.2

Total 17 100

Antidote training

Not at all useful 1 2.6

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 6 15.8

Useful 8 21.1

Very useful 23 60.5

Total 38 100

Distance education

Not at all useful 2 33.3

Somewhat useful 1 16.7

Neutral 1 16.7

Useful 1 16.7

Very useful 1 16.7

Total 6 100

Table 36 (continued)
Number %

Individual classes

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 1 6.7

Useful 3 20.0

Very useful 11 73.3

Total 15 100

Table 37: Does your office have a plan for providing 
an active offer of services (FLS)?
 Number %

Never 14 8.4

Rarely 14 8.4

Sometimes 9 5.4

Most of the time 39 23.4

Always 53 31.7

Not aware 38 22.8

Total 167 100

Table 38: Does your office actively promote the 
availability of its FLS services to your French-spea-
king clients?
 Number %

Never 10 6.4

Rarely 14 9.0

Sometimes 22 14.1

Most of the time 37 23.7

Always 73 46.8

Total 156 100

Table 39: When you are interacting with a client, 
what methods of communication do you use the 
most?

Number %

In person 113 65.3

Phone 139 80.3

Email 56 32.4

Correspondence 48 27.7
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Table 40: Which language do you use most often in 
your interactions with a client?

Number %

Greeting at the counter

French only 1 0.8

English only 41 30.8

Both languages 91 68.4

Total 133 100

Answering the phone

French only 3 1.8

English only 41 24.8

Both languages 121 73.3

Total 165 100

Automated services

French only - -

English only 31 20.5

Both languages 120 79.5

Total 151 100

Voicemail message

French only 1 0.7

English only 29 19.0

Both languages 123 80.4

Total 153 100

Answering an email in French

French only 131 90.3

English only 4 2.8

Both languages 10 6.9

Total 145 100

Office’s initial contact with Francophones

French only 81 54.7

English only 24 16.2

Both languages 43 29.1

Total 148 100

Answering correspondence in French

French only 147 93.0

English only 4 2.5

Both languages 7 4.4

Total 158 100

Table 42: Does a client have to request service in 
French or would it be offered in a proactive fashion 
without him/her having to make the effort to re-
quest it?
 Number %

Offered in a proactive manner 79 48.8

Offered upon request 70 43.2

Not aware 13 8.0

Total 162 100

Table 41: In your opinion, is the waiting time for ser-
vice in French longer than for service in English?
 Number %

Less 4 2.6

Same 104 66.7

Longer 48 30.8

Total 156 100

Table 43: How does your office advertise the availabi-
lity of its services in French?

Number %

Outdoor signage 91 52.3

Indoor signage 105 60.3

Temporary signage 36 20.7

Signs « Bonjour / Welcome » 89 51.1

Pins / stickers 53 30.5

Documentation 7 4.0

Internet site 76 43.7
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Table 44 (continued)
Nombre %

Documentation

Not at all effective 2 1.8

Somewhat effective 1 0.9

Neutral 17 15.5

Effective 26 23.6

Very effective 64 58.2

Total 110 100

Internet site 

Not at all effective 1 1.0

Somewhat effective 1 1.0

Neutral 11 10.7

Effective 26 25.2

Very effective 64 62.1

Total 103 100

Table 45: Are these material and visual elements 
visible?
 Number %

Never 4 2.7

Rarely 5 3.3

Sometimes 12 8.0

Most of the time 50 3.3

Always 71 4.3

Not aware 8 5.3

Total 150 100

Table 44: Please rate the effectiveness of the fol-
lowing methods in encouraging French-speaking 
clients to ask for FLS in your office.

Number %

Outdoor signage

Not at all effective 7 6.0

Somewhat effective 11 9.5

Neutral 22 19.0

Effective 28 24.1

Very effective 48 41.4

Total 116 100

Indoor signage

Not at all effective 6 4.8

Somewhat effective 3 2.4

Neutral 24 19.4

Effective 39 31.5

Very effective 52 41.9

Total 124 100

Temporary signage

Not at all effective 6 9.1

Somewhat effective 7 10.6

Neutral 12 18.2

Effective 16 24.2

Very effective 25 37.9

Total 66 100

“Welcome/Bonjour” signs

Not at all effective 3 3.6

Somewhat effective 2 2.4

Neutral 11 13.1

Effective 28 33.3

Very effective 40 47.6

Total 84 100

Pins / stickers

Not at all effective 6 16.7

Somewhat effective 3 8.3

Neutral 7 19.4

Effective 11 30.6

Very effective 9 25.0

Total 36 100

Table 46: Are brochures/documentation on services 
provided by your office available in French?
 Number %

Never 4 2.7

Rarely 2 1.3

Sometimes 8 5.3

Most of the time 37 24.7

Always 87 58.0

Not aware 12 8.0

Total 150 100
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Table 47: Are local public announcements for your 
office available in French and English?
 Number %

Never 4 3.1

Rarely 2 1.5

Sometimes 8 6.1

Most of the time 24 18.3

Always 57 43.5

Not aware 36 27.5

Total 131 100

Table 48: Are local news releases for your office 
available in French and English?
 Number %

Never 5 4.0

Rarely 5 4.0

Sometimes 8 6.5

Most of the time 14 11.3

Always 43 34.7

Not aware 49 39.5

Total 124 100

Table 49: Are both English and French versions of 
local news releases published simultaneously?
 Number %

Never 1 0.9

Rarely 3 2.8

Sometimes 5 4.6

Most of the time 19 17.6

Always 39 36.1

Not aware 41 38.0

Total 108 100

Table 51: Would you say that Francophones suffi-
ciently ask for their services in French in the Justice 
Sector?
 Number %

Never 1 0.6

Rarely 37 22.0

Sometimes 44 26.2

Most of the time 47 28.0

Always 16 9.5

Not aware 23 13.7

Total 168 100

Table 50: Do your French-speaking clients use your 
services in French?
 Number %

Never - -

Rarely 8 4.8

Sometimes 43 26.1

Most of the time 67 40.6

Always 35 21.2

Not aware 12 7.3

Total 165 100
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Appendix 6 Tables: Ministry of Community Safety  
   and Correctional Services

Table 52: Language in which the questionnaire was 
completed
 Number %

English 108 80.6

French 26 19.4

Total 134 100

Table 54: Gender
 Number %

Female 73 54.5

Male 61 45.5

Total 134 100

Table 53: Number of years of service in the Ontario 
Public Service
 Number %

0 - 5 years 16 11.9

6 - 10 years 34 25.4

11 – 15 years 18 13.4

16 – 20 years 31 23.1

21 – 25 years 23 17.2

26 years and more 12 9.0

Total 134 100

Table 56: What is your highest level of education?
 Number %

High School Diploma 19 14.3

Trades certificate or diploma 7 5.3

College Diploma 61 45.9

University Diploma 46 34.6

Total 133 100

Table 55: Member of a visible minority?
 Number %

Yes 8 6.1

No 123 93.9

Total 131 100

Table 57: Are you aware of the Ontario government’s 
obligation to offer FLS?
 Number %

Not aware 15 11.2

Somewhat aware 30 22.4

Aware 41 30.6

Very aware 48 35.8

Total 134 100

Table 58: Are you aware of your role as a designated 
bilingual employee?
 Number %

Not aware 27 20.6

Somewhat aware 27 20.6

Aware 41 31.3

Very aware 36 27.5

Total 131 100
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Table 59: If you are aware, which methods were used 
to convey the government’s FLS obligations? Please 
rate.

Number %

Awareness forums

Not at all useful 8 18.2

Somewhat useful 7 15.9

Neutral 11 25.0

Useful 11 25.0

Very useful 7 15.9

Total 44 100

Assistant Deputy Minister’s memo

Not at all useful 9 16.7

Somewhat useful 8 14.8

Neutral 19 35.2

Useful 13 24.1

Very useful 5 9.3

Total 54 100

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful 6 11.3

Somewhat useful 7 13.2

Neutral 11 20.8

Useful 13 24.5

Very useful 16 30.2

Total 53 100

FLS presentations

Not at all useful 7 14.9

Somewhat useful 8 17.0

Neutral 10 21.3

Useful 11 23.4

Very useful 11 23.4

Total 47 100

Intranet site

Not at all useful 6 9.4

Somewhat useful 7 10.9

Neutral 14 21.9

Useful 20 31.3

Very useful 17 26.6

Total 64 100

Table 59 (continued)
Nombre %

Emails

Not at all useful 7 11.5

Somewhat useful 10 16.4

Neutral 17 27.9

Useful 17 27.9

Very useful 10 16.4

Total 61 100

Bulletins

Not at all useful 7 12.7

Somewhat useful 8 14.5

Neutral 15 27.3

Useful 13 23.6

Very useful 12 21.8

Total 55 100

Calendars

Not at all useful 11 28.9

Somewhat useful 10 26.3

Neutral 9 23.7

Useful 6 15.8

Very useful 2 5.3

Total 38 100

Table 60: Are you aware of the various resources 
available to you to facilitate your daily work?

Number %

Virtual Library 12 9.0

FLS Toolbox 17 12.7

French keyboard 59 44.0

FLS Manager’s Guide 10 7.5

Justice Sector Lexicon 56 41.8

Antidote software 53 39.6

ONTERM Terminology 14 10.4

FLS orientation package 17 12.7
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Table 61: Rating of resources available to respon-
dents to facilitate their daily work

Number %

French keyboard

Not at all useful 14 17.7

Somewhat useful 7 8.9

Neutral 11 13.9

Useful 11 13.9

Very useful 36 45.6

Total 79 100

Antidote software

Not at all useful 7 11.5

Somewhat useful 5 8.2

Neutral 6 9.8

Useful 4 6.6

Very useful 39 63.9

Total 61 100

Virtual Library

Not at all useful 7 19.4

Somewhat useful 5 13.9

Neutral 7 19.4

Useful 7 19.4

Very useful 10 27.8

Total 36 100

Justice Sector Lexicon

Not at all useful 5 7.6

Somewhat useful 4 6.1

Neutral 11 16.7

Useful 12 18.2

Very useful 34 51.5

Total 66 100

ONTERM Terminology

Not at all useful 6 18.8

Somewhat useful 5 15.6

Neutral 7 21.9

Useful 1 3.1

Very useful 13 40.6

Total 32 100

Table 61 (continued)
Nombre %

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful 6 17.1

Somewhat useful 2 5.7

Neutral 7 20.0

Useful 11 31.4

Very useful 9 25.7

Total 35 100

FLS Toolbox

Not at all useful 6 17.6

Somewhat useful 4 11.8

Neutral 6 17.6

Useful 9 26.5

Very useful 9 26.5

Total 34 100

FLS Manager’s Guide

Not at all useful 6 23.1

Somewhat useful 3 11.5

Neutral 6 23.1

Useful 6 23.1

Very useful 5 19.2

Total 26 100

Table 62: Over the last two years, have you partici-
pated in language training in order to improve your 
linguistic competencies/skills?
Formation Number %

Individual classes 6 4.5

Distance education - -

Antidote training 13 9.7

French Lunch Hour Forum 6 4.5

French Language Institute for 
Professional Development 15 11.2

Pour l’amour du français 
(e-learning modules) 3 2.2
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Table 63: Please rate the effectiveness of the training 
tools and resources.

Number %

French Language Institute for Professional Development

Not at all useful 2 7.1

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 3 10.7

Useful 6 21.4

Very useful 17 60.7

Total 28 100

Pour l’amour du français

Not at all useful 3 27.3

Somewhat useful 1 9.1

Neutral 2 18.2

Useful 2 18.2

Very useful 3 27.3

Total 11 100

French Lunch Hour Forum

Not at all useful 3 18.8

Somewhat useful 3 18.8

Neutral 2 12.5

Useful 4 25.0

Very useful 4 25.0

Total 16 100

Antidote training

Not at all useful 3 11.1

Somewhat useful 1 3.7

Neutral 2 7.4

Useful 4 14.8

Very useful 17 63.0

Total 27 100

Distance education

Not at all useful 4 36.4

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 2 18.2

Useful 1 9.1

Very useful 4 36.4

Total 11 100

Table 63 (continued)
Number %

Individual classes

Not at all useful 3 20.0

Somewhat useful 1 6.7

Neutral 2 13.3

Useful 2 13.3

Very useful 7 46.7

Total 15 100

Table 64: Does your office have a plan for providing 
an active offer of services (FLS)?
 Number %

Never 17 13.0

Rarely 12 9.2

Sometimes 14 10.7

Most of the time 29 22.1

Always 24 18.3

Not aware 35 26.7

Total 131 100

Table 65: Does your office actively promote the 
availability of its FLS services to your French-spea-
king clients?
 Number %

Never 14 10.9

Rarely 19 14.8

Sometimes 20 15.6

Most of the time 32 25.0

Always 43 33.6

Total 128 100

Table 66: When you are interacting with a client, 
what methods of communication do you use the 
most?

Number %

In person 96 71.6

Correspondence 23 17.2

Email 31 23.1

Phone 106 79.1
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Table 67: Which language do you use most often in 
your interactions with a client?

Number %

Greeting at the counter

French only 6 5.6

English only 34 31.5

Both languages 68 63.0

Total 108 100

Answering the phone

French only 7 5.2

English only 71 53.8

Both languages 54 40.9

Total 134 100

Automated services

French only 1 0.8

English only 50 42.0

Both languages 68 57.1

Total 119 100

Voicemail message

French only 2 1.8

English only 64 56.6

Both languages 47 41.6

Total 113 100

Answering an email in French

French only 74 77.1

English only 6 6.3

Both languages 16 16.7

Total 96 100

Office’s initial contact with Francophones

French only 42 36.8

English only 39 34.2

Both languages 33 28.9

Total 114 100

Answering correspondence in French

French only 92 82.1

English only 5 4.5

Both languages 15 13.4

Total 112 100

Table 69: Does a client have to request service in 
French or would it be offered in a proactive fashion 
without him/her having to make the effort to re-
quest it?
 Number %

Offered in a proactive manner 65 49.6

Offered upon request 56 42.7

Not aware 10 7.6

Total 131 100

Table 68: In your opinion, is the waiting time for ser-
vice in French longer than for service in English?
 Number %

Less - -

Same 75 60.5

Longer 49 39.5

Total 124 100

Table 70: How does your office advertise the availabi-
lity of its services in French?

Number %

Outdoor signage 49 36.6

Indoor signage 62 46.3

Temporary signage 11 8.2

Signs « Bonjour / Welcome » 47 35.1

Pins / stickers 35 26.1

Documentation 4 3.0

Internet site 40 29.9
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Table 71 (continued)
Number %

Documentation

Not at all effective 5 7.0

Somewhat effective 1 1.4

Neutral 15 21.1

Effective 21 29.6

Very effective 29 40.8

Total 71 100

Internet site 

Not at all effective 5 8.1

Somewhat effective 3 4.8

Neutral 10 16.1

Effective 17 27.4

Very effective 27 43.5

Total 62 100

Table 72: Are these material and visual elements 
visible?
 Number %

Never 4 4.0

Rarely 7 6.9

Sometimes 16 15.8

Most of the time 31 30.7

Always 36 35.6

Not aware 7 6.9

Total 101 100

Table 71: Please rate the effectiveness of the fol-
lowing methods in encouraging French-speaking 
clients to ask for services in French in your office.

Number %

Outdoor signage

Not at all effective 4 5.5

Somewhat effective 2 2.7

Neutral 16 21.9

Effective 22 30.1

Very effective 29 39.7

Total 73 100

Indoor signage

Not at all effective 5 6.6

Somewhat effective 3 3.9

Neutral 14 18.4

Effective 21 27.6

Very effective 33 43.4

Total 76 100

Temporary signage

Not at all effective 7 17.5

Somewhat effective 1 2.5

Neutral 13 32.5

Effective 12 30.0

Very effective 7 17.5

Total 40 100

“Welcome/Bonjour” signs

Not at all effective 6 10.5

Somewhat effective 1 1.8

Neutral 9 15.8

Effective 16 28.1

Very effective 25 43.9

Total 57 100

Pins / stickers

Not at all effective 8 24.2

Somewhat effective 3 9.1

Neutral 10 30.3

Effective 5 15.2

Very effective 7 21.2

Total 33 100

Table 73: Are brochures/documentation on services 
provided by your office available in French?
 Number %

Never 5 4.5

Rarely 10 9.0

Sometimes 21 18.9

Most of the time 37 33.3

Always 27 24.3

Not aware 11 9.9

Total 111 100
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Table 74: Are local public announcements for your 
office available in French and English?
 Number %

Never 7 7.4

Rarely 11 11.6

Sometimes 11 11.6

Most of the time 26 27.4

Always 24 25.3

Not aware 16 16.8

Total 95 100

Table 75: Are local news releases for your office 
available in French and English?
 Number %

Never 16 16.2

Rarely 15 15.2

Sometimes 9 9.1

Most of the time 17 17.2

Always 23 23.2

Not aware 19 19.2

Total 99 100

Table 76: Are both English and French versions of 
local news releases published simultaneously?
 Number %

Never 12 15.2

Rarely 7 8.9

Sometimes 8 10.1

Most of the time 16 20.3

Always 20 25.3

Not aware 16 20.3

Total 81 100

Table 78: Would you say that Francophones suffi-
ciently ask for their services in French in the Justice 
Sector?
 Number %

Never 1 0.8

Rarely 23 18.1

Sometimes 37 29.1

Most of the time 43 33.9

Always 10 7.9

Not aware 13 10.2

Total 127 100

Table 77: Do your French-speaking clients use your 
services in French?
 Number %

Never 1 0.8

Rarely 9 6.9

Sometimes 47 36.2

Most of the time 47 36.2

Always 17 13.1

Not aware 9 6.9

Total 130 100
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Appendix 7 Tables: Legal Aid Ontario

Table 79: Language in which the questionnaire was 
completed
 Number %

English 55 93.2

French 4 6.8

Total 59 100

Table 81: Gender
 Number %

Female 43 72.9

Male 16 27.1

Total 59 100

Table 80: Number of years of service in the Ontario 
Public Service
 Number %

0 - 5 years 18 30.5

6 - 10 years 20 33.9

11 – 15 years 4 6.8

16 – 20 years 11 18.6

21 – 25 years 6 10.2

26 years and more - -

Total 57 100

Table 83: What is your highest level of education?
 Number %

High School Diploma 7 12.1

Trades certificate or diploma 6 10.3

College Diploma 15 25.9

University Diploma 30 51.7

Total 58 100

Table 82: Member of a visible minority?
 Number %

Yes 6 10.5

No 51 89.5

Total 57 100

Table 84: Are you aware of the Ontario government’s 
obligation to offer FLS?
 Number %

Not aware 2 3.4

Somewhat aware 6 10.3

Aware 25 43.1

Very aware 25 43.1

Total 58 100

Table 85: Are you aware of your role as a designated 
bilingual employee?
 Number %

Not aware 2 3.6

Somewhat aware 6 10.9

Aware 19 34.5

Very aware 28 50.9

Total 55 100
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Table 86: If you are aware, which methods were used 
to convey the government’s FLS obligations? Please 
rate.

Number %

Awareness forums

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 2 16.7

Neutral 5 41.7

Useful 2 16.7

Very useful 3 25.0

Total 12 100

Assistant Deputy Minister’s memo

Not at all useful 1 14.3

Somewhat useful 2 28.6

Neutral 2 28.6

Useful 1 14.3

Very useful 1 14.3

Total 7 100

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 2 14.3

Neutral 2 14.3

Useful 6 42.9

Very useful 4 28.6

Total 14 100

FLS presentations

Not at all useful 1 8.3

Somewhat useful 2 16.7

Neutral 1 8.3

Useful 3 25.0

Very useful 5 41.7

Total 12 100

Intranet site

Not at all useful 1 5.6

Somewhat useful 1 5.6

Neutral 7 38.9

Useful 2 11.1

Very useful 7 38.9

Total 18 100

Table 86 (continued)
Number %

Emails

Not at all useful 1 3.3

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 10 33.3

Useful 7 23.3

Very useful 12 40.0

Total 30 100

Newsletters/Bulletins

Not at all useful 1 3.4

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 9 31.0

Useful 7 24.1

Very useful 12 41.4

Total 29 100

Calendars

Not at all useful 1 12.5

Somewhat useful 3 37.5

Neutral 1 12.5

Useful 1 12.5

Very useful 2 25.0

Total 8 100

Table 87: Are you aware of the various resources 
available to you to facilitate your daily work?

Number %

Virtual Library 2 3.4

FLS Toolbox 4 6.8

French keyboard 36 61.0

FLS Manager’s Guide 2 3.4

Justice Sector Lexicon 16 27.1

Antidote software 19 32.2

ONTERM Terminology 2 3.4

FLS orientation package 7 11.9
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Table 88: Rating of resources available to 
respondents to facilitate their daily work

Number %

French keyboard

Not at all useful 2 5.3

Somewhat useful 5 13.2

Neutral 6 15.8

Useful 6 15.8

Very useful 19 50.0

Total 38 100

Antidote software

Not at all useful 1 4.8

Somewhat useful 2 9.5

Neutral 1 4.8

Useful 4 19.0

Very useful 13 61.9

Total 21 100

Virtual Library

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 2 25.0

Neutral 1 12.5

Useful 2 25.0

Very useful 3 37.5

Total 8 100

Justice Sector Lexicon

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 1 5.0

Neutral 2 10.0

Useful 3 15.0

Very useful 14 70.0

Total 20 100

ONTERM Terminology

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 1 20.0

Neutral - -

Useful - -

Very useful 4 80.0

Total 5 100

Table 88 (continued)
Number %

FLS orientation package

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 1 7.1

Neutral 3 21.4

Useful 4 28.6

Very useful 6 42.9

Total 14 100

FLS Toolbox

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 1 14.3

Neutral 1 14.3

Useful 1 14.3

Very useful 4 57.1

Total 7 100

FLS Manager’s Guide

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful 1 11.1

Neutral 1 11.1

Useful 3 33.3

Very useful 4 44.4

Total 9 100

Table 89: Over the last two years, have you partici-
pated in language training in order to improve your 
linguistic competencies/skills?
Training Number %

Individual classes 5 8.5

Distance education 2 3.4

Antidote training 3 5.1

French Lunch Hour Forum 2 3.4

French Language Institute for 
Professional Development 5 8.5

Pour l’amour du français 
(e-learning modules) 1 1.7
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Table 90: Please rate the effectiveness of the training 
tools and resources.

Number %

French Language Institute for Professional Development

Not at all useful 1 9.1

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 1 9.1

Useful 1 9.1

Very useful 8 72.7

Total 11 100

Pour l’amour du français

Not at all useful 1 16.7

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral 2 33.3

Useful 1 16.7

Very useful 2 33.3

Total 6 100

French Lunch Hour Forum

Not at all useful 1 11.1

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral - -

Useful 3 33.3

Very useful 5 55.6

Total 9 100

Antidote training

Not at all useful 1 20.0

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral - -

Useful - -

Very useful 4 80.0

Total 5 100

Distance education

Not at all useful 1 20.0

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral - -

Useful 1 20.0

Very useful 3 60.0

Total 5 100

Table 90 (continued)
Number %

Individual classes

Not at all useful - -

Somewhat useful - -

Neutral - -

Useful 2 15.4

Very useful 11 84.6

Total 13 100

Table 91: Does your office have a plan for providing 
an active offer of services (FLS)?
 Number %

Never 2 3.6

Rarely 3 5.4

Sometimes 5 8.9

Most of the time 10 17.9

Always 25 44.6

Not aware 11 19.6

Total 56 100

Table 92: Does your office actively promote the 
availability of its FLS services to your French-spea-
king clients?
 Number %

Never - -

Rarely 3 5.6

Sometimes 5 9.3

Most of the time 10 18.5

Always 36 66.7

Total 54 100

Table 93: When you are interacting with a client, 
what methods of communication do you use the 
most?

Number %

In person 51 86.4

Correspondence 26 44.1

Email 6 10.2

Phone 47 79.7
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Table 94: Which language do you use most often in 
your interactions with a client?

Number %

Greeting at the counter

French only - -

English only 21 39.6

Both languages 32 60.4

Total 53 100

Answering the phone

French only 1 1.8

English only 17 29.8

Both languages 39 68.4

Total 57 100

Automated services

French only 1 1.8

English only 8 14.5

Both languages 46 83.6

Total 55 100

Voicemail message

French only 1 1.8

English only 13 22.8

Both languages 43 75.4

Total 57 100

Answering an email in French

French only 35 87.5

English only 3 7.5

Both languages 2 5.0

Total 40 100

Office’s initial contact with Francophones

French only 33 60.0

English only 7 12.7

Both languages 15 27.3

Total 55 100

Answering correspondence in French

French only 49 94.2

English only 1 1.9

Both languages 2 3.8

52 100

Table 96: Does a client have to request service in 
French or would it be offered in a proactive fashion 
without him/her having to make the effort to re-
quest it?
 Number %

Offered in a proactive manner 34 60.7

Offered upon request 19 33.9

Not aware 3 5.4

Total 56 100

Table 95: In your opinion, is the waiting time for ser-
vice in French longer than for service in English?
 Number %

Less 1 1.9

Same 42 77.8

Longer 11 20.4

Total 54 100

Table 97: How does your office advertise the availabi-
lity of its services in French?

Number %

Outdoor signage 32 54.2

Indoor signage 40 67.8

Temporary signage 18 30.5

Signs « Bonjour / Welcome » 42 71.2

Pins / stickers 22 37.3

Documentation 4 6.8

Internet site 30 50.8
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Table 98 (continued)
Number %

Documentation

Not at all effective 1 2.4

Somewhat effective 1 2.4

Neutral 7 16.7

Effective 7 16.7

Very effective 26 61.9

Total 42 100

Internet site 

Not at all effective - -

Somewhat effective 1 2.9

Neutral 5 14.3

Effective 7 20.0

Very effective 22 62.9

Total 35 100

Table 99: Are these material and visual elements 
visible?
 Number %

Never 1 2.1

Rarely - -

Sometimes 3 6.3

Most of the time 17 35.4

Always 26 54.2

Not aware 1 2.1

Total 48 100

Table 98: Please rate the effectiveness of the fol-
lowing methods in encouraging French-speaking 
clients to ask for services in French in your office.

Number %

Outdoor signage

Not at all effective 2 4.9

Somewhat effective 4 9.8

Neutral 9 22.0

Effective 9 22.0

Very effective 17 41.5

Total 41 100

Indoor signage

Not at all effective 2 4.3

Somewhat effective 1 2.1

Neutral 12 25.5

Effective 13 27.7

Very effective 19 40.4

Total 47 100

Temporary signage

Not at all effective 2 6.9

Somewhat effective 1 3.4

Neutral 7 24.1

Effective 6 20.7

Very effective 13 44.8

Total 29 100

“Welcome/Bonjour” signs

Not at all effective 1 2.9

Somewhat effective 3 8.8

Neutral 4 11.8

Effective 8 23.5

Very effective 18 52.9

Total 34 100

Pins / stickers

Not at all effective 4 40.0

Somewhat effective - -

Neutral - -

Effective 3 30.0

Very effective 3 30.0

Total 10 100

Table 100: Are brochures/documentation on services 
provided by your office available in French?
 Number %

Never - -

Rarely - -

Sometimes 2 3.7

Most of the time 11 20.4

Always 41 75.9

Not aware - -

Total 54 100
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Table 101: Are local public announcements for your 
office available in French and English?
 Number %

Never 2 4.3

Rarely 1 2.2

Sometimes 5 10.9

Most of the time 4 8.7

Always 27 58.7

Not aware 7 15.2

Total 46 100

Table 102: Are local news releases for your office 
available in French and English?
 Number %

Never 1 2.5

Rarely 1 2.5

Sometimes 2 5.0

Most of the time 7 17.5

Always 18 45.0

Not aware 11 27.5

Total 40 100

Table 103: Are both English and French versions of 
local news releases published simultaneously?
 Number %

Never 2 5.6

Rarely - -

Sometimes - -

Most of the time 6 16.7

Always 17 47.2

Not aware 11 30.6

Total 36 100

Table 105: Would you say that Francophones suffi-
ciently ask for their services in French in the Justice 
Sector?
 Number %

Never - -

Rarely 9 16.1

Sometimes 14 25.0

Most of the time 16 28.6

Always 8 14.3

Not aware 9 16.1

Total 56 100

Table 104: Do your French-speaking clients use your 
services in French?
 Number %

Never 1 1.8

Rarely - -

Sometimes 20 35.1

Most of the time 18 31.6

Always 15 26.3

Not aware 3 5.3

Total 57 100
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Table 106: Is your region a designated area under the 
following legislation?
 Number %

French Language Services Act

Yes 34 73.9

No 5 10.9

Don’t know 7 15.2

Total 46 100

Courts of Justice Act

Yes 27 62.8

No 2 4.6

Don’t know 14 32.6

Total 43 100

Appendix 8 Tables: Users

Table 107: As far as you know, are you entitled to 
service in French in the following services?

Number %

Services to victims of crime 

Yes 25 62.5

No 1 2.5

Don’t know 14 35.0

Total 40 100

Services aux tribunaux

Yes 32 80.0

No 1 2.5

Don’t know 7 17.5

Total 40 100

Legal Aid 

Yes 32 80.0

No 2 5.0

Don’t know 6 15.0

Total 40 100

Criminal law 

Yes 32 80.0

No 1 2.5

Don’t know 7 17.5

Total 40 100

Table 107 (continued)
Number %

Office of the Public Guardian & Trustee

Yes 24 63.2

No 2 5.3

Don’t know 12 31.6

Total 38 100

Office of the Children’s Lawyer 

Yes 30 75.0

No 2 5.0

Don’t know 8 20.0

Total 40 100

Ontario Provincial Police 

Yes 30 75.0

No 3 7.5

Don’t know 7 17.5

Total 40 100

Emergency management services 

Yes 26 65.0

No 3 7.5

Don’t know 11 27.5

Total 40 100

Adult Institutional Services 

Yes 23 57.5

No 3 7.5

Don’t know 14 35.0

Total 40 100

Adult Community Corrections 

Yes 25 62.5

No 4 10.0

Don’t know 11 27.5

Total 40 100
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Table 109: What methods of communication do you 
use most often?

Number %

In person 15 37.5

Telephone 17 42.5

Correspondence 1 2.5

Internet 16 40.0

Table 108: Number of users who had used the fol-
lowing services?

Number %

Victim Services 7 17.5

Court Services 19 47.5

Legal Aid 13 32.5

Criminal Law 9 22.5

Office of the Public Guardian & Trustee 4 10.0

Office of the Children’s Lawyer 8 20.0

Ontario Provincial Police 24 60.0

Emergency Management Services 9 22.5

Adult Institutional Services 4 10.0

Adult Community Corrections 4 10.0

Table 110: How frequently do you use services in 
French?

Number %

Sometimes 17 43.6

Always 17 43.6

Not aware 4 10.3

Not applicable 1 2.6

Total 39 100

Table 111: In which language are you generally 
served?

Number %

At the counter

French 2 5.0

English 26 65.0

French and English 7 17.5

Not applicable 5 12.5

Total 40 100

Table 111 (continued)
Number %

On the telephone 

French 3 7.9

English 20 52.6

French and English 9 23.7

Not applicable 6 15.8

Total 38 100

Automated services

French 2 5.0

English 10 25.0

French and English 24 60.0

Not applicable 4 10.0

Total 40 100

Answering machine messages

English 10 25.6

French and English 24 61.5

Not applicable 5 12.8

Total 39 100

Email in French 

French 19 47.5

English 5 12.5

French and English 6 15.0

Not applicable 10 25.0

Total 40 100

Initial correspondence from offices of Justice Sector 
ministries

French 4 10.3

English 11 28.2

French and English 14 35.9

Not applicable 10 25.6

Total 39 100

Correspondence in French 

French 21 52.5

English 3 7.5

French and English 6 15.0

Not applicable 10 25.0

Total 40 100
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Table 112: Do you think waiting time for service in 
French is longer than for service in English?

Number %

Longer 34 87.2

Same 2 5.1

Shorter 1 2.6

Not applicable 2 5.1

Total 39 100

Table 113: Do you always have to ask for service in 
French or is this offered without any effort on your 
part?

Number %

Offered on request 33 82.5

Offered proactively 4 10.0

Not applicable 3 7.5

Total 40 100

Table 114: Mother tongue
Number %

French 35 87.5

English 2 5.0

Other 3 7.5

Total 40 100

Table 115: Language most often spoken at home
 Number %

French 34 85.0

English 4 10.0

Other 2 5.0

Total 40 100

Table 116: Gender
Number %

Female 29 72.5

Male 11 27.5

Total 40 100

Table 117: Member of a visible minority
Number %

Yes 5 14.7

No 29 85.3

Total 34 100

Table 118: Canadian citizen 
Number %

Yes 39 97.5

No 1 2.5

Total 40 100

Table 119: Have you ever lived in another Canadian 
province?

Number %

Yes 18 45.0

No 22 55.0

Total 40 100

Table 120: Age group 
Number %

15 – 24 10 25.0

25 – 44 9 22.5

45 – 64 14 35.0

65 and over 7 17.5

Total 40 100

Table 121: Do you live in an urban or rural area?
Number %

Urban 30 90.9

Rural 3 9.1

Total 33 100
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Table 122: What is your average income?
Number %

No income 3 7.7

Less than $9,999 2 5.1

$10,000 – $19,999 5 12.8

$20,000 - $39,999 5 12.8

$40,000 - $59,999 12 30.8

$60,000 - $74,999 5 12.8

$75,000 and over 7 17.9

Total 39 100

Table 123: What is your highest level of education?
Number %

Grade 9 to 13 3 7.7

Trades certificate or diploma 2 5.1

College studies 5 12.8

University studies 29 74.4

Total 39 100
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Awareness forums: Awareness forums are designed 
to inform front-line employees of the Ontario govern-
ment’s obligations under the French Language Services 
Act. The workshops present an outline of the French 
Language Services Act, the details of the responsibilities 
that come with designated bilingual positions, and the 
importance of an active offer of FLS at the counter, on 
the telephone and by correspondence21.

Memos from the Assistant Deputy Ministers: The 
OCFLS has designed a template for memos from the As-
sistant Deputy Ministers. This template is a tool that can 
be adapted by the divisions according to their specifici-
ties and the purpose of the memo22.

FLS orientation package: See Appendix 10.

FLS presentations: The OCFLS has prepared a 
PowerPoint presentation on FLS. It describes the Onta-
rio government’s obligations under the French Langua-
ge Services Act, the Courts of Justice Act and the Criminal 
Code of Canada. It also states the importance of offering 
FLS proactively and includes a detailed section to sup-
port department managers in managing FLS23.

Intranet site: All ministries in the Ontario Public Ser-
vice have an intranet site with access for employees, 
with the exception of agencies such as LAO. The OCFLS 
provides a vast array of information on FLS, as well as to-
ols and resources designed to assist employees in their 
work and to improve the offer of FLS24.

Emails: The OCFLS has prepared a number of tem-
plates for bilingual absence messages25.

21 Information provided by Sabine Derbier, Co-ordinator of French 
Language Services for ministries in the Justice Sector, May 26, 2009.

22 Ibid., April 7, 2009.
23 Ibid., April 7, 2009.
24 Ibid., April 7, 2009.
25 Ibid., June 1, 2009.

Bulletins: The OCFLS prepares and publishes a bul-
letin entitled SEF en bref, which includes articles of 
interest, information on initiatives in progress and up-
coming projects, news and information on FLS, and 
classified ads. This bulletin is available in electronic or 
hard copy format26. 

Calendars: The OCFLS prepares a French Language 
Services calendar each year. This shows the various pro-
jects and programs that have been implemented, the 
tools, resources and training that are available, and has 
information on the OCFLS and the main Francophone 
stakeholders in the Justice Sector. The calendar is availa-
ble in hard copy and on the OCFLS intranet site27.

26 Ibid., April 7, 2009.
27 Ibid., April 7, 2009.
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French keyboard: The OCFLS has designed a leaflet 
with instructions for activating the French keyboard, as 
well as the codes that can be used to insert French ac-
cents. This leaflet is available in the OCFLS’s yearly calen-
dar and on its intranet site28.

Antidote software: Antidote is a software program 
that includes a spelling and grammar checker, French 
dictionary, dictionary of synonyms, grammar guide, 
and dictionary of conjugation. The OCFLS has develo-
ped training to encourage employees in Justice Sector 
ministries to use the software29.

Virtual Library: The Virtual Library is a working tool 
that includes a data bank of terminology and topics of-
ten used by probation officers. It also includes sample 
reports designed to help probation officers use correct 
terminology when they write reports30.10

Justice Sector Lexicon: The OCFLS, in co-operation 
with the Government Translation Service and the Minis-
try of Government Services, has created the Justice Sector 
Lexicon, which includes “approximately 12,000 entries, in 
alphabetical order, with their French equivalents. This va-
luable language tool contains terms, expressions, legisla-
tion, titles and vocabulary relating to the Ontario Justice 
Sector”31.11

ONTERM terminology: ONTERM is “a bilingual 
knowledge-based Web site where you can find Ontario 
government terminology and information”32.12

FLS orientation package: The FLS orientation pac-
kage is a tool designed by the OCFLS for the 20th anni-
versary of the French Language Services Act to remind 
people of the Ontario government’s obligations with 
respect to FLS. It includes a brief history, the legislative 

28 Ibid., April 15, 2009.
29 Druide informatique, Antidote. Description, consulted May 22, 

2009, http://www.druide.com/a_description.html.
210 Information provided by Sabine Derbier, op. cit., May 26, 

2009.
30 Ibid., April 15, 2009. The Justice Sector Lexicon is available at the 

following address : http://www.onterm.gov.on.ca/JusticeLexicon.
pdf.

31 Ministry of Government Services, ONTERM. Ontario Termin-
ology, consulted May 22, 2009. [http://www.onterm.gov.on.ca/
default_f.asp].

framework, tips on customer service, and information 
on the OCFLS and the main Francophone stakeholders 
in the Justice Sector.13

Toolbox: The Toolbox: Providing Services in French 
is designed for Anglophone employees in front-line po-
sitions. 

The Toolbox is divided into 30 themed cards. Some 
cards include phonetic pro¬nunciations of common 
expressions for greeting clients or answering the tele-
phone (see CD-ROM), while others offer advice for writ-
ing letters and information on the Justice Sector and 
on the resources, such as bilingual staff available in 
their offices and tools available from the Office of the 
Coordinator of French Language Services. The last six 
cards are intended to help the agencies responsible for 
providing French Language Services on behalf of the 
ministries in the Justice Sector14.

FLS Manager’s Guide: The FLS Manager’s Guide is a 
guide designed by the OCFLS for managers in Justice Sec-
tor ministries.

This guide is intended to assist Justice Ministries, agencies 
and managers fulfil their obligations under the French 
Language Services Act so that they can meet the needs 
and expectations of Francophone clients as well as the 
quality service standards of the Ontario government. The 
guide sets the standards to be achieved and the processes 
used for the purpose15.

32 Information provided by Sabine Derbier, op. cit., April 15, 2009.
33 Government of Ontario, The Toolbox. Providing Services in 

French, Toronto, Ministry of the Attorney General and Ministry of 
Community Safety and Correctional Services, 2008.

34 Office of the Coordinator of French Language Services, The 
Manager’s Guide to French Language Services, Toronto, Ministry of 
the Attorney General and Ministry of Community Safety and Correc-
tional Services, 2008, p. 1. 
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French Language Institute for Professional Deve-
lopment: The French Language Institute for Professional 
Development (FLIPD), founded in 2005 by the OCFLS 
under an agreement between the MAG and Justice Ca-
nada, offers workshops to improve the language abili-
ties of professionals in the Justice Sector and to improve 
access to justice in both official languages. This training 
is aimed at professionals in several divisions of the Jus-
tice Sector: Criminal Law Division, Court Services Divi-
sion, and Ontario Victim Services Secretariat. A number 
of Crown attorneys from other Canadian provinces also 
participate in this training.

Refined in 2006 in co-operation with the Criminal 
Law Division and the AJEFO, the FLIPD curriculum inclu-
des the following:

presentations on relevant legislation and legal pro-• 
fessions;
discussions on the evolution of jurisprudence;• 
mock trials on various themes, such as domestic vio-• 
lence, elder abuse etc.;
a day of training exercises on guilty pleas;• 
conducting examinations in chief with police offi-• 
cers;
legal terminology workshops (Centre for Legal Trans-• 
lation and Documentation – University of Ottawa);
training workshops on Antidote software; and• 
interactive games covering the week’s curriculum”• 16.

Pour l’amour du français: Pour l’amour du français is 
an online training tool administered by the OCFLS and 
made available to the ministries in the Justice Sector. 
There are nine modules, each consisting of about 40 
hours of training, or three to five hours per week17. 

French Lunch Hour Forum: The OCFLS coordinates 
lunchtime French courses: the French Lunch Hour Forum. 
These courses, with a user-friendly format that encou-
rages student participation, are held once a week and 
are offered in Barrie, North Bay, Orillia, Ottawa, Sudbury 
and Toronto18.

35 Office of the Co-ordinator of French Language Services, French 
Language Institute for Professional Development (brochure), Toronto, 
Ministry of the Attorney General and Ministry of Community Safety 
and Correctional Services, 2008..

36 Information provided by Sabine Derbier, op. cit., April 15, 2009.
37 Ibid., April 15, 2009.

Distance education: The OCFLS coordinates two 
courses offered by telephone or Internet, each made up 
of fourteen 45-minute training sessions. These are: Pro-
fessional Development in French, designed to increase 
French language skills for students at the intermediate 
to advanced level; and Conversational French Training, 
a customizable course emphasizing the specifics of the 
workplace for students with superior French language 
skills. Other courses are available through the list of sup-
pliers of services to the Government of Ontario19.

38 Ibid., April 15, 2009.
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