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Executive Summary

Image of the Canadian Forces

· The majority of Canadians have a positive overall impression of the people who serve in the Canadian Forces; around nine in ten (88%) are either strongly (58%) or somewhat (30%) positive about the people who serve in the Forces. 
· A majority of Canadians (82%) see Canada’s military as a source of pride, with fewer than one in ten (6%) holding the opposing view. They are also viewed as being ‘essential’ by nine in ten Canadians (90%) and very few (6%) believe that they are no longer needed. 

· Focus group findings underlined the positive feelings that Canadians have towards their military.  When participants were asked to draw and describe images that they associate with the Canadian Forces, many of the images produced were positive: Canadian flags, peace symbols, Canadian soldiers as peacekeepers and deliverers of humanitarian assistance. Participants described themselves as proud of the bravery, courage and commitment of the Forces, even in instances where they did not always agree with their missions.

· A majority of Canadians feel that Canada’s military is under-funded (56%). Perceptions that equipment is out of date or of poor quality are offered as explanations of this view. Only one in twenty (4%) believe the Canadian Forces currently receives too much funding. Quebec is the exception to the views held in the rest of Canada on this issue, with three in five Quebeckers believing that military funding is about right (62%) and fewer than a quarter (22%) believing it is under-funded.  

· The focus groups findings shed more light on the reasons underpinning perceptions of the adequacy of funding. In terms of underfunding, this relates to a belief that the Canadian Forces often use outdated equipment, which is sometimes not fit for purpose. Green camouflage in the desert, malfunctioning submarines, and outdated aircraft were frequently offered as examples of this. For those who view current funding levels as appropriate, it is more a question of balancing the need for defence spending with other priorities or of being sufficiently funded for the more limited role for the Canadian Forces that these participants would prefer.
· Few Canadians (18%) feel that it is wasteful to invest in Canada’s military and fewer still (13%) believe that there is little need to invest in the military since Canada can rely on the US and NATO to defend its interests.
· Participants in the focus groups were asked about the extent to which any future plans to invest in the Canadian Forces should be communicated, what level of detail should be given and which methods should be used to get these messages out to the public. For most participants it was an issue of transparency and accountability, ensuring that the money is being well-spent. This was particularly the case for purchasing ‘big-ticket’ items of expensive equipment. Many participants also wanted to be reassured about the intended use of such equipment; for example, whether it was intended to be used in a combat situation. It was also felt that detailed information about planned purchases should be made readily available to members of the public, despite the fact that many would be unlikely to seek this out. In terms of how to communicate this information, all the traditional media were mentioned by participants; spokespersons on these issues should be independent experts.
· Two thirds of Canadians have recently seen, read or heard something about the Canadian Forces (63%) with four in ten (37%) not having done so. In terms of what Canadians have recently seen, this is dominated by mentions of the mission in Afghanistan including general mentions of the Canadian presence there (35%), deaths of Canadian soldiers (31%) – up 10 points from 2008.  
Role of the Canadian Forces

· As in 2008, nine in ten (93%) feel it to be important that Canada’s military respond to international situations in order to provide humanitarian assistance; just one in twenty (4%) disagree with this. 

· Three in five Canadians (60%) agree that a significantly stronger military is crucial to achieving the country’s foreign policy goals and achieving its place in the world. 

· There is little change in Canadian opinion from 2008 to 2009 with regard to where the Canadian Forces’ efforts should be focused. Half of Canadians feel that the top priority for the Canadian Forces should be international (48%) followed by domestic (35%) or on the North American continent more generally (15%). 
· Supporting the quantitative finding that a majority of Canadians prefer an international rather than a domestic focus for the Canadian Forces, many participants were unclear about what type of role the military would play if they did not go abroad. There were several participants who mentioned Arctic sovereignty and the need to protect Canadian resources, for example our territory in the North. Others suggested disaster relief, for example after an ice storm, or protecting Canada from terrorism. 

· For most focus group participants, the humanitarian role of the Canadian Forces typifies the kind of mission they want to see their military undertake. Many focus group participants saw it as Canada’s responsibility to get involved in situations where humanitarian assistance would be required. For some participants, humanitarian assistance was a moral issue, with a responsibility to help with a natural disaster or protect victims of genocide.

· Some participants viewed Canada’s traditions as a ‘peacekeeping country’ as a reason why the Canadian Forces should continue to be involved in humanitarian or peacekeeping missions internationally. As in 2008, many participants strongly identified peacekeeping with the image of Canada itself, a source of pride.  However, some participants also indicated that this role might now be changing. Several made comments that they had always thought of the Canadian Forces in this regard but that they were no longer certain, or that they ‘still’ associated the Forces with peacekeeping, implying that this role might be changing.
· Canadian public opinion is evenly divided on whether the Canadian Forces should participate in operations around the world that could include security patrols and fighting alongside allied troops to implement peace (49%) or if they should only participate in operations around the world that involve observation duties or monitoring a ceasefire or truce between two conflicting parties (50%).  There is a small, but statistically significant increase this year over last year in Canadians who support a ‘peacekeeping’ only role (50% vs. 46%).

· In the focus groups, opinion was divided on whether the international role of the Canadian Forces should ever include combat. Most did not want to consider combat except as a very last resort, once all other avenues of diplomacy or negotiation had failed, and would also seek assurance that the mission would be undertaken for the right reasons; for example, protecting civilians or self-defence.
Canada’s mission in Afghanistan

· Half of Canadians (52%) had heard about Canada’s military operations in Afghanistan over the past few weeks. Awareness of Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan is significantly lower than for military operations (14%), while around three in ten (28%) had seen, read or heard about development and reconstruction efforts over the past few weeks.
· Participants in the focus groups underlined that they do not feel they have the whole picture when it comes to the mission in Afghanistan.  There was evidence of a lack of clarity around its objectives and a feeling that the mission might be losing ground and shifting away from its original purpose. The images participants drew to describe their thoughts about Canada’s mission in Afghanistan reflected their uncertainty about these objectives; these predominantly reflected either a lack of knowledge about the mission or concerns about casualties and deaths of soldiers and Afghan civilians. A few drew images of other, more positive, aspects of the mission such as humanitarian aid and diplomatic assistance.
· Few Canadians believe that Canada is working on its own in Afghanistan; under one in ten (6%) hold this view compared with around nine in ten (86%) who think Canada is working there with other countries. A large majority of Canadians (87%) believe that Canada is working in Afghanistan with United Nations approval.

· Half of Canadians (49%) feel that the Canadian Forces currently see more combat duty than other countries, with only around one in ten (11%) saying they see less. A majority of Canadians (60%) are keen to see the country take on about the same level of combat duty as other nations operating in Afghanistan; 31% would like to see less.
· Participants in focus groups often held two, sometimes conflicting, views about the future of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan: that Canada should stay in Afghanistan until the mission is completed; and that Canada cannot win in Afghanistan and that the mission is becoming an open-ended commitment. 
· Participants tended to be critical of media reporting on Afghanistan, with some feeling that this was overly focused on the ‘negative’ aspects of the mission such as casualties among the Canadian Forces or roadside bombs. Some participants were keen to hear more in the media about what was being achieved or what was going well in Afghanistan, rather than the perceived current focus on more ‘negative’ stories. 

· As was also found in the focus groups in 2008, participants tended to place more credibility on the stories and experiences of those who had served in Afghanistan than in the media, government spokespersons or senior elected politicians.

2010 Vancouver Olympics

· Two thirds of Canadians (65%) think that it is unlikely that there will be significant security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics.

· A strong majority of Canadians feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics (94%), feel confident in the security and safety knowing the Canadian Forces are playing a supportive role in this (91%) and feel confident knowing in the security and safety at the Games thanks to the RCMP leading the charge (91%). Knowing more about the different organizations involved and the specific measures being put in place strengthens that confidence.

· Most focus group participants were comfortable with the idea of the Canadian Forces participating in the security surrounding the 2010 Vancouver Olympics, but felt it was appropriate for this to be a shared responsibility with local police forces and with the RCMP.
· Seven in ten (71%) Canadians feel that the Canadian Forces should be visible at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics – one quarter of these strongly agrees (24%).  Three in ten (28%) feel that the military should not be visible at the Games.
· Focus group participants favoured a low-profile rather than a highly visible presence for the Canadian Forces at the 2010 Olympics; providing discreet reassurance that they were watching and available to help out as required. Most participants were uncomfortable with the idea of a highly visible Canadian Forces presence, particularly if this were, for example, to involve combat fatigues and machine guns. Some felt that this type of approach, while appropriate in other countries, was not suited to Canada and that it could also detract from Canada’s international image and spectators’ enjoyment of the games. Others did not feel that this type of high-visibility would provide reassurance to those attending, but would instead raise alarm or concerns about potential threats. 
Conclusions and Recommendations

· The Canadian Forces continue to enjoy a very good reputation among Canadians. This is based on the quality of the personnel serving in the Forces, on the pride Canadians have in their history, and in the prominence of the military’s peacekeeping role, which has become an integral part of the Canadian national psyche. In fact, as a separate piece of research conducted on behalf of Citizenship and Immigration Canada, we found that the peacekeeping role of the Canadian Forces ranked seventh among the 101 most defining aspects of Canada.
· This year’s research presents what may be the beginnings of a more fundamental shift in opinion around Canada’s view of itself as a peacekeeping nation. People have a sense that this is shifting, and changes in the focus of recruitment ads are given as one example of this. While sensing these changes, Canadians also seem to be experiencing nostalgia for when the Canadian Forces had a less ‘complicated’ role.

· Canadians often see the Forces as under-funded and ill-equipped.  These perceptions are mostly based on media coverage of issues concerning outdated or mission inappropriate gear and heavy equipment.

· Based on these perceptions, Canadians are broadly open to the idea of investments in the military. When making and announcing investments, the Canadian Forces needs to be mindful of:

· The current economic crisis, which can lead to doubts about allocating what are perceived to be increasingly scarce government funds, and which can also give rise to a desire to see spending stay in Canada. 

· A strong sense that there should be transparent and accountable decisions on spending, especially when this is drawn from outside of existing budgets and for ‘big-ticket’ equipment.

· Communications, which should include reassurance that the equipment is needed and will be mission-appropriate. The purchase of combat equipment raises more questions than does the purchase of equipment not perceived as being for combat use.

· Independent spokespersons with expertise, for example retired Generals, will raise credibility of communications.
· There continues to be a great deal of confusion about the mission in Afghanistan.  While Canadians are fairly familiar with the ‘peacekeeping’ objective, other objectives are much lower profile.  Moreover, there seems to be a feeling among focus group participants that the mission is not progressing and that it may not be possible to achieve our objectives. Despite this perception, participants in the focus groups were not advocating withdrawal from Afghanistan. 

· Afghanistan is however a difficult mission for Canadians to understand and accept.  In contrast to their preferred international engagements – the humanitarian assistance mission with its clear moral imperative, straightforward objectives, and finite commitments -- the situation in Afghanistan is complex, open-ended and accompanied by a degree of moral ambiguity: Are we helping? Do the Afghan people want us there? 

· There is a clear desire for more information on the mission in Afghanistan, its objectives and accomplishments. Deaths and casualties dominate awareness of the mission. Participants in the focus groups wanted to know more about the mission than media coverage of the combat casualties and they often do not feel that the media is presenting them with the full picture.  Several mentioned wanting to hear from the Afghan people that they actually support Canada’s presence in their country and also more from those in the Canadian Forces serving in Afghanistan.
· Finally, discussions on security in the Vancouver 2010 Olympics show that there is support for a role for the Canadian Forces and that they are felt to add experience and expertise to a large high-profile event. This should not however be a high-visibility military presence; rather than providing reassurance, the use of combat fatigues, camouflage or machine guns is more likely to raise alarm and to seem inappropriate, given Canada’s perceptions of itself, its place in the world and the objectives of the Games themselves.
Rapport sommaire

Image des Forces canadiennes

· La majorité des Canadiens ont une impression générale positive des gens qui servent dans les Forces canadiennes; environ neuf sur dix (88 %) ont une impression fortement (58 %) ou modérément (30 %) positive de ceux-ci. 

· Une majorité de Canadiens (82 %) perçoivent l’armée canadienne comme une source de fierté, comparativement à moins d’un sur dix (6 %) qui exprime l’opinion inverse. En outre, neuf Canadiens sur dix (90 %) estiment qu’elle est « essentielle », et très peu (6 %) pensent que c’est une organisation dont on n’a plus besoin. 

· Les résultats des groupes de discussion soulignent l’attitude positive des Canadiens à l’égard de leur armée. On a demandé aux participants de dessiner et de décrire les images qu’ils associent aux Forces canadiennes. Nombre de dessins étaient positifs : drapeaux canadiens, symboles de paix, soldats canadiens agissant à titre de gardiens de la paix et apportant de l’aide humanitaire. Les participants se disent fiers de la bravoure, du courage et de l’engagement des Forces même s’ils ne sont pas toujours d’accord avec les missions auxquelles elles participent.

· Une majorité de Canadiens croient que l’armée du Canada reçoit un financement insuffisant (56 %). Cette croyance se justifie par les perceptions des participants selon lesquelles l’équipement est désuet ou de piètre qualité. Seulement un participant sur vingt (4 %) croit que les Forces canadiennes reçoivent actuellement trop d’argent. Sur cette question, le Québec se démarque du reste du Canada : trois Québécois sur cinq estiment que l’armée reçoit un financement à peu près convenable (62 %), et moins du quart (22 %) sont d’avis qu’elle reçoit un financement insuffisant. 

· Les résultats des groupes de discussion donnent plus d’indications sur les raisons qui sous-tendent les perceptions sur le caractère adéquat du financement. Pour ce qui est du financement insuffisant, les participants croient que les Forces canadiennes utilisent souvent de l’équipement désuet, parfois inadéquat. À titre d’exemples les plus fréquents, ils mentionnent le camouflage vert dans le désert, les sous-marins défaillants et les avions désuets. Pour les participants qui estiment que l’armée reçoit un financement suffisant, c’est davantage une question d’équilibre par rapport aux autres priorités ou encore de financement suffisant en fonction du rôle plus limité que les participants préféreraient voir jouer aux Forces canadiennes.

· Peu de Canadiens (18 %) sont d’accord pour dire que c’est du gaspillage que d’investir dans l’armée canadienne, et ils sont encore moins nombreux (13 %) à estimer que le Canada n’a pas vraiment besoin d’investir dans l’armée puisque le pays peut compter sur les États-Unis et l’OTAN pour défendre ses intérêts.

· On a demandé aux participants des groupes de discussion dans quelle mesure ils sont d’accord pour dire que les projets d’investissement dans les Forces canadiennes devraient être communiqués, quels types de renseignements devraient être divulgués et quelles méthodes devraient être utilisées pour communiquer ces messages à la population. La majorité des participants estiment que pour s’assurer que l’argent est bien dépensé, il faut faire preuve de transparence et de prise de responsabilité, particulièrement lors de l’achat d’équipement coûteux. Bon nombre de participants veulent également être rassurés sur les intentions de l’armée quant à l’utilisation de cet équipement; par exemple, si l’équipement est destiné à être utilisé en situation de combat. Ils estiment aussi que la population devrait pouvoir accéder facilement aux détails concernant les achats d’équipement prévus, même si la majorité n’aurait pas tendance à rechercher ce type d’information. En ce qui a trait au mode de communication de cette information, les participants ont mentionné tous les médias traditionnels; les porte-parole qui se prononcent sur ces enjeux devraient être des experts indépendants.

· Les deux tiers des Canadiens ont vu, lu ou entendu quelque chose récemment sur les Forces canadiennes (63 %), comparativement à seulement quatre sur dix (37 %) qui affirment le contraire. C’est de la mission en Afghanistan, notamment la présence des Canadiens là-bas (35 %) et la mort de soldats canadiens (31 %) – une augmentation de 10 points comparativement à 2008 – dont les répondants ont le plus entendu parler récemment.

Rôle des Forces canadiennes

· Comme en 2008, neuf répondants sur dix (93 %) estiment qu’il est important que l’armée du Canada réponde aux situations qui l’exigent sur la scène internationale pour apporter de l’aide humanitaire; seulement un répondant sur vingt (4 %) n’est pas d’accord. 

· Trois Canadiens sur cinq (60 %) sont d’accord pour dire qu’il est primordial d’avoir une armée beaucoup plus puissante pour atteindre les objectifs du pays en matière de politique étrangère et faire progresser sa position sur l’échiquier mondial. 

· L’opinion des Canadiens sur les endroits où les Forces canadiennes devraient concentrer leurs efforts n’a pas beaucoup changé de 2008 à 2009. La moitié des Canadiens estiment que la principale priorité des Forces canadiennes devrait être le territoire international (48 %), suivi du territoire national (35 %) ou, de manière plus générale, du continent nord-américain (15 %). 

· À l’appui des résultats quantitatifs indiquant qu’une majorité de Canadiens préfèrent que les Forces canadiennes concentrent leurs efforts sur la scène internationale plutôt que sur le territoire national, bon nombre de participants ne sont pas certains du rôle que l’armée jouerait si elle n’œuvrait pas à l’étranger. Plusieurs participants ont mentionné la souveraineté dans l’Arctique et le besoin de protéger les ressources du Canada, par exemple le territoire du Nord. D’autres ont proposé les secours aux sinistrés, par exemple après une tempête de verglas, ou la protection du Canada contre le terrorisme. 

· Pour la majorité des participants aux groupes de discussion, le rôle humanitaire des Forces canadiennes illustre parfaitement le type de mission qu’ils souhaitent pour leur armée. Bon nombre d’entre eux estiment qu’il est de la responsabilité du Canada de répondre aux situations qui l’exigent pour apporter de l’aide humanitaire. Certains participants voient l’aide humanitaire d’un point de vue moral doublé d’une responsabilité à aider les sinistrés de catastrophes naturelles ou protéger les victimes de génocide.

· Certains participants voient le rôle de maintien de la paix traditionnellement attribué au Canada comme étant une raison pour laquelle ils estiment que les Forces canadiennes devraient continuer de prendre part à des missions humanitaires ou de maintien de la paix à l’étranger. Comme c’était le cas en 2008, bon nombre de participants associent fortement le maintien de la paix à l’image du Canada, et ils en retirent une grande fierté. Toutefois, certains participants indiquent également que ce rôle semble être en train de changer. Plusieurs ont indiqué qu’ils associent depuis toujours les Forces canadiennes au maintien de la paix, mais qu’ils n’en sont plus certains, ou qu’ils associent « toujours » les Forces canadiennes au maintien de la paix, signe que ce rôle est peut-être en train de changer.

· Le grand public canadien est divisé de manière égale à savoir si les Forces canadiennes devraient participer, partout dans le monde, à des opérations qui pourraient comprendre des patrouilles de sécurité et des combats aux côtés de troupes alliées pour ramener la paix (49 %) ou si elles ne devraient participer, partout dans le monde, qu’à des missions d’observation ou de surveillance de cessez-le-feu ou de trêve entre deux parties à un conflit (50 %). Comparativement à l’année dernière, le pourcentage de Canadiens qui soutiennent le rôle de maintien de la paix a augmenté légèrement, mais de façon significative sur le plan statistique (50 % contre 46 %).

· Dans les groupes de discussion, les avis sont partagés quant à savoir si le rôle des Forces canadiennes à l’étranger devrait comprendre les combats. La majorité des participants ne souhaite pas envisager de combats, sauf en dernier recours, c’est-à-dire après l’échec des solutions diplomatiques ou des négociations. Ils voudraient également obtenir l’assurance que les missions sont entreprises pour les bonnes raisons, par exemple la protection de civils ou la légitime défense.

Mission du Canada en Afghanistan

· La moitié des Canadiens (52 %) ont entendu parler des opérations militaires du Canada en Afghanistan au cours des dernières semaines. Bien qu’environ trois participants sur dix (28 %) aient vu, lu ou entendu quelque chose sur les efforts de développement et de reconstruction au cours des dernières semaines, la connaissance des travaux diplomatiques du Canada en Afghanistan est considérablement plus faible que celle des opérations militaires (14 %).

· Les participants des groupes de discussion affirment qu’ils ne croient pas connaître l’ensemble de la situation concernant la mission en Afghanistan. On note un manque évident de clarté en ce qui a trait aux objectifs de la mission et un sentiment que la mission perd du terrain et qu’elle s’éloigne de son objectif premier. Les dessins qu’ont produits les participants pour décrire ce qu’ils pensent de la mission du Canada en Afghanistan illustrent leur incertitude à l’égard de ces objectifs; ils montrent principalement un manque de connaissances sur la mission ou des préoccupations à l’égard du nombre de blessés et de morts parmi les soldats canadiens et les civils afghans. Quelques participants ont illustré des aspects plus positifs de la mission comme l’aide humanitaire et diplomatique.

· Peu de Canadiens croient que le Canada travaille seul en Afghanistan; en effet, moins d’un répondant sur dix (6 %) est de cet avis, comparativement à environ neuf sur dix (86 %) qui croient que le Canada collabore avec d’autres pays. Une vaste majorité de Canadiens (87 %) sont d’avis que le Canada agit en Afghanistan avec l’approbation des Nations Unies.

· La moitié des Canadiens (49 %) estiment qu’à l’heure actuelle, les Forces canadiennes voient plus d’obligations de combat que les autres pays, et seulement un sur dix environ (11 %) est d’avis contraire. Une majorité de Canadiens (60 %) aimeraient que le pays voie à peu près autant d’obligations de combat que les autres pays qui participent à la mission en Afghanistan, alors que 31 % aimeraient qu’il en voie moins.

· Les participants des groupes de discussion expriment souvent deux opinions parfois contradictoires sur l’avenir de la mission du Canada en Afghanistan : le Canada devrait rester en Afghanistan jusqu’à la fin de la mission; et le Canada ne sortira jamais vainqueur de l’Afghanistan et la mission se transforme en engagement inconditionnel. 

· Les participants ont tendance à être critiques envers la couverture des médias sur la situation en Afghanistan; certains croient que les médias se concentrent excessivement sur les côtés « négatifs » de la mission, comme le nombre de victimes parmi les membres des Forces canadiennes ou les bombes de circonstance. Certains participants souhaitent en entendre davantage dans les médias sur les exploits ou les événements qui se déroulent bien en Afghanistan, plutôt que sur ce qu’ils perçoivent actuellement comme une focalisation sur des histoires plus « négatives ». 

· À l’image des résultats des groupes de discussion de 2008, les participants ont tendance à faire plus confiance aux récits et aux expériences de ceux qui ont servi en Afghanistan qu’aux médias, aux porte-parole du gouvernement ou aux élus.

Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver 

· Les deux tiers des Canadiens (65 %) estiment qu’il est improbable que des menaces sérieuses planent sur la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver.

· Une forte majorité de Canadiens sont confiants en ce qui a trait à la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver (94 %), sont confiants en ce qui a trait à la sécurité des Jeux en sachant que les Forces canadiennes déploient des efforts en la matière (91 %) et sont confiants en ce qui a trait à la sécurité des Jeux en sachant que la GRC y joue un rôle de leader (91 %). Le fait d’en savoir davantage sur les différentes organisations qui jouent un rôle en la matière et sur les mesures spécifiques mises en place renforce cette confiance.

· La majorité des participants aux groupes de discussion sont à l’aise à l’idée que les Forces canadiennes jouent un rôle pour assurer la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver, mais ils estiment qu’il serait approprié qu’elles concertent leurs efforts avec la police locale et la GRC.

· Sept Canadiens sur dix (71 %) estiment que les Forces canadiennes devraient être visibles lors des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver – un quart de ces répondants (24 %) est fortement d’accord. Trois sur dix (28 %) croient que l’armée ne devrait pas être visible lors des Jeux.

· Les participants aux groupes de discussion sont en faveur d’une faible visibilité des Forces canadiennes aux Jeux olympiques de 2010, avec la garantie qu’elles assurent une surveillance et qu’elles sont disponibles en cas de besoin, plutôt que pour une présence très visible. La majorité des participants ne sont pas à l’aise à l’idée d’une présence très visible des Forces canadiennes, surtout si cette présence mettait en évidence, par exemple, des tenues de combat et des mitrailleuses. Certains participants estiment que ce type d’approche peut être approprié dans d’autres pays, mais pas au Canada, et que cela porterait atteinte à l’image du Canada sur la scène internationale en plus de troubler le plaisir des spectateurs des Jeux. D’autres ne croient pas qu’une forte visibilité soit rassurante pour les spectateurs, mais qu’elle entretiendrait plutôt des inquiétudes ou des préoccupations quant à de possibles menaces. 

Conclusions et recommandations

· Les Forces canadiennes jouissent toujours d’une très bonne réputation au sein de la population canadienne, grâce à la qualité du personnel qui sert dans les Forces, à la fierté des Canadiens pour leur histoire et à l’importance du rôle de l’armée en matière de maintien de la paix, qui s’est gravé dans l’esprit des Canadiens. En effet, une étude distincte menée pour le compte de Citoyenneté et Immigration Canada montre que le rôle de maintien de la paix des Forces canadiennes est le septième des 101 aspects les plus représentatifs du Canada.

· L’étude de cette année présente ce qui semble être le début d’un changement plus radical de l’opinion des Canadiens sur le Canada en tant que nation axée sur le maintien de la paix. Les gens ont vent de ce tournant, et les changements de ciblage des annonces de recrutement en sont un exemple. Alors que les Canadiens sont conscients de ces changements, ils semblent également en proie à une nostalgie de l’époque où les Forces canadiennes jouaient un rôle moins « compliqué ».

· Les Canadiens estiment souvent que les Forces sont sous financées et mal équipées. Ces perceptions sont principalement fondées sur la couverture médiatique du matériel et de l’arsenal lourd vétustes ou inadéquats.

· À la lumière de ces perceptions, les Canadiens sont généralement ouverts à l’idée d’accorder plus d’argent à l’armée. Au moment de la décision et de l’annonce d’investissements, les Forces canadiennes doivent prendre en considération les éléments suivants :

· La crise économique actuelle, qui peut engendrer des doutes dans la répartition des fonds apparemment de plus en plus rares du gouvernement et créer aussi une volonté croissante de voir cet argent dépensé au Canada. 

· Une forte impression que les décisions en matière de dépenses doivent être transparentes et responsables, surtout lorsqu’elles dépassent les budgets existants et qu’elles touchent de l’équipement coûteux.

· Les communications, qui devraient donner l’assurance que l’équipement est nécessaire et adéquat. L’achat d’équipement de combat soulève plus de questions que l’achat d’équipement non associé aux combats.

· Le choix d’experts indépendants, comme des généraux à la retraite, à titre de porte-parole apportera une crédibilité accrue aux communications.

· La mission en Afghanistan continue de susciter énormément de confusion. Les objectifs de maintien de la paix sont assez bien connus des Canadiens, mais les autres objectifs jouissent d’une visibilité beaucoup moins forte. De plus, les participants des groupes de discussion semblent croire que la mission ne progresse pas et que nous n’atteindrons vraisemblablement pas nos objectifs. Malgré cette perception, les participants ne recommandent pas un retrait des troupes d’Afghanistan. 

· Les Canadiens ont toutefois du mal à comprendre et à accepter la mission en Afghanistan. Malgré leur préférence pour les missions internationales – l’aide humanitaire et son caractère explicitement moral, ses objectifs clairs et ses engagements limités –, les Canadiens trouvent que la situation en Afghanistan est complexe, inconditionnelle et teintée d’une ambiguïté sur le plan moral : aidons-nous vraiment? Notre présence est-elle souhaitée par les Afghans? 

· Il existe une volonté claire d’obtenir plus d’information sur la mission en Afghanistan, ses objectifs et ses exploits. Les morts et les blessés dominent dans la connaissance de la mission. Les participants des groupes de discussion souhaitent avoir plus de renseignements que ceux véhiculés par la couverture médiatique sur les victimes des combats, et ils ont souvent l’impression que les médias ne leur présentent qu’une partie de la réalité. Plusieurs participants disent vouloir entendre de la bouche des Afghans qu’ils soutiennent la présence du Canada dans leur pays, et ils souhaitent en entendre plus des gens qui servent dans les Forces canadiennes en Afghanistan.

· Enfin, les discussions révèlent que les Forces canadiennes doivent jouer un rôle dans la sécurité lors des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver et qu’on s’attend à ce qu’elles apportent une expérience et une expertise à un événement de grande envergure. Toutefois, la présence militaire ne doit pas être trop visible; en effet, plutôt que d’offrir une certaine paix d’esprit, les tenues de combat, le camouflage ou les mitrailleuses ont plus tendance à entretenir l’inquiétude et à sembler inadéquats, compte tenu de la perception des Canadiens de leur pays, de la place du Canada dans le monde et des objectifs mêmes des Jeux.
1. Background and Methodology

The Canadian Forces today face an increasingly complex array of security challenges and are taking on a widening range of roles and duties. The Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces use the Views of the Canadian Forces Tracking Study to understand Canadians’ views, knowledge and expectations of the Canadian Forces in general. More specifically, the study examines issues such as the image of the Canadian Forces, the role of the Canadian Forces, and Canada’s mission in Afghanistan. The Views of the Canadian Forces Tracking Study has been conducted regularly since 1998 and will track approximately 80% of the questions that were used in 2008.
This research includes both quantitative and qualitative elements. This provides both statistically reliable data on the views of Canadians and how these have changed over time as well as more detailed qualitative findings exploring the issues and showing the relative strength of opinions. 

Quantitative Component

The quantitative component involved a national random telephone CATI survey that was divided into two sections and administered to a representative sample of n=1,300 and n=1,000 Canadians aged 18 years old and over, respectively. Fieldwork was carried out between 16 January and 26 January 2009. The survey was sampled using the Random Digit Dialing method.  The data was weighted according to the national 2006 census proportions for age, region, and gender. Comparisons have been made throughout the report with the findings from 2008. 
In last year’s Views of the Canadian Forces research, it was found that the placement of questions relating to Afghanistan within the survey can have a significant impact on responses. In order to better understand this impact, in this year’s survey an experiment was conducted using a split sample approach. As part of this experiment, n=1,300 respondents were asked the main Views of the Canadian Forces questions, with the questions on Afghanistan positioned within the larger survey, after sections on the image and role of the Canadian Forces (similar to last year’s placement) and n=1,000 were asked a subset of questions on Afghanistan only. This is noted on charts as follows: the sample base designated as ‘Main questionnaire’ relates to the main n=1,300 group and the sample base designated ‘Afghanistan-only questionnaire’ relates the n=1,000 respondents who were administered the Afghanistan questions.

	
	Main questionnaire
	Selected Questions on Afghanistan Mission

	REGION
	SAMPLE SIZE N=1,300
	MARGIN OF ERROR
	SAMPLE SIZE

N=1,000
	MARGIN OF ERROR

	British Columbia
	172
	±7.5
	132
	±8.6

	Alberta
	133
	±8.5
	102
	±9.8

	Saskatchewan/Manitoba
	85
	±10.7
	65
	±12.3

	Ontario
	498
	±4.4
	383
	±5.0

	Quebec
	317
	±5.5
	244
	±6.3

	Atlantic Provinces
	96
	±10.1
	74
	±11.5

	Canada
	1,300
	±2.7
	1,000
	±3.1


	Empirical Calculation for Data Collection    

	Total Numbers Attempted   
	45832

	Invalid (NIS, fax/modem, business/non-res.)
	18319

	Unresolved (U) (Busy, no answer, answering machine)
	13411

	In-scope - non-responding (IS)
	11461

	Language problem
	460

	Illness, incapable, deaf
	112

	Household refusal
	9564

	Respondent refusal
	891

	Qualified respondent break-off
	434

	In-scope - Responding units (R)
	2641

	No one 18+
	58

	Other disqualify
	283

	Completed interviews
	2300

	Response Rate = R/(U+IS+R)    
	10%


Qualitative Component

Between March 2 and March 4 2009, Ipsos Reid carried out 10 focus groups nationwide, with two focus groups held in each of the following five cities:

· Victoria;

· Saskatoon;

· Toronto;

· Montreal; and 

· Charlottetown.

The focus groups were two hours in length, with 10 participants recruited for each group with the expectation that eight would attend. Within each group, recruitment was structured to meet the following criteria:

· A range of ages between 18 and 65, with one focus group in each city held with 18 to 34 year olds and the other with those aged 35 to 65;

· A mix of men and women;

· A range of educational attainment levels;

· A range of income levels;

· A range of attitudes towards the Canadian Forces.

Participants were paid an honorarium of $80 to thank them for their time.

2. Image of the Canadian Forces

In this section, we focus on how people perceive the Canadian Forces on a range of levels, from being a ‘source of pride’ and their perceptions of why they think the military is over/under-funded, to the size of the military.  

Overall impression of the Canadian Forces is positive

The majority of Canadians continue to have a positive overall impression of the people who serve in the Canadian Forces; around nine in ten (88%) are either strongly (58%) or somewhat (30%) positive about the people who serve in the Forces. Quebeckers tend to hold a somewhat less positive impression than other Canadians (81% positive) while those living in the Atlantic provinces are most positive (92%). Younger Canadians aged 18 to 24 are more likely than other segments of the population to have a negative overall impression of the Forces (14% compared with 8% for all Canadians).
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Image of the Canadian Forces

Focus group participants were asked to draw and describe the images that they associate with the Canadian Forces in order to explore the underlying perceptions they have of the CF and its members.  As was found in the 2008 qualitative research, images of the Forces among Canadians are often linked to their role or perceived role, to the men and women who serve in the military and to the equipment they use. 

Images of the Canadian Forces among participants can be grouped into the following key themes:

· The Canadian flag – and the different interpretations associated with this;

· Images of peace, peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance;

· Images of war and casualties;

· Those serving in the Canadian Forces;

· The equipment of the Canadian Forces.

The Canadian Flag

The Canadian flag was frequently drawn by participants as an image they associated with the Canadian Forces. This was sometimes simply related to the flags seen on the equipment or uniform of those in the Forces. However, there were also a wider range of associations with the flag in terms of its meaning and the reasons why some participants focused on this. 

For some participants, drawing the flag symbolized both peacekeeping and pride in Canada’s perceived role as a ‘peacekeeping nation.’ This was particularly the case in both the Victoria and Montreal groups, where participants tended to strongly support a view of the Canadian Forces as a military that should be primarily employed for missions not involving combat.

“The Canadian flag is the symbol of peacekeeping.  Doing what needs to be done, even though you may not agree with the reasons.”

“The flag. I’m proud to be Canadian.  If I were living in Afghanistan I would be happy to see a Canadian flag”

« J’ai dessiné un drapeau canadien qui flotte partout dans le monde et le casque bleu qui égale la paix. »

By contrast, other participants, particularly in the Saskatoon focus groups, drew maple leaf flags to represent other images they had of the Canadian Forces. These included the flag as a symbol of loyalty to the country, to signify the Canadian Forces as protectors of the country, as a symbol of sacrifice and also in relation to Forces recruitment. 

“I drew a flag to symbolize loyalty to the country.  I have a nephew over there and they want support from us.”

“The first thing I drew was the Canadian flag, the first thing I think about is the flag. They are peace makers, what comes to mind is that they are protectors, not just of Canadians, but worldwide.”

Whether viewed as a symbol of peace, peacekeeping, loyalty or sacrifice, those drawing the Canadian flag can also be seen as reflecting a view frequently expressed later in the focus groups, that the Canadian Forces are often strongly associated with Canada’s image in the world.

Peace, peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance
Related to some of the associations made with the Canadian flag, participants drew a range of images to represent their view of Canadian Forces as peacekeepers and providers of humanitarian aid and assistance. These included:

· Peace signs;

· Hands reaching out to help others;

· Blue berets/helmets;

· Soldiers helping others rather than bearing arms.

“When I thought of Canadian forces, I drew an army guy helping someone else-- helping as opposed to destroying, peace rather than bearing arms -- unlike the States.”

« C’est un casque bleu. Cela représente leur expertise en mission humanitaire. »

There were, however, participants who, while associating the Canadian Forces with peacekeeping and humanitarian aid, also indicated that this role might now be changing. Several made comments that they had always thought of the Canadian Forces in this regard but that they were no longer certain, or that they ‘still’ associated the Forces with peacekeeping, implying that attitudes were perhaps changing.

“I still see Canadian Forces as peacemakers in the world...we’re a peacemaking type of forces, giving humanitarian aid and establishing peace.”

“I got a peace sign with a question mark embedded in it. I always thought of them as peacekeepers and now we and the rest of the world are questioning that.”

« J’ai dessiné un béret bleu, pour une armée de paix, mais elle est différente aujourd’hui. »

Images of war and casualties

A third theme to emerge was the drawing of images associating the Canadian Forces, war and casualties. In several cases, these were explicitly associated with Afghanistan, for example a scene of combat, or tanks in an Afghan landscape. For others, the images were more generalized, for example body bags, people lying dead, or blood. It is worth mentioning here that while Afghanistan was not necessarily associated with humanitarian or development work at this stage of the focus group discussion, participants were generally aware of these aspects to the mission when they were later discussed in greater detail.

“Someone shooting. What comes to mind is Afghanistan and the loss of life that we’re taking over there.”

“I immediately thought of the casualties;. You see the families and friends out on the bridges. There are over 100-something casualties, three more people died today, that’s what comes to mind.”

« C’est la mort, la faim des soldats, la faim des enfants, un soldat qui donne à manger à un enfant qui a faim. »

It is also interesting to note here that despite the significance of the mission in Afghanistan for many of the later focus group discussions about the Forces and their role, relatively few participants made their first associations of the military with Canada’s mission in Afghanistan or indeed with war, death or casualties. This may suggest that other images of the Forces remain more deep-seated, despite the high profile of the Afghan mission in the media over the last few years. 

Those serving in the Canadian Forces

It was often participants who had a personal connection to someone serving in the Canadian Forces who drew images of men and women in the military. These tended to depict soldiers in green or camouflage fatigues, often holding a gun, and for some this was also linked with recruitment campaigns that they had seen. There were, however, also participants who drew someone from the navy or air force. Others produced images showing specific members of their extended family, or friends who were currently serving, or had previously been in the Canadian Forces. 

“It’s a side picture of a guy holding a gun from the Forces, and I had a friend who was in the Navy Forces. It's like a recruitment poster.”

“My picture was supposed to be a soldier standing at attention. I just think of the men and women who have served in our armed forces. It's both the contribution they make and the sacrifice. The time and effort to keep our country safe.”

“This is a guy who could be protecting people or practicing. They're just kind of getting trained up.”

Equipment

Participants drew a range of images relating to equipment including tanks, ships, submarines, and aircraft. Some participants drew this equipment in situations that would reflect their overall view of the Canadian Forces; for example, drawing a tank defending the country. There were also mentions of camouflage, including the usage of ‘green camouflage in the desert’ to represent a perception that the Canadian Forces do not have the appropriate equipment. However, as with images of Afghanistan or war, perceptions of a ‘poorly-equipped’ Canadian Forces, while present in a more detailed discussion, were rarely the main ‘top of mind’ image of the CF among participants.

“Just trees and a tank. Defending our country.”

«C’est un avion, ça représente le beau côté attirant.»

« C’est un hélicoptère brisé. »

Military is seen as modern, essential and a source of pride

Over half of Canadians (52%) view Canada’s military as modern compared with three in ten (31%) who see it as being outdated. Nine in ten Canadians (90%) believe that the military is essential, with fewer than one in ten perceiving it to be no longer needed (6%). A majority of Canadians (82%) see Canada’s military as a source of pride, with fewer than one in ten (6%) holding the opposing view.
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Quebeckers, who generally tend to be less supportive of the Forces as an institution, are least likely to say that Canada’s military is ‘essential’ (81%); by contrast, Albertans, who are often most supportive of the Forces are most likely to express this view (99%). 

Residents of Sakatchewan and Manitoba are as likely as those in the Atlantic provinces to see the military as a source of pride (93% vs. 90%).  Three quarters of Quebeckers (75%) see Canada’s military as a source of pride. Age remains a key determinant of views on this issue; while a large majority of those in the older generation (aged 55 and over) see the military as a source of pride (88%), significantly fewer 18 to 24 year olds hold this view (58%). 

Pride in the Canadian Forces

Most qualitative participants expressed pride in the Canadian Forces, and often with considerable strength of feeling. This pride almost always related to those serving in the Forces and their perceived qualities and abilities such as their:

· Bravery and courage;

· Commitment;

· Willingness to put their lives at risk to do their duty; 

· Reputation as being well-trained professional soldiers.

“I'm proud that they are representing their country.  They're not doing it for themselves; they are doing it for their country.”

“I’m proud that there’s still young people who want to represent our country and go internationally, whether it’s peacekeeping or force.”

« On a une armée sollicitée à travers le monde. »

“I think I have a great respect for their commitment. They give up part of their lives or give up their life to defend their country.”

Some participants made a clear distinction between pride in the Canadian Forces themselves, and their feelings about their missions and the role they are asked to undertake. Several mentioned that although they were not ‘proud’ of the mission in Afghanistan, they were still supportive of the way in which the Canadian Forces were conducting their mission. There were some participants who expressed pride in those serving in the Canadian Forces but who were not proud of the perceived outdated equipment they used, reflecting other discussions around the issue of the military as underfunded.

“You can not agree with the mission but have respect for the troops.”

“I'd say that I'm proud of the job that they're doing over there.  I don't necessarily agree with why they're over there, but I'm proud of the job that they're doing.”

There were also a small minority of participants who expressed more ambivalence about being proud of those serving in the Canadian forces; for example, one mentioned there being ‘bad people that get into the military’ the same as in any other profession. A few also found it difficult to be proud of the Forces if they were not proud of their missions.

“Historically I’m very proud, because of what’s gone on in the past, and not the recent past. Recently, what’s there to be proud of someone sitting there as a sitting duck? We’re not fighting to win a battle. I don’t feel anything, they’re just there.” 

“if you ‘re not pro-war, and that’s your mentality, you’re not going to think about it [pride] that way…you’re almost saying you’re proud of war when you’re not.”

Canadians continue to see the Canadian Forces as a vital national institution

A large majority of Canadians (91%) continue to see the Canadian Forces as a vital national institution, with only a small minority disagreeing with this (5%). Young Canadians aged 18 to 24 are least likely to hold this view (78%), while those living in Quebec are also somewhat less likely to see the Forces in this way (86%), reflecting the generally greater ambivalence about the military in a range of respects among these groups. 
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Funding and investment in the Canadian Forces
A majority of Canadians feel that Canada’s military is under-funded (56%); only one in twenty (4%) believe it currently receives too much funding – this is essentially unchanged from 2008. As shown in the chart below, Quebec continues to be the exception to the views held in the rest of Canada on this issue, with three in five Quebeckers believing that military funding is about right (62%) and fewer than a quarter (22%) believing it is under-funded. 
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Views on military funding therefore tend to mirror overall opinions about the Forces, with those regions that tend to be more supportive of the Canadian Forces, such as Alberta and the Atlantic Provinces, also being most likely to believe that the Forces are under-funded. Similarly, 18 to 24 year olds are less likely to say the military is under-funded (30%) than are either those aged 45 to 54 (62%) or people over 55 years of age (60%). 

It is interesting to note here that there is a clear relationship between support for military funding and levels of household income. Canadians with a household income of $60,000 a year or more are most likely to believe that the military is under-funded (63%). By contrast, those in the lowest income band who earn $30,000 a year or less are least likely to believe that the Forces are under-funded (47%). 

When those who think that Canada’s military is under-funded are asked why they feel this way, top of mind mentions include out-of-date equipment, poor quality of vehicles and lack of proper equipment.  For the few who feel that Canada’s military is over-funded, a recurring refrain is that money could be better spent elsewhere.  
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Funding and equipment

Focus group participants expressed a range of views on how well-funded they perceive the Canadian Forces to be. Many felt that a key issue here was not just whether the Forces are under- or over-funded, but whether they are funded appropriately for the missions in which they are currently involved, and those they will conduct in the future. A purely defensive role within Canada or a short-term humanitarian mission internationally, was not, for example, seen as requiring the same level of funding for equipment and personnel as a mission involving combat, such as in Afghanistan. A few participants felt they did not know enough to have any opinion on the funding received by Canada’s military.

As was found in the quantitative survey, perceptions of whether the equipment used by the Forces appears to be outdated tend to be important in influencing views on funding levels. Media reports on old, malfunctioning, or inadequate equipment often underpin assumptions that the Canadian Forces are underfunded. This said, it is also important to recognize that for some participants, ‘underfunding’ is not always seen as a negative concept for the Canadian Forces, provided this does not put lives at risk. We group opinions below into those who see the Forces as underfunded, funded at an appropriate level and overfunded.

Moreover, the current economic crisis also played a role in some participants’ assessments.

« C’est une question de priorités. Il faudrait mettre notre argent ailleurs au pays en situation de crise financière. »

Underfunded

Many participants felt that the Canadian Forces are under-funded. In large part, these views were based on the view that the Canadian military often uses outdated equipment that is not always fit for purpose. As was also the case in 2008, participants frequently made distinctions between how they perceived:

· Outdated or inadequate equipment used by the Canadian Forces, particularly ‘big-ticket items’ such as helicopters or submarines; and

· The good quality training that those in the Canadian Forces are believed to receive and resulting pride in the Canadian military as being among the ‘best in the world.’

“They need proper equipment and funds to keep the soldiers over there [Afghanistan] provided for.  They're not just going over there, they live over there. They need tanks and subs and whatnot, but I heard something about their subs and it was that they were 30 years old or something.  It seems like not enough is being spent.”

« On a des militaires bien formés et compétents mais des équipements douteux. »

“Everyone says that our forces are more highly trained and able to do things more than other forces.”

While a range of examples were given by participants to illustrate their belief that the Canadian Forces use outdated equipment and therefore are underfunded, three in particular were mentioned most frequently:

· Green camouflage used in the desert because the right type of camouflage was not available;

· Malfunctioning or outdated submarines bought from Russia or the United Kingdom (as was also frequently mentioned in 2008); and

· Outdated aircraft, including transport helicopters, fighter jets and also the aircraft used by the Snowbirds.

“These old subs we bought from Russia, they’re falling apart and cost a lot of money. There’s still one sitting in dry dock here [in Victoria].”

“Too little funding. We touched on it before. When you see the vehicles moving down the highway you think ‘Gee, that's older than me and it's being used every day’. We've probably paid for it ten times over.”

« On a des chars d’assaut loués plutôt qu’achetés. »

“One time there was a report on the news, was it Desert Storm? They didn’t have the right type of camouflage for that environment, so they stood out like moving targets.  That was an embarrassment.”

There were some participants who believed that a lack of appropriate equipment, such as body armour or adequately armoured vehicles, contributed to casualties among the men and women serving in Afghanistan. Others wondered why there was no equipment available to protect against Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) that were seen in the media to be causing Canadian casualties in Afghanistan.

“I think they need more funding for better equipment and things, because if you watch the news, they need some sort of way to create better ways to find these devices to avoid the death of people.”

« Ils sont mal equipés.”

“The equipment they had in Afghanistan was supposed to be safe but once they got there they were thrown out of the vehicles and they are not as safe as they should be”

Aside from this perceptual link between equipment and underfunding, there were also a few participants, particularly in Saskatoon, who were strongly convinced of a general need to invest in the Canadian Forces. This was based more on their preferred priorities for government spending than on specific examples of outdated equipment.

Appropriately funded

There were some participants who felt that the current level of funding for the Canadian Forces was broadly appropriate. Those in this group gave a range of reasons for holding this view, including the fact Canada had not recently been directly attacked, and therefore that it would be difficult to justify spending large amounts of money on defence. While it was recognized that the Forces sometimes use old or even obsolete equipment, this was not necessarily seen in a negative light by some participants. There was a sense that new equipment would always become obsolete and that it would be better to reuse serviceable equipment if possible; it would also be impossible for Canada to keep up with spending to always provide the latest equipment. Indeed, given the context of an economic downturn in 2008-9, some participants felt that funding for the Canadian Forces would need to be considered within the context of other competing economic priorities. 

“I think the equipment is outdated, but I agree, there is no need for it.  Why spend the money? In 50 years it’s going to be obsolete again..”

“They seem to have enough funding, and I wouldn’t want them to have more. I’m happy we’re seen as not a fighting force, I don’t want us to have fancy fighting equipment.”

  «  Ca prend un budget assez gros pour défendre l’intégrité du territoire mais pas assez pour aller ailleurs. »

There were also questions around how well the existing funding for the Canadian Forces was being spent. While malfunctioning submarines were used as examples of the need for better equipment, there were also those who wondered why these had been purchased. Rather than underfunding, some viewed this more as an issue of mismanagement of funds that could be used more effectively.

“You need to buy 15 just to get the same amount of time that one really good one would last. It's like buying a pair of $8 shoes versus a really good pair.”

« Ce n’est pas qu’ils sont sous-financé mais que les budgets sont mal administré par nos gouvernants. »

« Ils font des achats questionnables, par exemple les sous-marins [qui ne fonctionnent pas]. »

Perceptions on the funding of the Canadian Forces were contextualized by some with comparisons to the United States, particularly by those who felt they did not have a clear picture of funding levels in Canada. There was no sense in the focus groups that it would be either realistic or desirable to invest as heavily in the Canadian Forces as the United States; indeed, the US was used by some as an example of an over-funded military. The US was seen as an example of how much money can be spent on the Forces and that this may never be enough. 

“I think that they do need a lot of money to buy the proper equipment to attack and defend themselves, but at a certain point it's like ‘How much money do they need?’ It's like a black hole. It's never enough.”

“We’re not really outdated when you think about it. We’re using older equipment, but then we compare ourselves to the States, and what does anyone have compared to the States?”

Finally, there were also a few participants who perceived that the Canadian Forces did have up–to-date equipment and therefore that they did not appear underfunded for this reason; several examples related to the navy, for example frigates, but new helicopters and fighter jets were also mentioned.

“The navy is up-to-date. The Discovery Channel has documentaries about our ships.  Also I hear from retired Navy guys.”

Overfunded

A few participants, mainly in the Montreal and Victoria focus groups, felt that the Canadian Forces are currently overfunded. This view tended to be based on either the perceived cost of buying new equipment, such as tanks or helicopters, or more general opposition to military spending on principle. This group were, however, very much in the minority of overall opinion. 

“Don’t remember what the numbers are, but I’m appalled at what the Government spends.”

Canadian Forces personnel

Some participants related the issue of Canadian Forces funding to those serving in the Forces and their levels of remuneration. In general, participants tended to view a job in the Forces as being appropriately paid and as offering good training. This was seen as being particularly the case for young people with less education who might not otherwise enjoy a wide range of economic opportunities; several participants mentioned friends or family who had joined the Forces and felt that they were well paid and had access to good educational and training opportunities. 

“Well paid, as they try to lure more people in so they offer $30,000.00 starting out.   I wouldn’t want to do it.”

“Not a super high paying job but if you take a 19 year old out of high school with just a high school diploma and pay for their post secondary education, there aren’t many other jobs that will give you that security.”

There were, however, a few participants who held the opposing view, stating that they felt those serving in the military were underpaid, especially considering the fact that the lives of military personnel are on the line and that their work puts a great strain upon their families.

« Celui qui risqué de se faire tuer mérite un salaire plus élevé. »

Communicating plans to invest in the Canadian Forces

Participants were asked about the extent to which any future plans to invest in the Canadian Forces should be communicated, what level of detail should be given and which methods should be used to get the messages out to the public. A number of key themes emerged that will be explored in more detail below:

· Overall support for communicating plans;

· An appropriate level of detail for communications depends on what is being purchased and why;

· The most effective communication will involve describing why equipment is being purchased and the impact it will have for those in the Canadian Forces; 

· Who ought to communicate.

Very few participants in any of the focus groups had heard of any recent plans to spend more on the Canadian Forces. 

Support for communicating plans

As Ipsos Reid often finds when discussing the communication of proposed government policies or programs, participants tend to express enthusiasm for the idea that the information on what the Government is doing should be disseminated and available. They are, however, unlikely to say that they themselves would actually seek out this type of information.

“It doesn't necessarily need to be broadcasted fifteen-hundred times a day, but if something is being purchased or changed it could at least be put on the Internet.  Because who doesn't go on the Internet?”

Most participants were committed to the idea that it is important for the Government to communicate plans to spend more on the Canadian Forces. For some, this was based around the same principles that would apply to any type of government spending program:

· Transparency; and

· Accountability – ‘”It is our money.”

“You need information and details to make certain that the money is going to be well spent.  I want to know they are using the equipment for the right reasons, if people know that big bucks are being spent on helicopters.”

“As a citizen you should have the right, if you cared enough and wanted to have more information, you should have access to know where every penny went.”

Linked to the issue of accountability was whether the new equipment had been purchased, delivered, and whether it was proving effective; in short, whether it represents a good use of public funds. For some, as long as spending was within budget, there was less need to communicate the details to Canadians.

“I want to hear that they are actually bought and delivered.  I want to hear that the contract has been signed.”

« Ils doivent justifier et communiquer leurs intentions aux payeurs avant d’acheter. »

“Belts are being tightened everywhere, there obviously has to be a transfer of money from one area to another. Where it’s coming from childcare or healthcare you want to know the details.”

There were also some participants who mentioned that if the Government were considering spending more on the Canadian Forces, they should be ‘buying Canadian’, particularly at a time of economic downturn.

« Il faudrait créer de l’emploi en fabriquant ici. »

Communicating the purpose of additional spending

A key factor for many participants in communicating plans to spend more on the Canadian Forces was the purpose of additional spending, and the use of the new equipment that would be purchased. While there were some participants who did want to know exactly what would be purchased, for most, an understanding of the purpose of the equipment was the main consideration.

In general, participants tended to distinguish between equipment that would not be used in combat and that which could be used in such missions. When discussing equipment that would be used for non-combat purposes, such as building materials, medical supplies, clothing or troop transport trucks, participants tended to feel that a very detailed description of spending plans would not be required. For some, an overall idea of the intended purpose would be sufficient; for example, new equipment used to rebuild schools or hospitals. They characterized this type of spending as having a ‘positive’ use or being used for the ‘right reasons.’

“I would feel more compelled if it was said it was for peace and the rebuilding of hospitals and schools -- some sort of progress. Not just throwing money at this or military presence, but tangible goals.”

“People want to know what the plan is and what you’re doing with this stuff. People want to know why are you buying all these things and you’d better have a good explanation for it.”

By contrast, participants tended to be far less specific in their examples of what they would not want to see spending on. Some did mention guns or bombs as equipment that would require more explanation than that which was seen as having a more ‘positive’ use. In general, however, participants often concentrated on communicating the purchase of what they perceived to be ‘non-combat equipment’, saying little about how spending on combat equipment would best be communicated.

“If it's for a positive use I think that people would be a lot more supportive, but not if it's just for another gun or bomb or whatever.”

When considering the type of information on spending plans that would most engage the public, participants often focused on showing the benefits that would be brought by new equipment. Some felt that the best way of communicating this would be to link the new equipment to very specific examples of how this would help those in the Canadian Forces. This might include stories from soldiers about the difference that new equipment had made to them, or being specific about the exact benefits brought by a new icebreaker or troop carrier for example. 

“It's really important to put it in layman's terms. There's only so much detail that you could put into it.  Some people have no friends or family who are in the Forces, so they really have no idea either.  I'm not going to pick up my Armed Forces booklet and read the whole thing to find out”

“I would like to hear from soldiers about the new equipment. New equipment will not reach them before they have to leave in 2011.  There is never going to be a shortage of wars. The equipment can be used again.”

Methods of communicating

Participants mentioned a range of methods that could be used to communicate plans for spending on the Canadian Forces to the public. These included:

· Websites giving details of proposed spending plans, including both general and more specific information for those who were interested;

· Newspapers, television, radio and other media;

· Press conferences and press releases by the Government;

· Billboards;

· More direct communication between CF members and the public – for example, in a mall, through an event such as the Snowbirds or via events for children in schools.

All of these methods were, however, seen as having drawbacks as well as benefits.  As mentioned, while some participants said they would seek out this type of information on the Internet for example, there were others who would not consider looking at this type of information as a high priority for themselves.

“Press conferences, things like that, debates, if people are interested, find out the pros and cons of these things.”

“Status reports from the military, I don’t know if we have anything like that. A place to go, a website, to look up facts and figures.”

“I'd like to see the military come out to schools and do presentations.”

Who should communicate proposed purchase plans
Participants were divided on the question of who ought to communicate with the public about planned purchases.  A few felt that this is the responsibility of the Government. Others felt that the Government would be unlikely to give them the full information. In the same vein, some participants were skeptical that the media would provide an unbiased view of the spending plans. 

Participants liked the idea of hearing directly from the soldiers about what was needed and whether proposed purchases would meet their needs.  However, they were not sure that the rank and file would have the freedom to speak frankly.  Many participants suggested that the ideal spokesperson for new spending, particularly on large-ticket  equipment, was a retired senior level member of the military.  They felt that such a person would have the expertise to understand whether a purchase would meet the military’s needs, and would have the independence they see as necessary to “call it, as it is.”

« Le ministre de la défense accompagné par des spécialistes doit annoncer à travers les médias puisqu’il a été élu. »

As in 2008, few Canadians (18%) feel that it is wasteful to invest in Canada’s military and fewer still (13%) believe that there is little need to invest in the military since Canada can rely on the US and NATO to defend its interests. 


[image: image9.emf]Views of the Canadian Forces – Tracker 2009

Three in four disagree that it is wasteful to invest in 

Canada's military and that Canada should rely on others

18%

19%

13%

14%

5%

3%

2%

3%

76%

77%

84%

82%

1%

1%

1%

1% 2009

2008

2009

2008

Agree Neither Disagree Don't know

Do you agree or disagree that…?

Base: All respondents 2009 n=1,300; 2008 n=3,000

It is wasteful to invest in 

Canada's military

There is not much need for 

Canada to invest in our military 

since we can rely on the US and 

other NATO allies to defend our 

interest


Despite this, there are certain demographic groups who are more likely to see it as wasteful to invest in the military:

· Those who say they have a negative image of the people in the Canadian Forces (39%);

· Those with a household income of under $30K a year (27%);

· Those with less than a high school education (23%);

· Those aged 18 to 24 (35%);

· Men vs. women (21% vs. 15%).

As would be expected, these groups also tend to be more likely to agree that it is wasteful for Canada to invest in the military as it can rely on the US and NATO, and this is particularly the case for those with less than a high school education (18% of whom agree with the statement).

Size of the Canadian Forces 

Three in ten Canadians (27%) are unable even to estimate the size of the Canadian Forces. The median estimate of the size of the Canadian Forces is 48,593, with a mean estimate of 201,964. As can be seen in the chart below, one in three Canadians (32%) estimate the size of the Forces at under 50,000 and one in five (19%) at over 100,000. Only one in ten (12%) gave an estimate in the correct range of 75,001 to 100,000.  In 2008, Canadian provided very similar estimates of the size of the Canadian Forces. 
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Awareness and recent coverage of the Canadian Forces

Nearly two thirds of Canadians (63%) have recently seen, read or heard something about the Canadian Forces. This is down 9 points from 2008.  While one third speak of the Canadian presence in Afghanistan (35%), there is growing mention of deaths of Canadian soldiers – in fact this is up 10 points from last year (31% vs. 21%).  Mentions of casualties (9%) and repatriation of soldiers’ bodies (6%) are also higher than in 2008.  
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A number of socio-economic groups are significantly more likely not to have heard anything recently about the Canadian Forces:

· Those aged 18 to 24 years old (56%)

· Those with less than high school education (50%)

· Those earning less than $30K a year (48%);

· Those living in Quebec (44%).

3. Role of the Canadian Forces

This section addresses the role of the Canadian Forces, both in terms of current functions and also what Canadians think this role should be. Views on the role of the military include issues such as the extent to which people feel it is able to respond to a range of missions and challenges. This includes views on whether the Canadian Forces should serve abroad or stay in Canada and the types of missions they should undertake – humanitarian, peacekeeping and those that may involve combat.

As per 2008, nine in ten (93%) feel it to be important that Canada’s military respond to international situations in order to provide humanitarian assistance; just one in twenty (4%) disagree with this. It is interesting to note here that Quebeckers remain equally likely as other Canadians to see Canada’s military in a humanitarian context (95%) and indeed there is widespread consensus across regional and socio-demographic groups about this role. One exception to this consensus continues to be those who describe themselves as having a ‘negative’ overall view of the Canadian Forces, although even among this group, four in five (79%) agree that the military should be taking on a humanitarian role internationally.
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While there is broad consensus on Canada’s military playing a humanitarian role and on its being defined as a vital national institution, views remain more divided on other aspects of the military’s role. Three in five Canadians (60%) agree that a significantly stronger military is crucial to achieving the country’s foreign policy goals and achieving its place in the world. There are significant regional differences in attitudes here; Quebeckers are in fact more likely to disagree with a stronger military role (41% vs. 28% among Canadians overall). On the other hand, seven in ten Atlantic Canadians (69%) agree with strengthening the military to achieve foreign policy goals, and similar proportions express this view in Ontario (68%) and Alberta (64%). 

The ‘generation gap’ in attitudes towards the Canadian Forces between younger and older Canadians can once again be observed here. There is progressively increasing support for strengthening the military from under half of 18 to 24 year olds to two thirds of those aged 55 and over:

· Nearly half (46%) of 18 to 24 year olds agree with strengthening the military to achieve foreign policy goals;

· Three in five (60%) of 25-44 year olds agree;

· Three in five (61%) of 45-54 year olds agree;

· Two in three (65%) of those aged 55 and over agree.

Turning to another of the statements presented to Canadians about the role of the military, around half of Canadians (53%) believe it is important for Canada’s military to play a leadership role abroad and be first on the ground when responding to international situations, whereas around one third (33%) hold the opposing view. 

Although there has been a drop at either end of the education spectrum between 2008 and 2009, we can identify a correlation on this issue between level of education achieved and how likely a respondent is to think that the military should play a leadership role abroad. As shown in the chart below, those with less than a high school education are most likely to hold this view, with university attendees least likely to do so. 
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It is also interesting to note here that unlike views on many other aspects of the image and role of the Canadian Forces, there is no significant difference of opinion by age; those aged 55 and over (54%) are equally as likely as 18 to 24 year olds (51%) to agree that Canada should play a leadership role and be first on the ground. 

Other regional and socio-demographic groups more likely to support this leadership role are:

· Those who support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan (62%);

· Those living in Alberta (63%); and,

· Men vs. women (58% vs. 48%).

Findings from the focus groups can be seen as adding important context to this question. Those who were keen for Canada to be ‘first on the ground’ tended to relate this to the provision of humanitarian assistance, for example after Hurricane Katrina, rather than to combat missions.
Geographic focus for the Canadian Forces: international or domestic?

There is little change in Canadian opinion from 2008 to 2009 with regard to where the Canadian Forces’ efforts should be focused. Half of Canadians feel that the top priority for the Canadian Forces should be international (48%) followed by domestic (35%) or on the North American continent more generally (15%). 
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Once again, those living in Quebec have a different view from other Canadians; indeed more Quebeckers believe that the Canadian Forces should focus their efforts domestically (45%) than internationally (43%). By contrast, Canadians with a university education (55%) or higher household incomes of over $60K a year (52%) are more likely than average to favour an international focus for the Canadian Forces. 

The above findings reflect the focus group discussions on the role of the Canadian Forces described later in this section; these highlighted the sense of security that many Canadians feel at home and the emphasis that is often placed on the role of the Canadian Forces to provide assistance abroad.

Priority of various roles within Canada

When asked about the importance of various potential roles for the military within Canada, Canadians are nearly unanimous (96% agree) in saying that Canada’s military should play a leading role in responding to natural disasters that occur in Canada.  Nearly four in five (78%) agree that it is important for Canada’s military to play a role in ensuring the safety and security of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics and three in five (63%, consistent with 2008) think there should be an increase in the number of patrols in the North.
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Role of the Canadian Forces

The focus groups closely reflected findings from the quantitative research on the role of Canada’s military. As has been noted, 93% of Canadians believe that it is important for Canada’s military to respond to international situations in order to provide humanitarian assistance. For most focus group participants, the humanitarian role of the Canadian Forces typifies the type of mission they want to see their military undertake. As will be explored below, there were a number of factors that participants tended to refer to explicitly or implicitly when thinking about the role of the Canadian Forces;

· Is there a clear moral imperative for Canada to act? This would generally include a natural disaster (e.g. tsunami in Asia) or a genocide (e.g. Rwanda);

· What will be the perceived impact on Canada’s reputation in the world? For example, whether a mission is sanctioned by the UN or whether there is support from within a country for a Canadian presence;

· What can be achieved by Canadian Forces, and are there clear aims and objectives?

· Does the role require combat to achieve these aims and objectives?

These were not the only factors considered by participants; some focused on whether not intervening in a situation could result in danger for Canada in future, or how an international mission would affect defending Canada at home. Others mentioned the need to protect Canadians abroad as a key consideration. There were also a few participants who felt that the focus for the Canadian Forces should be purely domestic.

Canada’s perceived responsibility to get involved

Many focus group participants saw it as Canada’s responsibility to get involved in situations where humanitarian assistance would be required. For some participants, humanitarian assistance was a moral issue, with a responsibility to help with a natural disaster or protect victims of a genocide. For others, there was the question of reciprocity; if Canada did not go to the aid of others who required help, who would come to help Canada if this was required? Specific examples of such situations included:

· Disaster relief in New Orleans after Hurricane Katrina;

· Helping rebuild after the Tsunami in Asia;

· Protecting civilians from a genocide, for example in Rwanda;

· Defending people who don’t have weapons if called on to do so;

· Examples from World War Two, fighting against Hitler.

“We’re a First World nation and we have the ability, and even though it means taking from the federal budget for what we need in our country, it’s the right thing to do. You know. It is the right thing to do.”

 “As an individual I wouldn’t be comfortable ‘hiding under a rock’ if there was an attack and wouldn’t be comfortable with Canada not helping out.”

“I know that if we were run under a dictatorship, I would sure hope that another country would come.”

« Il faut agir rapidement en cas de genocide.”

“Disaster relief.  That's something that we could help out a lot on.  Rebuilding, like after Katrina.  Look at New Orleans, its virtually destroyed.  It's never going to be the same. They needed so much help rebuilding, just demolition and some of the things.”

« Offrir de l’aide humanitaire ici et ailleurs devrait être en priorité plutôt que la guerre. »

“If you saw someone drowning, and you could swim and save them, would you say it’s not your responsibility. Would you just not try to do anything about it?”

Some participants viewed Canada’s traditions as a ‘peacekeeping country’ as a reason why the Canadian Forces should continue to be involved in humanitarian or peacekeeping missions internationally. There was a sense among these participants that Canada had always responded when called upon by the United Nations or others to provide assistance around the world, and that it should continue to do so. There was also a perspective that, as a country experienced in providing humanitarian assistance, Canada was often well-placed to help, as it has the necessary expertise. Humanitarian missions in situations involving natural disasters or a genocide were also viewed as offering a clear-cut reason for Canada’s involvement and the likelihood of a finite and achievable outcome. 

“When I think of the military I think of peacekeeping and going around the world doing that. Fighting, not so much.”

“We wouldn't be very much peacekeepers if we just stayed on Canadian soil”

“It might not be Canadians or Canadian soil, but if we want to keep up the image of peacekeepers, I would be proud if they go over there [internationally].”

Linked to a perception of Canada as a ‘peacekeeping nation’ was the view that the Canadian Forces are important for maintaining a positive image for this country in the world. In this type of role, the military act more as diplomats, aid workers or as a police force to keep order and separate two sides. Participants evoked images of ‘helpful Canadians’ or ‘good Canadians,’ based on Canada’s record of helping out where needed in humanitarian or peacekeeping missions. Other participants mentioned the importance of declining to join the US in the Iraq war in protecting Canada’s reputation abroad. Indeed, for some, comparisons with the US military were a source of pride, contrasting the perceived more aggressive and individualistic approach of the United States with Canada’s more multilateral and humanitarian approach.

“Canada maintains a good reputation worldwide, sends peacekeeping missions, at the same time we have a government that has enough backbone to say no to the States. Still has a good reputation worldwide.”

«Agir comme arbitre et pour la reconstruction et aider à développer et à l’autonomie des autres pays. »

“I feel really good about Canada not helping the U.S., when it was demanded that Canada come help fight the ‘Triangle of Terror’. “
Most participants were supportive of working with the UN or NATO rather than engaging in missions alone. This view was based on factors such as the practical and moral support offered by multilateral action decided on collectively by several countries, and being ‘asked’ to help rather than initiating a mission. Indeed, few had considered that Canada would be able to go on a mission alone; humanitarian assistance in Haiti was provided by one participant as a potential exception to this. There were participants, particularly in Montreal, who mentioned that they would want to carefully consider both Canada’s interests, and the nature of the mission before committing to working with the UN or NATO.

“NATO is a world organization and that’s a great place to decide. Not just one culture saying we need to have combat, it needs to be a weighed decision. We’re not like the US and would make a snap decision but if needed we should go in.”

“Could we go in there someplace by ourselves? We're talking about how we don't have enough money for our troops. If we have 30 million people, and America has 300 million, there has to be a good reason that we would send our people in.  I like the buddy system with the UN”

Another factor considered by participants when determining the role of Canadian Forces internationally was whether they were welcomed by the local people. The mission in Afghanistan was an example of ambiguity in this regard; some participants were confused as to whether the Afghan people supported the presence of the Canadian Forces, or not. 

Use of combat

Opinion was divided on whether the international role of the Canadian Forces should ever include combat. Most did not want to consider combat except as a very last resort, once all other avenues of diplomacy or negotiation had failed, and that the mission would be undertaken for the right reasons; for example, protecting civilians or self-defence. There were other participants who held views at opposite ends of the spectrum on whether missions involving combat were acceptable. For some participants, particularly in the Victoria focus groups and among older participants in Montreal, engaging in combat was never acceptable under any circumstances. They were of the opinion that Canadian Forces should not be deployed in any situation where combat would be involved. By contrast, others, particularly in Saskatoon and Charlottetown, were somewhat more comfortable with the idea of using combat if required, for example fighting the Taliban to allow humanitarian work to take place in Afghanistan.

“If attacked you need force but not as first tack – approach doesn’t have to be forceful – people can be reasonable without force.”

“Humanitarian is a must; if someone is in need you can't say no to them.  Peacekeeping missions are risky, some conflicts are unavoidable. I'd say combat on a limited basis, I don't want to go as far as the States.”

“When you go into a situation, like a genocide for example, obviously there’s hostile people in power, who maintain power with force, killing all these people. Obviously you have to fight them, can’t say ‘Oh we’re here now. Stop.’ No, there’s going to be a fight”

‘I don’t think they should engage in hostile aggression. I don’t agree with it morally and we don’t have the resources.’

Domestic

A few participants supported the idea of a purely domestic focus for the Canadian Forces. For some among this small group, this was based around the perception that the primary responsibility of the Forces was to defend Canada, and concerns that the military might be stretched too thinly to do so if undertaking a large number of international missions. There were also a few participants who questioned whether the cost of undertaking missions abroad were worth it, either from a financial perspective or the cost to human life. 

“Why is it our responsibility to spend dollars to try to create peace?   Well meaning, trying to create peace but it seems with the economy the way it is, perhaps the money would be better spent back here with job creation.”

“Canada loves being the ‘good guy.’ It's easy to put on the maple leaf and to travel the world and be well-received, but at what cost to our men and women of the Canadian Forces?”

Supporting the quantitative finding that a majority of Canadians prefer an international rather than a domestic focus for the Canadian Forces, many participants were unclear about what type of role the military would play if they did not go abroad. There were several participants who mentioned Arctic sovereignty and the need to protect Canadian resources, for example our territory in the North. Others suggested disaster relief, for example after an ice storm, or protecting Canada from terrorism. 

“Russia and the US are trying to claim the Arctic. I feel that Canada should deploy troops to protect what land is ours.”

« Ici on s’occupe de l’intégrité du territoire, de nos eaux, de nos ressources, intervention lors de catastrophes, et on porte le casque bleu à l’extérieur. »

« On doit défendre nos propres intérêts économiques au pays, par exemple il y a les Russes qui convoitent notre nord. »

Others felt that the military would be used to ‘guard the borders’, although there were participants who questioned who they would be guarding against, and whether the Canadian Forces alone were large enough to protect Canada’s territory if attacked. There were also those who mentioned that the United States effectively guarantees against any attack on Canada, although some were uncomfortable with relying too heavily on the United States. Overall however, few participants perceived real threats to Canada that would keep the military in this country, and prevent Canadian Forces from deploying internationally when called upon to do so. Others found this stance unacceptable, arguing that having a military was part of being a sovereign country.

“When is Canada ever in trouble?  There’s no reason for anyone to be scared, Canada doesn’t scare anyone and the US would protect us.”

« Le Canada est un état-nation qui se doit d’avoir son armée pour protéger ses frontières, ses ressources (eau, pétrole…) et son peuple en cas de crise. »

Peacekeeping and Peacemaking

As shown in the chart below, there is a small, but statistically significant, increase over last year in Canadians who support a ‘peacekeeping only’ role (50% vs. 46%).
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Of note, and in contrast to 2008, public opinion seems to be leaning towards a more ‘peacekeeping only’ role for the Canadian Forces.  With the exception of Saskatchewan/Manitoba and Alberta, the rest of Canada directionally supports an observation and monitoring role over a more aggressive one for the military.  In fact, even though a majority of Albertans support ‘peacemaking’, there was a significant decrease in support for this in the last year.   
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Other demographic divides on this question are also evident, including:

· Those with higher incomes ($60K or over) are more likely than those with lower incomes (under $30K) to support a more ‘peacemaking’ role (57% compared with 43%); and,

· Those with less than a high school education (62%) are more likely than those with higher levels of educational attainment to support a ‘peacemaking’ role (49% among those with high school, 49% among those with some post-secondary, and 47% among university graduates).

Potential threats to Canada

Terrorism is viewed by three quarters of Canadians (76%) as a threat to the country’s security, when asked about a range of potential threats. This is relatively unchanged since 2008.

While similar proportions of Canadians in 2009 perceive biological or chemical weapons (70% vs. 69%) and countries facing turmoil or instability (54% vs. 55%) as threats to security as they did in 2008, threats stemming from natural disasters (64%) or health threats like listeriosis (55%) are not seen as security risks the way they were last year. Of note, half of Canadians (49%) think that hosting the Vancouver Olympics is not a threat to national security.
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Young Canadians aged 18 to 24 are least likely of all to see terrorism as a threat to Canada; under three in five (59%) hold this view. 

Although static in relation to 2008, fewer Canadians see countries facing turmoil or instability as a threat compared with the other potential threats to Canada that were presented. Around half (54%) of Canadians view the turmoil or instability of such countries as a threat compared with a third (33%) who disagree. As shown in the chart below, there are regional differences in opinion; with Quebeckers remaining least likely to feel that these countries are a threat to security (45% agree). By contrast, residents of Alberta (71%) are most likely to view this as a threat – a change from last year when Saskatchewan and Atlantic Canada held this spot.  Young Canadians aged 18 to 24 are evenly divided on whether they see unstable countries as posing a threat to Canada; two in five (44%) do so, while the same proportion (43%) hold the opposing view.  
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Responding to situations

The vast majority of Canadians believe it is important for the Canadian Forces to be able to respond to a range of situations, including:

· A natural disaster in Canada like massive storms or flooding (97%);

· A terrorist attack in Canada (95%); 

· A humanitarian crisis abroad caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake (92%); and,

· Security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics (87%)

Opinion was somewhat more divided on the importance of the Canadian Forces being able to respond effectively to an international effort to bring stability to an unstable region like Afghanistan; around three quarters (73%) of Canadians feel this to be very or somewhat important. This proportion falls to three in five (60%) in Quebec. Those in Alberta (85%), Ontario (79%) and the Atlantic provinces (77%) are most likely to see an effective response to bring stability to an unstable region as important; those with higher incomes (60k or over) are also more likely than average to hold this view (78%).

Canadians were also asked about how confident they would be that the Canadian Forces could, if required, respond effectively to these situations. The chart below plots the importance of the Canadian Forces being able to respond to a given situation (the Y-axis) against the confidence that Canadians have in the ability of the Forces to actually do so effectively (the X-axis). It also shows the shifts in both importance and confidence in these areas since 2008.
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As shown in this chart, Canadians see it as both important that the military can respond to natural disasters in Canada and are highly confident that they can do so effectively (93% confident). While Canadians see it as almost equally important that the Forces can deal with domestic terrorist attacks in Canada as they can with natural disasters, they are less confident in the military’s ability to do so (although up from 2008); over eight in ten (83%) feel confident that the Canadian Forces can respond effectively to a terrorist attack in Canada, ten percentage points fewer than the proportion who feel the military could respond effectively to a natural disaster in this country. Confidence in the Forces is greater when considering a humanitarian crisis abroad caused by a natural disaster; around nine in ten (87%), similar to 2008, have confidence in an effective response by the military to this situation. A similar proportion of Canadians (86%) are confident and find it important (87%) that the military can respond to security threats at the Vancouver 2010 Olympics.

The ‘outlier’ on the above chart is the perceived response of the Canadian Forces to an international effort to bring stability to an unstable region like Afghanistan, which is plotted in the bottom left corner. Seven in ten Canadians (67%) are confident in the ability of the Canadian Forces to respond effectively to this situation, while three quarters (73%) think it important that they are able to do so. This is significantly lower than for the other three situations; however it should equally be remembered that a majority of Canadians are still confident in the ability of the Forces to respond effectively to this situation. Both confidence and importance have decreased since 2008.

4. Canada’s Mission in Afghanistan

This section evaluates views of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan including; awareness of Canadian Forces operations, overall images and impressions of the country and the mission, an understanding of the rationale for the mission, support or opposition to Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, awareness and perceptions of Canada’s allies, and views on the future of the mission. 

In last year’s Views of the Canadian Forces research, it was found that the placement of questions relating to Afghanistan within the survey can have a significant impact on responses. In order to better understand this impact, in this year’s survey an experiment was conducted using a split sample approach. As part of this experiment, n=1,300 respondents were asked the main Views of the Canadian Forces questions, with the questions on Afghanistan positioned within the larger survey, after sections on the image and role of the Canadian Forces (similar to last year’s placement) and n=1,000 were asked a subset of questions on Afghanistan only. This is noted on charts as follows: the sample base designated as ‘Main questionnaire’ relates to the main n=1,300 group and the sample base designated ‘Afghanistan-only questionnaire’ relates to the n=1,000 respondents who were administered the Afghanistan questions.

The findings of the experiment confirm the hypothesis.  Question placement has a strong impact upon the findings. When the questions on Afghanistan were asked two thirds of the way into the broader survey after a series of questions on the image and role of the Canadian Forces, allowing respondents to develop goodwill towards the Forces and their other activities, support levels for the mission were higher than they were in the findings of the Afghanistan-only questionnaire. Therefore, while the key measures of support for the mission from both questionnaires are described herein in order to report on the outcome of the experiment and for comparison to last year’s findings (which were similarly embedded in a longer survey), the reporting for much of this chapter is based upon the “cleaner” measurement obtained through the Afghanistan-only questionnaire, with a base size of n=1,000.
Awareness of Canadian Forces operations in Afghanistan 

Four in five Canadians (81%) say they recall having seen, read or heard something about Canadian Forces operations taking place in Afghanistan. This includes over half (53%) who remember clearly having done so and three in ten (28%) who have a vague recollection.  This finding is very consistent with 2008 (83% recall, including 50% clearly and 33% vaguely).
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While levels of awareness of operations in Afghanistan are consistent across Canada’s regions, there are significant differences by other socio-demographic groups. These include:

· Age: Three in five (59%) of 18 to 24 year olds claim awareness compared with 87% of those aged over 55; and,

· Education: Seven in ten (69%) of those with less than a high school education are aware of operations compared with 76% of those with high school, 88% among those with some post-secondary, and 87% of those with a university education.

In terms of what Canadians have heard, read or seen, the deaths of Canadian soldiers remains the most frequently mentioned aspect of operations in Afghanistan, cited by one in three (34%). Other frequent mentions include roadside bombs, mines, suicide bombings and casualties in general.  In contrast to last year, more mention was made of the media and Canada’s presence in Afghanistan and less about reconstruction, training of police and humanitarian efforts. 

In addition to their overall awareness of operations in Afghanistan, Canadians were also asked what they had seen, read or heard about three specific aspects of Canada’s mission in the country over the last few weeks:

· Military operations;

· Diplomatic work; and

· Development and reconstruction efforts.

Slightly fewer Canadians than last year (52%) had heard about Canada’s military operations over the past few weeks, with an even divide between those who had clearly (25%) or vaguely (27%) heard something. As is the case with overall awareness, the key socio-demographic difference here is age: only three in ten (30%) of those aged 18 to 24 had heard about military operations compared with over six in ten (63%) Canadians aged 55 and over. Men were also more likely to have seen, read or heard about Canada’s military operations in Afghanistan than were women (58% compared with 47%).
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Those who had seen or heard about military operations more frequently mentioned having heard about soldiers/troops dying (29%), roadside bombings,/improvised explosive devices (14%), and people dying/death toll (13%). 

Awareness of Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan remains significantly lower than for military operations – it has also decreased since 2008. Just over one in ten (14%) remembered having heard, read or seen something about Canada’s diplomatic work in recent weeks, with more saying they vaguely (9%) rather than clearly (5%) recalled hearing something.

It is interesting to note that awareness of diplomatic work is somewhat higher in those provinces that are more supportive of the role of the Canadians Forces generally and of the mission in Afghanistan in particular, such as the Atlantic provinces (23%). Quebeckers are least likely to recall having heard about diplomatic work in Afghanistan, with one in five of those living in the province (17%) reporting having seen, read or heard something. 
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Of note, one quarter of Canadians (26%) who indicated that they had heard about Canada’s diplomatic activities are uncertain about what they saw, read or heard. This is an increase over 2008.

Finally, when awareness of development and reconstruction efforts of the mission in Afghanistan are tested with Canadians, similar to 2008, we find that around three in ten (28%) had seen, read or heard about development and reconstruction efforts over the past few weeks.  Once again, those with vague recall outnumbered those with clear recall. (16% compared with 12%).


[image: image24.emf]Views of the Canadian Forces – Tracker 2009

Little change in awareness of development and 

reconstruction efforts

11%

12%

20%

16%

69%

72%

2008

2009

Yes, clearly Yes, vaguely No 

Over the past few weeks, do you recall seeing, reading or 

hearing anything about Canada's development and 

reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan?

What did you see, read or hear about Canada's development 

and reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan?

21%

11%

9%

8%

7%

6%

5%

5%

5%

5%

5%

10%

18%

22%

10%

8%

8%

5%

12%

17%

Building schools

Building/ rebuilding roads/ bridges

Helping the people (unspecified)

Reconstructing buildings (unspecified)

Working towards Afghani self-reliance/

self-government/ stability

Helping with development of military/

police force

Building hospitals

Building infrastructure (including

mentions of electricity)

Building/ helping reconstruct a

(hydroelectric) dam

Rebuilding/ reconstructing (unspecified)

Building homes/ villages

Other

Don't know/Refused

2009

2008

Base: Recall seeing, reading or hearing something about Canada's development and 

reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan. 2009 n=317; 2008 n=1,051

All mentions of 5% or above.

Base: All respondents 2009 Afghanistan-only 

questionnaire n=1,000; 2008 n=3,000


Awareness of this aspect of operations is broadly consistent across Canada’s regions, with the exception of Atlantic Canada. Those living in the Atlantic provinces were more likely than average to say they had heard about development and reconstruction efforts (40% compared with 28% for all Canadians). There is also a strong correlation between age and recall of development and reconstruction efforts:

· One in ten (11%) 18 to 24 year olds are aware;

· One in five (19%) 25-44 year olds are aware;

· Three in ten (29%) 45-54 year olds are aware;

· Two in five (41%) of those aged 55 and over are aware.

Building schools remains the most frequently mentioned aspect of Canada’s development and reconstruction work; one in five (21%) of those aware of these efforts cite this. Other aspects mentioned include building/rebuilding roads and bridges (11%), helping Afghans (9%), general rebuilding/reconstructing (8%), and working towards Afghan self-reliance/self-government/stability (7%).

Understanding of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan

Those aware of the Canadian Forces operations in Afghanistan understand the main objective of these to be peacekeeping and bringing stability/order to the country (51%). Other perceived objectives for this mission are significantly less frequently mentioned, including reconstruction/humanitarian assistance (17%), eliminating the Taliban (17%) and freeing the Afghan people/democracy (16%).
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Perceptions of the mission in Afghanistan 

Focus group participants were asked to draw an image of what came to mind when they thought about Canada’s mission in Afghanistan. The types of images drawn by participants can be grouped into three overall themes:

· Images relating to a lack of knowledge about Canada’s mission and purpose in Afghanistan;

· Images of violence, combat or death;

· Images of humanitarian or diplomatic aid and assistance.

Images predominantly reflected either a lack of knowledge about the mission or concerns about casualties and deaths of soldiers and Afghan civilians. However, a few participants drew images of other, more positive, aspects of the mission such as humanitarian aid and diplomatic assistance

Images relating to a lack of knowledge about Canada’s mission and purpose in Afghanistan
A first group of images relate to participants who were unclear about Canada’s mission and purpose in Afghanistan. One of the most popular images here was a question mark or a series of question marks to reflect a range of unanswered queries in participants’ minds that were raised when they were asked to discuss this issue, including:

· Why are the Canadian Forces there?

· How are we helping people?

· What are we doing here? Building? Helping the US? Helping local people?

· Are we destroying people’s homes or trying to stop that from happening?

· How are we being perceived?

Other images drawn by participants to depict a lack of clarity about the reasons for the mission and the activities of the Canadian Forces in Afghanistan included a tank shrouded in mist and a circle to represent confusion and not getting where you want to go. This lack of knowledge of the mission can be seen as important context in understanding a range of other attitudes relating to Canada’s role in Afghanistan, such as support for continuing or extending the mission.

“I don't really know a lot of what's going on over there, so I just drew a question mark.  I don't know if they're building trenches or not, are they doing aid, are they getting aid.  How are they helping the people?  I don't have a lot of information on that. “

“I put a big question mark, what am I doing here. Building? Helping with the water? Helping partners to the south, the US? Helping local people?”

« J’ai mis un point d’interrogation.  Je ne comprends pas , ce qui s’en vient , si ça vaut la peine. »

“Tons and tons of questions.  Don’t know enough about what their mission is”
Images of violence, combat or death

A second set of images related Canada’s mission in Afghanistan to depictions of fighting and casualties. These included:

· Dead soldiers on the ground;

· Road side bombs;

· Civilian casualties;

· Destroyed buildings or landscapes showing signs of explosions;

· Taliban fighters (on hillsides) shooting at (exposed) Canadian Forces;

· Graveyards.

Some participants explained that these images were based on those seen in the media; for example roadside bombs, or the bodies of soldiers returning to Canada attended by bagpipers. Other images were similar to the descriptions participants gave in the focus groups in 2008 when asked to describe what they associated with the word ‘Afghanistan,’ reflecting their perception of Afghanistan as a combat zone.

“I drew bombing, dying, blowing up…that is my impression of this whole Afghan mission. No progress, every day you hear fighting, every day people are dying.”

« J’ai dessiné des montagnes qui cachent des talibans. C’est un pays hostile pour nous, la route mène vers la mort pour nos soldats. »

“Mine is a little soldier being picked off.  There must be good being done over there, but the media only covers the negativity – the solider there never knows what’s going to happen – there could be a woman with a baby that isn’t a baby but an explosive.”

Images of humanitarian or diplomatic aid and assistance

A final group of images relate to participants’ perceptions of Canada’s humanitarian or diplomatic mission in Afghanistan. These included:

· A soldier carrying a small girl to safety;

· A soldier with an Afghan child, building a school;

· A mother and child in their home protected by a Canadian soldier;

· Afghan citizens getting aid from Canadian soldiers;

· A peace sign, to represent what the mission is based on;

· A scroll to represent a constitution and democracy;

· A red cross to symbolize aid.

That these are the ‘top of mind’ images for some participants when asked about Canada’s mission could be viewed as a potential sign that communications on Canada’s humanitarian and diplomatic work are getting across to the public. However, this should equally be put in the context of the quantitative research which shows a decline in proportions who have recently heard about Canada’s humanitarian and diplomatic work in Afghanistan. 

“I drew a mother and children in her home being protected by a soldier. That’s my impression of what Canada is doing.”

“I drew citizens getting aid from Canadian soldiers. I drew a family. Helping people and people actually benefiting from this, I haven’t seen this on the news, but it is what I hope is happening.”
“How do you draw an ideal, or democracy?  I'm not very artistic and I can't put that.  Draw a constitution?  Draw a scroll.  It's more of an idea, I think.”
Other images

Finally, participants drew a range of other images to reflect understanding, or lack of understanding, of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan, including:

· Equipment – for example, tanks, planes and boats;

· Soldiers on patrol;

· Afghan landscape;

· A Canadian soldier standing guard while a country’s oil resources are plundered behind him; 

· A Canadian soldier keeping the peace between an Afghan fighter and an American soldier;

· Towns and bases.

Reasons for the involvement of the Canadian Forces in Afghanistan

As in 2008, focus group participants were asked about why they thought Canadian Forces were in Afghanistan, and the reasons for the mission. As was highlighted when drawing images of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan, there were many participants who were unclear about the exact reasons for Canada’s involvement; very few were certain of these. There was also a general lack of awareness as to how long Canada had been present in Afghanistan, although some were able to date this back to the events of 9/11. Indeed, participants often expressed surprise that Canada had been involved in the mission since 2001.

“About a year and a half ago, in Maclean's, it laid out really clearly why we were there.  I thought it was really interesting! Unfortunately, I don't remember what it said.  But at least I didn't feel like our soldiers were wasting time and the soldiers don't feel like they're wasting time.  There's a reason that they're there”
Among those who did feel they had an understanding of the reasons for Canada’s mission in Afghanistan, reasons most frequently mentioned were:

· To provide humanitarian and diplomatic assistance,to help the Afghan people, and the related but less mentioned objective of fighting the Taliban

· Because of Canada’s alliance with the United States and/or NATO.

It is interesting to note that while the primary reasons given for Canada’s presence in Afghanistan remain similar to those of last year’s focus groups, there was somewhat less emphasis placed on Canada’s relationship with the United States, and more on humanitarian assistance this year than in 2008. Similarly, while fighting the Taliban and finding Osama bin Laden were mentioned in the focus groups as reasons for Canada’s mission in Afghanistan, these tended to be less frequently discussed than in 2008. 

Humanitarian and diplomatic assistance

Participants mentioned a range of humanitarian assistance and objectives to explain Canada’s presence in Afghanistan. In most cases these reflected specific aspects of the mission, such as the reconstruction of schools. There were, however, also participants who associated Canada’s presence with principles such as upholding democracy around the world or more generally, as one participant put it, ‘we’re there for all the right reasons.’ Specific mentions of reasons for Canada’s mission in Afghanistan included:

· Rebuilding the country – for example, schools or roads;

· Protecting the rights of women;

· Bringing peace to Afghanistan;

· Training the Afghan army;

· Helping to secure democracy.

“Trying to assist other peoples, armies there, protect the innocent, bring peace to Afghanistan, food, health care, whatever is needed”

“I thought they were going to build some roads or something like that”

“I think we’re there for all the right reasons, there’s no question”

Despite referring to some specific aspects of the humanitarian or diplomatic mission in Afghanistan, participants were often not fully confident in doing so. A discourse analysis shows that qualifying phrases such as ‘I thought they were going to’, ‘I think they are supposed to’ or ‘Maybe they are doing’ were frequently used by participants, reflecting a lack of specific knowledge or confidence in whether their response is ‘correct’.

“As far as I know it's a peacekeeping mission to disable the insurgents that are there blowing things up and killing innocents.  We're there to stop that as much as we can or at least to teach the other people, the Afghans, to show them.”

“I think we’re there because we’re honourable people. Canada is part of a group of world leaders determined to uphold democratic values in places where those are threatened. We’re there because our government at the time accepted the challenge.”
Some participants perceived there to have been changes in the mission over time. For some, the original objectives of the mission had indeed been humanitarian, but these had changed as the Canadian Forces had met with increased resistance from the Taliban and were drawn into fighting. 

“The troops, if they went in as peacekeepers, they are now in there for the war. We’re soldiers, going to shoot, we don’t have time to plant flowers now.”
Canada’s alliance with the United States and/or NATO

A second view on the reasons behind Canada’s involvement in the mission in Afghanistan was based around its alliance with the United States or with NATO. As might be expected, given the election of a new president in the United States, there were generally fewer references to ‘Bush’s War’ than in last year’s focus groups. There were, however, a few participants who did feel that Canada had gone into Afghanistan because of pressure from the US or as a ‘trade-off’ for not taking part in the war in Iraq. This view was more commonly expressed in the Montreal and Victoria focus groups than elsewhere.

“Because the Americans asked us to and if we don’t and then need their help, we’re screwed.”

« Cette guerre est un prétexte pour aider les américains en Iraq. »

“The States, it's like your crazy aunt. You love her, so you'll clean up after her.”

Some participants mentioned going into the mission in order to avoid offending the United States as Canada’s biggest trade partner, while another participant believed that Canada was in Afghanistan in order to avoid ‘ridicule’ from the UN and media outlets. For other participants, it was more a question of supporting NATO allies, by going along with a combined NATO decision. Again, many participants were somewhat unsure in their responses. 

“Because we have to be [there]. Otherwise, we would get frowned upon by the UN and media outlets would ridicule us. Pretty sure they did that when we decided not to go to Iraq.”
“It's like we don't want to offend the States because they're our biggest trade partner”

“I think it goes back to NATO and the UN. That's what NATO stands for, you can't pick on any one of us.  If you pick on one, you pick on all because we're in it together, there in Afghanistan.”

“I thought it was a NATO decision, and that there ware NATO countries involved, not sure about the UN.”
It is also worth noting here that a number of participants did not readily distinguish between the war in Iraq and the mission in Afghanistan, and at times confused the two. Some referenced Iraq when they meant Afghanistan, while others, opposed to the mission, mentioned that Canada was in Afghanistan to make use of its oil resources. One participant related that the media had a part to play in this, given that stories on the two countries often followed each other on the television news.

Support for the mission in Afghanistan

In both the main survey and the Afghanistan-only questionnaire, Canadians were asked about their support for or opposition to the mission in Afghanistan in two separate questions; the first time as an ‘uninformed’ question and a second where respondents are given further information detailing a range of Canada’s activities in Afghanistan. The information provided about a given subject on a behavioural or attitudinal question is well-known in survey research to impact on the judgement processes that respondents use to respond. As detailed by Groves et al
, question context and information can help respondents who need to infer their views on a specific issue from more general values. This can be done by providing further information, in this case, for example, that the mission in Afghanistan includes a humanitarian aspect; this may in turn relate to the ‘core values’ of some respondents who strongly support development work generally. 

Providing further information in this way can also be used to test the impact that communications messages have on public opinion and the extent to which these messages can change attitudes. The military aspect of the mission in Afghanistan is best known to the general public, however a key government message is that Canada’s operations in Afghanistan also include developmental, reconstruction and diplomatic aspects. 

The questions asked were:

· ‘Overall, do you support or oppose Canada’s activities in Afghanistan?’ This ‘uninformed’ question was asked before a range of other questions about Canada’s operations in Afghanistan;

· ‘In fact, Canada is currently involved in a range of activities in Afghanistan. These include military operations, diplomatic work and development and reconstruction efforts. In light of this information would you say that you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose Canada's activities in Afghanistan?’ This later ‘informed’ measure is one where respondents are in effect responding to communications messages about Canada’s activities in Afghanistan. Moreover, it follows a range of other questions on the topic.
In addition to these two overall questions, Canadians were also asked about their support for or opposition to specific aspects of Canada’s work in Afghanistan:

· Canada’s mmilitary operations in Afghanistan;

· Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan;

· Canada’s development and reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan.

In this section, we detail attitudes to each of these in turn. 
Support for Canada’s activities in Afghanistan has decreased in 2009 

The findings of the experiment (described in the Methodology and at the beginning of this chapter) confirm that placement of the question about support for the mission in Afghanistan within a longer survey about the Canadian Forces has a strong impact on the findings.  When the questions on Afghanistan were asked two thirds of the way into the broader survey after a series of questions on the image and role of the Canadian Forces, support levels for the mission were 10 percentage points higher than they were in the findings of the Afghanistan-only questionnaire where the questions were asked near the beginning of the interview (62% vs 52%).
 This may be because the preceding questions develop goodwill towards the Forces and their other activities, creating a halo effect for the mission in Afghanistan.

However, even when the higher, more ‘warmed up’ support measure is considered, support has decreased since last year’s survey (overall support in 2008 was 67%). It is appropriate to measure the change in support over time against the more ‘warmed up’ response given that in 2008 the support question was asked in a similar way (part way through a longer survey on the Forces and their activities).
Three in five Canadians (62%) support the Forces’ activities - three in ten (26%) strongly support and four in ten (36%) somewhat support -- when the question is asked as part of the main questionnaire.  This compares to half of Canadians (52%) who support the mission – one in five (22%) strongly and three in ten somewhat (31%) - when asked this question early in the Afghanistan-only questionnaire. 
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Regardless of question position, regional differences remain evident. These will be discussed against the Afghanistan-only questionnaire data.  

Albertans (65%) remain the most supportive of Canada’s Afghan mission. While the rest of Canada, with the exception of Quebec, also remains supportive of Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, there was an overall decrease in support in 2009. Quebec has the lowest level of support for the mission in the country (35%). 

More detailed information about the range of Canada’s activities in Afghanistan results in increased support (from 62% overall to 75%, when asked as part of the main questionnaire or from 52% overall to 69%, when asked in the Afghanistan-only questionnaire).  This more informed or post-communication measure of support remains quite consistent from 2008 when the post-communication support was 78 percent.
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Support for Canada’s military, diplomatic and development and reconstruction activities in Afghanistan

Of the three aspects of the mission that were presented to Canadians, Canada’s development activities in Afghanistan remain the aspect of the mission that is most supported by Canadians, with military activities attracting least support. Three quarters (74%) support Canada’s development and reconstruction work, two thirds (67%) support diplomatic activities while just over half (53%) support Canada’s military activities in Afghanistan.  It should be noted that support for all three activities has decreased in 2009 compared to 2008.
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The same overall downward trend is evident across the country; however interesting regional differences still exist. Those living in Alberta (60%), Saskatchewan/Manitoba (65%) and Ontario (60%) are most likely to support Canada’s military operations in Afghanistan, although in all three regions, military operations remain the least supported aspect of the mission. Atlantic Canadians (50%, down significantly from last year) and those living in British Columbia (55%) are somewhat less in support of military operations, with Quebeckers the least likely to support these (34%). Men are more likely to support military operations than are women (58% compared with 48%).
In contrast to the regional differences that exist with regard to support for military operations, views are broadly consistent across the country on Canada’s development and reconstruction work in Afghanistan. British Columbians are most likely to support this (81%), with Quebeckers least likely to do so (65%). Diplomatic work again attracts similar levels of support across the country; once again those from British Columbia are most likely to be in support (77%), while Quebeckers, and of note, Atlantic Canadians are again least likely to express this view (63%). 

Canada in Afghanistan as part of an international effort

Few Canadians believe that Canada is working on its own in Afghanistan; under one in ten (6%) hold this view compared with around nine in ten (86%) who think Canada is working there with other countries – this is unchanged from 2008. 
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However, a majority continues to underestimate the number of countries working alongside Canada in Afghanistan; 6-10 countries was the most popular estimate compared to the 36 countries other than Canada who are actually taking part in the mission. Canadians estimated a median number of four countries working as allies, with a mean estimate of six. 

A large majority of Canadians (87%) remain of the belief that Canada is working in Afghanistan with United Nations approval. 

Seven in ten Canadians (69%) agree that some countries limit what their Forces do in Afghanistan, for example not taking part in combat operations. A somewhat smaller proportion (61%), also believe that some countries limit where their Forces can go in Afghanistan. Six in ten Canadians (62%) feel that all countries should have a similar role in Afghanistan and take part in all types of operation. It is however interesting to note a residual degree of uncertainty on this issue; when asked whether all countries currently have a similar role in Afghanistan and take part in all types of operation, opinion is evenly divided with 41% agreeing and 45% disagreeing with this statement.  The findings in this area are consistent with last year’s.
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Quebeckers are most likely to believe that all countries have a similar role in Afghanistan (48%). Residents of Saskatchewan and Manitoba are the most strongly supportive of a similar role for all countries, with over three quarters (75%) expressing this view. Those aged 18 to 24 are significantly less likely than other Canadians to support all countries taking an equal role (36%) which may reflect their generally more marked opposition to the Afghan mission. 

Education emerges as a key determinant on these issues, with findings varying significantly between those Canadians who are less educated and university graduates. While half (50%) of those with under a high school education believe that all countries currently have a similar role in Afghanistan, this falls to one in four of those with a university education (25%). Similarly, two thirds of those with high school (65%), or less (63%) think that all countries should have a similar role, while only around half (53%) of university educated Canadians hold the same view.

As shown in the chart below, half of Canadians (49%) feel that the Canadian Forces currently see more combat duty than other countries, with only around one in ten (11%) saying they see less. A majority of Canadians (60%) are keen to see the country take on about the same level of combat duty as other nations operating in Afghanistan, twice the proportion (31%) who say they that Canada should see less than others. Only around one in twenty (6%) express the view that the Canadian Forces should see more combat duty.
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Views on the future of the mission in Afghanistan

Participants often held two, sometimes conflicting, views about the future of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan:

· That Canada should stay in Afghanistan until the mission is completed;

· That Canada cannot win in Afghanistan and that the mission is becoming an open-ended commitment.

To pull-out of Afghanistan would go against some of the fundamental perceptions participants had expressed about the role they want the Canadian Forces to play; called on when needed, able to protect civilians and providing humanitarian assistance to those who require their help. For others, there was the issue of honouring the sacrifices already made by Canadian Forces in Afghanistan; withdrawal would make this ‘meaningless.’

However, set against this was a prevailing view among most participants that the mission in Afghanistan cannot be ‘won’, that progress is probably not being made and also that the Canadian Forces are taking increasing casualties. It is worth noting here as a contextual point that the focus groups took place shortly after comments were made by the Prime Minister in a television interview on CNN on March 1st 2009 stating that: “We're not going to win this war just by staying…my own judgment is quite frankly we are not going to ever defeat the insurgency.” This may potentially have had some influence on the views participants expressed on whether the mission could be won. 

As a result of a seeming contradiction in attitudes between wanting to stay the course in Afghanistan but not believing the mission can be won, there were few calls from participants for an immediate withdrawal, except in the older group of Montreal participants; there was however equally little enthusiasm for continuing the mission. 

It should also be remembered here that the context for the discussion around Canada’s mission was a general lack of detailed awareness of what had been achieved on the mission so far, or on what ‘completing’ the mission would entail. Participants were not generally aware of any planned dates for the withdrawal of Canadian Forces, although a few did mention having heard of 2011 or 2012 as end-dates for Canada’s military presence in the country.

Canada should stay in Afghanistan until the mission is completed

Many participants expressed the view that Canada should ‘stay the course’ in Afghanistan because of the potential damage that could be done to the Afghan people were they to pull out. Participants expressed concern about the humanitarian crisis that could unfold if the Canadian Forces were to leave, particularly if there were a swift withdrawal from the country.  There was a general sense that a withdrawal could create instability in the country and also, for some, that pulling out would mean that the sacrifices made by Canadian soldiers killed in action would be in vain.

“They have been there so long they should stay and finish. It may create some problems if they leave prematurely.”

« On ne devrait pas quitter immédiatement, ça risque de nuire à la sécurité de la population. »

“I don’t know what the answer is, if everybody comes out, and there’s no opposition to the Taliban, we’re all at risk, US, Canada, Britain. Something has to be done.”

“How do we know what we’ve done?  Is it a hornet’s nest if we leave.”

“We should stay. But we need to come up with a plan because what they have had the last few years is not working…It’s dragging on and on.”

Other participants mentioned commitments to NATO allies as a reason to stay in Afghanistan, or a general feeling that Canada should ‘finish what it has started’ in the country. Many participants mentioned that an end point to the mission would be when the Afghan people were able to take over the job of governing and policing their own country, although there were also many who wondered whether that day would come. Several participants felt that expecting a Western-style functioning democracy to emerge was unrealistic, and for a few this objective was disrespectful of the culture and autonomy of another country. 

« On reste si le résultat recherché est proche, si le gouvernement en place est correct (danger de juger par nos propres valeurs occidentales). »

Certain participants suggested that an extension to Canada’s mission should be considered only if it was requested by the people of Afghanistan.

There was, however, a lack of clarity over what completing the mission or meeting objectives might involve, and when it could be judged that these had been met. This also fed into the concerns among some participants that the mission was becoming open-ended, as described below. 

Canada cannot win in Afghanistan

Concerns over Afghanistan becoming an open-ended commitment for the Canadian Forces were often expressed as questions by participants, reflecting the lack of knowledge that many felt they had about the mission. These questions included:

· Are we helping the Afghan people?

· Are things getting better?

· Are we winning against the Taliban?

· Are we making a difference?

· What is the ‘regular person’ in Afghanistan feeling? Are we welcome there?

· Are we accomplishing our goals?

For these participants, there was often a degree of frustration in not knowing whether the presence of Canadian Forces in Afghanistan was helping, or feeling they had clear information on which to base an opinion. One participant, for example, felt that he would want to see a vote from the Afghan people on whether they still wanted Canadians in the country. Several participants were in fact unconvinced that the Afghan people overall were supportive of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan, or, that they wanted the Canadian Forces to stay. There was a feeling among some of these participants that a continued Canadian presence under such circumstances shows a lack of respect for the autonomy and sovereignty of another country.

“It's hard to quantify these things, though.  It would be nice if we could take a vote from the Afghan people about whether they still want Canada there.  Are we accomplishing goals?  It's like we're searching around in the dark for a light switch, but is the light switch even there?”

“We hear different stories and don’t know exactly what’s going on.  What is the regular person in Afghanistan feeling?  Would it be better for us to leave or has it been better to have us there?”

« Certains sont contents mais d’autres ne nous veulent pas pour contrôler leur pays. On doit respecter leur culture. »

“Are we helping the Afghan people able to go back to school, or are they just dying on the way there?  Are they actually getting to places that are quarantined and safe, or is there always constant attack?”
Other participants were more firmly convinced that the mission in Afghanistan was not ‘winnable.’ As was also seen in the 2008 focus groups, some participants expressed the view that other countries had historically tried and failed in their missions in Afghanistan, notably Russia. For these participants, a perceived resurgence of the Taliban was particularly discouraging, showing not only that progress was probably not being made but also giving rise to a sense of ‘inevitability’ that elements in Afghanistan were always going to fight to oppose the West. A few linked this to cultural factors, and wider conflicts between the Muslim world and the West, both of which they felt would make it difficult to win ‘hearts and minds’ in Afghanistan. Despite holding these views, there was however little call for immediate withdrawal of Canadian Forces, aside from the minority of participants described below.

“I don’t think we’re equipped to win this battle, don’t think we can win this. Don’t we learn from our own mistakes? How is it that we’re in there fighting this kind of war?”

“It is like they're Third World. There might be progress but it's really hard to gauge what that progress is. Like they're a stagnant country.”

“I think that Russia was there for so long, years, and eventually they had to say that this is a clash of cultures, and we are never going to win the hearts and minds of people.  People have to settle their conflicts.”

“A lot of my background in thinking is the African situation, I know that certain tribes are always going to try to kill each other.  That's been happening for hundreds and hundreds of years, and it's not a situation that Canadians can change in a certain amount of time.  So that is part of why it's not working.”

Immediate withdrawal

A minority of participants, notably in the older Montreal and younger Victoria focus groups, favoured an immediate withdrawal of Canadian Forces. For some participants, this was based on a perception that the mission did not look winnable, that others could take over from Canada, or that too many casualties were being inflicted. Others were more fundamentally opposed to any international action involving combat and favoured withdrawal on principle. 

“So much money being spent there and we have problems in our own country.”

“As a mother, thinking about it, if that was my boys over there, I'd say absolutely: pull them out right now. We're losing too many soldiers.”

« On doit se retirer immédiatement, on n’aurait jamais dû y aller, on devrait renégocier notre départ car les autres pays ne respectent  pas nécessairement les ententes. »

« On doit accepter que notre participation n’a pas été un succès et on doit se retirer. »

Media reporting of Afghanistan

Participants tended to be critical of media reporting on Afghanistan, with some feeling that this was overly focused on the ‘negative’ aspects of the mission such as casualties among the Canadian Forces or roadside bombs. When asked if they had heard much about Canada’s humanitarian or diplomatic work in Afghanistan, few had seen reporting of this. Similarly, there was little, if any, awareness of the fact that Canada also had non-military humanitarian workers present in Afghanistan. Some participants were keen to hear more in the media about what was being achieved or what was going well in Afghanistan rather than the perceived current focus on stories about the more negative aspects. 

“You never hear of the good that's happened.  When you hear the news it's usually just bad news.  Millions of children in a school got blown up, not we just built this new school and now they all have somewhere to go to school after all these years.”

“In many situations, the media is very untrustworthy.  They always have a scheme, they always have an angle no matter who is doing it.”

“I think the CBC doesn’t want our troops in here. At 10pm you switch on the news, all political, horror stories, one after the other, more roadside bombs [inaudible] the troops, if and when they come back, they did a lot of good things, but media are not going to portray that.”
As was also found in the focus groups in 2008, participants tended to place more credibility on the stories and experiences of those who had served in Afghanistan than in the media, government spokespersons or senior elected politicians. This said, there were participants who supported the idea of a government website where people could find out more about current events in Afghanistan directly from the Government rather via the lens of media reports. In common with views on how the purchase of new equipment should be communicated, participants favoured an approach that would make information about Afghanistan more relevant to people; concrete and clearly explained examples and stories of soldiers or people living in the country, rather than figures or policy statements.

5. 2010 Vancouver Olympics

This section focuses on the 2010 Olympics in the context of security, that is perceptions of threats to security and who is responsible for ensuring the safety of athletes and visitors,  confidence in security at 2010 Vancouver Olympics, and views on how visible the Canadian Forces should be at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics.  
Perceptions of security threats 

In the quantitative survey, two thirds of Canadians (65%) think that it is unlikely that there will be significant security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics. 


[image: image32.emf]Views of the Canadian Forces – Tracker 2009

Minority believe there will be significant security threats

8% 26% 32% 1%

33%

Total

Very likely Somewhat likely Somewhat unlikely

Not very likely Don't know

How likely or unlikely do you think it is that there will be significant security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics?

Base: All respondents 2009 n=1,300


In fact a large majority (92%) feel that there is a plan in place to ensure visitor and athlete safety. There is no consensus on who is responsible for ensuring this safety.  Top mentions include the Vancouver police (41%), the Canadian Military (41%) and the RCMP (39%). Under one in five (16%) mention the Canadian Forces.   
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Quebeckers are the least likely to think that there will be security attacks at the Vancouver 2010 Olympics (23% saying likely).  Those living in Atlantic Canada are the most likely to believe there is a plan in place to ensure visitor and athlete safety at the Games (99%).  

Confidence in security at 2010 Vancouver Olympics

Nine in ten Canadians are confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics; more information on the players involved and specific measures being put in place strengthens that confidence.

Respondents to the survey were randomly assigned one of three statements:

· I feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics.

· I feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics knowing the Canadian Forces are playing a supporting role in ensuring that the right safety and security measures are put in place.

· I feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics knowing that the RCMP is leading efforts to ensure that the right safety and security measures are put in place.

A strong majority of Canadians feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics (94%); feel confident in the security and safety knowing the Canadian Forces are playing a supportive role in this (91%); and feel confident knowing in the security and safety at the Games thanks to the RCMP leading the charge (92%). The statements which contain more information on the roles and measures garner the same proportion of overall support but have a somewhat greater proportion of Canadians ‘strongly’ agreeing that they are confident. More than two in five Canadians (43%) strongly agree to feeling more confident being told that the RCMP is leading security efforts; just under two in five (39%) strongly agree to feeling confident that the Canadian Forces are playing a supporting role in ensuring security.  In comparison, just over one in three (36%) strongly agree with the first statement.
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Visibility of Canadian Forces at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics

Seven in ten (71%) Canadians feel that the Canadian Forces should be visible at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics – including 47 percent who feel they should be somewhat visible and one in four who feel they should be very visible (24%).  Three in ten (28%) hold an opposite view, including 19 percent who feel the Forces should not be very visible and 9 percent who feel they should not be visible at all. 

A number of socio-economic groups are significantly more likely to feel that the Canadian Forces should be visible at the 2010 Olympics: 

· Those aged 55 and over (75%);

· Those with less than high school education (78%);

· Those earning less than $30K a year (77%); and,

· Women (77%).
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Those who think the Canadian Forces should be visible at the 2010 Olympics feel this would provide a deterrent to terrorism (34%), additional security (32%) and give spectators peace of mind (22%).  

Those who think the Canadian Forces should not be visible at the 2010 Olympics feel their presence would in fact cause fear and intimidation among spectators (23%), that any security should not be visible by nature (23%), and that, if security were to be provided, it is not the responsibility of the military (17%).

Vancouver 2010 - Qualitative

Participants in the focus groups generally assumed that a range of organizations would be working together to provide security at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics. These included:
· The RCMP;
· Canadian Forces; 

· Vancouver Police; and
· CSIS or ‘Secret Service’ (mentioned by relatively few).
Some mentioned that volunteers for the Olympics would be working with these organizations, including on security. A few participants, in Victoria, believed that they had heard of plans for troops from the United States to be involved in security efforts. Other participants thought there might be a ‘committee’ formed to lead on security, including with civilian representation.
“I think that they will need more than just the Vancouver City PD and RCMP.  There's a lot of volunteer security too I would think.”

“I'd assume it would be the Armed Forces there.  It's a world stage, they're trained in different things. The RCMP is trained in catching prostitutes, robbers and dealing with homicide.”

“I'd like to think they [the Canadian Forces] would be involved.  This is Vancouver, it’s a big event, let's make everyone proud.  It is a sporting event, but it's really important to Canada and the rest of the world.”

« L’armée a un rôle à jouer, contre les risques d’attentat, mais la sécurité devrait être assurée par le civil. »

Most participants seemed to have given limited consideration as to which of the different organizations would lead the security and safety at the 2010 Olympics, and did not appear to have strong views on this subject. There was, rather, a general sense that it was more important that security roles should be taken on by those most appropriate to carry them out. This finding is also reflected in the quantitative results, where there is relatively little difference in opinion when respondents are told about the RCMP role or that of the Canadian Forces. 
“There should definitely be collaboration, there are celebrities from all across the world. If these people, as unfortunate as it sounds, die, these are the ‘big people’.”

“I think they’re all going to coordinate pretty much.”

« Cela devrait être un travail d’équipe de sécurité, sous la direction de l’armée. »

This said, there were some different arguments advanced as to who should lead on security. These included whether the RCMP would have enough resources or relevant experience to provide security without the military, and a perception that the Canadian Forces might be more experienced at playing a ‘global’ role and therefore dealing with an event on the scale of Vancouver 2010. 

“Well, I’m sure the RCMP doesn’t have enough resources or manpower or budget to police the Olympics. Sure it’s going to have to be a joint operation, never thought about it.”

“Everybody's worried about terrorists now, it's a big enough concern that the military would be involved, no matter what country it was in.”

« L’armée doit être présente à cause de la dynamique mondiale. »

When asked about how ‘visible’ the Canadian Forces should be at the 2010 Olympics, most participants favoured a role for the military that was low-key and yet still visible and ‘reassuring.’ A clear finding to emerge from the focus groups was that almost all participants were uncomfortable with the idea of the Canadian Forces making themselves highly visible and either dressing in combat fatigues or overtly carrying weapons, such as machine guns. This opinion was based on a number of factors described below.
“Airspace presence, keep people under control, a few helicopters buzzing around, soldier on the rooftops, a little, not too much.”

“Not overt, you’d have the presence of local police and RCMP, they should be there, and I don’t know the term for our Canadian secret service kind of thing.”

Firstly, many participants felt that this type of overt display of security was inappropriate in Canada and also, in some sense, ‘un-Canadian.’ Some described experiences outside of Canada where they had felt intimidated by security personnel in airports or other public spaces, dressed in what appeared to be combat uniforms and carrying machine guns. Further to this, there were others who felt that a highly visible display of security by the Canadian Forces would actually be damaging to Canada’s reputation abroad and its perceived international image as a ‘peaceful country.’
“My issue is having soldiers dressed as soldiers at an event in Canada, it would be odd for Canadians, I’d feel uncomfortable with that.”
“If you’ve travelled and you go to Munich or Frankfurt airport, they’ve got Uzi machine guns. Maybe it is right for them, but not for us.”

« L’armée doit être prête à intervenir mais pas au premier plan. »

Second, some participants were concerned that a highly visible security presence at the Olympics in Vancouver could detract from the event itself. The juxtaposition of an event based around peaceful competition between nations with a show of armed force was felt to be inappropriate by some. Third, there were also participants who believed that the underlying objective of having a highly visible presence, to increase security, would not actually be served by this approach. Some felt that it would be more effective to have low-key surveillance to be able to observe those who might be a security risk. Finally, there were those who believed that a high-profile approach would in fact make people feel afraid, and signal to them that there was something to be concerned about. By contrast, there were also a few participants who favoured a highly visible approach on the grounds that this would be an effective deterrent to those planning terrorist activites.
“I think that you would get a feeling of security, but if you go too far, there's a balance there.  You want to be secure, but you don't want to be scared.”

« Le Canada est un pays pacifique, l’armée ne devrait pas être là ou du moins ne pas être visible. »

While participants often held similar views about how they did not want to see the Canadian Forces approach security at the 2010 Olympics, they were less certain about what they thought would work well. One view was that those in the military should be readily identifiable by their uniforms but not wearing combat fatigues. Others preferred a more low-key approach, whereby those in the Canadian Forces would be mostly out of sight, but able to observe and on-hand to assist as required. The red serge uniforms of the RCMP were thought to be highly appropriate for the Olympics; easily identifiable, appealing to tourists and with a ‘positive’ connotation rather than a negative one.
“I think the armed forces should be low key, not everyone marching with guns, but eyes in the sky, un-uniformed.”

“I have no problems with seeing tons of RCMP walking around, and most people don't even know that they are part of the military.”
“I don't want to be a part of an Olympics where people from other countries are like, ‘There were people hiding in bushes, and they were stalking the crowd.’  That's a little intense, we need something less than that.”

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

· The Canadian Forces continue to enjoy a very good reputation among Canadians. This is based on the quality of the personnel serving in the Forces, on the pride Canadians have in their history, and in the prominence of the military’s peacekeeping role, which has become an integral part of the Canadian national psyche. In fact, as a separate piece of research conducted on behalf of Citizenship and Immigration Canada, we found that the peacekeeping role of the Canadian Forces ranked seventh among the 101 most defining aspects of Canada.

· This year’s research presents what may be the beginnings of a more fundamental shift in opinion around Canada’s view of itself as a peacekeeping nation. People have a sense that this is shifting, and changes in the focus of recruitment ads are given as one example of this. While sensing these changes, Canadians also seem to be experiencing nostalgia for when the Canadian Forces had a less ‘complicated’ role.

· Canadians often see the Forces as under-funded and ill-equipped.  These perceptions are mostly based on media coverage of issues concerning outdated or mission inappropriate gear and heavy equipment.

· Based on these perceptions, Canadians are broadly open to the idea of investments in the military. When making and announcing investments, the Canadian Forces needs to be mindful of:

· The current economic crisis, which can lead to doubts about allocating what are perceived to be increasingly scarce government funds, and which can also give rise to a desire to see spending stay in Canada. 

· A strong sense that there should be transparent and accountable decisions on spending, especially when this is drawn from outside of existing budgets and for ‘big-ticket’ equipment.

· Communications, which should include reassurance that the equipment is needed and will be mission-appropriate. The purchase of combat equipment raises more questions than does the purchase of equipment not perceived as being for combat use.

· Independent spokespersons with expertise, for example retired Generals, will raise credibility of communications.

· There continues to be a great deal of confusion about the mission in Afghanistan.  While Canadians are fairly familiar with the ‘peacekeeping’ objective, other objectives are much lower profile.  Moreover, there seems to be a feeling among focus group participants that the mission is not progressing and that it may not be possible to achieve our objectives. Despite this perception, participants in the focus groups were not advocating withdrawal from Afghanistan. 

· Afghanistan is however a difficult mission for Canadians to understand and accept.  In contrast to their preferred international engagements – the humanitarian assistance mission with its clear moral imperative, straightforward objectives, and finite commitments -- the situation in Afghanistan is complex, open-ended and accompanied by a degree of moral ambiguity: Are we helping? Do the Afghan people want us there? 

· There is a clear desire for more information on the mission in Afghanistan, its objectives and accomplishments. Deaths and casualties dominate awareness of the mission. Participants in the focus groups wanted to know more about the mission than media coverage of the combat casualties and they often do not feel that the media is presenting them with the full picture.  Several mentioned wanting to hear from the Afghan people that they actually support Canada’s presence in their country and more from those in the Canadian Forces serving in Afghanistan.

· Finally, discussions on security in the Vancouver 2010 Olympics show that there is support for a role for the Canadian Forces and that they are felt to add experience and expertise to a large high-profile event. This should not however be a high-visibility military presence; rather than providing reassurance, the use of combat fatigues, camouflage or machine guns is more likely to raise alarm and to seem inappropriate, given Canada’s perceptions of itself, its place in the world and the objectives of the Games themselves.
Appendix A -  Questionnaire
Views of the Canadian Forces Tracking Survey 2009

Questionnaire de suivi sur les opinions à l’égard des Forces canadiennes 2009

Final version  – January 12th 2009

Version Finale – January 12th 2009

Hello, my name is _______________. I’m calling on behalf of Ipsos Reid.  WE ARE NOT SELLING ANYTHING. We are conducting a survey for the Government of Canada on issues in the news. Your responses will be kept entirely confidential and this survey is registered with the national survey registration system. 

Any information you provide will be administered in accordance with the Privacy Act and other applicable privacy laws.  Your participation is voluntary and your decision to participate or not will not affect any dealings you may have with the federal government in any way. I'd like to speak to the person in your household who is 18 years of age or older, and who had their birthday last.  Is that you? (IF NO, ASK TO SPEAK TO OTHER PERSON WHO IS 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, AND WHO HAD THEIR BIRTHDAY LAST AND REPEAT INTRODUCTION)

Bonjour, je m’appelle _______________. Je vous appelle au nom d’Ipsos Reid. NOUS N'AVONS RIEN À VENDRE. Nous menons un sondage pour le compte du gouvernement du Canada sur des questions d’actualité. Je tiens à signaler que vos réponses demeureront absolument confidentielles et que ce sondage est inscrit auprès du système national d’enregistrement des sondages. 

Tous les renseignements que vous fournirez seront gérés conformément à la Loi sur la protection des renseignements personnels et à toute autre loi applicable en matière de confidentialité. Votre participation est entièrement volontaire, et votre décision de participer ou non n'aura aucune incidence sur les relations que vous pourriez avoir avec le gouvernement fédéral.

J'aimerais parler à la personne de votre foyer âgée de 18 ans ou plus qui est la dernière à avoir célébré son anniversaire. Est-ce votre cas? 

 (Si non, demander a parler a une autre personne âgée de 18 ans et plus qui a célébré son anniversaire en dernier et répéter l’introduction.)

[ONCE RESPONDENT IS SELECTED:]   

[UNE FOIS LE RÉPONDANT SÉLECTIONNÉ :] 

  [If asked] The survey will take about 15 minutes to complete.

[Si le répondant le demande] Ce sondage prendra environ 15 minutes.

SCREENER 

QUESTIONNAIRE DE RECRUTEMENT 

S1. Do you, or does anyone in your family or household, work in any of the following areas? [READ LIST]

S1. Est-ce que vous-même ou un membre de votre famille ou de votre foyer travaillez dans l’un ou l’autre des secteurs suivants? [READ LIST]

Advertising or Market Research 

La publicité ou les études de marché 

The media that is TV, radio or newspaper 

Les médias, comme la télévision, la radio ou les journaux 

Department of National Defence/Canadian Forces 

Le ministère de la Défense nationale/les Forces canadiennes

None

Aucun 

DK/NR 

NSP/NRP 

[IF YES TO Code 1 or 2 OR DK/NR THANK AND TERMINATE, IF YES TO C, Record and continue]

[EACH RESPONDENT GETS ASKED EITHER SECTION A OR SECTION B AT RANDOM UNTIL QUOTAS FOR EACH ARE FILLED.] [ALL GET ASKED DEMOGRAPHICS]

[SECTION A: N=1300. SECTION B: N=1000.]

SECTION 1: VIEWS OF CANADIAN FORCES  

SECTION 1 : OPINIONS À L’ÉGARD DES FORCES CANADIENNES 

1. Many of the topics we will be covering deal with the Canadian Forces and defence issues. Have you recently seen, read or heard anything about the Canadian Forces? 

1. Plusieurs des sujets dont nous parlerons touchent aux Forces canadiennes et aux questions de défense. Avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu quoi que ce soit récemment sur les Forces canadiennes? 

Yes





Oui





No




Non




[ASK IF ‘YES’ AT Q1. OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q3]
[ASK IF ‘YES’ AT Q1. OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q3]

2. What did you read, see or hear? What else? DO NOT PROMPT. PROBE FULLY. [OPEN-END]


2. Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu? Quoi d’autre? NE PAS INCITER. SONDER EN PROFONDEUR. [OPEN-END]


3. What is your overall impression of the people who serve in the Canadian Forces? Would you say it is positive or negative? (Would that be Strongly or Somewhat?) 

3. Quelle impression générale avez-vous des gens qui servent dans les Forces canadiennes? Diriez-vous qu’elle est positive ou négative? (Serait-ce fortement ou plutôt?) 

Strongly negative



Fortement négative



Somewhat negative



Plutôt négative



[DO NOT READ] Neither



[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre



Somewhat positive



Plutôt positive



Strongly positive


Fortement positive


4. When you think of Canada's military do you think of it as an organisation that is ... [RANDOMIZE. READ LIST]

4. Lorsque vous songez à l’armée canadienne, y songez vous comme une organisation qui est... [AU HASARD. LIRE LA LISTE]

Very modern 

Très moderne

Somewhat modern

Un peu moderne, 

Neither outdated nor modern

Ni modern, ni dépassée

Somewhat outdated

Une peu dépassée

Very Outdated 

Très dépassée

Very essential

Très indispensable

Somewhat essential

Un peu indispensable

Neither needed nor essential

Ni nécessaire ni indispensable

Not very needed

Pas très nécessaire

No longer needed at all

Plus du tout nécessaire

A great source of pride

Une grande source de fierté

Somewhat of a source pride

Une certaine source de fierté

Neither a source of pride nor a source of embarrassment

Ni une source de fierté ni une source d’embarras

Somewhat of a source of embarrassment

Une certaine source d’embarras

A source of great embarrassment

Une grande source d’embarras

5. There are a number of possible areas where the Canadian Forces could focus their efforts. Which of the following areas do you think should be their TOP priority? [READ OUT LIST]. [RANDOMLY SELECT READING ORDER FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

5. Il existe plusieurs endroits où les Forces canadiennes pourraient concentrer leurs efforts. Selon vous, laquelle des endroits suivants devrait constituer leur PRINCIPALE priorité? [LIRE LA LISTE]. [RANDOMLY SELECT READING ORDER FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

Domestic, i.e. in Canada

Territoire national, c.-à-d. le Canada

The North American Continent

Le continent nord-américain

International

International 

(DO NOT READ) DK/NR

(NE PAS LIRE) NSP/NRP


6. Which of the following two statements is CLOSEST to your own point of view? [ROTATE]

6. Lequel des deux énoncés suivants SE RAPPROCHE LE PLUS de votre point de vue personnel? [ROTATE]

The Canadian Forces should participate in operations around the world that could include security patrols, development assistance and fighting alongside allied troops to implement peace in an unstable area; 

Les Forces canadiennes devraient participer, partout dans le monde, à des opérations qui pourraient comprendre des patrouilles de sécurité, de l’aide au développement et des combats aux côtés de troupes alliées pour ramener la paix dans des régions instables; 

OR

OU

Canadian Forces should only participate in operations around the world that involve observation duties or monitoring a ceasefire or truce between two conflicting parties. 

Les Forces canadiennes ne devraient participer, partout dans le monde, qu’à des missions d’observation ou de surveillance de cessez-le-feu ou de trêve entre deux parties à un conflit. 

OPTION 1- FIGHTING

OPTION 1- COMBAT

OPTION 2 - MONITORING

OPTION 2 - SURVEILLANCE

7. Do you feel that Canada's military is under-funded, over-funded or receives about the right amount of funding? (Note: If "Under" or "Over" funded, probe: "Would that be significantly or somewhat?") 

7. Croyez-vous que les forces canadiennes reçoivent un financement insuffisant, un financement excessif ou un financement à peu près convenable? (Remarque : Si « insuffisant » ou « excessif », sonder : « Diriez-vous que c’est nettement ou plutôt? ») 

Significantly under-funded




Financement nettement insuffisant




Somewhat under-funded





Financement plutôt insuffisant





Funding is about right





Financement à peu près convenable





Somewhat over-funded

Financement plutôt excessif

Significantly over-funded

Financement nettement excessif

[IF Code 1 or 2 ASK 7a, IF D OR E SKIP TO Q7b, ELSE CONTINUE]

8.  a.  What tells you that Canada’s military is under-funded? (OPEN)

8.  a. Qu’est-ce qui vous fait dire que l’armée du Canada reçoit un financement insuffisant? (QUESTION OUVERTE)

8. b. What tells you that Canada’s military is over-funded? (OPEN)

8. b. Qu’est-ce qui vous fait dire que l’armée du Canada reçoit un financement excessif? (QUESTION OUVERTE)

[RANDOMIZE]

9. Do you agree or disagree that it is wasteful to invest in Canada's military? Is that strongly agree/disagree or agree/disagree?

9. Êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord pour dire que c’est du gaspillage que d’investir dans les forces canadiennes? Est-ce fortement d’accord/ en désaccord ou d’accord/ en désaccord?


Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither 

Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

10. Do you agree or disagree that there is not much need for Canada to invest in our military since we can rely on the US and other NATO allies to defend our interest? Is that strongly agree/disagree or agree/disagree?

10. Êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord pour dire que le Canada n’a vraiment pas besoin d’investir dans notre armée puisque nous pouvons compter sur les États-Unis et nos alliés de l’OTAN pour défendre nos intérêts? Est-ce fortement d’accord/ en désaccord ou d’accord/ en désaccord?

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither 

Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

11. I would now like to ask you some questions about the role of Canada’s military in this country. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. How about…

11. J’aimerais maintenant vous poser quelques questions au sujet du rôle de l’armée canadienne au Canada. Veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vous êtes d’accord ou en désaccord avec les énoncés suivants. Pour ce qui est de l’énoncé…?

[READ OUT LIST. RANDOMIZE] 

[READ OUT LIST. RANDOMIZE] 

The Canadian Forces are a vital national institution. 

Les Forces canadiennes sont une organisation nationale vitale. 

It is important for Canada’s military to play a role in ensuring the safety and security of the 2010 Olympics in Vancouver.

Il est important que l’armée canadienne joue un rôle pour assurer la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver.

Canada’s military should play a leading role in responding to natural disasters that occur in Canada such as massive storms or floods.

L’armée canadienne devrait jouer un rôle de premier plan lorsqu’il s’agit de réagir à des catastrophes naturelles, par exemple des tempêtes ou des inondations importantes, qui surviennent au Canada.

The Canadian Forces should increase its presence in the north by increasing the number and frequency of its patrols in the Arctic.

Les forces canadiennes devraient accroître leur présence dans le Nord en augmentant le nombre et la fréquence de ses patrouilles dans l’Arctique.

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree
Fortement en désaccord

12. I would now like to ask you some questions about the role of Canada’s military abroad. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. How about…

12. J’aimerais maintenant vous poser quelques questions au sujet du rôle des forces canadiennes à l’étranger. Veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vous êtes d’accord ou en désaccord avec les énoncés suivants. Pour ce qui est de l’énoncé…?

[READ OUT LIST. RANDOMIZE] 

[READ OUT LIST. RANDOMIZE] 

A significantly stronger military is crucial to achieving our foreign policy goals and advancing our place in the world. 

Il est primordial d’avoir une armée beaucoup plus puissante pour atteindre les objectifs de notre politique étrangère et faire progresser notre position sur l’échiquier mondial. 

It's important for Canada's military to play a leadership role abroad and be first on the ground when responding to international situations. 

Il est important pour l’armée canadienne de jouer un rôle de leader à l’étranger et d’être la première sur le terrain pour répondre aux situations qui l’exigent sur la scène internationale. 

It's important for Canada's military to respond to international situations in order to provide humanitarian assistance. 

Il est important que l’armée canadienne réponde aux situations qui l’exigent sur la scène internationale pour apporter de l’aide humanitaire. 

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree
Fortement en désaccord

SECTION 2: ROLES OF CANADIAN FORCES

SECTION 2 : RÔLE DES FORCES CANADIENNES

13. To what extent do you agree or disagree that each of the following is a threat to Canada's security? How about

13. Dans quelle mesure êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord pour dire que chacun des éléments suivants constitue une menace à la sécurité du Canada? En ce qui concerne...?

[READ LIST. RANDOMIZE]

[READ LIST. RANDOMIZE]

Terrorism (is a threat to Canada's security) 

Le terrorisme (est une menace à la sécurité du Canada) 

Countries facing turmoil or instability (are a threat to Canada's security) 

Les pays plongés dans la tourmente ou l’instabilité (sont une menace à la sécurité du Canada) 

Biological or chemical weapons (are a threat to Canada's security) 

Les armes biologiques ou chimiques (sont une menace à la sécurité du Canada) 

Health threats like listeriosis and pandemic influenza (are a threat to Canada's security) 

Les menaces à la santé comme la listériose et les épidémies de grippe (sont une menace à la sécurité du Canada) 

Natural disasters like massive storms or flooding (are a threat to Canada's security)

Les catastrophes naturelles comme d’énormes tempêtes ou des inondations (sont une menace à la sécurité du Canada)

Hosting the 2010 Olympics in Vancouver. (represents a threat to Canada’s security)

Tenir les Jeux olympiques à Vancouver en 2010. (répresente une menace à la sécurité du Canada)
Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

14. How IMPORTANT would you say it is that the Canadian Forces be able to respond effectively to each of the following situations? How about

14. Dans quelle mesure croyez-vous qu’il est IMPORTANT pour les Forces canadiennes d’être capables de répondre efficacement à chacune des situations suivantes? En ce qui concerne...?

[READ OUT. RANDOMIZE] 

[READ OUT. RANDOMIZE] 

A natural disaster in Canada like massive storms or flooding? 

Une catastrophe naturelle au Canada, comme une énorme tempête ou une inondation 

A humanitarian crisis abroad caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake

Une crise humanitaire à l’étranger causée par une catastrophe naturelle comme un tremblement de terre de forte intensité

A terrorist attack in Canada 

Une attaque terroriste au Canada 

An international effort to bring stability to an unstable region like Afghanistan 

Un effort international pour apporter la stabilité dans une région instable comme l’Afghanistan 

Security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics.

Des menaces à la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver

Very important

Très important

Somewhat important

Plutôt important

Neither 

Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Not very important

Pas très important

Not at all important

Pas du tout important

15. How CONFIDENT are you that the Canadian Forces could, if required, respond effectively to each of the following situations? How about…

15. Dans quelle mesure êtes-vous CERTAIN que les Forces canadiennes pourraient, s’il le fallait, répondre efficacement à chacune des situations suivantes? En ce qui concerne...

[READ OUT. RANDOMIZE]  

[READ OUT. RANDOMIZE] 

A natural disaster in Canada like massive storms or flooding? 

Une catastrophe naturelle au Canada, comme une énorme tempête ou une inondation 

A humanitarian crisis abroad caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake

Une crise humanitaire à l’étranger causée par une catastrophe naturelle comme un tremblement de terre de forte intensité

A terrorist attack in Canada 

Une attaque terroriste au Canada 

An international effort to bring stability to an unstable region like Afghanistan 

Un effort international pour apporter la stabilité dans une région instable comme l’Afghanistan 

Security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics.

Des menaces à la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver

Very confident

Tout à fait certain

Somewhat confident

Plutôt certain

Neither 

Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Not very confident

Pas vraiment certain

Not at all confident

Pas du tout certain

16. To the best of your knowledge, how many people currently serve in the Canadian Forces, including both the regular and the reserve forces? [RANGE 0-5000000].

16. À votre connaissance, combien de personnes servent actuellement dans les Forces canadiennes, en tenant compte à la fois de la Force régulière et de la Force de réserve? [RANGE 0-5000000].

SECTION 3: 2010 VANCOUVER OLYMPICS

SECTION 3 : 2010 VANCOUVER OLYMPICS

Now let’s talk a little bit about the upcoming Winter Olympics in Vancouver in 2010.

Les prochaines questions portent sur les prochains Jeux olympiques d’hiver qui auront lieu à Vancouver en 2010.

17. How likely or unlikely do you think it is that there will be significant security threats at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics? (READ SCALE IF NECESSARY)

17. À votre avis, dans quelle mesure est-il probable que des menaces sérieuses planent sur la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver? (LIRE L’ÉCHELLE AU BESOIN.)

Very likely

Très probable
Somewhat likely

Plutôt probable
Somewhat unlikely

Plutôt improbable
Not very likely

Pas très probable

18. Do you think that there is currently a plan in place to ensure the safety and security of athletes and visitors of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics?

18. À votre avis, existe-t-il actuellement un plan pour assurer la sécurité des athlètes et des visiteurs lors des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver?

Yes

Oui

No

Non

[IF YES, CONTINUE, ELSE SKIP TO INSTRUCTION BEFORE Q19]

19. Who do you think is responsible for ensuring the safety and security of athletes and visitors of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics? (DO NOT READ LIST) (RECORD EACH MENTION SEPARATELY)

19. À votre avis, qui est responsable d’assurer la sécurité des athlètes et des visiteurs lors des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver? (NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE.) [INSCRIRE CHAQUE RÉPONSE SÉPARÉMENT.]
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada (PSEPC)

Sécurité publique et protection civile Canada (SPPCC)

Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP)

Gendarmerie royale du Canada (GRC)

The Vancouver Police

Police de Vancouver 

Local security services

Services de sécurité locaux

The Canadian Forces

Forces canadiennes

The Canadian Military

Armée canadienne

Other

Autre

[SPLIT SAMPLE: ASK Q19 OF 435 RESPONDENTS, ASK Q20 of 435 RESPONDENTS, ASK Q21 OF 430 RESPONDENTS]

20. Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement.

20. J’aimerais savoir si vous êtes d’accord ou en désaccord avec l’énoncé suivant.

I feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics.

Je suis confiant en ce qui concerne la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver.

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree (DO NOT READ)

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord (NE PAS LIRE)

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

21. Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement.

21. J’aimerais savoir si vous êtes d’accord ou en désaccord avec l’énoncé suivant.

I feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics knowing that the RCMP is leading efforts to ensure that the right safety and security measures are put in place.

Je suis confiant en ce qui concerne la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de Vancouver en 2010 en sachant que la GRC déploie des efforts pour s’assurer que les bonnes mesures en matière de sécurité soient mises en place.

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree (DO NOT READ)

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord (NE PAS LIRE)

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

22. Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement.

22. J’aimerais savoir si vous êtes d’accord ou en désaccord avec l’énoncé suivant.

I feel confident in the security and safety of the 2010 Vancouver Olympics knowing that the Canadian Forces are playing a supporting role in ensuring that the right safety and security measures are put in place.

Je suis confiant en ce qui concerne la sécurité des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver parce que je sais que les Forces canadiennes contribuent à assurer que les bonnes mesures en matière de sécurité soient mises en place.

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree (DO NOT READ)

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord (NE PAS LIRE)

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

23. Still thinking about the 2010 Vancouver Olympics, how visible do you think the presence of the Canadian Forces should be? (READ LIST)

23. Toujours en ce qui concerne les Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver, dans quelle mesure la présence des Forces canadiennes devrait-elle être visible à votre avis? (LIRE LA LISTE)

Very visible

Très visible

Somewhat visible

Assez visible

Not very visible

Pas très visible

Not at all visible

Pas du tout visible

[IF VERY OR SOMEWHAT ASK Q23, IF NOT VERY OR NOT AT ALL OR DK/REF, SKIP TO Q24]

24. Why do you think that the Canadian Forces should be visible at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics?

24. Pourquoi pensez-vous que les Forces canadiennes devraient être visibles lors des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver?

25. Why do you think that the Canadian Forces should not be visible at the 2010 Vancouver Olympics?

25. Pourquoi pensez-vous que les Forces canadiennes ne devraient pas être visibles lors des Jeux olympiques de 2010 à Vancouver?

SECTION 4: AFGHANISTAN

SECTION 4 : AFGHANISTAN

Shifting focus now to Canadian Forces activities abroad:

Parlons maintenant des activités des Forces canadiennes à l’étranger :
26. Do you recall seeing, reading or hearing anything about Canadian Forces operations currently taking place in Afghanistan? 

26. Vous souvenez-vous d’avoir vu, lu ou entendu quoi que ce soit sur les opérations actuellement menées par les Forces canadiennes en Afghanistan? 

Yes, clearly





Oui, clairement





Yes, vaguely





Oui, vaguement





No

Non

[IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q25 CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q27]

27. What did you see, read or hear? [DO NOT READ LIST].

27. Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu? [NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE].

28. Based on what you have seen, read or heard about the Canadian Forces operations in Afghanistan, what would you say are the main objectives of this effort? What else? [ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES. CODE FIRST RESPONSE SEPARATELY. DO NOT READ LIST.]

28. D’après ce que vous avez vu, lu ou entendu au sujet des opérations des Forces canadiennes en Afghanistan, quels sont d’après vous les principaux objectifs de cet effort? Quoi d’autre? [ACCEPTER JUSQUÀ TROIS RÉPONSES. CODER LA PREMIÈRE RÉPONSE SÉPARÉMENT. NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE.]

Peacekeeping/bring stability/order





Maintien de la paix/apporter la stabilité/l’ordre





Eliminate Taliban





Éliminer les Talibans





Reconstruction/humanitarian assistance





Reconstruction/aide humanitaire





Free Afghan people/democracy





Libérer le peuple afghan/démocratie





War/combat/defeat insurgents/defeat terrorists





Guerre/combat/vaincre les insurgés/vaincre les terroristes





Supporting Americans/Bush





Appuyer les Américains/Bush





Negative behaviour – e.g.trying to take over, there because of oil

Comportement négatif – p. ex. : essayer de prendre le pouvoir, sont là à cause du pétrole

They should come home





Devraient rentrer au pays





Other specify

Autre préciser

29. Overall, do you support or oppose Canada’s activities in Afghanistan? Would you say that you [READ LIST. ROTATE FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

29. Dans l’ensemble, êtes-vous pour ou contre les actions du Canada en Afghanistan? Diriez-vous que vous êtes... [LIRE LA LISTE. ROTATE FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

30. Canada is currently involved in a range of activities in Afghanistan. These include military operations, diplomatic work and development and reconstruction efforts. In light of this information would you say that you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose Canada’s activities in Afghanistan? [READ OUT LIST. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

30. Le Canada est actuellement engagé dans de nombreuses actions en Afghanistan. Ces actions comprennent des opérations militaires, des efforts diplomatiques et des efforts de développement et de reconstruction. À la lumière de cette information, diriez-vous que vous êtes fortement pour, plutôt pour, plutôt contre ou fortement contre les actions du Canada en Afghanistan? [LIRE LA LISTE. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

[SECTION B : Views of the Canadian Forces Tracking Survey – Questions on Afghanistan 2009]

[SECTION B: Questionnaire de suivi sur les opinions à l’égard des Forces canadiennes – Questions sur l’Afghanistan 2009]

[N=1000]

1. Do you recall seeing, reading or hearing anything about Canadian Forces operations currently taking place in Afghanistan? 

1. 1.  Vous souvenez-vous d’avoir vu, lu ou entendu quoi que ce soit sur les opérations
actuellement menées par les Forces canadiennes en Afghanistan? 

Yes, clearly





Oui, clairement





Yes, vaguely





Oui, vaguement





No

Non

[IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q1 CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q3]

2. What did you see, read or hear? [DO NOT READ LIST].

2. Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu? [NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE].

3. Based on what you have seen, read or heard about the Canadian Forces operations in Afghanistan, what would you say are the main objectives of this effort? What else? [ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES. CODE FIRST RESPONSE SEPARATELY. DO NOT READ LIST.]

3. D’après ce que vous avez vu, lu ou entendu au sujet des opérations des Forcescanadiennes en Afghanistan, quels sont d’après vous les principaux objectifs de cet effort?
Quoi d’autre? [ACCEPTER JUSQU’À TROIS RÉPONSES. CODER LA PREMIÈRE RÉPONSE SÉPARÉMENT. NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE.]

Peacekeeping/bring stability/order





Maintien de la paix/apporter la stabilité/l’ordre





Eliminate Taliban





Éliminer les Talibans





Reconstruction/humanitarian assistance





Reconstruction/aide humanitaire





Free Afghan people/democracy





Libérer le peuple afghan/démocratie





War/combat/defeat insurgents/defeat terrorists





Guerre/combat/vaincre les insurgés/vaincre les terroristes




Supporting Americans/Bush





Appuyer les Américains/Bush





Negative behaviour – e.g.trying to take over, there because of oil

Comportement négatif – p. ex. : essayer de prendre le pouvoir, sont là à cause du pétrole

They should come home





Devraient rentrer au pays





Other specify

Autre préciser

4. Overall, do you support or oppose Canada’s activities in Afghanistan? Would you say that you [READ LIST. ROTATE FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

4. Dans l’ensemble, êtes-vous pour ou contre les actions du Canada en Afghanistan? Diriez-vous que vous êtes... [LIRE LA LISTE. ROTATE FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

[RANDOMIZE BLOCKS OF QUESTIONS 5/6/7, 8/9/10, 11/12/13]

5. Over the past few weeks, do you recall seeing, reading or hearing  anything about Canada's military operations in Afghanistan ? [If yes] Would that be clearly or vaguely recall…? 

5. Au cours des dernières semaines, vous souvenez-vous d’avoir lu, vu ou entendu quoi que ce soit sur les opérations militaires du Canada en Afghanistan? [Si oui] Vous en souvenez-vous clairement ou vaguement? 

Yes, clearly

Oui, clairement

Yes, vaguely

Oui, vaguement

No

Non

[IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q5 CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q7]

6. What did you see, read or hear about Canada’s military operations in Afghanistan?

6. Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu sur les opérations militaires du Canada en Afghanistan?
7. Do you support or oppose Canada's military operations in Afghanistan? Is that strongly support/oppose? 

7. Diriez-vous que vous êtes pour ou contre les opérations militaires du Canada en Afghanistan? Est-ce fortement/ plutôt pour/contre?

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

8. Over the past few weeks, do you recall seeing, reading or hearing anything about Canada's diplomatic work in Afghanistan? [If yes] Would that be clearly or vaguely recall…? 

8. Au cours des dernières semaines, vous souvenez-vous d’avoir lu, vu ou entendu quoi que ce soit sur les efforts diplomatiques du Canada en Afghanistan? [Si oui] Vous en souvenez-vous clairement ou vaguement?

Yes, clearly

Oui, clairement

Yes, vaguely

Oui, vaguement

No

Non

[IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q8 CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q10]

9. What did you see, read or hear about Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan?

9. Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu sur les efforts diplomatiques du Canada en Afghanistan?


10. Do you support or oppose Canada's diplomatic work in Afghanistan? Is that strongly support/oppose? 

10. Diriez-vous que vous êtes pour ou contre les efforts diplomatiques du Canada en Afghanistan? Est-ce fortement/ plutôt pour/contre?

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

11. Over the past few weeks, do you recall seeing, reading or hearing anything about Canada's development and reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan?

11. Au cours des dernières semaines, vous souvenez-vous d’avoir lu, vu ou entendu quoi que ce soit sur les efforts de développement et de reconstruction du Canada en Afghanistan?

Yes, clearly

Oui, clairement

Yes, vaguely

Oui, vaguement

No

Non

[IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q11 CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q13]


12. What did you see, read or hear about Canada’s development and reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan?

12. Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu sur les efforts de développement et de reconstruction du Canada en Afghanistan?

13. Do you support or oppose Canada's development and reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan? Is that strongly support/oppose? 

13. Diriez-vous que vous êtes pour ou contre les efforts de développement et de reconstruction du Canada en Afghanistan?

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

14. In fact, Canada is currently involved in a range of activities in Afghanistan. These include military operations, diplomatic efforts and development and reconstruction work. In light of this information would you say that you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose Canada’s activities in Afghanistan? [READ OUT LIST. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

14. En fait, le Canada est actuellement engagé dans de nombreuses actions en Afghanistan. Ces actions comprennent des opérations militaires, des efforts diplomatiques et des travaux de développement et de reconstruction. À la lumière de cette information, diriez-vous que vous êtes fortement pour, plutôt pour, plutôt contre ou fortement contre les actions du Canada en Afghanistan? [LIRE LA LISTE. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Plutôt pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Plutôt contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

15. Is Canada working on its own or with other countries in Afghanistan to carry out development, reconstruction and military activities? [DO NOT READ LIST. RANDOMIZE ‘ON ITS OWN’ AND ‘WITH OTHER COUNTRIES’ WITHIN QUESTION]. 

15. Est-ce que le  Canada travaille seul ou avec d’autres pays en Afghanistan pour contribuer au développement et à la reconstruction et mener des actions militaires? [NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE. RANDOMIZE ‘ON ITS OWN’ AND ‘WITH OTHER COUNTRIES’ WITHIN QUESTION].

On its own

Seul

With other countries

Avec d’autres pays

[IF ON ITS OWN OR DK/REF, SKIP TO Q18, ELSE CONTINUE]

16. How many other countries do you think are working with Canada in Afghanistan? DO NOT PROMPT. [RANGE 1 – 200]

16. D’après vous, combien d’autres pays travaillent avec le Canada en Afghanistan? NE PAS INCITER. [RANGE 1 – 200]

17. And can you name some of the other countries working with Canada in Afghanistan? DO NOT PROMPT. [PROBE. OPEN END]  Which others? [RECORD EACH MENTION SEPARATELY]

17. Et pouvez-vous nommer quelques-uns des pays qui travaillent avec le Canada en Afghanistan? NE PAS INCITER. [SONDER. QUESTION OUVERTE] Quels autres? [INSCRIRE CHAQUE RÉPONSE SÉPARÉMENT.]
18. Do you think that Canada is operating in Afghanistan with or without United Nations approval? [DO NOT READ LIST. ROTATE ORDER OF ‘WITH’ AND ‘WITHOUT’ IN THE QUESTION].

18. Croyez-vous que le Canada agit en Afghanistan avec ou sans l’approbation des Nations Unies? [NE PAS LIRE LA LISTE. ROTATE ORDER OF ‘WITH’ AND ‘WITHOUT’ IN THE QUESTION].

With

Avec

Without

Sans

19. In fact, Canada is in Afghanistan as part of a United Nations-sanctioned, NATO-led mission of 40 countries. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about how these countries work together in Afghanistan? [READ. ROTATE ORDER] (How about…?)

20. En fait, la présence du Canada en Afghanistan se fait dans le cadre d’une mission dirigée par l’OTAN et sanctionnée par les Nations Unies à laquelle participent 40 pays. Dans quelle mesure êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord avec les énoncés suivants sur la manière dont ces pays collaborent en Afghanistan? [LIRE. ROTATE ORDER] (Qu’en est-il de…?)

All countries have a similar role in Afghanistan and take part in all types of operation

Tous les pays ont un rôle semblable en Afghanistan et participent à tous les types d’opérations.

Some countries limit what their forces do in Afghanistan, for example not taking part in combat operations

Certains pays limitent les actions de leurs troupes en Afghanistan, par exemple en ne participant pas aux opérations de combat.

Some countries limit where their forces can go in Afghanistan, for example only operating in the North or South of the country

Certains pays limitent les endroits où leurs troupes peuvent aller en Afghanistan, par exemple en se déployant seulement dans le nord ou dans le sud du pays.

[ALWAYS ASK LAST] All countries should have a similar role in Afghanistan and take part in all types of operation

[TOUJOURS DEMANDER EN DERNIER] Tous les pays devraient avoir un rôle similaire en Afghanistan et participer à tous les types d’opérations.

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither agree nor disagree

Ni d’accord ni en désaccord

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

21. Thinking about the mission in Afghanistan, do you think the Canadian Forces currently fight more, less or about the same as most other countries? [DO NOT READ OUT. ROTATE ‘MORE’ AND ‘LESS’ WITHIN QUESTION WORDING].

20. En ce qui a trait à la mission du Canada en Afghanistan, croyez-vous que les Forces canadiennes combattent plus, moins ou à peu près autant que la plupart des autres pays? [NE PAS LIRE. ROTATE ‘MORE’ AND ‘LESS’ WITHIN QUESTION WORDING].

More 

Plus 

Less

Moins 

About the same

À peu près autant 
21. Finally, thinking again about Canada’s involvement in Afghanistan, do you think Canadian Forces should fight more, less or about the same as most other countries?: [DO NOT READ OUT. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

21. Enfin, encore une fois en ce qui a trait à l’engagement du Canada en Afghanistan, croyez-vous que les Forces canadiennes devraient combattre plus, moins ou à peu près autant que la plupart des autres pays? : [NE PAS LIRE. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

More 

Plus 

Less 

Moins 

About the same 

À peu près autant 
DEMOGRAPHICS

DONNÉES DÉMOGRAPHIQUES

[ASK ALL. N=2300]

We have a final few questions for statistical purposes only.

Nous avons quelques dernières questions pour fins statistiques seulement.

22. In what year were you born? [RANGE: 1900-1991]

22. En quelle année êtes-vous né? [ÉCHELLE: 1900-1990]


23. What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed? [READ LIST].

23. Quel est le niveau de scolarité le plus élevé que vous avez complété? [LIRE LA LISTE].

Grade school or some high school

École primaire ou études secondaires en partie

Complete high school

Diplôme d’études secondaires

Technical, vocational post-secondary

Études postsecondaires techniques ou professionnelles

Some university

Études universitaires en partie

Complete university degree

Diplôme d’études universitaires de 1er cycle

Post graduate degree

Diplôme d’études universitaires de 2e ou de 3e cycle

Refused

Refus


24. Which of the following categories best describes your annual household income?  That is, the total annual income before taxes – or gross income – of all persons in your household combined? Just stop me when I reach your category.

24. Laquelle des catégories suivantes décrit le mieux le revenu annuel de votre foyer, c’est-à-dire le revenu total avant impôt – ou revenu brut – de tous les membres de votre foyer combinés? Veuillez simplement m’arrêter lorsque je lirai votre catégorie.


Under $10,000

Moins de 10 000 $

$10,000 to less than $20,000

10 000 $ à moins de 20 000 $

$20,000 to less than $30,000

20 000 $ à moins de 30 000 $

$30,000 to less than $40,000

30 000 $ à moins de 40 000 $

$40,000 to less than $50,000

40 000 $ à moins de 50 000 $

$50,000 to less than $60,000

50 000 $ à moins de 60 000 $

$60,000 to less than $70,000

60 000 $ à moins de 70 000 $

$70,000 to less than $80,000

70 000 $ à moins de 80 000 $

$80,000 to less than $90,000

80 000 $ à moins de 90 000 $

$90,000 to less than $100,000

90 000 $ à moins de 100 000 $

$100,000 or more

100 000 $ ou plus

Refused 

Refus 

25. Which of the following describe your citizenship status… [DO NOT RANDOMIZE; READ LIST; CHOOSE ONLY ONE]

25. Lequel des énoncés suivants décrit votre statut de citoyen… [DANS L’ORDRE; LIRE LA LISTE; CHOISIR UNE SEULE RÉPONSE]

Born in Canada

Né au Canada

Immigrated to Canada and became a Canadian citizen 

A immigré au Canada et est devenu citoyen canadien 

Landed Immigrant or Permanent Resident 

Immigrant admis ou résident permanent 

Other

Autre

26. To better understand how results vary by communities of different sizes, may I have your 6-digit postal code? (Record postal code)

26. Pour mieux comprendre comment les résultats varient entre les communautés de tailles diverses, pouvez-vous me donner votre code postal de six caractères? (Inscrire le code postal.)

27. Gender [DO NOT ASK, RECORD MALE/FEMALE]

27. Sexe [NE PAS POSER, INSCRIRE HOMME/FEMME]

CODE MALE/FEMALE:

CODE MALE/FEMALE:

Male

Homme

Female

Femme

Thank you for taking part in this survey and taking the time to give us your views.

Merci d’avoir répondu à ce sondage et d’avoir pris le temps de nous faire part de votre opinion.

CLOSE INTERVIEW

TERMINER L’ENTREVUE

Appendix B – Moderator’s Guide

Department of National Defence

View of the Canadian Forces

Moderators’ Guide

February 26th 2009

INTRODUCTION (5 MINUTES)

Explain to participants:

· Ipsos Reid Group

· the length of session (2 hours)

· taping of the discussion

· one-way mirror and colleagues viewing in back room 

· results are confidential and reported in aggregate/individuals are not identified/participation is voluntary

· the role of moderator is to ask questions, timekeeper, objective/no vested interest

· role of participants: not expected to be experts, no need to reach consensus, speak openly and frankly about opinions, no right/wrong answers

· Get participants to introduce themselves and their occupation/hobbies etc...

IMAGERY ASSOCIATED WITH CANADIAN FORCES (20 MINUTES)

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH ONE
I’m going to start by asking you what comes into your mind when I say ‘Canadian Forces.’ I would like you to draw the image you think of – it doesn’t matter if you don’t think you are good at drawing, so don’t worry about it being a work of art. I’m going to give you two minutes to draw the image that comes to mind, then we’ll talk about what you drew and why. You have a range of coloring pencils to choose from, so make as much use of these as you want to.

ADD IF NECESSARY TO ANY PARTICIPANTS RELUCTANT TO DRAW: If you don’t feel comfortable drawing, then just write down the first two or three words that come into your mind when you think of ‘Canadian Forces.’

MODERATOR ALLOWS TWO MINUTES FOR DRAWING.

What type of image did you draw?

What was it that made that image come to mind?

Why?

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TWO 

I’m going to start by asking you to think about what comes into your mind when I say ‘Canadian Forces.’ If the Canadian Forces was a person, what type of person would they be? What would they be like, what kind of personality would they have? 

I’m going to give you a couple of minutes to write down the type of person you think of when you think of the Canadian Forces.

MODERATOR ALLOWS TWO MINUTES FOR DRAWING.

What type of person did you describe? 

What was it that made that description come to mind?

We’ve talked about the Canadian Forces as you see them now. I’d now like you 

to think about how you would like see the Canadian Forces in the next ten years. 

What two or three words would you use to describe how you want to see the Canadian Forces in future? Write these down and we will talk about what you wrote and why.

Which words did you use? Why?

Is this different to how you see the Canadian Forces now?

Would you say that you are you proud of the Canadian Forces? Or are you embarrassed by them? Why do you say that?

PROBE ON:

· People who serve, e.g. their bravery, their training etc;

· Equipment;

· Role of the Canadian Forces –e.g. peacekeeping, ‘peacemaking’ missions;

· History of the missions undertaken by the Canadian Forces

EQUIPMENT AND PERCEPTIONS OF FUNDING (20 MINUTES)

What do you think about amount of funding the Canadian Forces currently get? 

PROBE IF NECESSARY:


Is it too much? Too little? About the right amount of funding?

Why do you say that? What gives you that impression? 

PROBE IF NECESSARY: 

Do you think the Canadian Forces are under/over-funded because of:

· Equipment? What type of equipment? Aircraft, land transport, submarines etc.

· Training?

· Amount that those in the Canadian Forces earn?

· Extent of the missions they are asked to go on - over-stretched?

· Comparisons to United States or other countries?

When you think about the equipment the Canadian Forces use, what comes to mind? 

PROBE ON DIFFERENT IMAGES, PARTICULARLY FOR EQUIPMENT THAT IS DESIGNED TO BE USED IN CANADA AND EQUIPMENT USED OVERSEAS

Do you see it as being modern or outdated? 

What makes you think that? Is this something you have seen, read or heard? Where?

Have you heard any announcements recently about plans to spend more on the Canadian Forces? 

What did you hear?

How do you think plans to buy new equipment should be communicated to the Canadian public? 

How much detail do you think people would want to know about what equipment is bought? Or need to know?

Who should tell people about it?

If the Canadian Forces did buy some or all of this new equipment would this change your perceptions of them? 

PROBE ON:

· Whether they are more modern or out-dated?

DOMESTIC OR INTERNATIONAL ROLE (25 MINUTES)

We are now going to talk about what the Canadian Forces do and what their role should be. 

Should the Canadian Forces ever serve internationally or should they only serve in Canada? 

Why do you say that?

What should they focus on if they only serve in Canada?

PROBE ON:

· Patrolling the borders?

· Defending the country?

· Helping out with natural disasters?

· What else?

Do we need a military for that? Could we just rely on NATO or the United States? Why/why not?

What would you think about having US troops on Canadian soil to protect the country instead of the Canadian Forces? MODERATOR NOTE: ENSURE THAT PARTICIPANTS KNOW THAT THIS IS A HYPOTHETICAL QUESTION.

If the Canadian Forces should sometimes serve internationally, what type of missions should they be involved in?

· Humanitarian missions – for example, helping with a natural disaster?

· Peacekeeping missions? Where they patrol but do not engage in combat?

What about missions that might involve combat? 

Does it change your views if we are taking part in an exercise that is led by others, such as NATO or the UN or going on our own? Why?

Do you think Canada should be first on the ground in this type of situation? Why?

Does it make a difference if a mission is in Canada’s national interest? 

What type of situations would be in our national interest? PROBE ON:

· Combat terrorism?

· Protect trade or the economy in Canada?

· Energy or resources?

AFGHANISTAN (30 MINUTES)

I’m going to start by asking you what comes into your mind when you think about Canada’s mission in Afghanistan. 

PROMPT ONLY IF NECESSARY: By this I mean what Canada is doing in Afghanistan.

I would like you to draw the image you think of – again, it doesn’t matter if you don’t think you are good at drawing, so don’t worry about it being a work of art. I’m going to give you two minutes to draw the image that comes to mind, then we’ll talk about what you drew and why.  You have a range of coloring pencils to choose from, so make as much use of these as you want to.

ADD IF NECESSARY TO ANY PARTICIPANTS RELUCTANT TO DRAW: If you don’t feel comfortable drawing, then just write down the first two or three words that come into your mind when you think of ‘Canadian Forces.’

If I had asked you to draw another image, what do you think you would have drawn? Are there other images that come to mind?

What type of work are the Canadian Forces doing there?

PROBE ON:

· Development and reconstruction?

· Diplomatic?

· Military/combat?

Do you think Canada is doing more or less than other countries who have forces in Afghanistan? Why do you say that?

Do you think the Canadian Forces should stay in Afghanistan or should they leave now?

How would you feel if the mission in Afghanistan were extended? 

In what conditions would it be right to keep the Canadian Forces in Afghanistan?

PROBE ON:

· Concern over what would happen if the Canadian Forces pull out?

· Progress being made in development or reconstruction efforts?

· Defeating the Taliban?

· Supporting NATO allies?

Protecting the Afghan people?

VANCOUVER 2010 (15 MINUTES) – 20 MINUTES IN VICTORIA

For the last few minutes this evening, I’d like us to talk about the Olympics in Vancouver in 2010. 

Who do you think will be responsible for security at Vancouver 2010?

PROBE IF NECESSARY

Do you think there will be lots of different organizations responsible for security? Who will lead?

PROBE IF NECESSARY ON:

· RCMP?

· Vancouver Police?

· Canadian Forces?

· PSEPC?

Do you think these organizations will work well together? Why? 

How visible do you think the Canadian Forces should be when providing security for Vancouver 2010? Should they be more high profile or low profile? 

Do you think seeing the military at Vancouver 2010 would deter security threats? Or would seeing them make people feel intimidated? Why?

CONCLUSION (5 MINUTES)

Have today’s discussions changed your views in any way? How? Which ones?

Do you have any final comments to make on what we have discussed today?

THANK FOR TAKING PART AND CLOSE
Ipsos Reid


One Nicholas Street, Suite 1400


Ottawa ON K1N 7B7


Tel: 613.241.5802


Fax: 613.241.5460


www.ipsos.ca








� Tracking for this question is not included because of a change in the response scale from a 1 to 5 numeric scale in 2008 to a Likert scale this year. 





� pp.220-221, Survey Methodology; Wiley and Sons, 2004, Groves, R; Fowler, F; Couper, M; Lepkowski, J; Singer, E; and Tourangeau, R. 


� This is based on calculating a combined ‘support’ figure from those who strongly support and those who somewhat support. Due to rounding, the combined calculated support figure from the Afghanistan-only questionnaire is 52%, although summing percentages for ‘somewhat support’ (31%) and strongly support (22%) gives 53%.
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