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1. Introduction

1.1 Background


The objective of the Aboriginal Friendship Centre Program is to improve the quality of life of Aboriginal people living in urban areas, by supporting self-determined activities that encourage access to and participation in Canadian society, and also respect and strengthen Aboriginal linguistic and cultural distinctiveness. Aboriginal Friendship Centres (AFC’s) are funded, in part, from the National Association of Friendship Centres (NAFC), which receives core funding from the Department of Canadian Heritage (PCH). There are a number of key factors about the Aboriginal population that have been part of the impetus for the development of Aboriginal Friendship Centres. These include: the rapidly growing proportion of the Aboriginal population in Canada that is now living in urban areas, outside of reserves (with 51 per cent of the Aboriginal population reported to be living in urban centres, according to the last Census); the general pace of growth in this population, which is five times the pace of growth in the non-Aboriginal population; the age of the population, which is much younger than the rest of the population; and the mobility of the population, which is much higher than found in the non-Aboriginal population; as well as the cultural and linguistic diversity found within the Aboriginal population. These factors, in addition to the general socio-economic status (including employment rates, and levels of education and income), along with other quality of life indicators, such as housing and health, which are all significantly lower in the Aboriginal population than found in the non-Aboriginal population have suggested the need for a network of centres designed to provide urban Aboriginal people with much needed referrals, services and general support in adapting to a new way of life. 


AFC’s offer a wide range of services that include: culturally sensitive social services, such as HIV/AIDS awareness, suicide awareness and prevention, child care centres and summer camps, and employment programs; as well as referral services to a range of health, education and social services in the community, such as community colleges, health clinics, and substance abuse treatment centres. A third central element is the sense of community and cultural presence that AFC’s provide in the lives of urban Aboriginal people. AFC’s serve this function by providing a place to meet, and a range of activities designed to foster social, spiritual and personal development, as well as strengthen family/group relations and general well-being. In addition, there is also a public education component for Aboriginal people (e.g., on specific issues such as substance abuse) and non-Aboriginal people (to promote a better understanding of and appreciation for Aboriginal issues and culture).


The Department of Canadian Heritage is undertaking a summative evaluation of the AFC Program to answer a number of central questions about the Program, including (but not limited to): whether the need that gave rise to the AFCP still exists; the extent to which the AFCP contributes to improved quality of life of urban Aboriginal people; and whether or not there is duplication between the work achieved by the AFCP and other organizations that exist in the Aboriginal community. In support of this larger evaluation of the AFCP, EKOS Research has undertaken this national telephone survey of Aboriginal people living in communities where there is an AFC in order to assist in answering questions related to the issues of relevance and impact of AFC’s on the lives of Aboriginal people. This evidence will be used by PCH in their larger evaluation of the AFC Program.

1.2 Methodology

a) Sampling


The survey included 606 completed interviews with Aboriginal people (16 years of age or older) living in urban communities where AFC’s are located. This yields a level of precision of +/-4.0 per cent for the sample overall and +/-7 to +/-12 per cent for most sub-groups isolated in the analysis. A specialized sample frame was constructed of telephone numbers located in communities where there is an Aboriginal Friendship Centre, and where the incidence of Aboriginal people in the population is sufficient to contact them in a manner which is not prohibitively difficult and expensive.


Of the 118 communities with an AFC, 30 were removed from the sample because of low incidence, combined with a small overall population. In 13 of the 118 communities there is an overall incidence of more than ten per cent in the community, so the entire community was included in the frame. In the case of 66 communities where the natural density of the Aboriginal population is below 10 per cent, smaller geographic areas were selected within the community to where the incidence would be at or above 10 per cent. The areas selected represented at least 25 per cent of the overall population of the community. In a further nine centres with a population over 100,000, smaller geographic pockets were identified to increase the incidence of Aboriginal people to between seven and 10 percent. In these communities, the areas selected represented between 17 and 25 percent of the population of the overall urban centre. This provided a sample frame with a total of 88 communities with Aboriginal Friendship Centres.

b) Instrument Design and Testing


The survey instrument contained roughly 35 items and covered the following key issue areas:

· Awareness of the Centres and the types of services that they offer;

· Extent of use and types of services used, as well as profile of users;

· Reasons for non-use and alternative organizations used for similar services;

· Understanding of the purpose of the AFC’s and opinions about the need for them in the Aboriginal community;

· Opinions about the appropriateness of the services offered and whether these services meet their needs, as well as general satisfaction with the services provided (for users);

· Perceived impact of the services provided by the AFC’s on their own lives and the lives of the Aboriginal community in terms of sense of community and preservation of language and culture, having access to culturally sensitive programming, health, education, personal well-being, employment potential, and connection to the non-Aboriginal community;

· General indicators of employment and health, as well as basic socio-demographic characteristics might include age, education and income, as well as gender and household composition (e.g., children in the home, single or dual parent families, etc). 


Prior to the conduct of the survey, the survey instrument was tested with a minimum of 20 cases, in iterations, with changes made after the first five interviews and then again after ten, to address any difficulties experienced in the interviews. The changes made during the test were wording changes to clarify questions or categories or skip logic changes to make the questionnaire flow more smoothly for respondents. 


The final survey instrument (in English and French) can be found in Appendix A.

c) Administration and Data Base Management


The survey took place over roughly two weeks, between October 27 and November 19. Screening criteria included whether the respondent considered themselves to be an Aboriginal person and at least 16 years of age. The incidence of finding households (and individuals within the households) who satisfy these criteria among all households asked was monitored closely over the course of the survey. The incidence of finding Aboriginal households in the broader population of households within the 88 communities was 11 per cent. The average length of the interview was 12 minutes. Each household entered into the initial sample was attempted up to six times before retiring the telephone number and attempts would be spread over the data collection period. Taking into consideration the incidence of eligibility in the sample, the overall response rate for the survey was 42 per cent. Appendix B provides more detail of the disposition of all calls.


Following the completion of the survey, coding was conducted on a few semi-open ended variables in order to categorize as much of the response sets as possible. No cleaning of the data file was required because of the nature of the programming of the variables in the questions (into definite response categories, with appropriate skip logic and imposed rules about the type of response possible in each question). The population sampled from for the survey is Aboriginal residents in the communities where there is an Aboriginal Friendship Centre, and that were included in the sample frame as having a large enough incidence of self-reported Aboriginal people to be practical for data collection purposes. That said, there are no known population parameters against which to measure the sample collected for the current survey, making it difficult to establish the representativeness of the survey sample. At the same time, it does look as those the sample includes an over representation of people between the ages of 25 and 45, as well as of women, compared to men. Without an exact population to measure the sample against, it is also difficult to impose a weighting scheme to the survey file (since we do not know what to correct the age and gender distribution to). In order to determine the potential effect of a weighting scheme on the data results, however, EKOS did establish a weighting scheme to correct for age and gender, re-aligning the sample with known proportions in the overall Aboriginal population living off-reserve (although we recognize that the population in the AFC communities may or may not truly resemble the broader off-reserve population). When a weighted data set was compared to the unweighted results, there were few questions where there was more than a two to three percentage point difference between the two files and in no cases were the differences more than four per cent in any one question. Given that we are unsure of the nature or magnitude of difference between the larger Aboriginal population and the population living in the communities sampled for the study (where there are AFCs), but that it is unlikely that an appropriate weighing scheme would shift the results in any significant way. No weight would be placed on the data file. Therefore, all results presented in this report are unweighted. Appendix C presents the detailed results for each question, on the overall sample, as well as according to key sub-groups.

2. Awareness and Knowledge of Friendship Centres

2.1 Unaided and Aided Awareness


In the first questions of the survey, Aboriginal residents living within the sampled communities where Aboriginal Friendship Centres (AFC’s) are located, were asked to identify organizations in their community providing services for Aboriginal people. This was first done through an unprompted question and then through a prompted question. Unaided, one-quarter (26 per cent) of Aboriginal residents were able to identify Aboriginal Friendship Centres as a source of services. That is, AFC’s are top of mind for at least one in four individuals. Just over half (53 per cent) could identify organizations other than AFC’s. A further third (35 per cent) were unable to identify any organizations offering services for Aboriginal people in their community. 


Aided awareness of the Friendship Centres is much higher. A majority (82 per cent) of Aboriginal residents who did not cite AFC’s unprompted said that they have heard of Aboriginal Friendship Centres. Although this may reflect an overrepresentation of people in the community who actually know about Friendship Centres, for most, it is simply a matter of AFC’s not being top of mind. Combining these two items, a large majority of the overall community (87 per cent) were able to cite AFC’s, prompted or unprompted.
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· Aboriginal residents with college or university education are much more likely than their less educated counterparts to identify Friendship Centres (unaided) as a source of services for Aboriginal People in their community, as well as being able to name other organizations providing such services.

· Residents living in Ontario and in urban areas more generally, are more apt to have identified AFC’s. On the other hand, residents of Saskatchewan are more likely than others across the country to cited AFC’s in the prompted question.

· Those who have resided in their community for less time (i.e., less than ten years) are less likely than those with a longer tenure in the community to be able to identify any organizations providing services to Aboriginal People.


For the most part, Aboriginal residents who are aware of Aboriginal Friendship Centres know where the Centre is located in their own community, as well as (to a lesser degree) where Centres are in other communities. Close to three-quarters (72 per cent) are aware of the Centre’s location in their own community, and roughly half (48 per cent) are aware of the location of Friendship Centres in other communities. This amounts to 63 per cent of all Aboriginal residents being aware of the location of their own Centre and 42 per cent being aware of other Centres
. In total, 76 per cent of the overall population are aware of the location of at least one Centre, in their own or another community.
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· Naturally, awareness of the location of the local Centre is much higher among those who have visited a Centre (either locally or elsewhere). Awareness of the location of Friendship Centres in other communities is much higher among those who have visited Centres elsewhere.

· Those who are university-educated are also much more likely to be aware of the location of Centres in other communities (68 per cent are, versus 41 to 50 per cent of Aboriginal residents with less education).

· Men are less apt to be aware of AFC locations (31 per cent are unaware, versus 21 per cent of women).

· Urban residents, as well as those living in mid-sized communities (ranging between 5,000 and 100,000) are more apt to know where their AFC is.

· People with Cree or another Aboriginal language as a mother-tongue more often say that they know of AFC’s in other communities, compared with Anglophones. 

2.2 Knowledge of Centres


Aboriginal residents were asked to rate their own level of knowledge and understanding of Aboriginal Friendship Centres and what they do. Only 14 per cent rated themselves as very knowledgeable about Friendship Centres, whereas another 43 per cent said that they are somewhat knowledgeable, and 42 per cent said that they are not very knowledgeable about these Centres.
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· As expected, there is a link between knowledge and use of AFC’s: those who have visited a centre (locally or elsewhere) are much more likely to rate themselves as very knowledgeable, than those who have not visited a centre.

· Self-rated knowledge of Friendship Centres also increases with education (49 per cent of those with less than high school education rate themselves as not very knowledgeable, versus only 26 per cent of those with university education).

3. Centre Use and Satisfaction

3.1 Visits to Friendship Centres


Two-thirds of the Aboriginal residents who are aware of Aboriginal Friendship Centres (67 per cent) indicated that they have visited an AFC in their lifetime. More than half of these same people (57 per cent) have been to the Centre in their own community within the past two years. So, overall one-third of Aboriginal residents living in the communities in the sample who are aware of AFC’s have never been to an AFC (32 per cent); one in four (28 per cent) have been to one, but not the one in the community that they are currently living in; and the remaining 40 per cent have been to the one in the community that they live in (and perhaps others as well, but this was not established in the survey). In the overall population of Aboriginal residents in these communities, roughly 58 per cent have visited a Centre somewhere, whereas 42 per cent have not.)


It is interesting to note that the incidence of visiting an AFC is higher among Aboriginal people who have visited other Aboriginal organizations in their community (discussed in more detail later in this chapter).
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· Residents with Cree as a mother tongue are more apt to say that they have visited the Centre in their community, than those speaking another mother tongue. 

· It is also more often the case among residents living in communities with between 5,000 and 20,000 people. 

3.2 Intensity of Use


Of the Aboriginal residents who have been to an AFC within the past two years, about half (51 per cent) have been to their local centre between one and five times during that period. Another 17 per cent have paid a visit between six and ten times in two years. One in four (or eight per cent of all Aboriginal residents) have visited their Centre on a regular basis, going at least once every two months (i.e., 11 times or more in the past two years). 


Of all Aboriginal residents who say that they are aware of Friendship Centres just over one in ten (11 per cent or ten per cent of all Aboriginal residents) report having used the centre’s web have accessed the site in the past two years. 
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· As expected the self-rated knowledge of people who visit the Centres more frequently is higher than the knowledge of people who visit less frequently. The same pattern holds true for people who have used the websites.

· Urban residents collectively report a higher average number of visits than rural residents do, as is also the case with residents of mid-sized communities (of between 5,000 and 20,000 people), compared with smaller and larger communities. 


Among non-visitors, reasons for not visiting their community Friendship Centre include a lack of interest and time (30 per cent for each), while one in five (21 per cent) reported that they were not aware that there was an AFC in their community. Lack of information about the location of the centres and available services and activities were also cited by six and five per cent of non-visitors, respectively. The reputation of the Centre in their community was not cited often as a reason not to visit their centre.
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· Métis and people with lower (self-rated) knowledge of the purpose and functions of the Aboriginal Friendship Centres are less interested in AFC’s than others.

Use of Other Organizations


Visits to other Aboriginal organizations in the community are not as common as they are to Aboriginal Friendship Centres. Half (51 per cent) of those who said that they are aware of these other organizations have visited them in the past two years (compared with two-thirds of people who have visited an AFC). That is, 23 per cent of all Aboriginal residents report having visited an Aboriginal organization other than an AFC, compared with 58 per cent who have visited an AFC, or less than half of the incidence of visiting overall.
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· Women, parents, and people who have visited an Aboriginal Friendship Centre are more inclined than others to also have visited other Aboriginal organizations in their community.

Attended Sponsored Events


Roughly half of Aboriginal people who are aware of AFC’s (46 per cent) said that they have attended an event sponsored by their community Friendship Centre. (That is, 40 per cent of the overall population of Aboriginal residents have been to an AFC sponsored event, while the remainder have not or are not aware that the event was sponsored by an AFC.) 
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· Participation in an AFC event is naturally higher among people who say that their knowledge of AFC’s is higher, and/or that they have visited an AFC. 

· Aboriginal people with a university education, First Nations people, and specifically, those who have lived on a reserve in the past are also more likely than other Aboriginal residents (with less education or the Métis, or First Nations people who have not lived on a reserve). 

· Residents of urban areas are considerably more likely to say that they have attended an AFC-sponsored event than rural residents.

Participation in Programs


Aboriginal Friendship Centres are used for a variety of services and information for Aboriginal people, but a social visit is the most common reason for visiting an AFC (accounting for half of the responses of people who have visited their local centre in the past two years). Programs or information on education and culture (39 per cent each) follow in terms of popularity among visitors to AFC’s, in addition to programs for youth (36 per cent) and employment (34 per cent). Health and child-related programs and information are sought approximately one-quarter of the time (28 and 25 per cent, respectively). One in five visitors to AFC’s said that they have not used a program or service.


Considering the seven types of programs and services offered in the questionnaire, 43 per cent of program users reported using one program, 25 per cent used two or three, 19 per cent used four or five and the remainder used more than five. 


When asked about satisfaction with programs and services used, between 81 and 84 per cent of program users said that they are satisfied. There is no one program or service that engenders more (or less) satisfaction than the others.
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· Visitors who are employed are more likely than those who are not employed to have participated in programs or sought information on child-related topics (childcare, after school programs, summer camps, etc).

· Employment programs are particularly population among residents of the largest communities (100,000 or more), as are education programs and social drop-ins. Youth programs are more popular in communities of between 20,000 and 100,000 residents.

· As might be expected, parents are more likely than other visitors to have taken advantage of youth, cultural or child-related programs or services.

· The highest number of programs and services are used by urban residents, particularly in communities with 20,000 to 100,000 residents. People reporting themselves to be in excellent health also report the highest program participation (i.e., the highest number of programs and services used). It is also higher among First Nations people (compared with Métis) and among households with children.

3.3 Intensity of Participation in Programs


As one might expect, the frequency of participation in sponsored programs, services and events is less frequent than the overall frequency of visits. More than half of those who have visited their centre in the past two years (55 per cent) have taken advantage of these programs and services once or a few times during this period. One in five (20 per cent) have done so several times a year, and a further 11 per cent have done so monthly or weekly.
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· Residents of households reporting middle level incomes (between $30,000 and $60,000) report a higher frequency of participating in programs, with 13 per cent saying that they attend weekly.

3.4 Referrals by the Friendship Centre


Referrals by a Friendship Centre to programs or services occur about one-quarter of the time for any given program or service specified to respondents. Overall, referrals were made to about half of visitors, whereas no referral was made about half of the time. Two in three people who have received a referral have received one, while another 16 per cent have received two to four referrals and the remainder have received five or more. 
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· Parents are more likely than other visitors to have been referred to youth programs and services and common social visits. 


In most instances, visitors are largely satisfied with the service(s) they were referred to by the Friendship Centre (88 per cent reported that they were satisfied – 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale). Only seven per cent said that they were dissatisfied with their referral. Four in ten visitors (44 per cent) think that the Friendship Centre should offer services in addition to those already in place, however, a review of the types of services suggested, indicates some of the same services already offered by AFC’s, as well as some comments that would likely not translate into new services for Centres (a full listing of suggestions is appended to this report).
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4. Impressions and Impacts
of Centres

4.1 Impressions of the Friendship Centres


Aboriginal residents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree with a number of statements regarding the purpose of Friendship Centres. Overall, Aboriginal residents view Friendship Centres as a place where they can relate to their own language and culture, as well as a means to connect to their community. 


Close to three-quarters agree that Friendship Centres are a place for Aboriginal people to participate in activities in their language and relate to their culture (76 per cent agree), and that they help Aboriginal people to feel connected to their community (74 per cent agree). Two-thirds (66 per cent) believe that Friendship Centres provide a safe haven for urban Aboriginal people. Only half (52 per cent) agree that Friendship Centres help Aboriginal people to feel connected to the non-Aboriginal community, whereas one in five disagree. Fewer than one-third (31 per cent) agree that Friendship Centres are not as important as they once were, despite the existence of other Aboriginal organizations in most cities. On the other hand, almost half (45 per cent) disagree, believing that AFC’s are nonetheless important (or perhaps do not agree that there are other Aboriginal organizations in cities).
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· As might be expected, there is a link between impressions of Friendship Centres and one’s level of knowledge of AFC’s and whether one uses AFC’s or not. Aboriginal residents with little knowledge of the Centres are less positive in their impressions of these Centres, as are those who have not visited one, whereas visitors and people with higher knowledge levels regarding AFC’s are more positive. 

· Residents with less knowledge of the Centres are much less likely to say that the Centres provide a safe haven for urban Aboriginal people, that they are a place to participate in activities in their language and relate to their culture, that they help Aboriginal people feel connected to their community, or that they help Aboriginal people feel connected to the non-Aboriginal community. They are more apt to believe that the Centres are no longer as important as they once were.

· Visitors more often agree that the Centres provide a safe haven, that they provide a place to participate in cultural activities, that they help Aboriginal people feel connected to their community as well as the non-Aboriginal community, and more often disagree that these centres have declined in importance.

· Agreement that AFC’s provide a safe haven for urban Aboriginal people declines with age (from 72 per cent of those under 35 to 56 per cent of those 55 and older), largely because older people are less likely to know. Similarly, agreement that the Centres provide a place to participate in activities in their language and to relate to their culture declines with age (from 81 per cent of those under 35 to 68 per cent of those 55 and older) because more often they do not know.

· Perhaps related to the age pattern, Aboriginal residents in poor health and those with a disability are somewhat more apt to disagree than residents without health issues and disabilities that the Centres provide a safe haven for urban Aboriginal people (17 and 18 per cent disagree respectively, compared with five to seven per cent of other respondents).

· Also, residents with lower household incomes (less than $30,000) are also somewhat more likely to disagree that Friendship Centres provide a safe haven for urban Aboriginal people (14 per cent disagree, compared to four to five per cent of other residents).

· Women are less apt to believe that AFC’s help them feel connected to the non-Aboriginal community (23 per cent disagree, compared with 15 per cent of men).

· Anglophones are less likely to agree that Friendship Centres help them feel connected to the non-Aboriginal community, compared with residents with an Aboriginal or French mother tongue.

· On the other hand, residents in mid-sized communities (with between 5,000 and 20,000 people) are more apt to believe that AFC’s increase the sense of connection than residents in smaller and larger communities.

· First Nations residents are more apt to believe that Friendship Centres have declined in importance, compared with Métis residents.

· There appears to be an issue with the perceived impact of AFC’s in Saskatchewan, where residents are less positive than elsewhere in the country. Saskatchewan residents more often disagree that Friendship Centres are a place to participate in Aboriginal activities, and that they make people feel connected to their community. They are also more apt to agree that AFC’s are not as important as they once were.

4.2 Friendship Centre Ratings


Aboriginal residents were asked to rate the location, facilities, programs, and service of the Aboriginal Friendship Centres. Overall, the location, staff and overall relevance of programs and services are rated as good by most, while the facilities and personal relevance of programs and services receive weaker ratings. The location of Centres is well rated by the largest proportion of respondents (81 per cent). The friendliness and supportiveness of Centre staff, as well as relevance and usefulness of their programs and services to the community are rated as good by over seven in ten residents (by 74 and 71 per cent, respectively). Roughly two-thirds provide good ratings to the overall running of the Centre (68 per cent), the relevance and usefulness of programs and services to Aboriginal youth in the community (67 per cent), as well as the knowledge of Centre staff (64 per cent). The adequacy of facilities and equipment are rated as good by 56 per cent, and the personal relevance of programs and services are rated as good by only 53 per cent.

· AFC visitors who have been there more than once are more likely to rate the Centres positively on all aspects except for location (on which there is no difference based on frequency of visits patterns).

· Those with low knowledge of the Centres (and who are less likely to have visited) feel less equipped to provide a rating in terms of personal relevance of programs and services, friendliness, supportiveness and knowledge of staff, relevance of programs and services to the community, relevance of programs and services to Aboriginal Youth, and overall running of the Centres. 

· Residents or rural areas are more apt to say that the location is good (compared with urban residents), however, they are least positive about the relevance of the program than urban residents are and how well their Centre is run. The location is rated the poorest by residents in the largest communities (with 100,000 residents or more). Perhaps surprisingly, the friendliness of the Centre is rated more poorly by residents of mid-sized communities (with between 20,000 and 100,000 residents).

· Aboriginal residents who rate their health as poor feel less equipped to respond with a rating, compared with residents in good health and without disabilities.
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4.3 Impact of the Friendship Centres


Aboriginal residents with some awareness of AFC’s were asked to rate the impact that Aboriginal Friendship Centres are having in a number of different areas. Overall, based on the ratings provided, the impact of the Centres is perceived to be moderate. Roughly half of survey respondents were not asked these questions, given their low level of familiarity with these Centres, having never been to an AFC and having a low self-rated level of knowledge about them.


Six in ten residents who were asked agree that the Centres have a positive impact on the sense of Aboriginal community that people feel (61 per cent), and on the sense of personal well-being that Aboriginal people feel in their community (60 per cent). Over half of residents asked agree that the Centres have a positive impact in the community on the level of social support Aboriginal people feel (57 per cent), the level and quality of education of Aboriginal people (53 per cent), the health of Aboriginal people, and preservation of Aboriginal languages and culture (51 per cent). Less than half of those asked believe that the Centres have a positive impact on the level of employment of Aboriginal people (44 per cent), or on how well connected Aboriginal people feel to the non-Aboriginal community. 


On a number of issues, two in ten residents or more or the residents who were asked (20 to 24 per cent) believe that the Centres have had no impact in their community (on the level and quality of education, the preservation of Aboriginal languages and culture, employment among Aboriginal people, and how well connected Aboriginal people feel to the non-Aboriginal community). Furthermore, one in seven or more of the residents asked (14 to 19 per cent) believe that the Centres have had a negative impact in a number of areas in their community (on the level of support Aboriginal people feel, the level and quality of education of Aboriginal people, the health of Aboriginal people, employment among Aboriginal people, and how well connected Aboriginal people feel to the non-Aboriginal community).

· AFC visitors are more likely than non-visitors to believe that the Centres have had a positive impact in a number of areas. In particular, those who have visited a Centre (local or elsewhere) are more likely to rate their impact as positive on the preservation of Aboriginal language and culture, the health of Aboriginal people, and the level and quality of education of Aboriginal people.

· Those who have visited a Centre more than once are more likely to agree than those who have only visited once that AFC’s have had a positive impact on the preservation of Aboriginal language and culture, the health of Aboriginal people, the sense of Aboriginal community people feel, the sense of personal well-being Aboriginal people feel, how well connected Aboriginal people feel to the non-Aboriginal community, and the level of social support Aboriginal people feel.

· Non-visitors feel less able to respond regarding impact across the board.

· Women typically feel less able to respond than men regarding the impact of the Centres on the sense of community Aboriginal people feel, or on the health of Aboriginal people, and on the level and quality of education Aboriginal people receive.

· Older residents (55 and over) also feel less equipped to respond regarding the impact of Centres on the sense of Aboriginal community people feel. On the other hand, residents under 35 are more positive about the impact on the level of social support Aboriginal people feel.

· Those who are employed are more likely to believe that the Centres have a positive impact on the sense of community Aboriginal people feel, compared with those not employed (perhaps driven by the age pattern noted above).

· Residents in the west (Alberta and BC) are less positive as others about the sense of community, level of social support, and level and quality of education in their community. On the other hand, residents in Manitoba are more positive than others across the country about the level and quality of education of Aboriginal people in the community. Ontario residents are the most positive about the level of support, health of people and how well connected people feel to the non-Aboriginal community. Residents of rural communities, as well as those with 5,000 to 20,000 people are also more positive than others about the connection to non-Aboriginal people. Residents of the largest communities (with more than 100,000), however, are the least positive about this type of connection to the broader population. 
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Health and Employment


Survey respondents were asked about their health (self-rated) and employment status. One in five Aboriginal residents report that their health is either poor or fair. In almost a third of cases people described their health as good or very good (31 per cent). One in five (19 per cent describe their health as excellent. Health is marginally tied to use and knowledge of Friendship Centres, although it is difficult to know what the nature of the connection is. For example, both use of and knowledge of AFC’s is higher among younger age groups, who in turn also described themselves as generally healthier than older people.


With respect to employment, 59 per cent of sample respondents said that they are employed in some capacity (ten per cent self-employed, 37 per cent full-time employed, eight per cent part-time employed and four per cent seasonally employed). Ten per cent are unemployed and looking for work. Ten per cent are students, and the remainder are either retired, on leave or out of the work force for some other reason. Those visiting AFC’s are marginally more apt to be employed on a full-time basis than non-visitors to AFC’s.

5. Summary of Results

5.1 Awareness of Friendship Centres


Awareness of Aboriginal Friendship Centres is quite high. Although AFC’s are only top of mind for one in four Aboriginal residents, almost all residents (87 per cent) say that they are familiar with them. (And, while this number is likely between 76 and 87 per cent in reality, it is, nonetheless, a high number of residents who know about AFC’s.) Similarly, three in four residents say that they know where an AFC is located (typically the Centre in one’s own community). 


Less impressive is the number of Aboriginal people in these communities who feel that they are familiar with Friendship Centres and what they do. Only one in seven believe themselves to be highly familiar with AFC’s. The remainder is divided between people who say that they know only a little bit about AFC’s and people who say that they know very little about the Centres. 

5.2 Use of Friendship Centres


Quite a high proportion of Aboriginal residents (just over half) have been to a Centre at some point in their life. This is more than double the incidence of residents going to all other Aboriginal organizations combined. Going to Friendship Centres is linked more broadly to visiting a range of Aboriginal organizations. Use of AFC’s is highest in small to moderate sized communities, with between 5,000 and 20,000 people. Most of the people who use AFC’s have gone there more than once. In fact, one in four use the Centres regularly (going to them every two months or more frequently); a number which is even higher in small to moderate sized-communities of 5,000 to 20,000 people.


Just over one in ten (11 per cent) report having logged onto a Centre website at some point in the past, which is also a reasonably high number of visitors.


More than half of the time non-users are simply not interested or lack the time to go to a Centre, reflecting their own lifestyle and choices, not necessarily something that a Friendship Centre could be doing differently to attract them (although a change in programming and communications may nonetheless have an impact). About a third of the time, however, there is some lack of information that is creating the barrier, including lack of awareness of the Centre in the community, or where it is located or what type of programming and services are offered. In the most dramatic of cases, three per cent of non-visitors have not gone because of the reputation of the Centre specifically. 


There is a very high attendance at AFC-sponsored events, suggesting that many Aboriginal people are getting exposure to what Friendship Centres are all about, what they offer, and also a chance to get more information about where the Centre is located and so on. Obviously, this is quite apart from enjoying the actual event that is put on, which provides Aboriginal people with an opportunity to interact in their own language and culture.


Programs and services seem to be widely used. Only one in five AFC visitors do not use these programs. The most popular is the social drop-in. Others are all used about half to two-thirds as much as the drop-ins. Virtually everyone who attends a program or uses a service is satisfied with it (at least four in five are), with little difference in satisfaction levels between the different programs. About half of visitors obtain referrals to a program or service and satisfaction levels are equally high on this front.

5.3 Impressions of Friendship Centres


Three in four say that AFC’s are a place to participate in Aboriginal activities and to feel connected to the Aboriginal community. A slightly lower proportion of the population believe that AFC’s create a safe haven for Aboriginal people to come to. The results are not as striking with regard to creating a connection with the non-Aboriginal community, for which half of residents believe that AFC’s do a good job and half do not. Similarly, less than half believe that AFC’s are as important as they were in the past, in spite of increasing numbers of Aboriginal organizations (but almost one in three believe that they are becoming less important).


Older residents, those in poorer health and those with disabilities are all less apt to agree that AFC’s create a safe haven, suggesting a heightened sense of vulnerability within these segments of the Aboriginal population, which AFC’s are not having an impact on (which may not be surprising since these are the segments least likely to frequent AFC’s). This same vulnerability seems to exist in the lower income segments as well. There is also a particular issue with the impact of Friendship Centres in Saskatchewan, as residents of communities in that province are less positive across the board on impressions.


With respect to ratings of various aspects of Friendship Centres, location is rated the most positively, although this is not as high in the largest urban centres (with populations of 100,000 or more). Centres are considered to be well-run two-thirds of the time and they are seen as being relevant and useful to the community as a whole just about as often. Relevance to youth, however, is lower at 67 per cent and still lower for “you” personally (53 per cent).


The impact of AFC’s on “sense of Aboriginal community” and well-being is moderate, with over half saying that there is an impact. Marginally less impact is felt on the degree to which people in the Aboriginal community feel supported. AFC’s are also seen as having an impact on health, education and the preservation of language and culture, according to about half of the population. Fewer see the positive effects of AFC’s on education and connection the non-Aboriginal community.

Overarching Profile


Naturally visits to Friendship Centres promote familiarity with them and knowledge of them, which in turn have an impact on attitudes toward AFC’s. There seems to be a fairly systematic pattern of who visits these Centres and who does not and, unfortunately, it is perhaps those who are least in need of the Centres that are frequenting them. AFC visitors have systematically higher levels of education and income. They are also more likely to be parents and under the age of 55 years of age. Those with the least education and income, as well as older residents, those in poor health, or with disabilities are less apt to use the Centres.


Friendship Centres are also more popular in urban communities, both in terms of incidence and frequency of use. Residents in western Canada are not as positive about AFC’s as people are elsewhere in Canada, particularly with respect to sense of community, level of support and level and quality of education. While the sense of connection to the Aboriginal community created by AFC’s is good, the sense of connection to the non-Aboriginal community is not as good, particularly in larger communities and in the west.


First Nations people are more frequent users of Centres than Métis, which may be a reflection of the programming offered, or perhaps of an overarching perception that Friendship Centres are geared to First Nations. 
















� 	Given other research where false prompted questions have been asked of respondents, it is typical that about one in ten respondents will say yes, even though no such organization exists. Assuming this, the number of Aboriginal residents who know about AFC’s could be closer to three in four (76 per cent). 


� 	This is based on the fact that 87 per cent of residents know about AFC’s, and were therefore asked the questions about location. So, for example, 87 per cent of the 72 per cent who know the location in their community, is 63 per cent of the overall sample.






EKOS Research Associates, 2004 • 29

