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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 (87%) are either strongly (57%) or somewhat (30%) positive about the Forces. 
· Many participants in the focus groups had a positive image of the men and women of the Forces that related to their bravery, strength, commitment and dedication. Impressions were however more negative about the perceived poor quality of the equipment and technology provided to the military.
· A majority of Canadians (71%) see Canada’s military as a source of pride, with fewer than one in ten (8%) holding the opposing view. They are also viewed as being ‘essential’ by four in five Canadians (80%) and very few (7%) believe that they are no longer needed. Views are however more divided in terms of whether the Forces are modern (34%) or outdated (27%). 

· The focus groups showed that the perception that the Canadian Forces is outdated was especially strong in terms of equipment, with participants providing a range of examples, most notably submarines acquired from Britain.

· A majority of Canadians feel that Canada’s military is under-funded (57%); only one in twenty (6%) believe it 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 (23%) believing it is under-funded. 

· Few Canadians (19%) feel that it is wasteful to invest in Canada’s military and fewer still (14%) believe that there is little need to invest in the military since Canada can rely on the US and NATO to defend its interests.
· As was also found in the focus groups, many Canadians feel unsure about the size of the Canadian Forces; indeed three in ten (29%) feel unable even to estimate their size. The median estimate of the size of the Canadian Forces is 49,327, with a mean estimate of 237,417.
· A majority of Canadians have recently seen, read or heard something about the Canadian Forces (72%) with only three in ten (28%) 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 (36%), deaths of Canadian soldiers (21%) and the future of Canada’s mission in the country (17%).
Role of the Canadian Forces

· Focus group participants gave a range of reasons as to why they felt Canada should have a military. These included: border patrol and self-protection although some felt Canada’s military was of insufficient size to protect Canada’s borders without help from the United States; disaster relief and humanitarian assistance; playing a role in international organizations such as NATO and the UN; protecting Canada’s interests and ‘values’ abroad; and creating jobs and driving economic growth.
· Nine in ten Canadians (92%) feel it to be important that Canada’s military respond to international situations in order to provide humanitarian assistance.  
· Views are divided on other aspects of the military’s role. Around half of Canadians (54%) 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 two in five (36%) hold the opposing view. 
· Three in five Canadians (62%) agree that a significantly stronger military is crucial to achieving the country’s foreign policy goals and achieving its place in the world.

· Consistent with the view from focus group participants that Canadians feel safe in Canada, many Canadians feel that the top priority for the Forces should be international (50%) rather than either domestic (37%) or on the North America continent more generally (12%).
· Terrorism is viewed by three-quarters of Canadians (77%) as a threat to the country’s security, when asked about a range of potential threats. It is however important to consider the wider context when interpreting this finding; while terrorism is rated as a threat by a majority of Canadians, it does not emerge as a significant consideration in the focus groups.
· Canadians see it as both important that the military can respond to natural disasters in Canada (97%) and are highly confident that they can do so effectively (92% confident). Seven in ten Canadians (69%) are confident in the ability of the Canadian Forces to respond effectively to an international effort to bring stability to an unstable region like Afghanistan.
Peacekeeping and Peacemaking
· A key finding to emerge from the focus groups is that nearly all participants are unclear on the difference between the terms ‘peacekeeping’ and ‘peacemaking’, with the exception of those in Quebec City. This has potentially far-reaching consequences for the Department in terms of its communications with Canadians and its interpretation of survey findings.
· Instead of defining ‘peacemaking’ as the implementation of peace and therefore as being more likely to involve combat, most participants in fact saw peacemaking as being a primarily diplomatic or political role – the making of a peace. There is clearly confusion in the understanding of the English language term. By contrast, the findings from the focus groups in Quebec show much less evidence of confusion.
· Many participants strongly identified peacekeeping with the image of Canada itself; describing Canada as a ‘nation of peacekeepers’, the ‘inventor’ of peacekeeping and as being a peaceful nation available to ‘pick up the pieces’. Among many, there was therefore a deep-rooted sense that peacekeeping is a national role with which they feel comfortable and that has been successfully carried out over many years.
· 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 (52%) 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 (46%). 

· When asked to prioritize which of three different types of mission they would ask the Canadian Forces to carry out, most participants across the focus groups prioritized humanitarian operations caused by a natural disaster over two other missions. Observation and monitoring duties were generally the second most popular priority, with most participants placing operations involving fighting to implement peace third.
· Helping out with a humanitarian crisis caused by a natural disaster is in fact viewed as a ‘quick win’, both in terms of Canada’s ability to help by providing food, water or supplies but also because such missions are not perceived as requiring a long-term commitment.
Canada’s mission in Afghanistan

· Over four in five Canadians (83%) have recently seen, read or heard something about Canadian Forces operations taking place in Afghanistan.
· In terms of what Canadians have heard, read or seen, the deaths of Canadian soldiers is the most frequently mentioned aspect of operations in Afghanistan, with around three in ten (29%) citing this. In the month before the survey there were four casualties reported by the media, bring the total number of deaths of Canadian soldiers to 78 as of February 1, 2008.
· Around three in five Canadians (57%) had heard about Canada’s military operations over the past few weeks. Awareness of Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan is significantly lower than for military operations (19%), while around three in ten (30%) had seen, read or heard about development and reconstruction efforts over the past few weeks.
· Focus group participants described the words and images they associate most with the word ‘Afghanistan.’ These related to physical descriptions of the country (‘decimated’, and ‘ravaged’); direct images of war and conflict (‘bloodshed’ and ‘bombing’); and the impact of war and conflict on the people of Afghanistan (‘suffering’ and ‘sacrifice’).
· Three in five (63%) of 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.
· In the focus groups, many participants were unclear why Canadian Forces are in Afghanistan and often felt they knew very little about the mission. Others felt that they had ‘lost track’ of the reasons for going to Afghanistan in the first place. One view expressed by many participants was that the main reason for going to Afghanistan was Canada’s close ties with United States foreign policy.
· Two-thirds of Canadians (67%) support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, including three in ten (29%) who strongly support them and four in ten (38%) who are somewhat in support. This overall support for Canada’s activities in Afghanistan is considerably higher than has been seen in previous studies carried out by Ipsos Reid. Support for the mission in Afghanistan tends to see general public opinion evenly divided, with levels of support at around 50%. For example, in a survey carried out in January 2008, one half (50%) of Canadians (down one point since August of last year) indicate that they support ‘the use of Canada’s troops for combat efforts against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan’. Similarly, Ipsos Reid tracking surveys on Afghanistan carried out between September 2006 and March 2007 found that support for Canada’s activities in Afghanistan was generally in the 50% range. It is important to note the context of the survey here and the sequencing of questions. Questions on Afghanistan were asked two thirds of the way into this 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; this is likely to have had an impact on increasing support levels for the mission. Conversely however, sequencing questions on Afghanistan towards the start of the survey would likely have impacted negatively on the other issues measured. A recommendation for future research would therefore be to survey attitudes towards Afghanistan separately from other aspects of public attitudes to the Canadian Forces.
· When more detailed information about the range of Canada’s activities (diplomatic and reconstruction as well as military activities) in Afghanistan is provided to respondents, support increases from two-thirds (67%) to over three-quarters (78%) of Canadians. 
· Canada’s development activities in Afghanistan are the aspect of the mission that is most supported by Canadians, with military activities attracting least support. Over eight in ten Canadians (81%) support Canada’s development and reconstruction work, three-quarters (75%) support its diplomatic activities and two-thirds (65%) support Canada’s military activities in Afghanistan. 
· Few Canadians believe that Canada is working on its own in Afghanistan; under one in ten (8%) hold this view compared with around nine in ten (87%) who think Canada is working there with other countries. A large majority of Canadians (88%) believe that Canada is working in Afghanistan with United Nations approval.
· A majority 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. Moreover, even the estimate of 6-10 should be interpreted with some caution, given that few participants in the focus groups mentioned any allies other than the US and the UK working with Canada in Afghanistan.
· Of those who name a partner, over eight in ten (82%) mention the United States as another country working with Canada in Afghanistan, while two-thirds (65%) name the United Kingdom; other countries are identified by significantly fewer Canadians.
· There was a general perception in the focus groups that Canada was doing ‘more than its share’ in Afghanistan. This related to both the overall burden of the mission on Canada compared to other countries and also a perception that Canadian Forces were operating in the most dangerous areas of Afghanistan.
· Seven in ten Canadians (70%) agree that some countries limit what their forces do in Afghanistan, for example not taking part in combat operations. Two-thirds of Canadians (67%) feel that all countries should have a similar role in Afghanistan and take part in all types of operation.
· Over half of Canadians (52%) feel that the Canadian Forces currently see more combat duty than other countries, with only around one in eight (13%) saying they see less. A majority of Canadians (63%) are keen to see the country take on about the same level of combat duty as other nations operating in Afghanistan.
· Most focus group participants did not favour an immediate withdrawal from Afghanistan despite often lacking enthusiasm for the mission; the main exceptions to this were participants in the Quebec City focus groups. Overall, opinions in the focus groups on the future of the Afghan mission can be grouped as: those who thought that Canada needs to ‘finish the job’ and stay until all objectives have been met; and those who believed that Canada should stay to support its allies and live up to its commitments. Many participants either felt that the mission in Afghanistan could not be ‘won’ or believed that this would involve a lengthy engagement in the country, with Afghanistan’s previous history of conflict often cited as an example of this.
· Many focus group participants felt that they currently heard little about Afghanistan in the media other than coverage of the deaths of Canadian soldiers. The media were believed to be the main source of information about these issues, although many participants claimed not to trust the media to report events in Afghanistan accurately.
· Political leaders were not generally believed to be an accurate source of information about Afghanistan, with some attributing ulterior motives to the government’s reporting of events. Despite this general lack of trust in elected officials to speak about Afghanistan, participants did want to hear more from them about the activities of Canadian Forces there, if only to provide an alternative viewpoint to that often given by the media, which was also believed to put its own ‘spin’ on events.
· Some participants perceived that soldiers, especially from the rank and file, who had been in Afghanistan could be trusted to speak about operations there because they would not ‘have a motive’ for distorting or concealing information.
Arctic Sovereignty
· Only a minority of focus group participants had heard of and understood the meaning of the term ‘Arctic Sovereignty’, although many more were aware of the actual issues involved when these were discussed further.
· Two in five Canadians (40%) claim to have recently seen, read or heard anything about Arctic sovereignty, while three in five (59%) have not. The perception that claims had been made on the Arctic by the Russians by means of planting a flag on the seabed was the image that was top of mind for many (46%).
· Eight in ten Canadians (81%) agree that it important for Canada to carry out security patrols in the North while under one in ten disagree with this (9%). A similar proportion, (76%) believe that Canada should do more to assert its claim over territory in the North.
· Just under two-thirds of Canadians (64%) think Canada should do more to assert its claim over territory in the North. Two-thirds (68%) also agree that Arctic Sovereignty is an important issue facing Canada today.
Conclusions and Recommendations
· Canadians value the Forces and view them with pride.  However, their view of what the role of the Forces is and what it ought to be seems to be at odds with the role that the Government, the Department and the Forces are aiming to communicate.

 

· For Canadians, the important role that the Forces play in the world is that of peacekeepers, representing the values of a peace-loving nation on the international stage. 
· The image of the Canadian peacekeeper is one that has taken hold in the Canadian national psyche in the decades since the Korean War. Recent attempts at repositioning this traditional role towards one that emphasizes a more activist approach which includes the use of force have met with relatively little interest and still less acceptance.  Attempts at repositioning a traditional role of peacekeeping towards one that emphasizes peacemaking have therefore largely gone unnoticed by the public. This is partly due to the fact that Canadians are less accepting of what peacemaking actually means and are resistant to change to the Canadian Forces, a brand with historic roots that they clearly admire and respect. Indeed, this type of evolution of national values is one that takes place over a long period of time.

· A key finding of the focus group component of the research (and one that underlines the importance of conducting qualitative research) is the lack of common understanding of the vocabulary being used to describe the roles of the CF. The general public does not understand the word "peacemaking" in the way that it is being used.  Instead they see peacemaking as diplomacy, more or less.

· There is a general lack of clarity about the objectives of the Canadian mission in Afghanistan. Canadians are of the view that this is due in no small part to a lack of effective communication from the Government.  However, they also perceive media coverage to be overly focused on combat casualties and not necessarily representative of the whole picture.
· Hearing more about the non-combat related aspects of the mission in Afghanistan does increase support for this. Indeed, the development and reconstruction role is the one that attracts the most support among Canadians.  This is unsurprising given it is the role that provides the best fit with the image that Canadians say want their Forces to represent. There are some key reasons underlying this support; we know from the focus groups that a major part of the appeal of the humanitarian type mission is that it is easily understood and, particularly for natural disaster relief, has defined objectives and timelines. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, humanitarian missions allow Canadians to feel good about the actions of their military and, by extension, about themselves. 
Methodology

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 the 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 approximately 20 minutes in length, with a representative sample of 3,000 Canadians aged 18 years old and over. Fieldwork was carried out between 1 February and 13 February 2008. The survey was sampled using the Random Digit Dialing method.

The Department specified a requirement to be able to analyze findings by region, while reducing margins of error to as great an extent possible. As shown in the table below, we therefore disproportionately stratified the sample by carrying out a minimum of 400 interviews per region, regardless of population size. The data were then weighted to reflect the relative size of each region, for example upweighting Quebec and Ontario and downweighting the Atlantic Provinces and Manitoba/Saskatchewan.
	REGION
	SAMPLE SIZE n=3,000
	MARGIN OF ERROR

	British Columbia
	417
	±4.8

	Alberta
	400
	±4.9

	Manitoba/Saskatchewan
	400
	±4.9

	Ontario
	856
	±3.4

	Quebec
	527
	±4.3

	Atlantic Provinces
	400
	±4.9

	Canada
	3,000
	±1.8


The questionnaire included some questions previously used by the Department for tracking purposes as well as bespoke questions designed specifically for this project.

Qualitative Component
Between March 3 and March 10 2008, Ipsos Reid carried out 10 focus groups nationwide, with two focus groups held in each of the following five cities:

· Edmonton;

· Yellowknife;

· Hamilton;

· Québec City; and 

· St. John’s.

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 incentive of $80 to thank them for their time.

Rapport Sommaire
Image des Forces canadiennes

· La majorité des Canadiens ont une impression générale positive des gens qui servent dans les Forces canadiennes (FC); environ neuf sur dix (87 %) ont une impression fortement (57 %) ou modérément (30 %) positive des Forces. 

· De nombreux participants aux groupes de discussion ont une image positive des femmes et des hommes qui servent dans les Forces en raison de leur bravoure, de leur force, de leur engagement et de leur dévouement. Ils ont toutefois une impression plus négative à l’égard de l’équipement et de la technologie de mauvaise qualité dont les Forces disposent souvent.

· Une majorité de Canadiens (71 %) perçoivent les Forces comme une source de fierté, comparativement à moins de un sur dix (8 %) qui exprime l’opinion inverse. En outre, quatre Canadiens sur cinq (80 %) estiment que les FC sont essentielles, et très peu (7 %) pensent que c’est une organisation dont on n’a plus besoin. Cependant, les points de vue sur les Forces sont davantage partagés pour ce qui est de savoir s’il s’agit d’une organisation moderne (34 %) ou dépassée (27 %). 

· Dans le contexte des groupes de discussion, les participants estiment généralement que les Forces canadiennes sont une organisation dépassée plutôt que moderne, en particulier en ce qui concerne l’équipement; ils citent une foule d’exemples, notamment la défaillance du sous-marin acheté au Royaume-Uni.

· Une majorité de Canadiens croient que les Forces reçoivent un financement insuffisant (57 %), tandis que seulement un répondant sur vingt (6 %) est d’avis qu’elles reçoivent actuellement un financement excessif. Sur cette question, le Québec se démarque du reste du Canada : trois Québécois sur cinq estiment que les FC reçoivent un financement à peu près convenable (62 %), et moins du quart d’entre eux (23 %) sont d’avis qu’elles reçoivent un financement insuffisant. 

· Peu de Canadiens (19 %) sont d’accord pour dire que c’est du gaspillage que d’investir dans les FC, et ils sont encore moins nombreux (14 %) à estimer que le Canada n’a pas vraiment besoin d’investir dans les FC puisque le pays peut compter sur les États-Unis et l’OTAN pour défendre ses intérêts.

· De plus, dans les groupes de discussion, bon nombre de Canadiens sont incertains de la taille des FC : trois participants sur dix (29 %) ne sont pas en mesure de donner un nombre approximatif. L’estimation médiane de la taille des FC est de 49 327, et l’estimation moyenne, de 237 417.

· Une majorité de Canadiens ont vu, lu ou entendu quelque chose récemment sur les FC (72 %), comparativement à seulement trois sur dix (28 %) qui affirment le contraire. C’est de la mission en Afghanistan, notamment la présence des Canadiens là-bas (36 %), la mort de soldats Canadiens (21 %) et l’avenir de la mission du Canada dans ce pays (17 %), dont les répondants ont le plus entendu parler récemment.

Rôle des Forces canadiennes

· Les participants des groupes de discussion évoquent une série de raisons pour lesquelles ils estiment que le Canada devrait avoir les FC, notamment : assurer la surveillance des frontières et l’autoprotection du pays, bien que certains soient d’avis que les FC ne sont pas de taille suffisante pour protéger les frontières canadiennes sans l’aide des États-Unis; fournir du secours en cas de catastrophe et de l’aide humanitaire; jouer un rôle au sein d’organismes internationaux comme l’OTAN et l’ONU; défendre les intérêts et les « valeurs » du Canada à l’étranger; et créer des emplois et favoriser la croissance économique.

· Neuf Canadiens sur dix (92 %) sont d’avis qu’il est important que l’armée canadienne réponde aux situations qui l’exigent sur la scène internationale pour apporter de l’aide humanitaire. 

· Les opinions sont toutefois partagées en ce qui concerne d’autres aspects du rôle des FC. Environ la moitié des Canadiens (54 %) croient qu’il est important pour les FC de jouer un rôle de leader à l’étranger et d’être les premières sur le terrain pour répondre aux situations qui l’exigent sur la scène internationale, tandis qu’environ deux sur cinq (36 %) sont d’avis contraire. 

· Trois Canadiens sur cinq (62 %) sont d’accord pour dire qu’il est primordial d’avoir une force militaire beaucoup plus puissante pour atteindre les objectifs du pays en matière de politique étrangère et faire progresser sa position sur l’échiquier mondial.

· Cohérent avec l’opinion des participants des groupes de discussion quant à leur sentiment de sécurité au pays, de nombreux Canadiens estiment que la principale priorité des Forces canadiennes devrait être le territoire international (50 %) plutôt que le territoire national (37 %) ou, de manière plus générale, le continent nord-américain (12 %).

· Lorsqu’on présente aux Canadiens des menaces potentielles à la sécurité du pays, les trois quarts d’entre eux (77 %) estiment que le terrorisme en est une. Il importe cependant d’interpréter ces résultats dans un contexte plus global; bien que la majorité des Canadiens considèrent le terrorisme comme une menace, les participants des groupes de discussion ne semblent pas s’en préoccuper énormément.

· Les Canadiens sont à la fois nombreux à considérer qu’il est important que les FC puissent répondre à une situation de catastrophe naturelle au Canada (97 %) et nombreux à être certains qu’elle peut y répondre efficacement (92 %). Sept Canadiens sur dix (69 %) sont certains que les Forces canadiennes peuvent répondre efficacement à un effort international pour apporter la stabilité dans une région instable comme l’Afghanistan.

Maintien de la paix et rétablissement de la paix

· Dans les groupes de discussion, presque tous les participants sont incertains de la différence entre les termes « maintien de la paix » et « rétablissement de la paix », à l’exception de ceux de la ville de Québec, ce qui pourrait avoir d’importantes conséquences pour le ministère en ce qui concerne ses communications avec les Canadiens et son interprétation des résultats du sondage.

· Plutôt que de définir le terme « peacemaking » comme une opération visant à imposer la paix et, par conséquent, plus susceptible de comprendre des combats, la plupart des participants l’interprètent surtout comme un rôle diplomatique ou politique qui consiste à « faire la paix ». De toute évidence, le terme anglais prête à confusion. En revanche, les résultats des groupes de discussion du Québec révèlent beaucoup moins de confusion.

· Bon nombre de participants associent étroitement le maintien de la paix à l’image même du Canada, décrivant celui-ci comme un « pays de gardiens de la paix,» l’« inventeur du maintien de la paix » et un pays pacifique prêt à « recoller les morceaux ». Les participants sont donc nombreux à être profondément convaincus que le maintien de la paix constitue un rôle national avec lequel ils se sentent à l’aise et dont le Canada s’acquitte avec succès depuis de nombreuses années.

· Le grand public canadien est divisé de manière relativement 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 (52 %) 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 (46 %). 

· Lorsqu’on demande aux participants de tous les groupes de discussion de supposer qu’ils sont le gouvernement du Canada et d’établir la priorité de trois types de missions différentes qu’ils pourraient confier aux Forces canadiennes, la plupart d’entre eux accordent la priorité aux opérations humanitaires découlant d’une catastrophe naturelle plutôt qu’aux deux autres missions. Les tâches d’observation et de surveillance arrivent généralement au deuxième rang des priorités, suivies au troisième rang des opérations qui comprennent des combats pour imposer la paix.

· En fait, l’aide fournie dans le cas d’une crise humanitaire causée par une catastrophe naturelle est perçue comme « une solution gagnante rapide », en raison de la capacité du Canada à participer au ravitaillement en vivres, en eau ou en fournitures, et aussi parce que de telles missions ne sont pas perçues comme exigeant un engagement à long terme.

Mission du Canada en Afghanistan

· Plus de quatre Canadiens sur cinq (83 %) ont vu, lu ou entendu quelque chose récemment au sujet des opérations actuellement menées par les Forces canadiennes en Afghanistan.

· Pour ce qui est de ce que les Canadiens ont vu, lu ou entendu, c’est la mort de soldats canadiens qui est mentionnée le plus souvent, soit par environ trois participants sur dix (29 %). Le mois précédent l’étude, il y a eu quatre décès rapportés par les médias, totalisant le nombre de décès de soldats canadiens à 78 en date du 1er février 2008.

· Près de trois Canadiens sur cinq (57 %) ont entendu parler des opérations militaires du Canada au cours des dernières semaines. Bien qu’environ trois participants sur dix (30 %) 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 (19 %).

· On a demandé aux participants des groupes de discussion de décrire les mots et les images qu’ils associent le plus étroitement au terme « Afghanistan ». Les réponses comprennent des descriptions physiques du pays (« décimé » et « ravagé »); des images concrètes de guerre et de conflit (« carnage » et « bombardement »); et les conséquences de la guerre et du conflit sur les gens en Afghanistan (« souffrance » et « sacrifice »).

· Parmi les participants qui sont au courant des opérations des Forces canadiennes en Afghanistan, trois sur cinq (63 %) comprennent que les principaux objectifs de ces opérations consistent à assurer le maintien de la paix et à apporter la stabilité/l’ordre au pays.

· Dans les groupes de discussion, nombre de participants ne savent pas exactement pourquoi les Forces canadiennes sont en Afghanistan et ont souvent l’impression d’en savoir très peu à ce sujet. Une des opinions exprimées par plusieurs participants a été que la principale raison pourquoi le Canada est en Afghanistan est due aux relations étroites qu’a le Canada avec la politique étrangère des États-Unis.
· Les deux tiers des Canadiens (67 %) sont pour les actions du Canada en Afghanistan, y compris trois sur dix (29 %) qui le sont fortement et quatre sur dix (38 %), modérément. Cet appui global pour les activités canadiennes en Afghanistan est considérablement plus élevé que celui vu dans les études précédentes faites par Ipsos-Reid. L’appui à la mission en Afghanistan a tendance à voir l’opinion publique divisée de façon égale, avec un niveau d’appui se situant à environ 50%. Par exemple, dans une étude menée en janvier 2008, la moitié des Canadiens (50%) (un point plus bas depuis août de l’année dernière) ont indiqué qu’ils appuyaient « l’utilisation de troupes canadiennes dans les efforts de combat à vaincre les talibans et Al-Qaeda en Afghanistan ». Dans le même ordre d’idées, la recherche menée par Ipsos-Reid entre le mois de septembre 2007 et le mois de mars 2007 a trouvé que l’appui pour les activités du Canada en Afghanistan était généralement au niveau du 50%. Il est important de noter le contexte de cette étude et la séquence des questions. Les questions relatives à l’Afghanistan ont été demandées aux deux-tiers de l’étude, après une série de questions relatives à l’image et le rôle des FC, permettant ainsi aux répondants de développer une bonne estime face aux FC et leurs activités; ceci ayant probablement eu un impact d’augmenter le niveau d’appui pour la mission. Réciproquement, placer les questions sur l’Afghanistan au début de l’étude aurait probablement eu un impact négatif sur les autres questions mesurées. Une recommandation à titre de recherches futures serait donc d’évaluer les opinions face à l’Afghanistan séparément de d’autres aspects relatifs à l’opinion publique des Canadiens face aux FC.

· L’appui des participants augmente lorsqu’ils obtiennent plus de renseignements sur les nombreuses actions auxquelles le Canada prend part en Afghanistan, passant des deux tiers des Canadiens (67 %) à plus des trois quarts (78 %).

· Les efforts de développement du Canada en Afghanistan constituent l’aspect de la mission pour lequel l’appui des Canadiens est le plus élevé, tandis que les opérations militaires arrivent au dernier rang. Plus de huit Canadiens sur dix (81 %) sont pour les efforts de développement et de reconstruction du Canada, les trois quarts (75 %) sont pour les travaux diplomatiques et les deux tiers (65 %), pour les opérations militaires du Canada en Afghanistan. 

· Peu de Canadiens croient que le Canada travaille seul en Afghanistan; en effet, moins de un répondant sur dix (8 %) est de cet avis, comparativement à environ neuf sur dix (87 %) qui croient que le Canada collabore avec d’autres pays. Une vaste majorité de Canadiens (88 %) sont d’avis que le Canada agit en Afghanistan avec l’approbation des Nations Unies.

· Par ailleurs, une majorité de répondants sous-estiment le nombre de pays qui collaborent avec le Canada en Afghanistan; l’estimation la plus populaire est de six à dix pays, par rapport aux 36 pays autres que le Canada qui participent actuellement à la mission. De plus, même l’estimation de six à dix devrait être interprétée avec prudence, du fait que peu de participants dans les groupes de discussions n’ont mentionné d’autres alliés que les États-Unis et les Britanniques travaillant avec les Canadiens en Afghanistan. 
· Plus de huit répondants sur dix (82 %) citent les États-Unis au nombre des autres pays qui collaborent avec le Canada en Afghanistan, et les deux tiers (65 %) mentionnent le Royaume-Uni; d’autres pays sont cités par une proportion beaucoup moins importante de Canadiens.

· En général, les participants des groupes de discussion ont l’impression que le Canada fait « plus que sa part » en Afghanistan. Ils font référence au fardeau général de la mission sur le Canada comparativement à d’autres pays, de même qu’à la perception que les Forces canadiennes travaillent dans les zones les plus dangereuses de l’Afghanistan.

· Sept Canadiens sur dix (70 %) sont d’accord pour dire que certains pays limitent les actions de leurs troupes en Afghanistan, par exemple en ne participant pas aux opérations de combat. Les deux tiers des Canadiens (67 %) estiment que tous les pays devraient avoir un rôle similaire en Afghanistan et participer à tous les types d’opérations.

· Plus de la moitié des Canadiens (52 %) estiment qu’à l’heure actuelle, les Forces canadiennes voient plus d’obligation de combat que les autres pays, et seulement un sur huit (13 %) sont d’avis contraire. Une majorité de Canadiens (63 %) aimeraient que le pays voie à peu près autant d’obligation de combat que les autres pays qui participent à la mission en Afghanistan.

· La plupart des participants des groupes de discussion ne sont pas en faveur d’un retrait immédiat des troupes en Afghanistan, malgré leur manque d’enthousiasme plutôt soutenu à l’égard de la mission, à l’exception surtout des participants de la ville de Québec. Dans l’ensemble, on peut regrouper les opinions sur l’avenir de la mission afghane comme suit : les personnes qui croient que le Canada doit d’abord « finir son travail » et rester jusqu’à ce que tous les objectifs soient atteints et celles qui sont d’avis que le Canada devrait demeurer en place pour appuyer ses alliés et respecter ses engagements. Plusieurs participants sentent que la mission en Afghanistan ne peut être gagnée ou croient que ceci impliquerait un long engagement en Afghanistan dû à l’histoire conflictuelle du pays souvent citée par les participants. 

· Bon nombre de participants des groupes de discussion considèrent qu’ils ont très peu entendu parler de l’Afghanistan dans les médias, sauf en ce qui a trait à la mort de soldats canadiens. Ils croient que les médias constituent la principale source d’information sur la question, bien que de nombreux participants déclarent ne pas leur faire confiance pour ce qui est de rapporter avec exactitude les événements qui se déroulent en Afghanistan.

· De manière générale, les participants ne croient pas que les leaders politiques représentent une source d’information juste sur l’Afghanistan, certains faisant référence à l’arrière-pensée du gouvernement lorsqu’il rapporte les événements. Malgré le manque général de confiance à l’égard des politiciens élus qui discutent de l’Afghanistan, les participants aimeraient qu’il les informe davantage sur les actions des Forces canadiennes là-bas, ne serait-ce que pour obtenir un point de vue différent de celui souvent donné dans les médias.

· Certains participants considèrent qu’on pourrait faire confiance aux soldats qui ont pris part aux opérations en Afghanistan pour en parler, surtout le personnel subalterne, parce qu’ils « n’auraient aucune raison » de vouloir déformer l’information ou dissimuler des renseignements.

Souveraineté dans l’Arctique

· Dans les groupes de discussion, seule une minorité de participants a entendu le terme « souveraineté dans l’Arctique » et en comprend le sens. Par contre, un nombre beaucoup plus élevé de participants connaissent les enjeux auxquels ce terme fait référence lorsqu’on en discute plus en profondeur.

· Deux Canadiens sur cinq (40 %) affirment avoir vu, lu ou entendu quelque chose récemment sur la souveraineté dans l’Arctique, tandis que trois sur cinq (59 %) affirment le contraire. Le drapeau planté par les Russes sur le plancher océanique pour affirmer leurs prétentions sur l’Arctique est l’image qui vient spontanément à l’esprit de nombreux participants (46 %).

· Huit Canadiens sur dix (81 %) sont d’accord pour dire qu’il est important pour le Canada d’effectuer des patrouilles de sécurité dans le Nord, tandis que moins de un sur dix est en désaccord (9 %). Une proportion semblable (76 %) croit que le Canada devrait en faire davantage pour affirmer ses prétentions sur le territoire du Nord.

· Un peu moins des deux tiers des Canadiens (64 %) pensent que le Canada devrait en faire davantage pour affirmer ses prétentions sur le territoire du Nord. Les deux tiers (68 %) sont aussi d’accord pour dire que la souveraineté dans l’Arctique est une question importante à laquelle le Canada fait face aujourd’hui.

Conclusions et recommandations

· Les Canadiens apprécient les Forces et perçoivent l’organisation comme une source de fierté. Cependant, leur opinion de ce qu’est et devrait être le rôle des Forces semble différer de ce que le gouvernement, le ministère et les Forces essaient de communiquer.

 

· Pour les Canadiens, les Forces jouent un rôle crucial à l’étranger, soit celui de gardiens de la paix, en représentant les valeurs d’un peuple pacifique sur la scène internationale. 

· L’image de gardien de la paix du Canada s’est taillé une place importante dans l’esprit des Canadiens dans les décennies qui ont suivi la Guerre de Corée. Des tentatives récentes pour repositionner ce rôle traditionnel en un rôle davantage axé sur le « rétablissement de la paix » ont suscité peu d’intérêt, et encore moins d’approbation. Les efforts de repositionner un rôle traditionnel de maintien de la paix vers une image qui mais l’accent sur le rétablissement de la paix n’ont donc pas vraiment été remarqué par le public. Ceci est en partie dû au fait que les Canadiens acceptent moins ce que le rétablissement de la paix veut vraiment dire et résistent aux changements des Forces canadiennes, une image de marque aillant des racines historiques qu’ils admirent et respectent. En fait, ce genre d’évolution des valeurs nationales ne se fait généralement pas du jour au lendemain.

· Ce manque d’intérêt peut en partie être directement attribué à un manque de compréhension commune du vocabulaire utilisé. Un résultat important qui se dégage des groupes de discussion (et qui explique l’importance de mener une étude qualitative), c’est que le grand public ne comprend pas le terme « rétablissement de la paix » dans son sens propre. En fait, ils y donnent plus ou moins un sens diplomatique.

· On constate un manque général de clarté en ce qui concerne les objectifs de la mission canadienne en Afghanistan. Les Canadiens sont d’avis que cela résulte en grande partie d’un manque de communication efficace de la part du gouvernement. Toutefois, ils pensent aussi que les médias s’attardent trop aux pertes subies au combat, ce qui ne donne pas nécessairement un portrait représentatif de l’ensemble de la situation.

· Le fait d’entendre davantage parler des aspects de la mission en Afghanistan qui ne touchent pas au combat joue en faveur du soutien qu’accorde le grand public à la mission. En fait, le rôle des Forces dans le développement et la reconstruction est celui que les Canadiens appuient le plus, ce qui n’est pas étonnant puisqu’il s’agit du rôle qui correspond le mieux à l’image que les Canadiens veulent associer aux Forces. D’importantes raisons motivent cet appui; les groupes de discussion révèlent entre autres que l’attrait de la mission de type humanitaire réside en grande partie dans le fait qu’elle est facile à comprendre et qu’il s’agit d’objectifs et de délais définis dans le temps, notamment pour les secours en cas de catastrophe. Dernière conclusion, et sans doute la plus importante, les missions humanitaires permettent aux Canadiens d’être fiers des actions de leur armée et, par extension, d’eux-mêmes. 

Méthodologie

Cette recherche comprend deux volets, soit une étude quantitative et une étude qualitative. On peut ainsi recueillir des données statistiquement fiables sur les points de vue des Canadiens et sur la manière dont ils évoluent au fil du temps, et obtenir des résultats qualitatifs plus détaillés qui explorent les enjeux présentés et montrent la force relative des opinions. 
Sondage quantitatif

Dans le cadre de l’étude quantitative, un sondage téléphonique aléatoire d’une vingtaine de minutes a été mené à l’échelle nationale auprès d’un échantillonnage représentatif de 3 000 Canadiens âgés de 18 ans et plus à l’aide de la technologie ITAO. Le travail de terrain s’est déroulé du 1er au 13 février 2008, et l’échantillonnage a été établi à l’aide du Système de composition aléatoire.

Le ministère a exigé que les résultats puissent être analysés par région, tout en réduisant autant que possible les marges d’erreur. Comme l’indique le tableau ci-dessous, nous avons donc stratifié l’échantillonnage de manière disproportionnée en effectuant un minimum de 400 entrevues par région, peu importe la taille de la population. Les données ont ensuite été pondérées de manière à refléter la taille relative de chaque région, par exemple, par une sur-pondération du Québec et de l’Ontario et une sous-pondération des provinces de l’Atlantique et du Manitoba/de la Saskatchewan.

	RÉGION
	TAILLE DE L’ÉCHANTILLONNAGE n = 3 000
	MARGE D’ERREUR

	Colombie-Britannique
	417
	± 4,8

	Alberta
	400
	± 4,9

	Manitoba/Saskatchewan
	400
	± 4,9

	Ontario
	856
	± 3,4

	Québec
	527
	± 4,3

	Provinces de l’Atlantique
	400
	± 4,9

	Canada
	3 000
	± 1,8


Le questionnaire comprenait des questions déjà utilisées par le ministère dans d’autres études de suivi ainsi que de nouvelles questions rédigées spécialement pour ce projet.

Groupes de discussion qualitatifs
Du 3 au 10 mars 2008, Ipsos Reid a tenu dix groupes de discussion d’un bout à l’autre du pays, soit deux dans chacune des cinq villes suivantes :

· Edmonton

· Yellowknife

· Hamilton

· Québec 

· St-John’s

Les rencontres ont duré deux heures, et dix participants ont été recrutés pour que huit se présentent. Voici les critères de recrutement qui ont servi pour former les groupes de discussion :

· Un éventail d’âges de 18 à 65 ans pour obtenir, dans chaque ville, un groupe de participants de 18 à 34 ans et un autre de participants de 35 à 65 ans;

· Un mélange d’hommes et de femmes;

· Un éventail de niveaux de scolarité;

· Un éventail de catégories de revenu;

· Un éventail d’attitudes à l’égard des Forces canadiennes.

Par ailleurs, les participants ont reçu une somme de 80 $ en guise de remerciement pour leur temps.

1. Background and Methodology
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 needs to understand how Canadians perceive the Canadian Forces and their role, and to be able to track shifts in public opinion over time on important issues such as the operations in Afghanistan. Tracking opinion in this way gives the department important context both on how the views of Canadians are changing and also the speed at which opinion is moving.

The overall objective of the research is to assess the perspectives of Canadians about the Canadian Forces and related military issues, including Canadians’ awareness, knowledge and adoption of the priorities and messaging of the Defence Strategy and knowledge and support for the CF’s roles.
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 the 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 approximately 20 minutes in length, with a representative sample of 3,000 Canadians aged 18 years old and over. Fieldwork was carried out between 1 February and 13 February 2008. The survey was sampled using the Random Digit Dialing method.

The Department specified a requirement to be able to analyze findings by region, while reducing margins of error to as great an extent possible. As shown in the table below, we therefore disproportionately stratified the sample by carrying out a minimum of 400 interviews per region, regardless of population size. The data were then weighted to reflect the relative size of each region, for example upweighting Quebec and Ontario and downweighting the Atlantic Provinces and Manitoba/Saskatchewan.
	REGION
	SAMPLE SIZE n=3,000
	MARGIN OF ERROR

	British Columbia
	417
	±4.8

	Alberta
	400
	±4.9

	Manitoba/Saskatchewan
	400
	±4.9

	Ontario
	856
	±3.4

	Quebec
	527
	±4.3

	Atlantic Provinces
	400
	±4.9

	Canada
	3,000
	±1.8


The questionnaire included some questions previously used by the Department for tracking purposes as well as bespoke questions designed specifically for this project.
Qualitative Component
Between March 3 and March 10 2008, Ipsos Reid carried out 10 focus groups nationwide, with two focus groups held in each of the following five cities:

· Edmonton;

· Yellowknife;

· Hamilton;

· Québec City; and 

· St. John’s.

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 incentive of $80 to thank them for their time.

2. Image of the Canadian Forces
In this section we report on perceptions of the image of the Canadian Forces; overall impressions of the Forces, their equipment and training, their place in the nation and whether they are a source of pride, levels of funding and investment in the Forces, the size of the military and finally who is perceived to be serving within them.
Overall Impressions 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 (87%) are either strongly (57%) or somewhat (30%) positive about the Forces. Quebeckers tend to hold a somewhat less positive impression than other Canadians (82% positive) while those living in Saskatchewan/Manitoba are most positive (90%). Younger Canadians aged 18 to 24 are more likely than other segments of the population to have a negative overall image of the forces (15% compared with 8% for all Canadians).
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The fact that a great majority of Canadians have a strongly positive image (57%) of those serving in the military, should be viewed as important context when interpreting other views on the role and activities of the Canadian Forces. As was also found in the qualitative focus groups, the men and women of the Canadian Forces are able to draw on a strong reserve of goodwill among the population as a whole.

Focus group participants were asked what impressions or images the words ‘Canadian Forces’ evoke for them. As shown in the chart below, these overall feelings about the Forces can be broadly grouped into a number of categories:

1. Views of the overall role of the Canadian Forces (top left in chart);

2. Positive images of the men and women who serve in the Forces (top right);

3. Mainly negative views about the equipment and technology provided to the military (bottom left);
4. Images of Afghanistan, war and death (bottom right).
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Role of the Canadian Forces
1. A first set of words and images mentioned by participants related to the overall role of the Forces, both in Afghanistan and also more widely. These include the strongly engrained view of the Canadian Forces as peacekeepers, blue berets, protecting people and as a type of international ‘traffic cop.’ Just as with the positive images of brave Forces personnel, these views of the role of the military as peacekeepers were raised at a number of points during the focus groups.

Views of men and women in the Forces
2. The images of the men and women of the Forces often related to their bravery, strength, commitment and dedication and it is here that a reserve of ‘goodwill’ and support for the Forces can be most clearly seen. Many participants felt a sense of pride in those serving in the Forces and respect for their ability to ‘do a good job’, even under difficult circumstances. For some, these perceptions were based on personal experience of having friends or family members in the military, particularly in the Hamilton and St. John’s focus groups. Others had a more general impression of these positive qualities of bravery and strength, sometimes based on history and a pride in Canada’s military past in the First and Second World Wars. Participants in the Quebec City focus groups did not tend to express the same instinctive support for and pride in the men and women of the Forces as did those in the rest of Canada, tending to concentrate more on their role or the quality of their equipment. ‘Well-trained’ was mentioned by a number of respondents to describe the Canadian Forces, with some perceiving that Canadian training was envied by other forces, including the United States.
Equipment and technology 

3. As was raised when discussing a range of issues in the focus groups, participants made a clear distinction between the perceived quality of the equipment provided to the Canadian Forces and the quality of their training. For some respondents, those in the military were doing a good job despite the perceived poor quality or lack of modern equipment. Examples for this included submarines acquired from Britain, too few ships, tanks and helicopters and a lack of body armour for soldiers in combat zones.
Afghanistan, war and death

4. A fourth strand of images evoked by the words ‘Canadian Forces’ encompassed a range of generally negative connotations. These typically related to war, death and to the mission in Afghanistan, and images of soldiers returning to Canada in coffins. This set of words and images also included more specific aspects of the Afghan mission, such as Al Qaeda. This said, Afghanistan did not always involve a negative image and there were some positive images of development and assistance.
Participants were also asked to give their views on which words or images were evoked for them by the word ‘Soldier.’ In many cases, these were similar to the words and images mentioned for ‘Canadian Forces.’ Indeed, as the Department has found previously, although a few participants mentioned the navy or the air force when asked about ‘Canadian Forces’, the majority of these impressions related to the army. Descriptions of ‘Soldier’ were often associated with either the range of positive qualities mentioned for Canadian Forces (‘brave’, ‘strong’, ‘hero’) or to more physical images of a soldier, such as the uniform, camouflage or ‘guys in green.’ Participants’ descriptions included:
“Vulnerable, because we are not defending our own land. We are always somewhere else, in someone else’s zone and you hope they understand the terrain. The notion of protecting others is skewed because they are not protected.”

“I think family because when someone goes to war, you leave your family and they are very important.”

“I do not picture a Canadian soldier carrying guns.”
This said, words or images for ‘Soldier’ did include a number of aspects different from those associated with ‘Canadian Forces.’ As might be expected, there were a greater number of words relating to an individual rather than a wider organization; a soldier as part of a family, with a career, gaining an education from the Forces, living a life overseas and helping to bring peace in Afghanistan by working with local people. Personal qualities such as being a good ‘diplomat’ when dealing with difficult situations and being compassionate to others, for example in Afghanistan, were also mentioned. There were in fact generally fewer negative images evoked by ‘Soldier’ than when participants were thinking about the Canadian Forces as a whole. This said, a number of participants in Quebec did mention coffins, death, gun battles and images of war, with less emphasis on soldiers as individuals or of their personal qualities. 

Military is a source of pride but their equipment less so

Reflecting the images described in the focus groups, a majority of Canadians (71%) see Canada’s military as a source of pride, with fewer than one in ten (8%) holding the opposing view. They are also viewed as being ‘essential’ by four in five Canadians (80%) and very few (7%) believe that they are no longer needed. Views are however more divided in terms of whether the Forces are modern (34%) or outdated (27%). Given the context provided by the focus groups on this question, it is likely that those who see the Forces as outdated are primarily basing their views on perceptions of the equipment and technology to which the military are perceived to have access. 
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It is interesting to note in this regard that Quebeckers, who generally tend to be less supportive of the Forces as an institution, are most likely to say that the CF is ‘modern’ (41%); by contrast, Albertans, who are often most supportive of the Forces are significantly less likely to express this view (29%). One interpretation of this finding is that those Canadians who say they see the Forces as ‘outdated’ are in fact expressing their support for them by identifying a perceived need for more resources or better equipment. 

Indeed, context from the focus groups supports this interpretation. Participants generally did feel the Canadian Forces to be outdated rather than modern, and gave a range of examples to illustrate this. Participant views on the equipment used by the Canadian Forces can be grouped into three overall perceptions:

· That the Canadian Forces lack equipment, as evidenced by media reports about the military borrowing equipment from other forces in Afghanistan for transportation or the perception that Canada has very few ships in its navy;

· That the equipment the Forces do have is often of poor quality, for example the malfunctioning submarine acquired from Britain or ‘out-dated tanks’ obtained from the United States;

· That Canada is behind other forces in terms of the technology it uses, for example, lacking body armour for soldiers in Afghanistan.

As recognized by several participants, these perceptions are often media-based and some people were circumspect about how much the media should be trusted on these issues. However, there were few participants who felt that the Canadians Forces are well-equipped, particularly when compared to other countries.
“They are finally coming around with body armour for soldiers but they still need armoured vehicles. Our subs are in crappy shape. There aren’t enough vehicles and equipment for our soldiers to use; we have to borrow from America.”

«C’est sûr que si on pouvait devenir plus autonome au niveau technologique et d’autodéfense, cela augmenterait notre crédibilité au niveau international.»

“I do have personal experience with someone in the military. All the stuff [equipment] was old, from the US.”
While seven in ten Canadians (71%) view the military as a source of pride for the country, there are significant differences by region and demographic group in this regard. As shown in the chart below, those in the Atlantic provinces are particularly likely see the military as a source of pride (81%). This may possibly reflect the traditionally larger proportion of people in these provinces who have a friend or family member in the Canadian Forces and therefore their greater importance to these areas. By contrast, there is a far greater degree of ambivalence in Quebec towards the military as a source of pride (59%), although it should equally be noted that few Quebeckers (11%) see them as a source of embarrassment. Age is also 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 (79%), significantly fewer 18 to 24 year olds hold this view (56%). As is the case with Quebeckers, this does not translate into negative views among this age group but rather into a greater ambivalence towards what the military means to them.
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A large majority of Canadians (89%) see the Canadian Forces as a vital national institution, with only a small minority disagreeing with this (7%). Young Canadians aged 18 to 24 are least likely to hold this view (77%), while those living in Quebec are also somewhat less likely to see the Forces in this way (83%), reflecting the generally greater ambivalence among these groups about the military in a range of respects. 
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Funding and investment in the Canadian Forces
A majority of Canadians feel that Canada’s military is under-funded (57%); only one in twenty (6%) believe it currently receives too much funding. As shown in the chart below, 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 (23%) 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 are generally more ‘pro-military’, such as Alberta and the Atlantic Provinces also 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 (44%) than either those aged 45 to 54 (61%) or people over 55 years of age (63%). 
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 (48%). It should also be noted that this relationship relates purely to household income rather than including other socio-demographic indicators such as education levels; indeed, less educated Canadians (with a high school education or under) are in fact more likely to see the military as under-funded than those who have attended university. One interpretation of this relationship between income and funding for the military is that there may be a type of ‘hierarchy of needs’ effect here, with lower-income earners more likely to favour funding being made available to help with their needs rather than used for defence spending.
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Few Canadians (19%) feel that it is wasteful to invest in Canada’s military and fewer still (14%) believe that there is little need to invest in the military since Canada can rely on the US and NATO to defend its interests. 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 (37%);

· Landed Immigrants or Permanent Residents (30%);

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

· Those with less than a high school education (26%);

· Those aged 18 to 24 (27%);

· Those living in Quebec (23%).

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 (26% agree with the statement).
Size of the Canadian Forces 
Another aspect of the image of the Canadian Forces discussed in the focus groups was how many people participants believed served in the military. Most focus group participants perceived the Canadian Forces to be small in size, although few had a clear idea about exactly how many people currently serve in the military. While there was general agreement that the Canadian Forces are small in size, participants interpreted this in a number of ways which will be explored in turn:
· That the Canadian Forces should be small in size and that this is the ‘right size’;

· That the Canadian Forces are currently too small;

· That the appropriate size of the Forces depends on the international role they are intending to play in future.

Canadian Forces should be small
For some participants, the Canadian Forces, while small, were perceived to be the right size to meet the country’s needs. This view was generally based on the perception that as a large country, it would be impossible for Canada to defend its extensive borders if attacked. Related to this was the opinion that if there were any direct attack on the North American continent, the United States would step in to defend itself and by extension, Canada. This latter view was in fact somewhat more prevalent in the focus groups.
Canadian Forces are too small
Other participants felt that the Canadian Forces are currently too small; in some cases this was when comparing to the US military, while other participants believed the Canadian Forces to be smaller per capita than the militaries of other countries. Some respondents gave examples of where they felt that the military was undermanned; for example, one participant in the St. John’s focus group mentioned a lack of ships to patrol the coastline of Newfoundland to prevent infringements of the fishery. Another example was a participant in Edmonton who felt that while the army was currently large enough, the navy was undermanned. A more prevalent view was that the Canadian military is probably too small to adequately protect the country and that a larger force would assist with securing Canada’s borders. This opinion was based more on the perception that a country should generally have a force large enough to defend itself than a genuine concern about being attacked.
Size of the Canadian Forces should depend on their future role

A third view on the size of the Canadian Forces was that this should depend on the role they are to play in future. Some participants felt that while the current size of the Canadian Forces had been appropriate for the ‘traditional’ peacekeeping missions carried out by Canada (e.g. in Cyprus), longer-term missions such as Afghanistan would demand a larger force. Unlike those holding the first two types of opinion on the size of the Forces, this third group of participants tended to consider the international role of the Canadian Forces and their commitments overseas, such as the number of soldiers sent to Afghanistan (although few had a clear idea of how many troops were involved in this mission).
As was found in the focus groups, many Canadians feel unsure about the size of the Canadian Forces; indeed three in ten (29%) feel unable even to estimate their size. The median estimate of the size of the Canadian Forces is 49,327, with a mean estimate of 237,417. As can be seen in the chart below, one in three Canadians (31%) estimate the size of the Forces at under 50,000 and one in five (20%) at over 100,000. One in ten (10%) gave an estimate in the correct range of 75,001 to 100,000.   
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It is interesting to note here that groups who tend to express less positive views about the Canadian Forces (for example as a source of pride) give lower estimates of the number of people they think serve in the military. Those living in Quebec give a median figure of 37,887 compared to the median of 58,452 in Alberta, and younger Canadians aged 18 to 24 give a lower median (42,199) than those aged 25-44 (56,471). Finally, the median size of the estimate of the size of the Forces given by women is significantly lower than that for men (37,940 compared with 59,653).
Awareness and recent coverage of the Canadian Forces
As might be expected at a time of heightened media coverage of the mission in Afghanistan (including for example the release of the Manley Report), a majority of Canadians have recently seen, read or heard something about the Canadian Forces (72%) with only three in ten (28%) 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 (36%), deaths of Canadian soldiers (21%) and the future of Canada’s mission in the country (17%). 
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A number of socio-economic groups are significantly less likely to have heard anything recently about the Canadian Forces:
· Those aged 18 to 24 years old (No, 47%)

· Landed Immigrants or Permanent Residents (No, 45%);

· Those earning less than $30K a year (No, 38%);

· Those who have a ‘negative’ view of people serving in the Canadian Forces (No, 35%);

· Those living in Saskatchewan/Manitoba (No, 35%).

As is covered later in the section on Afghanistan, participants in the focus groups had often seen recent media coverage about the Canadian Forces relating to Afghanistan. In many cases, this related to specific images and ‘snapshots’ of coverage, such as coffins returning to Canada or soldiers in combat, rather than more in-depth information about the humanitarian and diplomatic work of the Canadian Forces or the reasons for Canada’s presence in the country. 
Who is in the Canadian Forces?
A final aspect of perceptions of the image of the Canadian Forces is who people think serve in the Forces. While participants in the focus groups were often forthcoming with adjectives to describe those in the military such as brave or strong, they were less clear about which type of people join the Forces and who is currently in them. 
Joining the Canadian Forces was seen by some participants as a means of economic and educational advancement, particularly for those with lower incomes. Training to be a doctor or an engineer was mentioned in this regard and others felt that those joining the forces would be able to benefit from free tuition for their children. The Canadian Forces were seen as attracting those who wanted to see the world, who were adventurous and who wanted to learn new skills; participants also mentioned both men and women as joining the Forces. Some with personal contact with the Canadian Forces through friends or family mentioned that Forces personnel frequently move and that this can be difficult for their families. One view expressed was that Canadians currently in their late teens would not be sufficiently ‘mature’ to join, while another participant from a visible minority questioned why young people would want to join the army, which they saw as primarily an option for less academically gifted students.
“More people should join the Forces as there are kids that could benefit from the education.”
“People on low incomes are attracted to it. They provide a lot of opportunities, like education, a chance to see the world.”
3. Role of the Canadian Forces
This section addresses the perceived role of the Canadian Forces; why Canada has a military and how safe Canadians feel, what the potential threats to the country are and how the Forces can respond, the geographical focus for the military, their role as peacekeepers and peacemakers and the types of missions on which they should be deployed. As detailed below, the fact that Canadians feel safe in their own country is closely linked to the public perception that the Forces should have a mainly international rather than domestic focus.
Feelings of safety in Canada
Few participants in the focus groups felt threatened from external sources and there was little anxiety about potential threats from terrorism. Indeed, when asked whether they ‘felt safe’ in the country, many initially interpreted this as relating to crime or anti-social behaviour rather than a terrorist threat. Participants often felt that the United States would be a far greater target for terrorism or other external threats than Canada, particularly as Canada was seen as having a ‘far better’ image internationally than its southern neighbour. This said, some did feel that there are terrorist targets in Canada, particularly in the large cities like Toronto or Vancouver. 
«Le Canada n’a pas de réputation de belliqueux au niveau international. Il a une réputation de «peacekeeper». Je ne crois pas qu’il y ait de danger»
“Canada itself, it’s kind of safe. We aren’t really a big target, but everywhere else doesn’t seem safe at all. The Middle East is ready to fall apart. Canada isn’t as threatened as other people.”
While there was a general consensus across the focus groups that Canada was a relatively safe country in which to live with little external threat, some participants were concerned that the mission in Afghanistan had in fact made Canada more of a target for terrorism. This was based on a perception that Canada had moved from its ‘traditional’ peacekeeping role into a more combat related-role in Afghanistan, which would impact Canada’s image abroad. There were also a small minority of participants who held other views. These included:

· That Canada’s diverse multicultural make-up could be a risk factor for terrorist attack;

· That increased airport security actually makes people feel less safe;
· That climate change has made the Northwest Passage a potential entry-point for terrorists.

“With Afghanistan, we’re more in the spotlight than ever before. Before we were under the radar. Now our troops are over in Afghanistan and they are looking at us in a different light. We used to be peacekeepers and we aren’t anymore, and I resent that.”

Reasons for having a military and its role
Focus group participants gave a range of reasons as to why they felt Canada should have a military, ranging from basic national protection and defence to the Canadian Forces as an economic and technological player on the national stage. These included:

· Border patrol and protection, self-defence against external aggressors. This seemed to relate primarily to the necessity of keeping an army on ‘stand-by’ for an unlikely eventuality. It also related to factors such as the need to protect valuable resources such as energy in an increasingly energy-hungry world or Canadian fish-stocks. As previously mentioned, there were participants who felt that the military was of insufficient size to be able to protect Canada’s borders if threatened by invasion. There were others who felt that the military was an important national symbol of Canada and Canadian presence in the world, a ‘representational’ aspect of the Forces. This also relates to the quantitative finding that the Canadian Forces are viewed by many as a vital national institution;

«C’est comme une police d’assurance; on entretient l’armée pour au cas-où»
· Domestic disaster relief and humanitarian assistance to help with natural disasters such as flooding or snow rescue;
“They are to be there for anything that comes up, for here and elsewhere. Our world is unstable: massive flooding, ice storms in Toronto and if something was to happen like a snow storm and power lines going down.”

· To play a role in international organizations such as NATO and the United Nations on peacekeeping missions. Some respondents felt that Canada’s existing commitments to these organizations meant that these would need to be honoured, regardless of whether Canada wished to retain a military or not. Others viewed Canada’s international commitments as a type of ‘insurance policy’; by going to the aid of other countries, there would be help for Canada in return if required;
“It’s not an easy decision to make, but you can’t always turn and hide. Let’s use the analogy of your brother taking some heat and asking for help. You say you can’t. Later you are taking some heat and ask for help and he says “well, I can’t help.”
“I think the national interest of Canada is kind of sly; stay on the good side of everybody. In the future, we are going to be the only place that people need, for example water and a wealth of resources. Our good will efforts to be a friendly country will help us someday.”
· To protect Canada’s interests abroad and also to defend ‘Canadian values’, for example human rights and freedom of speech; 

« Le respect des idéologies qu’on a, le concept de liberté. Jusqu’à un certain point, c’est notre rôle d’aller défendre nos principes ailleurs »

· The military as a job creator and driver of economic growth. Some participants saw the Forces as an important means of employment offering a well-paid and rewarding career, while others mentioned that military inventions and technological advances could be used to benefit the country as a whole;

«C’est aussi une belle formation pour les personnes qui sont dans l’armée. Ils ont des beaux défis»
· Finally, there were a small minority of participants who did not feel that Canada needed a military at all. One minority opinion was that the military was ‘for show’ given it would in reality be unable to defend national borders. Another participant felt that armed forces were a ‘vestige of history’ that were used as an international symbol of a country’s importance.
Participants in the focus groups were supportive of Canada’s military playing a humanitarian role, and this was equally the case among Canadians nationally. Nine in ten (92%) feel it to be important that Canada’s military respond to international situations in order to provide humanitarian assistance; just one in twenty (5%) disagree with this. It is interesting to note here that Quebeckers are equally likely as other Canadians to see Canada’s military in a humanitarian context (94%) and indeed there is widespread consensus across regional and socio-demographic groups about this role. One exception to this consensus is those who describe themselves as having a ‘negative’ overall view of the Canadian Forces, although even among this group, over four in five (83%) 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 are more divided on other aspects of the military’s role. Around half of Canadians (54%) 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 two in five (36%) hold the opposing view. 
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 under a high school education are most likely to hold this view, with university attendees least likely to do so. 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 are equally likely as 18 to 24 year olds to agree that Canada should play a leadership role and be first on the ground (55%). 
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Other regional and socio-demographic groups more likely to support this leadership role are:

· Those who support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan (65%);

· Those living in the Atlantic provinces (63%);

· Those living in Saskatchewan/Manitoba (60%).
By contrast, residents of Quebec are significantly less likely than average to support a leadership role abroad for the Canadian military. Indeed opinion is evenly divided in the province on this question, with 45% supporting and the same proportion opposing this role for the Canadian Forces.  
Turning to another of the statements presented to Canadians about the role of the military, three in five Canadians (62%) 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; by contrast to those living in the rest of Canada, Quebeckers are in fact more likely to disagree with a stronger military role than they are to agree (49% disagree while 42% agree). On the other hand, more than three quarters of Atlantic Canadians (78%) agree with strengthening the military to achieve foreign policy goals, and similar proportions express this view in Saskatchewan/Manitoba (75%) and Alberta (74%). There are also differences between the views of urban and rural Canadians here; those living in rural areas are significantly more likely to support a strengthened military than are urban-dwellers (71% compared with 60%).

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 over two thirds of those aged 55 and over:
· 49% of 18 to 24 year olds agree with strengthening the military to achieve foreign policy goals;

· 60% of 25-44 year olds agree;

· 64% of 45-54 year olds agree;

· 67% of those aged 55 and over agree.

Finally, education also emerges as a key determinant of attitudes on this issue, with a correlation between educational attainment and support for strengthening the military to achieve foreign policy goals and Canada’s place in the world. Three-quarters (74%) of those with less than a high school education agree with this approach compared to just half (50%) of those who are university educated.
Geographic focus for the Canadian Forces: international or domestic?

Many Canadians feel that the top priority for the Canadian Forces should be international (50%) rather than either domestic (37%) or on the North America continent more generally (12%). This finding may well reflect the views expressed in the focus groups that many Canadians feel there is relatively little domestic threat to security and also the perception that Canada has long been a significant peacekeeping nation on the world stage.
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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 (48%) than internationally (42%). By contrast, Canadians with a university education (58%) or higher household incomes of over $60K a year (55%) are more likely than average to favour an international focus for the Canadian Forces. Given the generally greater scepticism among the university-educated about strengthening the military or taking a leadership role internationally, it is likely that what is meant here is that this international focus would relate primarily to peacekeeping or humanitarian work.
Potential threats to Canada

Terrorism is viewed by three-quarters of Canadians (77%) as a threat to the country’s security, when asked about a range of potential threats. It is however important to consider the wider context when interpreting this finding; while terrorism is rated as a threat by a majority of Canadians, it does not emerge as a significant consideration in the focus groups, where most participants claim to feel relatively safe and do not mention feeling threatened by terrorism. This points towards an interpretation of this finding whereby terrorism is not generally a ‘top of mind’ issue for many Canadians compared with others, but when asked directly, three quarters do perceive this to be a threat. 
This interpretation is supported by Ipsos Reid research from February 2008 on the issues that currently matter most to Canadians; the top three issues here are healthcare, the environment and the economy. While terrorism/national security is identified by some Canadians as an issue, only one in ten (10%) say that this is the issue that should receive the greatest attention from Canada’s leaders. It is however interesting to note an increase in mentions of the armed forces/military by eight percentage points between December 2007 and February 2008 from 8% to 16%. This is likely a reflection of the intensive media coverage surrounding the publication of the Manley report and the debate about extending the mission in Afghanistan that took place at the beginning of this year.
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While three-quarters of Canadians (77%) see terrorism as a threat to Canada, there are a range of regional variations to this. Looking at the regional breakdown for perceptions of the threat of terrorism, Albertans (85%), those living in Saskatchewan/Manitoba (83%) and Atlantic Canadians (82%) are most likely to perceive this as a threat to Canada. Quebeckers (71%) and those living in British Columbia are least likely to do so (72%). 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. 
Similar proportions of Canadians perceive natural disasters (70%), biological or chemical weapons (69%) or health threats like SARS and pandemic influenza (67%) to be a threat to the country. It is interesting to note here that perceptions of threats are more prevalent among certain groups, regardless of the type of threat described. For example, those with less than a high school education are significantly more likely to agree that all five of these security concerns are a threat than are university educated Canadians, often by a margin of ten to fifteen percentage points.

Another finding of interest is that those who are Landed Immigrants or Permanent Residents are significantly less likely than other Canadians to see health threats like SARS as a threat to Canada’s security (54% compared with 67% for all Canadians). While it is not possible in this study to look further into the underlying reasons for this, one interpretation might be that these respondents are more likely to be from countries (such as China) where this threat is better understood, or where health risks are perceived to be greater. 
Fewer Canadians see countries facing turmoil or instability as a threat compared with the other four potential threats to Canada that were presented. Around half (55%) of Canadians view the turmoil or instability of such countries as a threat compared with a third (32%) who disagree. As shown in the chart below, there are regional differences in opinion, with Quebeckers least likely to feel that these countries are a threat to security (46% agree). By contrast, residents of Saskatchewan/Manitoba (66%) and Atlantic Canada (66%) are most likely to view this as a threat. Young Canadians aged 18 to 24 are evenly divided on whether they see unstable countries as posing a threat to Canada; two in five (39%) do so, while the same proportion (39%) 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 (96%); and

· A humanitarian crisis abroad caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake (94%).
Opinion was however 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 (76%) of Canadians feel this to be very or somewhat important. This proportion falls to three in five (61%) in Quebec and a similar proportion (62%) among 18 to 24 year olds. Those in Saskatchewan/Manitoba (86%) and the Atlantic provinces (84%) are most likely to see an effective response to bring stability to an unstable region as important; those aged over 55 (81%) or people living in rural areas (81%) are also more likely than average to hold this view.
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Canadians were also asked about how confident they would be that the Canadian Forces could, if required, respond effectively to these situations. The chart above 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). 

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 (92% 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 significantly less confident in the military’s ability to do so; three-quarters (77%) feel confident that the Canadian Forces can respond effectively to a terrorist attack in Canada, fifteen 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 (86%) have confidence in an effective response by the military to this situation.
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 (69%) are confident in the ability of the Canadian Forces to respond effectively to this situation, while three-quarters (76%) 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. 
It is interesting to note here that, as shown in the table below, there is a generally consistent ‘gap’ across the regions between the importance of bringing stability to an unstable region and public confidence in the Canadian Forces to do so. Of course, a seven percentage point ‘gap’ in Quebec where importance/confidence ratings are lowest is a proportionally greater difference than the same seven percentage point difference in Saskatchewan/Manitoba. Nevertheless, these findings do show a degree of consistency across the country between the perceived importance of responding to this issue and the extent to which Canadians feel the Forces are able to deliver on it.
	Region
	% Important

(CF bringing stability to an unstable region)
	% Confident

(CF bringing stability to an unstable region)
	Difference 

(in percentage points)
Importance minus confidence

	Canada
	76
	69
	7 

	Sask/Manitoba
	86
	79
	7

	Ontario
	80
	73
	7

	Quebec
	61
	54
	7

	Atlantic provinces
	84
	77
	7

	British Columbia
	79
	70
	9

	Alberta
	84
	74
	10


4. Peacekeeping and Peacemaking
A key finding to emerge from the focus groups is that nearly all participants are unclear on the difference between the terms ‘peacekeeping’ and ‘peacemaking’, with the exception of those in Quebec City. This has potentially far-reaching consequences for the Department in terms of its communications with Canadians and its interpretation of survey findings. Instead of defining ‘peacemaking’ as the implementation of peace and therefore as being more likely to involve combat, most participants in fact saw peacemaking as being a primarily diplomatic or political role – the making of a peace. There is clearly confusion in the understanding of the English language term. By contrast, the findings from the focus groups in Quebec show much less evidence of confusion. There, «rétablissement de la paix» was correctly defined as a more active role potentially involving the use of force. In this section we will explore the differences in how focus group participants define these terms, and what ‘peacekeeping’ and ‘peacemaking’ actually mean to them.
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Peacekeeping
Many participants strongly identified peacekeeping with the image of Canada itself; describing Canada as a ‘nation of peacekeepers’, the ‘inventor’ of peacekeeping and as being a peaceful nation available to ‘pick up the pieces’. Among many, there was therefore a deep-rooted sense that peacekeeping is a national role with which they feel comfortable and that has been successfully carried out over many years in, for example, Cyprus or Bosnia. It also gave a feeling of pride for some participants, both due to this country’s willingness to take on this role and also because of the type of work that peacekeeping is perceived to involve. These positive perceptions of peacekeeping work included:
· Protecting human rights;
· Helping local people;

· Building communities;
· Helping children;

· Mediating;

· Keeping combatants apart;

· Helping to ‘clean up’ problems in an area.

“It was a Canadian who invented the idea of peacekeeping and an international peacekeeping force. After Korea we were a peacekeeping force, we will never be like America. It shows a more peaceful approach to our military and our country in general. We are never an aggressor and never will be.”
“Solving problems and seeing change; working themselves out of a job and being able to leave the country and create peace.”

“Patrols and helping out. We are really good at peacekeeping. I am behind them. I would rather them be peacekeeping than fighting. Long before Afghanistan, in Bosnia, it was peacekeeping missions.”

«C’est d’empêcher deux personnes de se battre, jusqu’à temps que les esprits se calment.»
"Peacekeeping is a very important role to play and I am proud to be a Canadian."
The multinational nature of peacekeeping was raised by participants, particularly in terms of the images this evoked. The United Nations and ‘blue berets’ were mentioned by many, and those in the Quebec City groups were particularly likely to raise these images. Some participants in Quebec City mentioned peacekeeping missions that they either felt should be undertaken (in Darfur) or that they perceived to have been unsuccessful (Rwanda). A few in this group felt that traditional peacekeeping was ‘outmoded’, particularly post-9/11 in a changing world.
«Au Canada on a tout le temps été une figure de paix. Sauf peut-être avec les Talibans»
Although often comfortable with a peacekeeping role, there was no general feeling in the focus groups that peacekeeping is a straightforward task. Participants described how they see this as sometimes dangerous, separating two sides in a conflict and indeed some saw peacekeeping as an ‘unrealistic’ goal. Opinion was divided over whether peacekeeping can involve combat or not and this perception was often impacted by Canada’s role in the Afghan mission. Some participants felt that Afghanistan had in fact been intended to be a peacekeeping mission but that they themselves did not categorize it as such, according to what they had seen and heard in media in terms of combat and fatalities. The mission in Afghanistan was also viewed by some participants as moving Canada from its ‘traditional’ non-aggressive peacekeeping role into another type of mission that was difficult to define. Whereas peacekeeping had been characterised by not initiating combat for example, this did not necessarily square with media reports from operations in Afghanistan. 
“I don’t see what is happening in Afghanistan as peacekeeping because to me peacekeeping is what happens after a conflict. There may be tension but no gun fire.”
Overall, peacekeeping was seen as a source of pride for the country and as an example of Canada being a ‘good neighbour’ carrying out worthwhile work. However, there was a sense among some participants that this traditional role was changing to become something with which Canadians might be less comfortable, with the mission in Afghanistan given as an example of this.

“We’ve went from peacekeepers to fighters. Now we are people who are aggressors and will go into a country and fight and can’t go back to being peacekeepers.”

“Diplomacy and negotiations should be given priority. Maybe we came in to make peace, but now its about fighting which should only ever be a last resort.”
Peacemaking
Focus group participants found peacemaking significantly more difficult to define than peacekeeping.
 Many participants had difficulty in separating out the term peacemaking from peacekeeping, and some saw little, if any, difference between the two. In general, definitions and images of peacemaking involved descriptions of diplomatic efforts, political discussion and other means of bringing about peace that do not involve the use of force or combat. These included:

· Diplomacy, negotiations and governments making treaties;
· Financial aid and food aid;

· Communicating, making compromises and ‘keeping an open mind’;

· Education, particularly among young people, to prevent future conflict;

· Making peace and agreements rather than going to war;

· Looking for common ground between two sides;

· Waving a ‘white flag’ of peace.

“Keeping peace involves violence. Making peace is like forgiving and shaking hands. Somehow making peace has to have goals that are on common ground with everyone involved.”

“You have to talk to make peace. Peacemaking comes before peacekeeping, You can make peace without having a war first.”
“Making and keeping peace are different. I don’t think there is much role for the Canadian Forces to make peace because there is already peace, so there isn’t much to make.”

There were a minority of participants in the focus groups who did define peacemaking in the sense of taking a more active role than peacekeeping, including fighting to impose peace where necessary. As would be expected, this was particularly the case among those participants who follow the news and current affairs more closely. Several did make a link between peacemaking and the current mission in Afghanistan; a small minority of respondents felt that a more ‘aggressive’ approach was required to implement peace in the country, given that Al Qaeda were seen as trying to prevent development and reconstruction work. However, others simply felt uncomfortable with Canada becoming involved in any armed conflicts, focusing on this rather than the overall aims or objectives of the mission.
“Peacekeeping is all good, but sometimes both sides won’t want peace so there are situations where you will have to impose peace on them. Peacemaking is sometimes aggressive.”
A key finding from the focus groups is that while the meaning of the English terminology of ‘peacemaking’ is unclear for most respondents, this is not the case for its French language equivalent.
 In keeping with the survey findings showing lower levels of support in Quebec for Canada’s involvement abroad (except for strictly humanitarian work), the images of peacemaking in these focus groups tended to be negative rather than positive. These included ethnic cleansing in Bosnia, dead or wounded soldiers or war and combat operations; some linked peacemaking in this respect with the mission in Afghanistan. For others in the Quebec groups, peacemaking included the concept of an ‘enemy’ who needed to be fought rather than just keeping two sides apart. Some participants, in the younger age Quebec group in particular made positive associations with peacemaking and the activities they perceived that this encompassed, including:
· Soldiers holding Afghan children;

· Using force for ‘the right reasons’;

· Giving rapid access to humanitarian assistance, targeted where it is needed most.

«Moi, je voyais les soldats avec des enfants dans les mains, des petits enfants afghans»
«Je ne vois pas des images de paix mais plus des images où en Bosnie, ils expulsaient des gens pour ‘nettoyer’ le pays»

«Mise en place de certains modes de fonctionnement de parlement ou de pressions assez intenses pour mettre en place des institutions»
«…des actions proactives. Moi je voyais des attaques, des combats comme tels.»

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 (peacemaking) 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 (peacekeeping). As shown in the chart below, a slight majority support a peacemaking role (52%) with somewhat fewer favouring a ‘peacekeeping only’ role (46%).
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While there are clearly misapprehensions in the focus groups about what constitutes peacekeeping and peacemaking, it should be noted here that this survey question uses neither of these terms and instead describes the type of activities carried out for each. We can therefore be confident that confounding these terms has not resulted in inaccuracy at this question when surveying the views of the general public. 
As can be seen in the chart below, the role of the Canadian Forces is clearly an issue that polarizes public opinion in the different regions of Canada. Indeed, Albertans are 30 percentage points more likely than Quebeckers to support a role for the Canadian Forces that includes security patrols and fighting to implement peace. Those living in Alberta are in fact significantly more likely than any other Canadians to support a peacemaking role (70% do so), while under three in ten Albertans (29%) support the Canadian Forces taking on only observation or monitoring duties. 
Opinion is more divided in much of the rest of Canada, with similar proportions in the Atlantic Provinces (55%), Ontario (54%), British Columbia (54%) and Saskatchewan/Manitoba (53%) supporting a more peacemaking role for the Canadian Forces that could include security patrols and fighting to implement peace. Quebeckers are again the exception here and a majority of those living in this province favour an observation and monitoring role over a more active one by a considerable margin (60% compared with 39%). 
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Other demographic divides on this question are also evident, including:

· Men are more likely than women to favour a more peacemaking role (55% compared with 48%);

· Older Canadians aged 45-54 are more likely than younger Canadians (18 to 24) to support a more peacemaking role (55% compared with 44%);

· Those on higher incomes ($60K or over) are more likely than those on lower incomes (under $30K) to support a more peacemaking role (56% compared with 42%).

Prioritizing missions: humanitarian, monitoring and missions including combat 

Participants in the focus groups carried out tasks in small groups to prioritize which of three different types of mission they would ask the Canadian Forces to carry out if they were the Canadian Government, and describe the factors they would take into account when making this decision. The three missions were:

1. Operations in a foreign country that include security patrols, development assistance and fighting to implement peace in an unstable area;
2. Operations in a foreign country that involve observation duties and monitoring of a ceasefire or truce between two conflicting parties;
3. Operations in a foreign country that is undergoing a humanitarian crisis caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake.

Overall, most participants across the focus groups prioritized humanitarian operations caused by a natural disaster over the other two missions. Observation and monitoring duties were generally the second most popular priority, with most participants placing operations involving fighting to implement peace third. We detail the rationale and considerations for placing these priorities in this order below, looking at each type of mission in turn.
Operations in a foreign country that is undergoing a humanitarian crisis caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake
It is perhaps unsurprising that this mission should be the top priority for focus group participants, given that the quantitative survey provides ample evidence of the importance that Canadians place on the ability of the military to be able to respond to natural disasters and humanitarian crises abroad. As has already been described, 92% of Canadians agree that it is important that the military be able to respond to this type of situation and they also believe that the Canadian Forces are good at dealing with missions of this kind; 86% are confident that they would respond effectively. The focus groups however provide further detail on why people place such emphasis on this type of mission and the reasons they feel it should be prioritized over other missions related to peacekeeping and peacemaking. 

“It’s simply humanitarian. How can you look at your brother and not help? It’s relatively short, in and out and you’re done. The idea of assistance is to help them get on their feet so they can do it for themselves.”

In some respects, missions of this type seem to give participants something akin to a feeling of immediate gratification on a national level. Helping out with a humanitarian crisis caused by a natural disaster is in fact viewed as a ‘quick win’, both in terms of this country’s ability to help by providing food, water or supplies but also because such missions are not perceived as requiring a long-term commitment. Humanitarian crises are perceived as having a specific set of objectives to meet in terms of reconstruction or aid, and are not reliant on political circumstances or the need to take on combat duties to carry these out. The fact that it is a ‘crisis’ also carries with it an implication that it is not an open-ended mission, but one that can be resolved quickly if the right assistance is given.
A second positive aspect is that helping with a humanitarian crisis included a significant sense of a ‘feel good’ factor for some participants. Those being assisted can be characterized as ‘innocent people’ who are the victims of natural circumstances rather than political conflicts. The assistance provided was viewed as ‘civilian’ in nature rather than ‘military’; as one participant described it: ‘We would rather give food than guns.’ This mission was also seen as not involving the risk of casualties through combat, another reason for prioritizing it. Indeed, there were some participants who opposed the use of force in any circumstances and were therefore against any type of mission that could possibly involve this. Finally, this was a type of mission that focus group participants felt the Canadian Forces to be well-equipped to handle and carry out effectively, similar to the views expressed in the quantitative survey about how the military would respond to situations of this type.
“Humanitarian assistance is the safest situation. There is heroism. There is no heroism in war.”
“It [humanitarian aid] gives you that warm feeling in your heart. You see that you’ve got a place to live, food to eat and it warms your heart to help someone else have the same. Regardless of colour, creed, whatever: when people need help, let’s just be there.”
“We would rather give food than guns. We are not an aggressive country, we don’t want to give money for guns and then come in and say ‘Hi, we are here to help’.”
A minority of participants did feel that humanitarian missions might be better suited to organizations other than the military, for example, the Red Cross. However, humanitarian operations in a foreign country to help with a humanitarian crisis were viewed overall by most participants as preferable to the other missions, from a moral standpoint, economic consideration of costs and a practical perspective of the military’s ability to get the job done and get it done well.
”It is important, but overseas our military isn’t equipped enough to step over and help. We would send other organizations but our military just isn’t built for that.”
Operations in a foreign country that involve observation duties and monitoring of a ceasefire or truce between two conflicting parties
This mission was generally viewed as second priority for most participants, although there were a few who ranked this first and equally some who placed this in third place. Despite the strong attachment to Canada’s role as a ‘peacekeeping nation’ described earlier, participants were often cautious about taking on this type of peacekeeping mission, seeing a greater number of drawbacks than when carrying out humanitarian assistance missions.
«C’est plus pour le maintien de la paix. Mais avec ce domaine, on a plus d’expériences dans ce domaine en tant que «peacekeeper». C’est plus notre rôle historique. Cela va nous donner une image favorable et il y a moins de risques.»

“To relate it to a personal level, if my neighbours are fighting its not my problem. If their life is threatened I will call the police but its not in my interest to be involved.”
Prioritizing this mission generated a wider range of factors that would need to be considered than was the case for participants when deciding whether to assist with a humanitarian crisis. The first of these considerations was the commitment required in terms of time, and how long Canadian Forces would be likely to be required to maintain their presence in the area. 
A second factor was where the mission would be located; although participants were often unspecific about which geographical areas they would be more likely to prioritize, this was raised as consideration in several of the focus groups. Related to this, participants also wanted to evaluate the respective levels of need in any given situation. This was both in terms of absolute need, but also looking at which other countries were already helping out in a mission or crisis. There was also a notion of success in this respect; some types of situation are perceived to be ‘hopeless.’ A third factor was the level of involvement and the likelihood that there would be casualties; some participants were cautious about being drawn into a situation where there would be an unspecified commitment and without having a clear idea of what would be expected of Canadian Forces. 
“Our country may be in harm’s way. We will go there, do our best, see that everyone is on a level playing field and be on our way. It’s not like we’re standing at the border with guns waiting to pop someone off.”

“What is our accountability in that kind of situation? You would want them to have a signed behavioural thing, kind of an outline of our commitment and what is expected of us”

«On n’est pas les gardiens de l’humanité. C’est peut-être mieux d’envoyer quelqu’un de local, ce n’est pas nécessaire d’envoyer les casques bleus. Ils ne font pas le poids»
There were some participants who felt that this was a role well-suited to the Canadian Forces and moreover the type of mission that the military should carry out, and this was particularly the case in the St. John’s focus groups. This type of peacekeeping role was viewed by others as being good for Canada’s reputation internationally, reflecting the perception that peacekeeping is fundamental to Canada’s image abroad. Others saw Canada as having ‘something to offer’ when carrying out this type of mission, with one example being the development of the rule of law. 
By contrast, a minority of participants were opposed to the Canadian Forces taking on observation duties or monitoring, based on a perception that they would not be in a position to have a positive impact on the situation. Finally, some participants wanted to make sure that the needs of other countries were being balanced against domestic considerations; while important to maintain the country’s good reputation around the world, some felt that domestic factors should not be forgotten.
“That [observation duties] is actually peacekeeping. I don’t know if you’ll ever put the issues to bed, but at least they’ve decided not to kill each other. It comes down to civilian laws that need to be introduced and Canada has the expertise to teach civilians how to enforce the laws”

“It is Canada’s reputation to be known as the country that helps out. We get things back from that. You get back what you put in and it is in our interests to be peacekeepers”
«…pour l’image, c’est vraiment mieux. De cette façon là, on peut aussi tisser des liens qui peuvent éventuellement porter fruits et apporter dans le future des partenariats favorables au niveau économique et politique»

“You need to assess other people’s needs, but we also need to assess what we need to keep our own country going. You can’t give everything, you can’t say yes all the time or we could get walked on. We give a lot and have a good reputation around the world”
Operations in a foreign country that include security patrols, development assistance and fighting to implement peace in an unstable area
This type of peacemaking mission was considered less of priority for Canadian Forces to take on compared with the other two discussed. Most participants rated this as their third priority, although some of the younger participants in Quebec City were somewhat more positive, and some participants claimed that they would not support such a mission at all under almost any circumstances. This general opposition to carrying out operations that could involve security patrols, development assistance and fighting to implement peace in an unstable area can be grouped into a range of categories:

· Opposition to fighting and war under almost any circumstances and the belief that this can never ‘solve anything’;
· A perception that this type of mission is likely to be the most expensive, both in the number of casualties and also in economic terms;

· The potential damage done to Canada’s international image if the country is seen to be ‘an aggressor’;

· A perception among a minority that the military is not necessarily trained and equipped to carry out this type of mission effectively.
“This [fighting to implement peace] means going into imminent danger. This takes away that so-called “love feeling” from the world as a whole because it gives other people the perception that we are the aggressors and not the peacekeepers”
“I don’t think fighting is going to solve anything if people want it their way. There is always someone with a bigger gun”
“If it is about a resource, I don’t think it is our priority, but if it is a holocaust, then we ought to be there”

“I think it is a question of doability. Is it even about resources when you are talking about ideologies and changing minds? I wonder how doable that is. If you can stop a slaughter and bring it to a halt, then yes, we should go in”

Some participants felt that the decision on whether to take on such an operation would depend almost entirely on the level of suffering taking place in that foreign country. Comparisons were made by several participants with the Second World War as a situation where it was imperative for Canada to get involved, regardless of potential casualties, particularly to prevent genocide. There was however a sense among these participants that few situations would fall into this category; the genocide in Rwanda was not, for example, raised as an example of where this type of armed intervention would be required, except in Quebec City.
There was an overall sense when discussing this third type of mission that many participants were instinctively against any type of operation that might involve combat and casualties, regardless of the fact that these might be required to achieve, for example, a humanitarian objective. For some, there was a feeling that ‘no good’ could come from fighting or from armed aggression. As with the previous ‘peacekeeping’ mission discussed, an important consideration was geographical location and in which country this activity would take place. Participants would also consider the risks of the mission, whether Canada could ‘make a difference’ in that country and finally how many other countries would be working with Canada.
“We would need to know who is at risk, who are the innocent and who we are protecting. We would need to know what their problem is and what the conflict is about”

“It depends on which country it happens to, sad but true”
5. 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 this, support or opposition to Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, awareness and perceptions of Canada’s allies, views on the future of mission and trust in information sources about Afghanistan.
Awareness of Canadian Forces operations in Afghanistan 

Over four in five Canadians (83%) have recently seen, read or heard something about Canadian Forces operations taking place in Afghanistan. This includes half (50%) who remember clearly having done so and a further third (33%) who have a vague recollection. 
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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 of the population. These include:

· Age - 67% of 18 to 24 year olds claim awareness compared with 89% of those aged over 55;

· Education – 74% of those with under a high school education are aware of operations compared with 90% of those with a university education;

· Citizenship status – 74% of those who are Landed Immigrants or Permanent Residents are aware compared with 84% of those born in Canada.

Those who support Canada’s operations in Afghanistan are somewhat more likely to have seen, read or heard something about these than those who are opposed (85% compared with 80%). Similarly, those who have a positive view of the Forces generally are also more likely to be aware of the Afghan operations than those who are negative (84% compared with 74%). 
In terms of what Canadians have heard, read or seen, the deaths of Canadian soldiers is the most frequently mentioned aspect of operations in Afghanistan, with around three in ten (29%) citing this. Other frequent mentions include roadside bombs/mines/suicide bombings (11%), casualties in general (11%) and reconstruction/training of police and humanitarian efforts (10%). 
As might be expected, the deaths of soldiers is most frequently mentioned by those who say they are opposed to Canada’s activities in Afghanistan (34%) and also by Quebeckers (36%) who are more likely than other Canadians to oppose the Afghan mission. By contrast, those who support Canada’s activities in the country are somewhat more likely to mention reconstruction and humanitarian efforts than are those who oppose Canada’s presence there (12% compared with 7%).
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.

Around three in five Canadians (57%) had heard about Canada’s military operations over the past few weeks, with an even divide between those who had clearly (28%) or vaguely (29%) heard something. As is the case with overall awareness, the key socio-demographic difference here is with age; only three in ten (31%) of those aged 18 to 24 had heard about military operations compared with over seven in ten (72%) Canadians aged 55 and over. Men are also more likely to have seen, read or heard about Canada’s military operations than women (63% compared with 52%).
[image: image24.wmf]Majority Heard About Military Operations; Deaths 

of Soldiers Most Mentioned Aspect of These

Yes, 

clearly 

28%

No  42%

Yes, 

vaguely 

29%

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

hearing anything about Canada's military operations in 

Afghanistan?

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

operations in Afghanistan? 

Base: All respondents n=3,000

22%

14%

11%

10%

7%

6%

6%

5%

14%

12%

Soldiers/ troops dying

Canada's presence/ operations in

Afghanistan/ combat

(Roadside) Bombings/ improvised

explosive device (IED)

People dying/ death toll

Efforts to stop/ fight the Taliban/

insurgents/ terrorists

(Debate about) Troop withdrawal

Helping the people/ making citizens

lives easier/ rebuilding the country

Media mentions

Other

Don't know/Refused

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

military operations in 

Afghanistan over the past few weeks n=1,887

All mentions of 5% or 

above

.


Those who had seen or heard about military operations in recent weeks most frequently mentioned having heard about soldiers/troops dying (22%), combat operations in Afghanistan (14%) and roadside bombings/improvised explosive devices (11%). 

Awareness of Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan is significantly lower than for military operations. Only around one in five (19%) remembered having heard, read or seen something about Canada’s diplomatic work in recent weeks, with a majority saying they had vaguely (13%) rather than clearly (7%) heard this.
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, namely Alberta (22% aware), the Atlantic provinces (22%) and Saskatchewan/Manitoba (22%). By contrast, Quebeckers have heard least about diplomatic work in Afghanistan with fewer than one in seven of those living in the province (14%) having heard anything. There are a range of interpretations of this finding; a first is that Quebeckers are less supportive of the operations in Afghanistan because they hear less about the diplomatic rather than the military work taking place. Alternatively, there may be less coverage of non-military operations in the province’s media than in the rest of Canada. Finally, it could be that those who support the mission are more likely to remember and also to mention its more positive diplomatic or humanitarian aspects than are those who are opposed. 
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Canadians who had heard about Canada’s diplomatic work give a wide range of responses as to what they saw, read or heard. These include visits to Afghanistan by politicians and Members of Parliament (14%), discussion about assistance from other NATO countries (9%) and a visit by Defence Minister Peter MacKay (8%).
Finally, when awareness of development and reconstruction efforts of the mission in Afghanistan are tested with Canadians, we find that around three in ten (30%) had seen, read or heard about development and reconstruction efforts over the past few weeks, with those who had heard vaguely outnumbering those who had heard clearly by two to one (20% compared with 11%).
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While awareness of this aspect of operations is broadly consistent across Canada’s regions, one exception is among residents of British Columbia. Those living in the province are more likely than average to have heard about development and reconstruction efforts (35% compared with 30% for all Canadians). There is also a strong correlation between age and awareness here:

· 14% of 18 to 24 year olds are aware of development and reconstruction efforts;

· 21% of 25-44 year olds are aware;

· 31% of 45-54 year olds are aware;

· 45% of those aged 55 and over are aware.

Building schools is the most frequently mentioned aspect of Canada’s development and reconstruction work; one in five (22%) of those aware of these efforts cite this. Other aspects of operations mentioned include general rebuilding/reconstructing (10%), building/rebuilding roads/bridges (10%), helping with development of military/police force (8%) and working towards Afghani self-reliance/self-government/stability (8%).

Images and impressions of Afghanistan 

Focus group participants were asked to describe the words and images they associate most with the word ‘Afghanistan.’ As shown in the chart below, many of these relate to general images of the country and its people, rather than to specific aspects of Canada’s mission in the country. It is also the case that for most participants, images of the country were overwhelmingly negative, with just a few exceptions relating to physical attributes, children and smiling people.
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Participants’ images and descriptions of the country and people evoked by the word ‘Afghanistan’ can be grouped into three broad categories, which are to some degree, cross-cutting:
· Physical descriptions of the country;

· Direct images of war and conflict, whether past or current; and
· The impact of war and conflict on the people of Afghanistan.

Many of the physical descriptions of the country involved devastation and an under-lying perception that little remained functional and intact in Afghanistan. Decades of war were often thought to have had a severe impact on the country, leaving it ‘decimated’, ‘broken-down’ or ‘ravaged.’ Despite the fall of the Taliban in 2001 and the subsequent international reconstruction work, participants’ images of the country did not generally include, for example, the rebuilding of schools or a return to more ‘normal’ life for the Afghan people. Given that only around three in ten Canadians mention hearing about such work when directly questioned, it is perhaps unsurprising that these images were not top of mind for focus group participants. These images were however sometimes mentioned when participants were asked directly what progress had been made in Afghanistan as part of the international mission there. 
Physical descriptions also included a range of mentions of ‘darkness’, including ‘cloudy’, ‘dark’ and ‘bombs falling after dusk.’ These may be an indicator of overall negative views about the country or perhaps also reflective of a lack of clarity or knowledge about Afghanistan apart from a generally negative impression. Afghanistan was also perceived to be ‘bare’, ‘primitive’ and ‘poor’; very much a part of the third-world, far away and for some participants, a ‘desert’. 
A second set of images and descriptions were more directly related to conflict, both past and present. It is interesting to note that in the groups outside of Quebec City, initially these did not generally directly refer to Canada’s mission in the country, but rather to more general images of war. Afghanistan evoked images of being a ‘battleground’ and ‘war-torn’, with ‘bloodshed’, ‘bombing’, ‘dying’ and ‘violence.’ A few participants made direct references to previous conflicts, such as the war following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 1979. As would be expected, the Taliban figured here, with participants mentioning them in connection with ‘religious extremism’ or as insurgents, with the search for Osama bin Laden mentioned by a few participants. 
A third group of images and descriptions evoked by the word ‘Afghanistan’ related to the impact of war and conflict on the Afghan people. These included words such as ‘suffering’, ‘sacrifice’, ‘broken families’, ‘people hiding’ and ‘angry people’. For these participants, the word ‘Afghanistan’ signified the human cost of conflict for the people living in that country. This was particularly the case for children and families, viewed as the innocent victims of war. There were also mentions of the oppression of women under the Taliban regime. Participants spoke of children who had no choice to be in the country, living there while their families fell apart around them. Compared to the first set of images, which tended to see the country in general terms as ‘decimated’ or ‘ravaged’, some participants therefore perceived Afghanistan very much in terms of individuals or groups of people. While some did mention images such as soldiers with smiling Afghan children, these images of children and families were again generally negative, with only a few exceptions.
Participants in the Quebec City groups associated the word ‘Afghanistan’ with Canada’s mission in that country to a greater extent than did those in the other focus group locations. This was generally in a negative context, relating to combat deaths of soldiers or the rationale behind the mission. Those in this group however also mentioned more positive associations with Afghanistan, for example the physical beauty of the country or smiling people. 
Understanding of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan

Three in five (63%) of 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. Other perceived objectives for this mission are significantly less frequently mentioned, including reconstruction/humanitarian assistance (24%), freeing the Afghan people/democracy (17%) and eliminating the Taliban (14%).
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In the focus groups, many participants were unclear about exactly why Canadian Forces are in Afghanistan and often felt they knew very little about this. Others felt that they had ‘lost track’ of the reasons for the operations in Afghanistan over time, as the mission had continued over the years. For many, media coverage of operations in Afghanistan was centred around casualties among the Canadian military and soldiers returning in coffins, with little further explanation of the rationale for their presence in the country or their objectives while there. Indeed, many had little idea who the Canadian Forces are actually at war with, although some did mention Al Qaeda or the Taliban without making a clear distinction between them. Similarly, few felt that there was much coverage of the humanitarian aspects of the mission or more positive reports about progress being made. Again, there were a minority of participants who did feel better-informed about the history of the mission and the reasons behind it, more generally men than women. 
“I wish Canadians knew more. I feel like when we first starting serving over there, we heard more and now I think all you are hearing about are the negatives or the death toll. I don’t know what we’ve accomplished. I know we’ve lost a lot of soldiers but I don’t know if it’s worth it.”

“I don’t really know why Afghanistan needs more help than anyone else; that whole Middle East region is messed up – oil, religion, racism. I don’t know why we’re there specifically and I’d rather we not be there.”

The main reasons given by participants for the presence of Canadian Forces in Afghanistan can be defined as:
· Canada’s alliance with the United States;
· Humanitarian and reconstruction efforts to rebuild the country;
· Fighting Osama bin Laden and the Taliban.

Many participants, particularly those who knew less about operations in Afghanistan, believed that Canada was present in the country simply because of its alliance with the United States. This point of view encompassed a whole spectrum of opinion, ranging from Canada’s participation in Afghanistan as a NATO ally of the United States to a perception that Canadian Forces were serving there because President Bush had ‘told’ them to do so. Some participants, particularly those in Quebec City, believed that Canadian Forces were in Afghanistan as part of a ‘trade-off’ with the United States, whereby Canada had agreed to send forces to Afghanistan because it had not sent them to Iraq. Other participants made a distinction between the United States’ reasons for going to Afghanistan and Canada’s rationale for doing so, with Canada there for the ‘right’ humanitarian reasons. Those who felt that Canadian Forces were in Afghanistan at the behest of the United States tended to be unsupportive of operations there, feeling that this was not ‘Canada’s war’.
“We jumped in to back the States but it is not our war. The Afghan people may not have had a nice life, fighting each other all the time but it is their way of life and that is all they know”

«On est en Afghanistan pour faire plaisir à Bush. Lui, il s’est donné le rôle comme justicier mondial, en tant que fondamentaliste»
A second, and somewhat less prevalent, set of reasons given by participants for Canada’s presence in Afghanistan were based on carrying out humanitarian and reconstruction work. These participants mentioned a variety of activities and objectives for the Canadian Forces, including:
· Stopping the oppression of women and protecting them from the Taliban;
· Building, teaching and retraining the Afghan people, for example, to grow food;

· Restoring effective government in Afghanistan;

· Attempting to provide a better life for the Afghan people;
Some participants believed that these had been the original reasons for Canada’s operations in Afghanistan but that they were now unsure whether this was still the case, particularly in the light of media reports focused on combat and casualties. There were also a small minority of participants who were sceptical whether these were in fact the ‘real’ reasons for Canada’s operations in Afghanistan or if they were being presented in this way to make the mission seem more acceptable to the public. 
“In theory they are there for good reasons but now it is too out of hand and too violent. They were going to rebuild the country but now it’s a lost cause. But how can you rebuild when they keep fighting each other, it’s a lost cause. We need to help them drive their enemy away and help them rebuild”

«Dans le temps de l’Irak, c’était clair ce qu’on avait à faire. Mais pour l’Afghanistan, ce n’est pas clair ce qu’on a à faire. On va se faire tuer pour sauver la situation des femmes là-bas»

“I don’t think its clear why we’re there. I see death and sadness in war. I don’t see the other picture. I don’t see the help to build the schools or water supplies”

«Il y a quand même de l’aide sur le terrain qui se fait. Ça, on le sait. Mais est-ce que c’est ça la vraie raison?»  

Finally, there were some participants who saw the primary reason for Canada’s operations in Afghanistan as fighting the Taliban and finding Osama bin Laden. Some perceived that Canada had got involved in Afghanistan post-9/11 to find and destroy bin Laden’s camp. Others believed that destroying the Taliban had been the main objective for the Afghan mission. Relatively little mention was made of Canada’s participation in Afghanistan as part of an international effort. A few participants did say that Canada was in the country at the request of NATO or the United Nations, although participants did not mention a request for help from the Afghan government in this respect. As with those who advanced humanitarian reasons for Canada’s presence, participants who felt that Canadian Forces had originally gone to Afghanistan to find Osama bin Laden tended to feel unsure as to why Canadian soldiers were still in the country.

“It is very ambiguous. I got lost in the issue of finding Saddam and then we started off with Osama and the Taliban”
“I thought it was humanitarian interests. After the weapons of mass destruction, we discovered how oppressed the women were. And that we had to protect them from the Taliban”
Support for the mission in Afghanistan

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 message 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 a 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 effective responding to a 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 military 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.

Two-thirds of Canadians (67%) support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, including three in ten (29%) who strongly support them and four in ten (38%) who are somewhat in support. As shown in the chart below, three quarters (75%) of Albertans and similar proportions in Saskatchewan/Manitoba (72%), Ontario (72%), the Atlantic provinces (71%) and British Columbia (70%) support Canada’s Afghan mission. There is however a significantly greater core of strong support in the Atlantic provinces than in British Columbia (36% strongly support compared with 28%).
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It should be noted here that this overall support for Canada’s activities in Afghanistan is considerably higher than has been seen in previous studies carried out by Ipsos Reid. Support for the mission in Afghanistan tends to see general public opinion evenly divided, with levels of support at around 50%. For example, in a survey carried out in January 2008, one half (50%) of Canadians (down one point since August of last year) indicate that they support ‘the use of Canada’s troops for combat efforts against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan’. Similarly, Ipsos Reid tracking surveys on Afghanistan carried out between September 2006 and March 2007 found that support for Canada’s activities in Afghanistan was generally in the 50% range. 
It is important to note the context of the survey here and the sequencing of questions. Questions on Afghanistan were asked two thirds of the way into this 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; this is likely to have had an impact on increasing support levels for the mission. Conversely however, sequencing questions on Afghanistan towards the start of the survey would likely have impacted negatively on public attitudes towards other issues. A recommendation for future research would therefore be to survey attitudes towards Afghanistan separately from other aspects of public opinion about the Canadian Forces.
Quebeckers are by far the least likely to express support for Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, although there is still a greater proportion of people in the province who support (53%) rather than oppose (42%). As can be seen from the above chart, those Quebeckers who do support Canada’s activities are significantly less likely to be strong advocates than those living in the rest of Canada; indeed, only one in eight Quebeckers (13%) express strong support, fewer than those who express strong opposition (22%).

Opinion is relatively consistent across other socio-demographic sub-groups, although those earning $60K a year or over (71%), those living in rural areas (73%), those aged 55 and over (73%) and men (70%) are all more likely than average to support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan. As shown in the chart below, it is interesting to note that the strength of support differs more markedly between different socio-demographic groups than the overall proportion who somewhat support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan. For example, while similar proportions of 18 to 24 year olds and those over 55 are somewhat in support (37% compared to 34%), the significant difference occurs in the proportion who strongly support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan (15% compared with 39%). This is also the case when looking at the difference in the views of men and women on this issue, where again the largest difference is in those who are strongly rather than somewhat in support.
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However, as mentioned previously, it is important to consider these findings within a context of widespread support for those serving in the Canadian Forces and their identified place as a source of pride and vital national institution for the country. Indeed, it is possible that support for the Forces and their role on the ground is translating to some extent into support for the mission in Afghanistan. There is some evidence to suggest this from the focus groups, where there was considerable goodwill and support for the military but significantly less for Canada’s presence in Afghanistan. While there may therefore be support for the activities of the Canadian Forces in Afghanistan and a sense of loyalty to the military when working in difficult circumstances, the focus groups indicate that the mission itself and its objectives are unclear to many. 
When more detailed information about the range of Canada’s activities in Afghanistan is provided to respondents, support increases from two-thirds (67%) to over three-quarters (78%) of Canadians. As shown in the chart below, Quebeckers remain the least likely to support Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, although over seven in ten do so (71%). 
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Analysing these findings further, it can be seen from the table below that providing further information about Canada’s activities in Afghanistan has the greatest impact on the opinions of those living in Quebec. Support increases by 18 percentage points in Quebec when Canada’s activities are described in more detail compared with eight percentage point increases in most other provinces and less in Ontario. Much of this increase in support in Quebec is from Quebeckers becoming somewhat supportive (+13 percentage points) rather than moving into strong support (+5 percentage points) for Canada’s activities. 

	Region
	% Support activities – ‘Uninformed’


	% Support activities – ‘Informed’
	Difference 

(in percentage points)

	Canada
	67
	78
	+11

	Quebec
	53
	71
	+18

	Sask/Manitoba
	72
	85
	+13

	Atlantic provinces
	71
	79
	+8

	British Columbia
	70
	78
	+8

	Alberta
	75
	83
	+8

	Ontario
	72
	79
	+7


The same pattern can be observed among another socio-demographic group, young Canadians aged 18 to 24. ‘Informed’ support for the Afghan mission among this group of Canadians increases by 17 percentage points from 52% to 69%, although this remains below the national average. As has been detailed, those in this group were in fact among the least aware of operations in Afghanistan, so one interpretation could be that 18 to 24 year olds are more open to changing their views on this issue once given further information.
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 are the aspect of the mission that is most supported by Canadians, with military activities attracting least support. Over eight in ten Canadians (81%) support Canada’s development and reconstruction work, three-quarters (75%) support its diplomatic activities and two-thirds (65%) support Canada’s military activities in Afghanistan. 
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Those living in Alberta (75%), Atlantic Canada (73%) and Saskatchewan/Manitoba (73%) 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. Ontarians (69%) and those living in British Columbia (68%) are somewhat less in support of military operations, with Quebeckers the least likely to support these (50%).
By contrast to these regional differences in 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 (84%), with Quebeckers least likely to do so (75%). Diplomatic work again attracts similar levels of support across the country; Albertans are most likely to be in support (79%), while Quebeckers are again least likely to express this view (65%).

Other significant socio-demographic differences on aspects of Canada’s operations in Afghanistan are:

· Those aged 55 and over are significantly more likely to support military operations (70% support) than are 18 to 24 year olds (50%);

· Men are more likely to support military operations than are women (69% compared with 62%); however they are equally likely to support development and reconstruction work (82% and 80% each respectively);

These differing levels of support for different aspects of the mission in Afghanistan echo the findings from the focus groups, where humanitarian and development work was significantly more popular among participants than military operations. 
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 (8%) hold this view compared with around nine in ten (87%) who think Canada is working there with other countries. 
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A majority 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 seven. Overall, estimates of the number of countries working with Canada in Afghanistan were consistent across socio-demographic groups. 
Participants in the focus groups also assumed that Canada is carrying out operations in Afghanistan together with other countries. In many cases, this was an ‘automatic’ and usually unvoiced assumption for participants, based on the fact that Canada does not have a history of unilateral missions of this type. This meant that participants did not generally even consider that Canada might be in Afghanistan without other countries, particularly as many thought Canada was primarily there in its role as an ally of the United States. 
The assumption from the focus groups that Canada is in Afghanistan as a US ally is also shown in the survey findings. Over eight in ten (82%) name the United States as another country working with Canada in Afghanistan, with two-thirds (65%) mentioning the United Kingdom. Other countries are identified by significantly fewer Canadians; France (38%), Germany (24%), Australia (16%), the Netherlands (14%) and Italy (12%). The majority of the countries most frequently identified were correct, with the only minor exceptions being Russia (2%) and Japan (2%). As would be expected, there are a large number of countries operating with Canada in Afghanistan who were not named by significant numbers of Canadians, including some of the nations with a larger commitment of troops such as Turkey and Romania. This finding should be interpreted with some caution, given that few participants in the focus groups mentioned any allies other than the US and the UK working with Canada in Afghanistan.
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A large majority of Canadians (88%) believe that Canada is working in Afghanistan with United Nations approval. This was equally the case for the provinces less likely to support the Afghan mission, such as Quebec (87%), as for those that are most in support of Canada’s activities in Afghanistan, including Alberta (90%) and the Atlantic provinces (88%). Those living in Saskatchewan/Manitoba were least likely to think that the operations in Afghanistan have UN approval (82%).

There was a general sense, particularly among those more informed about the Afghan mission, that Canada was doing ‘more than its share’ in Afghanistan. This related to both the overall burden of the mission on Canada compared to other countries and also a perception that Canadian Forces were operating in the most dangerous areas of Afghanistan.
 There was also some limited awareness of restrictions placed by other countries on the activities of their forces in Afghanistan, although again, this was often unspecific.

“Are our guys being deployed for the most dangerous stuff because the US guys don’t want to do it? I really wonder, because it seems like we are not just going there to save lives, we are going to jump out of the helicopter and shoot”
“Canada’s role is bigger than anyone else’s. France, Sweden, Denmark, Britain. They don’t play an equal role. Even if it is the same amount of people, it is not the same risk. The sense is that Canadian troops are at a greater risk”

“I’m sure there are people like the British who are also part of NATO who aren’t over there as much. I think our soldiers spend more time over there than others and there should be a better rotation”
These focus groups findings largely reflect those from the quantitative survey; seven in ten Canadians (70%) agree that some countries limit what their forces do in Afghanistan, for example not taking part in combat operations. A somewhat smaller proportion (62%), also believe that some countries limit where their forces can go in Afghanistan. Two-thirds of Canadians (67%) 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 42% agreeing and 45% disagreeing with this statement.
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Quebeckers are less likely than average to think that some countries limit where their forces can go (55%) or what role they can play in Afghanistan (63%). They are however just as likely as other Canadians to believe that all countries should have a similar role in Afghanistan (65%). Atlantic Canadians are the most strongly supportive of a similar role for all countries, with over seven in ten (72%) expressing this view. Those aged 18 to 24 are significantly less likely than other Canadians to support all countries taking an equal role (54%) 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 six in ten (60%) of those with under a high school education believe that all countries currently have a similar role in Afghanistan, this falls to fewer than three in ten of those with a university education (28%). Similarly, over three quarters (77%) of those with less than a high school education 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, over half of Canadians (52%) feel that the Canadian Forces currently see more combat duty than other countries, with only around one in eight (13%) saying they see less. A majority of Canadians (63%) are keen to see the country take on about the same level of combat duty as other nations operating in Afghanistan, with significantly fewer (28%) who say they that Canada should see less than others. Only around one in twenty (6%) express the view that Canadian Forces should see more combat duty.
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Those socio-demographic groups who tend to be less supportive of the mission in Afghanistan are more likely than others to believe that Canada currently sees about the same level of combat duty as other countries. This includes both Quebeckers (40% same level of duty) and those aged 18 to 24 (41%). These groups are however equally likely as other Canadians to say that the Canadian Forces should see the same level of combat duty as other countries.

Views on the future of the mission
Although many focus group participants express relatively little enthusiasm about the nature of Canada’s mission in Afghanistan, and in particular its combat role, most did not favour an immediate withdrawal from the country. The main exceptions to this were participants in the Quebec City focus groups, some of whom believed that the Canadian Forces should withdraw from Afghanistan as swiftly as possible.
The range of opinions on the future of the Afghan mission can be broadly grouped as:
· Canada needs to ‘finish the job’ and stay until all objectives have been met;

· Canada should stay to support its allies and live up to its commitments;

· Canada should withdraw immediately as the mission cannot succeed.

Those participants who felt that Canada should ‘finish the job’ in Afghanistan interpreted this success criterion in a range of ways. Indeed, there was a general lack of clarity about which objectives had been set and which would need to be met to be able to withdraw. For some participants, this meant staying until there was peace in the country, when Canada was no longer required to act as a ‘referee’ to keep two sides apart. For others, ‘finish the job’ signified success by making Afghanistan a safe place that could no longer act as a threat to others, or as one participant put it, ‘to prevent a 9/11 happening’. Those more committed to remaining in Afghanistan did not generally put a time limit on how long they thought the forces should stay. 
“We should stay to prevent a 9/11 happening. It’s making Canada safer”

«Pour moi, on se retire une fois qu’on a fait avancer les choses»
A second set of opinions on the future of the mission were based around Canada’s commitments to allies. For some of these participants, leaving at a difficult time would be politically embarrassing internationally. There was a sense that for better or worse, Canada was now committed to staying in Afghanistan and that it should live up to those commitments. Several participants expressed the view that the presidential elections in the United States could have an impact in this regard, and that these might determine Canada’s future in the Afghan mission. This was particularly the case among those who perceived that Canada’s decision to take on the mission in Afghanistan was due to its close relations with the United States.
“Whatever commitment you’ve got to make, you have to see it through. Once you make that commitment, you’ve got to live up to it, otherwise it’s a joke”

“I don’t think we can leave. I don’t think that politically we could tuck our tails in and run or anything”

«Vous avez jusqu’à 2011. Ensuite, si vous n’êtes pas capables de vous entendre «just too bad»»

«Parce qu’avec le ou la nouvelle présidente, ça risque de changer parce que je suis convaincu que notre gain est en function directe avec notre relation avec les Etats-Unis»

«À mon avis, on reste là jusqu’aux élections amércaines…»
There were also participants who favoured an immediate withdrawal from Afghanistan; these were primarily in the Quebec City groups, although also present elsewhere. One argument advanced by these participants for withdrawal was that there was unlikely to be any success in Afghanistan for Canadian Forces as they were fighting a war against religious extremists who would never give up. Others supported a more gradual withdrawal rather than immediately pulling out or asking Canada’s allies to take on more of the dangerous missions currently being carried out by Canadian Forces.
“How long do we need to be there? How can you stop someone who is not afraid to die? The suicide bombers, how can you fight against the Taliban, they are ruthless.”
«Il n’y a pas moyen d’en venir à bout donc on en sort. Ça sert à rien de rester là»
Trust in communications

Many participants felt that they currently heard little about Afghanistan in the media other than coverage of the deaths of Canadian soldiers. Most felt that they saw many more negative images than positive ones, for example, coverage of bodies returning to Canada or of the funerals of soldiers killed in action. There were exceptions to this; some participants had seen coverage about development work that had been done with children or recollected images of soldiers helping Afghan people. This was however far outweighed by stories of death or even other coverage such as the withdrawal of Prince Harry from Afghanistan. This generally left many focus group participants without a clear idea of why Canada was in Afghanistan and what progress was being made. Some participants recognized that this was not necessarily the whole story and were aware that media coverage was not always balanced in this regard.
“I feel like when we first started serving over there, we heard more and now I think you are hearing all about the negatives or the death toll”

“People are getting tired of hearing about just the negative. People want to know what is going on. We need a documentary. People want to see it, not read it, they want some pictures, footage”

Many participants were sceptical about who to trust to tell the ‘story’ of what is happening in Afghanistan. The media were believed to be the main source of information about these issues, although many participants claimed not to trust the media to report events in Afghanistan accurately, with some believing that there was an overly negative focus on combat fatalities. However, it should be added here that few participants had questioned the media’s interpretation of events until challenged and that many of the assumptions and descriptions of Afghanistan appeared to be media-driven, particularly by television coverage, with flags draped over the coffins of soldiers being one example.

“How many images have you seen, like on You Tube, you can’t always believe what you see; they showed this picture of a cute little boy and you broaden the picture and he’s holding a machine gun; this is the way they are brought up”
«La seule façon de savoir vraiment, c’est d’y aller…»
The government were not generally believed to be an accurate source of information about Afghanistan, with some attributing ulterior motives to the government’s reporting of events. For some, this was related to federal elections and a perception that politicians would use the mission in Afghanistan as part of an election strategy. Other participants felt that it was unlikely that the government would ever give the ‘whole story’, if only for security reasons and to protect troops on the ground.

“I wouldn’t trust the media completely or the government. Unless someone dies, there doesn’t seem to be a lot of concern for what’s happening over there”

«Ça se fait à travers les campagnes de relations publiques. Mais est-ce que c’est vraiment la réalité, est-ce que c’est vraiment ce qu’on veut savoir?»

«La confiance qu’on a avec notre gouvernement est sûrement plus grande que celle qu’ont les Russes avec le leur. Mais on n’arrive jamais vraiment savoir.»

Despite this general lack of trust in the government to speak about Afghanistan, participants did want to hear more from them about the activities of Canadian Forces there, if only to provide an alternative viewpoint to that often given by the media. While it was felt that politicians would not generally be trusted to speak about these issues, participants identified other potential spokespeople who they felt would be a more credible source of information about Afghanistan:
· Soldiers who had recently returned from Afghanistan;
· The people of Afghanistan currently living in that country;

· Afghans now living in Canada.

Some participants perceived that soldiers who had been in Afghanistan could be trusted to speak about operations there because they would not ‘have a motive’ for distorting or concealing information. It was also mentioned that interviews would be more credible if these were with junior soldiers rather than more senior figures in command. In some cases, participants were already obtaining their information from this source through talking to friends and family in the Canadian Forces who had been serving in Afghanistan. For example, one participant stated that she currently found out about Afghanistan from a nephew and that he painted a more positive picture of progress on development work in the country than was generally seen in the media. 

“Whenever soldiers come back here and are interviewed, they believe they are making a difference and want to be over there”
Ultimately, participants did not feel that they could trust any one source about Afghanistan and that they would be more likely have an accurate picture of events there if several sources of information were readily available. It should also be remembered here that some participants did not currently look for information about Afghanistan and indeed did not intend to in future as they had relatively little interest in events there. 
6. Arctic Sovereignty

In this section we report on ‘Arctic Sovereignty’; how this term is understood, which issues this involves, the perceived importance of these to Canada and future action to be taken.

Perceptions of ‘Arctic Sovereignty’

Only a minority of focus group participants had heard of and understood the meaning of the term ‘Arctic Sovereignty’, although many more were aware of the actual issues involved when these were discussed further. This finding suggests that the department should consider testing alternative ways of describing this issue to participants in future communications.  Interestingly, participants in the Quebec City groups seemed somewhat more engaged and aware of the issues.  In fact, in one of the groups the subject was raised spontaneously by participants in their early discussions about important roles of the Canadian Forces.

In the quantitative survey, two in five Canadians (40%) claim to have recently seen, read or heard anything about Arctic sovereignty, while three in five (59%) have not. As was also found in the focus groups, the perception that claims had been made on the Arctic by the Russians by means of planting a flag on the seabed was the image that was top of mind for many (46%), significantly ahead of other mentions such as Canadian sovereignty over the Arctic region (11%), global warming opening the Northwest Passage (8%) and American assertions of sovereignty over the Arctic (8%).
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Those living in British Columbia are significantly more likely than other Canadians to have heard about Arctic Sovereignty (51% compared with 40% nationally). This may in fact relate to a greater degree of environmental consciousness in the province; 14% had heard about global warming opening the Northwest Passage compared with 8% of other Canadians. Quebeckers are least likely to have heard anything about this issue, with over two thirds (68%) not having done so. 

There is a significant gender divide on this question and men are significantly more likely than women to claim to have heard about Arctic Sovereignty (51% compared with 30%). Age is also correlated to awareness on this issue, with over half (55%) of the oldest age band of those aged 55 and over having heard about Arctic Sovereignty compared with 30% of those aged 25-44 and just 20% of 18 to 24 year olds.

Focus group participants mentioned a range of issues that they felt were connected to Arctic Sovereignty including:

· Russian claims to territory in the Arctic by planting a flag on the seabed;

· The valuable resources believed to be present in the Arctic including oil, precious stones and fresh water;

· Claims by the United States and other countries over the Northwest Passage.

“That is probably more important than Afghanistan. I think there is an immense potential wealth. Once we exhaust resources here, then we are going to go there and if we let someone claim it as their own, we will lose some money.”

« On a intérêt à protéger notre territoire. »

« Avec le réchauffement climatique, ça fond… donc il s’est ouvert un passage et cela devient excellent pour le transport… et en plus, il y a du pétrole dans l’arctique. »

« Il y a un potentiel de ressource qui n’a pas encore été exploité… »

“The Russians planted their flag at the bottom of the sea to stake their claim. We need to get it worked out now before there is a big conflict.”

Among some participants, there was a sense that Canada should ‘use it or lose it’, or in other words ensure a sufficient presence in the area to deter claims from others. There were a few who considered claims by other countries to be a serious threat and felt that global warming would only exacerbate such issues. Another potential threat mentioned in a Yellowknife focus group was security issues with borders if the Northwest Passage were to become fully navigable, both in terms of refugees and also terrorism. Indeed, those in this group were more strongly of the opinion that Canada should work to protect its borders, regardless of whether an area was thinly populated.

«Avec l’ouverture du passage du nord-ouest, il y a des potentiels énormes dans le secteur maritime, d’échanges commerciaux, pour la pêche. Mais nous, on l’a déjà revendiqué et il n’y a pas eu vraiment de réponses. Alors moi, je considère que c’est à nous»

The Arctic has become more important with global warming, with the ability to travel through the Northwest Passage. The Rangers are small in number and Mr Bush has stated that he’d like to get his hands on some of the resources. He doesn’t believe that this is Canada’s and these waters are Canada’s.”

“It’s the Northwest Passage. Like the US say, use it or lose it. It’s wide enough that it could be claimed as international waters.”

« On devrait augmenter nos patrouilles par le nord. »

“I think its important that they realize this is our land and all the islands are part of Canada. It doesn’t matter if they are lowly populated, its part of our country.”
Other participants were however relatively unconcerned by potentially conflicting claims to Arctic territory by countries bordering the area, and did not feel that this constituted an important issue for the country to consider. Some participants were not certain that Canada has a just claim.

« Tout ce qui est terre, ça nous appartient. Mais pour l’eau, c’est à tout le monde… »

There were also some participants, including those who considered themselves to be avid readers of newspapers or followers of television news who had not heard of Arctic Sovereignty and were surprised that these issues were already being debated.

Perceived importance of the issue and future action

Eight in ten Canadians (81%) agree that it important for Canada to carry out security patrols in the North while under one in ten disagree with this (9%). A similar proportion, (76%) believe that Canada should do more to assert its claim over territory in the North. There is however somewhat less support for increasing the number of patrols carried out in the North; just under two-thirds (64%) think this should be done compared to around one in six (16%) who hold the opposing view. Two-thirds of Canadians (68%) also agree that Arctic Sovereignty is an important issue facing Canada today, although the relatively high proportion of don’t know responses (8%) is perhaps indicative that many Canadians are relatively unfamiliar with this issue.
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Quebeckers are least likely to believe that security patrols in the North should be increased (58% agree) or that Canada should to do more to assert its claim over territory in the North (70%). Ontarians are most likely to think that Arctic Sovereignty is an important issue facing Canada today (73%) and that Canada should do more to assert its claim over territory in the North (80%). British Columbians, although more likely to have heard about Arctic Sovereignty than living those in other provinces, are however no more likely than average to view this as an important national issue (68%). 

Rangers: views from Yellowknife

Participants in the Yellowknife focus groups were asked about their views of Arctic Rangers. Awareness of the Rangers among Yellowknifers tended to be greater among those participants with a longer-standing connection to the area rather than those who had moved there from the rest of Canada and some of the more long-standing residents had family members in Rangers. By contrast, other participants had not heard of the Rangers at all or had little idea who they were.

Some participants had seen Rangers in Yellowknife and recognized their red shirts as their uniform. They were also mentioned in connection with their having taken part in Remembrance Day services in the town. Yellowknife was recognized by other participants as a central meeting place for Rangers, but it was also mentioned that Rangers were more often seen out in ‘the communities’. Views of the Rangers were generally positive in relation to their role in search and rescue operations and as respected members of the community. They were seen by some as the ‘eyes and ears’, watching out for anything suspicious and using their local knowledge effectively. Other participants stated that the role of the Rangers was to protect the North, that they were another branch of the military or that they were recruiters for the military.

“It would do us proud to have a unit similar to the size of the joint task force in the North. Our military here in Yellowknife.”

“I had never known about them until I moved north. They are well-thought of locally, good for Canada’s north and for Yellowknife.”

“You see them more in the communities than you do here in the town.”
One participant mentioned that they had not heard of the Rangers before moving north, but that they now felt they were good for the North in general and Yellowknife in particular. Another had heard that their numbers were going to increase from what was perceived to be a low current number (below 30). Finally, one participant was concerned about the distance between the Rangers and the location of any potential incidents in the far North, stating that it would be difficult for them to respond from such a distance.

7. Conclusions and Recommendations
· Canadians value the Forces and view them with pride.  However, their view of what the role of the Forces is and what it ought to be seems to be at odds with the role that the Government, the Department and the Forces are aiming to communicate.

 

· For Canadians, the important role that the Forces play in the world is that of peacekeepers, representing the values of a peace-loving nation on the international stage. 
· The image of the Canadian peacekeeper is one that has taken hold in the Canadian national psyche in the decades since the Korean War. Recent attempts at repositioning this traditional role towards one that emphasizes a more activist approach which includes the use of force have met with relatively little interest and still less acceptance.  Attempts at repositioning a traditional role of peacekeeping towards one that emphasizes peacemaking have therefore largely gone unnoticed by the public. This is partly due to the fact that Canadians are less accepting of what peacemaking actually means and are resistant to change to the Canadian Forces, a brand with historic roots that they clearly admire and respect. Indeed, this type of evolution of national values is one that takes place over a long period of time.

· A key finding of the focus group component of the research (and one that underlines the importance of conducting qualitative research) is the lack of common understanding of the vocabulary being used to describe the roles of the CF. The general public does not understand the word "peacemaking" in the way that it is being used.  Instead they see peacemaking as diplomacy, more or less.

· There is a general lack of clarity about the objectives of the Canadian mission in Afghanistan. Canadians are of the view that this is due in no small part to a lack of effective communication from the Government.  However, they also perceive media coverage to be overly focused on combat casualties and not necessarily representative of the whole picture.
· Hearing more about the non-combat related aspects of the mission in Afghanistan does increase support for this. Indeed, the development and reconstruction role is the one that attracts the most support among Canadians.  This is unsurprising given it is the role that provides the best fit with the image that Canadians say want their Forces to represent. There are some key reasons underlying this support; we know from the focus groups that a major part of the appeal of the humanitarian type mission is that it is easily understood and, particularly for natural disaster relief, has defined objectives and timelines. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, humanitarian missions allow Canadians to feel good about the actions of their military and, by extension, about themselves. 

Appendices

Moderator’s Guide

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...
	WARM-UP – HOW SAFE DO YOU FEEL? (5 MINUTES)
Quick warm-up discussion about feelings of safety.  Designed to see whether security issues are top-of-mind; helps respondents get used to speaking about issues in a group situation.


Generally speaking, how safe do you feel these days? Why do you say that?

LISTEN FOR ANYTHING BEYOND CONCERNS ABOUT CRIME AND VIOLENCE. 

PROMPT IF NECESSARY: How secure do you feel Canada is?

NOTE TO MODERATORS:  While the focus of much of the discussion is broad views of the Canadian Forces, we anticipate that Afghanistan will come up throughout.  We are very interested in understanding how the mission in Afghanistan colours the way participants view the issues, so please do take note of the examples used and the associations, whether positive or negative, but we want to focus the discussion on the broader questions initially. 
	IMAGERY ASSOCIATED WITH CANADIAN FORCES (15 MINUTES)

This discussion of the words and images that come to mind when people think of the Canadian Forces is designed to uncover top-of-mind associations and feelings, either positive or negative. Top-of-mind perceptions of Afghanistan are recorded to be used in the final section of the groups – this allows us to get an unprompted impression but then to later discuss it in more detail.


We’re now going to do an exercise where I say some words, and you write down the first three things that come to mind.  I am looking for words that describe the picture you have in your head or the feeling that the words I say are evoking.  So, for example, if I said the word “Spring,” you might write down the words flower, sunshine, green, melting snow or happy. I’ll be asking people to tell me their words and why they picked them.  

· Canadian Forces

· Soldier

· Peacekeeping

· Peacemaking

· Afghanistan [ASK LAST, PUT ON SEPARATE SHEET, AND HAVE PARTICIPANTS PUT IT ASIDE FOR LATER DISCUSSION]

DEFINITIONS OF PEACEKEEPING AND PEACEMAKING (15 MINUTES)

This section is aimed at gaining a greater understanding of how people define these specific roles; whether they are mutually exclusive, what falls into one type of activity but not the other. 
USE FLIP CHART TO BUILD DEFINITIONS. REFER BACK TO IMAGES AND WORDS FROM PREVIOUS TO PROMPT.

In the context of our Canadian Forces, what does peacekeeping mean? What is your understanding of this word? What kinds of activities does it include? What kind of activities does it not include?

And what does peacemaking mean?  What is your understanding of this word? What kinds of activities does it include? What kind of activities does it not include?

How are they the same? How are they different? 

Have these roles changed over time?  Why?

IN-DEPTH DISCUSSION OF ROLE OF CANADIAN FORCES (20 MINUTES)

This section focuses on the broader questions surrounding Canada’s military. What do people think of as the ultimate purpose of having a military, to what extent should this be used for altruistic aims vs. protecting the national interest? How do people perceive the size of the armed forces – is this related to their wider attitudes towards them?
Canada has a military.  Why?

· What is their role? 

· Here in Canada?

· Overseas?

· Looking after Canadian interests only? Where do Canada’s interests end?

· Altruistic/humanitarian?

· What does it mean to “defend Canada”?  Is it purely security?  Is there an economic aspect?

Who gets to decide what international missions Canada accepts? Who should?

Is Canada’s military too small? Too large?  The right size? Why do you say that? 

Who do you think of as being in the Canadian Forces? PROBE ON WHETHER A WIDE RANGE OF PEOPLE OR JUST CERTAIN GROUPS.

Do you see Canada’s military as more modern or more out-dated? Do you think it has the right equipment to carry out its role? 

PROMPT IF NECESSARY FOR ISSUES OF COST AND TRADE-OFFS WITH OTHER PRIORITIES FOR GOVERNMENT SPENDING.

SCENARIOS TASK (25 MINUTES)

This task seeks to unpick the reasons why people would support some types of mission and not others. Do they see the type of mission as most important e.g. fighting or not, or are there other factors such as going on missions as part of UN/NATO which are equally or more important in deciding this.
We are now going to do an exercise in groups. 

DIVIDE INTO TWO GROUPS AND HAND OUT PENS AND SHEETS OF PAPER WITH THE THREE SCENARIOS.

In your groups, I would like you to pretend that you are the Canadian government.  You have the possibility of sending Canadian Forces personnel to deal with the following situations.  I’d like you to have a discussion about which mission or missions you would prioritize and why.  I want you to talk about what additional information you feel you would need to make a decision and what your considerations would be.  

One of your group should be taking note of the considerations that are guiding your decisions and be prepared to report back to the group.

IF NECESSARY GIVE AN EXAMPLE OF A CONSIDERATION (for example, would need to know how dangerous the mission would be).

1.Operations in a foreign country that include security patrols, development assistance and fighting to implement peace in an unstable area.

2.Operations in a foreign country that involve observation duties and monitoring a ceasefire or truce between two conflicting parties.

3. Operations in a foreign country that is undergoing a humanitarian crisis caused by a natural disaster such as a severe earthquake.

What were your main considerations when deciding which missions to choose?

PROBE IF NECESSARY FOR CONSIDERATIONS ON:

Resources used for each, whether in Canada’s direct national interest, whether part of a UN/NATO mission, extent of risk of casualties etc.
What if you had the resources to do them all? 

Would you choose to do so or not? Why?

SECTION ON AFGHANISTAN (20 MINUTES)

This section aims to gain a greater understanding of why people think Canada is in Afghanistan as well as their reasons for holding this view. It also looks at what they would like to see happen in the future and whether it is possible to carry out reconstruction or development work in such areas without accepting the risk of combat.
Now take out your words/images about Afghanistan that you wrote down at the start of the session.  

MODERATOR PROBE ON REASONS WHY PARTICIPANTS HAVE A PARTICULAR IMAGE.

Why do you think Canada is in Afghanistan? Should we be there? Why/why not?

What do you think should happen in future? Stay until 2011 but only in non-combat role?  Stay until 2011, and keep the same kind of role as we have now?  Bring our troops back now?

Is it possible to play a development and reconstruction role without being willing to accept the risk of being involved in combat?

What do you think about the role of other countries in Afghanistan? How many are there? Which ones?

Do you think all countries currently play a broadly equal role? Do you think they should? Why?

ARCTIC SOVEREIGNTY (10 MINUTES)

This section tests how people perceive this issue, its importance to them and how they describe it in their own words. The Yellowknife group will spend more time on this, particularly on views of the Rangers, and less on Afghanistan. 
What do you understand Arctic Sovereignty to mean?

What have you heard recently about this?

Do you think it is important for Canada to maintain patrols in the North? Or increase them? Why?

YELLOWKNIFE ONLY:

What have you heard recently about the Arctic Rangers? PROBE ON increase in numbers, any change in role etc.

Do you see Rangers often in Yellowknife? 

How do you think they are viewed by people? Do you think they are generally welcome? Identifiable? Visible?

Do you see them as being good for the community or not? 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

Questionnaire

Views of the Canadian Forces Tracking Survey 2008

Questionnaire de suivi sur les opinions à l’égard des Forces canadiennes 2008

February 1, 2008

1 février 2008

Hello, my name is __________________ - I’m calling from Ipsos-Reid, a national public opinion research company.  WE ARE NOT SELLING ANYTHING – We are conducting a survey for the Government of Canada on issues in the news. I’d like to speak to someone in your household who is 18 years of age or older.  Is that you?

Bonjour, ici ___________________ d’Ipsos-Reid, une firme nationale de sondage d’opinion publique. NOUS N’AVONS RIEN À VENDRE. Nous menons un sondage pour le compte du gouvernement du Canada sur des questions d’actualité. J’aimerais parler à un membre de votre foyer âgé de 18 ans ou plus. Est-ce votre cas?

[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 

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

DK/NR 

NSP/NRP 

[IF YES TO ANY OF THE ABOVE OR DK/NR THANK AND TERMINATE]

[IF YES TO ANY OF THE ABOVE OR DK/NR THANK AND TERMINATE]

SECTION 1: VIEWS OF CANADIAN FORCES  

SECTION 1 : OPINIONS À L’ÉGARD DES FORCES CANADIENNES 

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]
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]


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 modérément?) 

Strongly negative



Fortement négative



Somewhat negative



Modérément négative



[DO NOT READ] Neither



[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre



Somewhat positive



Modérément positive



Strongly positive


Fortement positive


When you think of Canada's military do you think of it as ... [RANDOMIZE. READ LIST]

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

Outdated or modern, on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means outdated and 5 means modern?

À une organisation dépassée ou moderne, sur une échelle de 1 à 5, où 1 signifie qu’elle est dépassée, et 5, qu’elle est moderne.

No longer needed or essential, on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means no longer needed and 5 means essential?

À une organisation dont on n’a plus besoin ou qui est essentielle, sur une échelle de 1 à 5, où 1 signifie qu’on n’en n’a plus besoin, et 5, qu’elle est essentielle?

A source of embarrassment or a source of pride, on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means a source of embarrassment and 5 a source of pride? 

À une source d’embarras ou à une source de fierté, sur une échelle de 1 à 5, où 1 signifie qu’elle est une source d’embarras, et 5, une source de fierté? 

[1-5]

[1-5]

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? [READ OUT LIST]. [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

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 - MONITORING

OPTION - SURVEILLANCE

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 l’armée du Canada reçoit 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 modérément? ») 

Significantly under-funded




Financement nettement insuffisant




Somewhat under-funded





Financement modérément insuffisant





Funding is about right





Financement à peu près convenable





Somewhat over-funded

Financement modérément excessif

Significantly over-funded

Financement nettement excessif

[RANDOMIZE]

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

Êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord pour dire que c’est du gaspillage que d’investir dans l’armée canadienne? Est-ce fortement d’accord/ en désaccord ou d’accord/ en désaccord
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?

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

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither 

Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

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

9.
J’aimerais maintenant vous poser quelques questions au sujet du rôle de l’armée canadienne au Canada et 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. 

The Canadian Forces are a vital national institution. 

Les Forces canadiennes sont une organisation nationale vitale. 

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
To what extent do you agree or disagree that each of the following is a threat to Canada's security? How about
10.
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 SARS and pandemic influenza (are a threat to Canada's security) 

Les menaces à la santé comme le SRAS 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)

Strongly agree

Fortement d’accord

Agree

D’accord

Neither 

Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Disagree

En désaccord

Strongly disagree

Fortement en désaccord

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

11.
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 

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

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

12.
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 

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

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].
13.
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].

Have you recently seen, read or heard anything about Arctic Sovereignty? 

14.
Avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu quoi que ce soit récemment sur la souveraineté dans l’Arctique? 

Yes, clearly

Oui, clairement

Yes, vaguely

Oui, vaguement

No

Non

[ASK IF ‘YES, CLEARLY’ OR ‘YES, VAGUELY’ AT Q14. OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q16]
[ASK IF ‘YES, CLEARLY’ OR ‘YES, VAGUELY’ AT Q14. OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q16]

What did you see. read or hear? What else?

15.
Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu? Quoi d’autre?


[DO NOT READ LIST]. 

[DO NOT READ LIST]. 

Acquisition of Arctic patrol ships

Achat de navires de patrouille pour l’Arctique

Additional patrols/presence of Canadian Navy in the North

Patrouilles supplémentaires/présence de la Marine canadienne dans le Nord

Additional patrols/presence of Canadian Air Force in the North

Patrouilles supplémentaires/présence de l’Aviation canadienne dans le Nord

Resolute Bay – New Canadian Forces Arctic Training Centre

Resolute Bay – Nouveau Centre d’entraînement des Forces canadiennes dans l’Arctique

Deep water refuelling facilities at Nanisivik port

Centre de ravitaillement en eau profonde dans le port de Nanisivik

Claims on Arctic made by other countries/Russian flag planted on seabed

Prétentions sur l’Arctique de la part d’autres pays/Drapeau russe planté sur le plancher océanique

2013 deadline for claiming areas

2013, date limite pour revendiquer des territoires

Mineral resources in North

Ressources minérales du Nord

Global warming opening Northwest Passage 

Ouverture du passage du Nord-Ouest causée par le réchauffement de la planète 

Increase in number of Canadian Rangers

Augmentation du nombre de patrouilleurs canadiens

Greater threat from criminal activity

Menace accrue d’activités criminelles

Other specify

Autre préciser

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? How about

16.
Dans quelle mesure êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord avec les énoncés suivants?

[READ LIST. RANDOMIZE] 

[READ LIST. RANDOMIZE] 

Arctic Sovereignty is an important issue facing Canada today

La souveraineté dans l’Arctique est une question importante à laquelle le Canada fait face aujourd’hui.

It is important for Canada to carry out security patrols in the North

Il est important pour le Canada d’effectuer des patrouilles de sécurité dans le Nord.

There should be an increase in the number of patrols in the North

Il devrait y avoir une augmentation du nombre de patrouilles dans le Nord.

Canada should do more to assert its claim over territory in the North

Le Canada devrait en faire davantage pour affirmer ses prétentions sur le territoire du Nord.

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 3: AFGHANISTAN
SECTION 3 : AFGHANISTAN

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

17.
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

[ASK IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q17, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q20]

[ASK IF YES, CLEARLY OR YES, VAGUELY AT Q17, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q20]

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

18.
Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu? [DO NOT READ LIST].

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.]

19.
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? [ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES. CODE FIRST RESPONSE SEPARATELY. DO NOT READ LIST.]

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

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]
20.
Dans l’ensemble, êtes-vous pour ou contre les actions du Canada en Afghanistan? Diriez-vous que vous êtes... [READ LIST. ROTATE FROM TOP TO BOTTOM OR BOTTOM TO TOP]

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Modérément pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Modérément contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

[RANDOMIZE BLOCKS OF QUESTIONS; 21/22, 23/24, 25/26]

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…? 

21
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

What did you see, read or hear about Canada’s military operations in Afghanistan?
22 Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu sur les opérations militaires du Canada en Afghanistan?

23 . 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…? 

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

Yes, clearly

Oui, clairement

Yes, vaguely

Oui, vaguement

No

Non

24 What did you see, read or hear about Canada’s diplomatic work in Afghanistan?
24Qu’avez-vous vu, lu ou entendu sur les travaux diplomatiques du Canada en Afghanistan?

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

25. 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?

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

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

[RANDOMIZE QS 27-29]

27. Do you support or oppose Canada's military operations in Afghanistan? Is that strongly support/oppose? 

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

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Modérément pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Modérément contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

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

28.Diriez-vous que vous êtes pour ou contre les travaux diplomatiques du Canada en Afghanistan? Est-ce fortement/ modérément pour/contre?

Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Modérément pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Modérément contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

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

29.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

Modérément pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Modérément contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

30 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? [READ OUT LIST. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].
30.
En fait, le Canada est actuellement engagé dans de nombreuses actions en Afghanistan. Ces actions comprennent des opérations militaires, des travaux diplomatiques et des efforts de développement et de reconstruction. À la lumière de cette information, diriez-vous que vous êtes fortement pour, modérément pour, modérément contre ou fortement contre les actions du Canada en Afghanistan? [READ OUT LIST. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].
Strongly support

Fortement pour

Somewhat support

Modérément pour

[DO NOT READ] Neither 

[NE PAS LIRE] Ni l’un ni l’autre 

Somewhat oppose

Modérément contre

Strongly oppose

Fortement contre

31. 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]. 

31. 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

[ASK ONLY IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS WORKING WITH OTHER COUNTRIES IN Q23. OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q26]

[ASK ONLY IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS WORKING WITH OTHER COUNTRIES IN Q23. OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q26]

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

32.
 D’après vous, combien d’autres pays travaillent avec le Canada en Afghanistan? NE PAS INCITER. [RANGE 1 – 200]

[IF DON’T KNOW OR REFUSED AT Q24 SKIP TO Q26.]

[IF DON’T KNOW OR REFUSED AT Q24 SKIP TO Q26.]

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

33
 Et pouvez-vous nommer quelques-uns des pays qui travaillent avec le Canada en Afghanistan? NE PAS INCITER. [SONDER. QUESTION OUVERTE] Quels autres?

34. 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].

34. 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

35. In fact, Canada is in Afghanistan as part of a United Nations-sanctioned, NATO-led mission of 37 countries. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about how these countries work together in Afghanistan? [READ. ROTATE ORDER]

35. 
 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 37 pays. Dans quelle mesure êtes-vous d’accord ou en désaccord avec les énoncés suivants sur la manière dont ces pays collaborent en Afghanistan? [READ. ROTATE ORDER]

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

Tous les pays ont un rôle similaire 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

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

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

Plus d’obligation de combat

Less combat duty

Moins d’obligation de combat

About the same level of combat duty

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

37.
Enfin, encore une fois en ce qui a trait à l’engagement du Canada en Afghanistan, croyez-vous que les Forces canadiennes devraient voir plus, moins ou à peu près autant d’obligation de combat que la plupart des autres pays? : [NE PAS LIRE. ROTATE TOP TO BOTTOM AND BOTTOM TO TOP].

More combat duty

Plus d’obligation de combat

Less combat duty

Moins d’obligation de combat

About the same level of combat duty

À peu près autant d’obligation de combat

DEMOGRAPHICS

DONNÉES DÉMOGRAPHIQUES

We have a final few questions for statistical purposes only.

Nous avons quelques dernières questions pour fins statistiques seulement.

38   In what year were you born? [RANGE: 1900-1990]

38.
En quelle année êtes-vous né? [RANGE: 1900-1990]

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

39
Quel est le niveau de scolarité le plus élevé que vous avez complété? [READ LIST].

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

40.   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.

40. 
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 

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

41
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 

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

42.
Sexe [DO NOT ASK, RECORD MALE/FEMALE]

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

Ipsos Reid Public Affairs


One Nicholas Street, Suite 1400


Ottawa ON K1N 7B7


Tel: 613.241.5802


Fax: 613.241.5460


www.ipsos.ca








� It is important to note here that we will initially be discussing here how those in the eight anglophone groups defined this term, rather than those in the francophone groups in Quebec City, who had a far clearer picture of what peacemaking involves due to differences in language used for this term.


� Rétablissement de la paix.


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


� Please note that the Manley report (with accompanying media coverage) was released during/just prior to the focus groups. That said, few participants referenced the report directly.
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