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Executive Summary/Sommaire

Background

· The Department of National Defence commissioned EKOS Research to carry out a linked quantitative and qualitative study of Canadian public opinion on issues relating to the Canadian Forces (CF) and broader defence issues. 

· The quantitative findings presented in this report are based on a national random sample telephone survey of 1,500 Canadians, with interviews conducted from March 20 to 27, 2006. The qualitative findings presented here are drawn from 12 focus groups conducted in two waves: Six groups were held October 19 to 24, 2005 in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver primarily to assist in the design of the survey instrument and a second set of six groups were conducted March 27 to 29, 2006 in Montreal, Toronto and Edmonton. 

Key Findings

· Awareness of CF is very high with 3 in 4 reporting recall of recent issues. The Afghanistan operation is the dominant issue on the public’s radar, and forms the lens through which a great many Canadians currently view the CF.

· There is a good deal of misunderstanding about the nature of the CF’s role in Afghanistan, with the dominant image being that it is a peacekeeping role. This remains an image that sits extremely well with Canadians, however, and focus group participants are clearly uncomfortable when the true nature of the “three block war” is discussed.

· The overall environment is one of extremely positive orientation to the CF, with nearly 9 in 10 reporting that their impressions of CF personnel is positive.

· The majority characterize the military as essential and a source of pride. 

· Lack of funding continues to dominate as the most critical issue and the greatest challenge facing the military. Awareness of recent funding increases remains fairly modest.

· An overwhelming majority believe that under-funding of the military has been a chronic issue and the safety of Canadian troops tops the list of reasons to invest more in the military.

· Canadians place the highest order of importance on the CF as being able to respond to terrorist attacks and natural disasters in Canada, with lower import accorded  to international humanitarian assistance and especially efforts such as the current Afghan operations (although support for those operations is quite strong).

· The military is seen as having the greatest capacity to respond to domestic natural disasters, with confidence dropping somewhat for responding to international humanitarian crises and domestic terrorist attacks and particularly for helping to bring stability to regions such as Afghanistan. Focus group findings suggest these lower confidence levels are driven by the nature of the events as opposed to an inherent lack of confidence in the CF writ large.

· The majority feel it is very important the Canadian forces operate effectively with multilateral institutions like the UN and NATO but less important that it operate effectively with the US Armed Forces. No one area stands out as the military’s top priority, there is a near even split between international and domestic.

· Broadcast media remains Canadians dominant source of information on issues relating to defence and international events.

Contexte

· Le ministère de la Défense nationale a chargé Les Associés de recherche EKOS d’effectuer une étude quantitative et qualitative intégrée s’attachant à l’opinion de la population canadienne sur des questions ayant trait aux Forces canadiennes (FC) et sur des questions plus générales dans le contexte de la défense nationale. 

· Les résultats quantitatifs exposés dans le présent rapport sont fondés sur un sondage téléphonique aléatoire de portée nationale mené au moyen d’entrevues, entre le 20 et le 27 mars 2006, auprès de 1 500 Canadiens. D’autre part, les résultats qualitatifs découlent de la tenue, en deux temps, de douze groupes de discussion : nous avons organisé six groupes de discussion du 19 au 24 octobre 2005 à Montréal, à Toronto et à Vancouver, principalement pour appuyer la mise au point du sondage, puis nous avons tenu une série de six groupes du 27 au 29 mars 2006 à Montréal, à Toronto et à Edmonton. 

Principales observations

· Les FC sont très bien connues. En effet, trois répondants sur quatre se rappellent d’événements récents. Dans l’opinion publique, l’opération en Afghanistan est l’enjeu prépondérant, manière de lentille à travers laquelle beaucoup de Canadiens envisagent les FC à l’heure actuelle.

· La nature du rôle des FC en Afghanistan s’entoure d’une confusion considérable. L’image qui ressort est celle d’un rôle de maintien de la paix. Cette image demeure extrêmement bien reçue chez les Canadiens et de toute évidence, les participants des groupes de discussion ne sont pas à l’aise lorsqu’il est question de la vraie nature de la « guerre à trois volets ».

· En général, nous observons une très forte inclination pour les FC. Dans une proportion de près de neuf pour dix, les participants ont des impressions favorables au sujet du personnel des FC.

· La majorité des participants tiennent les forces armées pour essentielles et estiment qu’elles constituent une source de fierté. 

· Le manque de financement continue de constituer la question la plus délicate et le plus grand défi à surmonter dans le contexte des forces armées. Les récentes augmentations au chapitre du financement demeurent relativement peu connues.

· Une majorité écrasante des participants sont d’avis que l’insuffisance des fonds accordés aux forces armées est un problème chronique et que la sécurité des troupes canadiennes est en tête de la liste des motifs pour lesquels il faudrait consentir plus de financement aux forces armées.

· Les Canadiens attachent le plus d’importance à la capacité des FC à intervenir suite à des attaques terroristes et à des catastrophes naturelles au Canada et accordent moins d’importance à l’aide humanitaire internationale, dont particulièrement les initiatives telles les opérations actuellement déployées en Afghanistan (bien que ces opérations recueillent un appui plutôt marqué).

· Les participants perçoivent les forces armées comme l’instance la mieux habilitée pour intervenir en cas de catastrophe naturelle nationale. Nous observons toutefois que le niveau de confiance baisse quelque peu lorsqu’il est question des interventions liées aux crises humanitaires internationales et aux attaques terroristes nationales, et plus particulièrement pour ce qui est de contribuer à la création d’une stabilité dans des régions comme l’Afghanistan. Les observations découlant des groupes de discussion font penser que c’est la nature des événements, plutôt qu’une exagération d’un manque de confiance inhérent à l’endroit des FC, qui agit sur ces niveaux de confiance, plus faibles. 

· La majorité des participants sont d’avis qu’il est très important que les Forces canadiennes collaborent efficacement avec des institutions multilatérales comme l’ONU et l’OTAN mais qu’il est moins important que les FC collaborent efficacement avec les forces armées américaines. Il n’y a pas de champ d’intervention qui s’impose comme priorité militaire. À cet égard, les questions internationales et nationales arrivent quasiment à égalité.

· Les médias demeurent la principale source d’information au sujet des questions ayant trait à la défense et aux événements internationaux chez les Canadiens.

1. Introduction

1.1 Background


As part of their ongoing efforts to gauge the public environment on issues relating to the Canadian Forces (CF) in particular and broader defence issues, the Department of National Defence commissioned EKOS Research to carry out a national public opinion survey and focus group study. Main areas included in the line of enquiry were:

· Awareness of CF issues;

· Perceptions of risk and confidence in the CF to respond to those risks;

· Issues facing the CF;

· Preferred role for the Forces; and 

· Canada/US relations.

1.2 Methodology


The quantitative findings presented in this report are based on a national random sample telephone survey of 1,500 Canadians. Telephone interviews were conducted from March 20 to 27, 2006. A sample of this size yields pan -Canadian results which are accurate to within +/- 2.5 percentage points, at a confidence level of 95 percent. Error margins are larger for regions and other subgroups.


With respect to the presentation of findings, many questions were asked on a 7-point scale; data with a neutral midpoint (e.g., 4 = neither agree nor disagree) are presented here with results on the low (1 to 3) and high (5 to 7) ends of the scale collapsed and midpoint results (4) on their own. Data without a neutral midpoint (e.g., 4 = moderate confidence) are presented here with results on the low (1 and 2), moderate (3 to 5) and high (6 and 7) ends of the scale collapsed. In most cases, “don’t know/no response” category not shown.


The response rate for this study was 24.9 per cent. This is calculated by dividing the cooperative call backs (i.e. those who completed the survey, those who we spoke to but were ineligible, and the quota filled) by the functional sample. The functional sample is the sample remaining after numbers not in service, business/fax numbers, duplicate numbers and numbers blocked by the phone company are removed.
Call Results and Response Rates

	Total Sample
	8893

	Numbers not in service
	1694

	Business or non residential lines
	317

	Duplicates
	4

	Numbers blocked by Phone companies
	12

	Total functional sample
	6866

	No answers
	4397

	Retired, called 10 times without success
	550

	Language difficulty
	164

	Other
	25

	Unavailable
	7

	Total Asked
	3723

	Refusals
	2198

	Cooperative Call-backs
	1525

	Completes
	1504

	Ineligible
	21

	Response Rate
	24.9%



The qualitative findings presented here are drawn from 12 focus groups conducted in two waves. Six groups (two in each centre) were held October 19 to 24, 2005 in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver with the primary objective of assisting in the design of the survey instrument. A second set of six groups, again two in each centre, were held March 27 to 29, 2006 in Montreal, Toronto and Edmonton. 


Copies of all research instrument (questionnaires, moderator’s guides and recruitment scripts) are included as an Annex to this report.

1.3 A Note on Qualitative Research


The primary benefit of focus group discussions is that they allow for in-depth probing with participants on behavioural habits, perceptions and attitudes related to the subject matter. The group discussion also allows for flexibility in exploring other areas as they arise that may be pertinent to the investigation. 


Focus groups allow for a more textured understanding of the issues at hand in that the thoughts or feelings are expressed in the participants’ own language. The focus group technique is used as a means of developing insight and direction, rather than quantitatively precise or absolute measures. Due to the inherent biases in the technique, the data cannot be projected to any universe of individuals. While every effort was made – within the recruiting parameters – to balance various demographic characteristics when recruiting participants, these groups (and therefore the findings drawn from them) may not be said to be representative of the larger population as a whole. For the reader’s ease, these findings are depicted to some extent as definitive and representative — this is, however, true only for the universe represented by these participants.

2. Findings

2.1 Preliminary Round of Focus Groups


In addition to exploring many of the survey topics in a qualitative fashion, the initial round of focus groups was also designed to assist in the crafting of the final survey instrument. In particular, as the media profile of CF issues was growing (as discussed in the following section), it was felt important to stage a targeted round of focus groups to gain some sense of whether public awareness and fluency in issues relating to the military was growing, and if any corresponding modifications to the previous survey instrument should be made. 


The overall findings of this preliminary round were very much in line with the qualitative component conducted for the previous year’s study in March of 2005. While we perceived some general increase in awareness of CF activities, more detailed understanding of their role (particularly in Afghanistan) was not apparent, nor was any sense of a great swing away from the somewhat anachronistic view of Canada’s military as peacekeepers. All of these findings are touched upon in subsequent sections of this report.


The ultimate impact of the group findings on the survey instrument was to leave it largely intact and to ensure that new items were designed in such a way as to not presume any substantial upswing in public familiarity with the issues at play.

2.2 Awareness and General Attitudes


Canada’s involvement in Afghanistan has been increasing since the fall of the Taliban in late 2001. In 2006, the CF began a major role in the southern part of the country, with a battle group of more than 2,000 called Task Force Afghanistan. These activities have garnered a heightened media profile, with large volumes of coverage devoted to injuries and deaths of Canadian troops.

In these survey findings we find fully three in four Canadians reporting having recently seen, heard or read something about the CF. Recall of CF issues is higher among men (80% versus 68% of women), older Canadians and those with higher levels of education. Quebeckers are somewhat less attuned to these issues than are Canadians in other parts of the country, with 69% recalling recent news.
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The survey fieldwork took place during a fairly intensive media environment, with major print and electronic outlets having journalists accompanying troops on patrols and devoting significant coverage to reports from Afghanistan. It is not, therefore, surprising, to see the frequent mentions of issues related to the Afghan mission in terms of what specifics Canadians recall. 


General awareness of the Afghanistan mission tops the list of specific recall, with sizeable numbers also citing the injuries and deaths to Canadian troops, and Prime Minister Harper’s surprise visit to the troops in mid-March. A small number also reported recall of some discussion of a debate on Canada’s role. While not top first mentions, some of the traditional negative perceptions of the CF’s funding issues and equipment difficulties persist, garnering frequent second mentions. There is also a solid awareness evident of the need for more troops.


These findings are fairly consistent with those from the qualitative component of the study. The groups do, however, reveal that while awareness is high, deeper understanding and fluency in this area remains modest. Most participants express only rudimentary understanding of the CF in general and the role of the current mission. There remains a solid perception that our troops are involved uniquely in a peacekeeping operation, although this is likely being eroded. We are finding a nascent awareness that Canada’s role may be evolving from what participants think of as traditional peacekeeping but this is shaky at best for most. When participants are informed of the true nature of Task Force Afghanistan’s mission (using the “three block war” as a descriptive) a good number of participants become visibly upset, with this being particularly the case among Quebec participants. The current mission seems to challenge a deeply held and cherished image of the CF and, by extension, the country as international peacekeepers.

What does remain clear, however, is an enormously positive image of those who serve in the CF. 
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Just six per cent of Canadians describe their image of those serving in the CF as in any way negative, with nearly nine in ten saying it is positive. We have also seen a significant increase in the past year of the intensity of positive sentiments, with now close to six in ten saying their impression of those serving in the CF is positive.


Again we find Quebeckers less inclined towards a positive view of those in the CF, with just 75% holding this outlook. Men are notably more likely than are women to hold positive sentiments.


Focus group participants typically describe the service men and women as honourable, brave and well-trained. While pointing to the belief that the military remains under-funded and poorly equipped (citing well publicized issues with helicopters and the Chicoutimi submarine accident), those serving in the Forces were described as “doing the best with what they have”.


The dedication and commitment of the troops as well as peacekeeping efforts are the main factors cited as contributing to the overall impression of CF personnel. This is consistent with the previous year’s findings although we see some movement, with peacekeeping down nine points to 27 per cent while dedicated/committed has remained stable (down 2 points to 30%). We see smaller numbers citing other attributes like a general appreciation or admiration (up 6 points to 7%), bravery or courage (up 2 points to 5%) and a sense of pride or patriotism (up 2 points to 4%).
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Between one and two per cent also cite media reports, knowing serving members, the honour and integrity of troops, CF personnel “doing the best with what they have”, serving their country, the training and skills of members and self-sacrifice.


A battery of semantic positioning questions suggest some notable improvements in the public’s outlook towards the CF, suggesting that images of being outdated (down 15 points since last year and now essentially tied with those saying “modern”) are waning along with a growing perception that the forces are essential (up nine points at 75%). Belief that the CF is a source of pride remains steady and high, with this view being held by four in five Canadians. Ontarians emerge as more positive in their assessment of the military as a source of pride and essential, with Quebeckers lower on both indicators. Seniors offer more favourable assessments on all three indicators.
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Focus group participants offered up numerous rationales for why our military was seen as essential, most centering around a basic need to defend Canada as well as the sense that a modern and responsive military is essential to be taken seriously on the world stage and is a key part of our commitment to the world community.

2.3 Perceptions of Risks and Roles for the CF


The issue of perceived risks was explored in both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study. Consistent with other ongoing work, we find only a modest hierarchy emerging (presented on the following page), with moderate numbers of Canadians perceiving that a host of issues present a good deal of risk. We find between 36 and 40 per cent saying that terrorism (40%), health threats like SARS or pandemic influenza, international organized crime and climate change (all at 36%) represent risk to Canada’s security to “a great extent”. Between 28 and 30 per cent hold similar views about health threats like bird flu and mad cow disease (30%), natural disaster, and biological, chemical and nuclear weapons (all at 28%). Reflecting a theme touched upon in the next section, we find the lowest levels of perceived risk associated with countries facing turmoil or instability, with one in four saying these pose a great deal of risk to our security. There is essentially no discernible impact when using the specific examples of countries such as Afghanistan or Haiti.  


These themes were largely echoed in both rounds of qualitative testing. Participants expressed what is perhaps best described as a low grade perception of risk across a great many themes, and the ultimate impact for a good many of them was to disassociate themselves from individual risks while coming to a more general conclusion of the world as a more dangerous place than the one they remember growing up in. Exacerbating the situation was that many of the risk factors are seen as extremely complex and difficult to fully understand, as were potential steps citizens could take to protect themselves. There is a clear sense that a great many Canadians are essentially passing along responsibility for managing these risks to public officials at the same time as acknowledging that some risks are simply too unwieldy to be fully protected from.
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A smaller battery of CF roles was presented to survey respondents and they were asked to gauge both how important those roles are as well as how confident they are in the CF to respond effectively to each. Beginning with importance, the two top roles, deemed very important by four in five respondents, are responding to a terrorist attack in Canada and dealing with domestic natural disasters such as massive storms or flooding. Just over half (56%) say it is very important that our Forces be able to respond to an international humanitarian crisis such as the Pakistan earthquake, and just one in three accord a great deal of importance to a CF role in international efforts such as the current Operation in Afghanistan.


Women are more likely to place a high importance on the top three roles, with BC residents placing greater import on responding to natural disasters and Albertans and Ontarians placing higher importance on responding to domestic terrorist attacks.
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Across the same four scenarios, we find lower numbers expressing a great deal of confidence in the CF’s capacity to respond effectively. While six in ten express a great deal of confidence in the military’s ability to respond effectively to natural disasters, this drops to four in ten when considering humanitarian crises abroad and terrorist attacks on Canadian soil and to just under three in ten when considering their ability to help bring stability to a region like Afghanistan. In line with the higher importance they place on domestic and international humanitarian efforts and responding to terrorist attacks, women place higher levels of confidence in the CF’s ability to deal with those situations. We also find Quebeckers more confident in the CF’s ability to deal with terrorist incidents and natural disasters.
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The findings from both rounds of focus groups offer some interesting insights into these attitudes. Focus group participants regularly described a terrorist attack as “impossible to defend against…if they want to attack, they will”. In contrast, participants cited recent examples of Canada’s military performing admirably in bringing humanitarian assistance to earthquake victims in Pakistan and Tsunami victims in Asia — for many focus group participants, in fact, the image of the DART team is one they hold an enormous amount of affection for and pride in. Similarly, participants would cite somewhat less recent examples of the CF delivering humanitarian assistance domestically such as during the ice storm of 1998 and flooding in the Saguenay and Prairies; these formed still vivid imagery of the CF’s ability to respond effectively. While confidence in the CF’s ability to respond effectively in Afghanistan is lower than for the other scenarios tested, the focus group discussions suggested that this is fuelled more by a sense that the situation is so unstable as to be unsolvable than in a profound lack of confidence in the CF’s ability — “…everyone’s tried to control that area…the British, the Russians, now us…I don’t think it can be done”.


We find modest improvements in survey respondents’ estimation of the CF’s current contribution to domestic and North American security. Now just over one in four (27%) see their contribution as being a strong one when considering Canadian safety and security, up six points since March of last year. The number seeing a strong contribution to North American defence and security is somewhat lower at just under one in five (17%, down 6 points).
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Respondents were also asked which geographic area — Canada, North America or international — should be the area of greatest focus for the CF. While the overall ranking has remained consistent, we have found a notable rise in the number saying an international focus should be the top priority, now selected by one in two respondents (49%, up 11 percentage points). The number opting for a domestic focus has remained constant (34%, down 2 points), while the number saying North America has dropped nine points to 15 per cent.
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2.4 The Afghan Mission 


The survey and groups also featured a more detailed look at the Afghanistan operations. As noted above, this mission dominates the current public landscape with respect to top of mind awareness of the CF. Just 15 per cent of survey respondents reported that they were not aware of the mission, with this figure rising somewhat among women (who are traditionally slightly​ less engaged in these issues), younger Canadians and those in lower socio-economic status groups (following page).
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Those who were aware of the operations were asked what its main objectives were, and the responses clearly underline the incomplete comprehension Canadians have of this issue. Fully two-thirds replied that it is a peacekeeping operation, with 14 per cent saying its focus is delivering humanitarian assistance (multiple responses were accepted). Just one in ten said either freeing the Afghan people or combating terrorists.


This last point came through very strongly in the focus groups and represents a potential pitfall in public support. The link between failed and failing states and terrorism is weak for a great many Canadians and therefore the rationale of bringing about a safer world by the Operation in Afghanistan is not intuitive for many participants. Focus group participants clearly had a much higher comfort level with the image of our troops as peacekeepers and deliverers of humanitarian aid and development assistance than with the notion of a flexible force also engaged in combat.


Nevertheless, current support for the mission is strong — three quarters of respondents say that they support the mission; with just one in five saying they oppose it. This support was also impervious to a randomly rotated in statement that Canada’s role also includes “combat”. Consistent with other findings we find Quebeckers somewhat less supportive of the CF’s mission and Albertans and Atlantic Canadians somewhat more supportive. This was echoed by focus group participants who spoke of the need to “finish the job” and expressed reluctance in abandoning the mission before stability is brought to Afghanistan — “…we can’t just leave them in the lurch…they do need our help to get the country back on its feet”.
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As presented on the following page, respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they felt a variety of CF activities were appropriate. Again to gauge the extent to which a link to combating terrorist activities changes the public’s perception of this mission, half the respondents were read a statement in the pre-amble to the effect that experts have determined that Al-Qaeda used Afghanistan as a base to train, plan and finance the September 11th attacks.


We find that in fact the inclusion of the statement about Al Qaeda has no impact on responses and a clear hierarchy in terms of which roles Canadians feel are most appropriate.


[image: image13.emf]18

20

14

10

6

4

6

2

3

2

2

2

81

87

90

94

72

76

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No extent Moderate Great extent

Appropriateness of Activities (i)

“How appropriate do you think it is for the Canadian Forces to be engaged in the 

following activities in Afghanistan?

Provide a safe and secure environment in Afghanistan 

Help to legitimize the authority of the Afghanistan Government and its institutions 

Provide security to allow for the delivery of humanitarian aid 

Al Qaeda 

mentioned

Al Qaeda 

mentioned

Al Qaeda 

mentioned

 
[image: image14.emf]25

25

20

19

3

3

5

3

71

74

69

71

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Not appropriate  Neither Appropriate

{Base: All Canadians, each asked of half-sample, n= 750}

Seek out and capture members of terrorist organizations 

Note: half sample included the following introduction: As you may know, experts have determined that Al Qaeda had used 

Afghanistan as a base to train, finance and plan terrorist attacks such as the September 11th attacks on the United States.

Al Qaeda 

mentioned

Al Qaeda 

mentioned

Help to increase security in South West Asia 

Appropriateness of Activities (ii)



Reflective of the overall support for the Afghan mission, we find majorities deeming all roles to appropriate, albeit with some holding greater resonance than others. 


Strong majorities (from just under to just over nine in ten) deem providing security for the delivery of humanitarian aid and providing a safe and secure environment to be appropriate. Again, this is reflected in the focus group findings and is essentially the role many Canadians believe the CF is currently taking on. Somewhat more modest but still strong majorities of between 69% and 76%) accord legitimacy is accorded to helping to legitimize the Afghan Government, helping to increase broader regional security seeking out and capturing members of terrorist organizations.

2.5 Broader Attitudes


Survey respondents were also asked a battery of questions dealing with broader attitudes towards the CF. We find strong majorities agreeing that it is important for the CF to respond to international humanitarian situations (84%), that we collaborate with other countries’ militaries in international situations (83%), that the CF are an institution all Canadians can take pride in (77%) that it is critical for Canada and the United States to cooperate in the defence of North America (74%, up three points since last year) and that, in the event of an emergency, Canadian troops should be deployed to assist our American neighbours (70%). There is a modest drop off in agreement (66%) with the notion of a reciprocal arrangement where US troops should be allowed in Canada to assist Canadians in the event of a crisis. 
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Quebeckers register lower agreement with all statements, with Ontarians, Albertans and men more in agreement.


Agreement begins to fade with two statements dealing with the international role of the CF, with six in ten agreeing that a significantly stronger military is crucial to achieving Canada’s foreign policy gaols and half of our respondents agreeing that it is “important for Canada's military to play a leadership role abroad and be first on the ground and collaborate with other countries’ militaries when responding to international situations”. Underscoring the value Canadians place in the CF, we find strong disagreement with the notion that it is wasteful to invest in the military (75%), and that we need not invest in our military since we can rely on allies like NATO (73%) or the US (83%) to defend our interests. All of these indicators which were tracked are stable since last year.
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Albertans and Ontarians are more likely to agree with the notions of a stronger military as a key component to our foreign policy goals and with the importance of a leadership role for the military in responding to international situations. Reflecting their overall more tepid views of military investment and activities, Quebeckers are somewhat more likely to see military spending as wasteful as well as to question the need for military investments since “we can rely on [the US/groups like NATO] to defend our interests”.

2.6 Funding Issues and Other Challenges


Prior to detailed probing on funding issues, respondents were asked what they felt were the most critical issues currently facing the CF. We find that the top four issues mentioned all relate in some way to current funding or strength levels of the CF. Lack of funding continues to be cited by a plurality, although this has dropped nine points since last March to 36 per cent. Lack of equipment is the next most frequently mention challenge at 28 per cent (down 6 points since March), followed by another equipment issue, the perception that the CF is faced with old or obsolete equipment (23%, down 15 points) and the view that the CF is facing a shortage of troops (22%, down 5 points). We also find three items that were not mentioned in 2005 now appearing on the landscape: the Afghan mission (7%), the challenges with peacekeeping (5%) and the safety of our troops (4%). Smaller numbers cite a host of other issues relating to government or public support, pressure from the United States to bring Canadian policy into line with theirs, training challenges, direction and leadership, terrorism and poor pay and benefits for members.
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The issue of funding for the CF is one that has gained national prominence in recent years as a consensus emerged that it was time to reinvest in Canada’s military after a prolonged period of budget cuts. Despite announcements of significant reinvestments, there remains a fairly pervasive sense that Canada’s military remains under funded. Tracking from 2004 through 2006 shows that the number that feels the military is significantly under funded has dropped by just five points, form 42 per cent to 37 per cent. Adding in those who feel the CF is “somewhat under funded, we find the number dropping from 82 per cent in 2004 to 69 per cent this year.  Focus group research suggests that, despite the fairly high media profile of funding announcements, the level of awareness of the funding increases remains quite modest.
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The strongest perceptions of under-funding are evident in B.C. and Alberta (where 50% say the military is significantly under-funded). Quebeckers are much more likely than those in other regions to say the current funding level is about right (35%). Perceptions of significant under-funding is also higher among men (44% versus 30% for women) and also rises with age.


There is strong consensus in the sense that that the issue of under funding is a long term one as opposed to a recent development, with 97 per cent saying this has been going on for a long period of time (up 2 points since last year) as opposed to a recent development. 
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Focus group participants, particularly older Canadians and those with a greater level of interest in these issues, spoke eloquently about this issue, describing the heyday of Canada’s military, the enormous contributions it has made in the World Wars and peacekeeping initiatives and the sad erosion of public and financial support for a robust and agile CF — “It’s just terrible, we used to have a powerful navy, troops that were the envy of the world and successive governments just kept chipping away at their funding”. 


Those respondents who felt the CF was under funded were asked to rate the extent to which this has produced negative impacts in  a number of areas. While all were deemed to have seen negative impacts, focussing on those who see great extent of negative impacts reveals a fairly clear hierarchy. Just under one in two (47%, up 4 points since last year) say under funding has negatively impacted the safety of military personnel, one third (36%, down 8 points feel that a great deal of negative impacts have been felt to Canada’s international reputation, a roughly one in four see great negative impacts to Canada’s relations with the US (24%, down 5 points) and our sovereignty (22%, stable over the past year).
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Focus group findings were in line with these quantitative data, with the safety of our troops being the most top of mind impact. There was a visceral reaction to what some described as sending troops into dangerous situations without the appropriate equipment and support to do their jobs. As noted in an earlier section, this seems to fuel positive sentiments towards those serving in the CF, making their contributions seem all the more honourable.

2.7 Interoperability and Canada/ US Relations


Survey respondents were asked about the extent to which the felt it important that the CF be able to operate effectively with a number of allies. While all are accorded at least some degree of importance, we find some differences of note in the intensity of the perceived importance. Close to seven in ten (68%, essentially stable over the past year) deem it very important that the Canadian Forces be able to operate effectively the UN, fifty-six per cent (down 5 points) feel it very important that our forces be able to work effectively with NATO and half (51%, stable over the past year) feel this way about the CF operating with the US. Quebeckers place lower importance on interoperability with all actors tested. Men place a good deal more importance on interoperability with the US than do women.
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Despite the somewhat lower relative appeal of interoperability with the US, an additional series of survey questions suggests a sense of some unmet potential for cooperation with our American neighbours. Respondents were asked about the extent to which Canada either should expand cooperation or is currently (randomly rotated) cooperating with the US in the defence of our borders and our coastlines. We find half of our respondents saying that we ought to be cooperating to a great extent in each area, but just 35 per cent saying we actually are in the defence of our borders and just 31 per cent we are in the defence of our coastlines. Perceptions of current levels of cooperation with the US on border defence is higher among Ontarians and Prairie residents, and Ontarians are more likely to support cooperation. Men are more supportive than are women of cooperation for coastline defence. Quebeckers score lower on all indicators.
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While the qualitative research findings would suggest that awareness of Canada’s defence relationship with the United States is modest, there is still a decisive lean towards seeing this relationship as netting out positive for Canada. A healthy majority (62%) feel that the relationship produces positive impacts on the safety and security of Canadians, and a majority (52%) holds the same sentiment vis-à-vis the impact on Canada’s international reputation. Just under half (45%) feel that our military relationship with the US produces positive impacts for Canadian sovereignty.
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Looking more broadly at Canada/US relations as a whole, survey respondents lean towards a positive evaluation, with four in ten (41%) saying relations are good versus half that number (19%) who describe them as poor. This represents a return to the opinions found in 2003 and 2004 following a decline last year.
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Regionally, Atlantic Canadians tend to be the more positive in their assessment of relations between Canada and the US, with 54 per cent describing them as good. Quebeckers are notably more tepid in their views with just 36 per cent saying relations are good.


This rebound of favourable views towards Canada/US relations is also echoed in a follow-up question asking respondents to gauge the movement in relations. We find just over in three respondents saying that relations are either improving (35%) or remaining stable (36%), and just under three in ten (28%) who feel they are worsening). This represents a sharp rise since last year in optimistic views on the evolution of relations with our closest neighbour; in March of 2005 just 19 per cent felt relations were improving (netting a 16 percentage point increase in this sentiment).
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We again find Quebeckers less positive in their views of Canada/US relations, with 31 per cent saying they are improving.  Ontarians (44%) and Albertans (55%) are significantly more likely to offer a positive assessment. Also more positive in their views on the changing nature of the relationship are men (50% saying the situation is improving as opposed to 32% of women) and seniors (49% of those over 65 say the situation is improving, a minimum 6 percentage points ahead of all other age cohorts).


It is clear that respondents also feel that improved relations with our closest neighbours is a positive step. A follow up question asked if the changing nature of the relationship was a “good thing” or a “bad thing”. We find over four in five (85%) of those who felt that Canada/US relations were improving saying that this is a good thing, and seven in ten (70%) of those who see relations as worsening feeling that this is a bad thing.

2.8 Sources of Information


There has been essentially no change since 2005 in the media Canadians cite as sources of information for issues like defence and world events. We find just under two thirds (63 per cent) turning to radio and television for most of their news on defence and world events, far outstripping other news sources. Thirteen per cent report getting most of this news from national newspapers, and equal numbers (10%) receive most of their news from local papers and the Internet. Fewer than one in 20 (3%) report that books, magazines and journals constitute their primary source of news.


Women and those with lower levels of educational attainment are somewhat more likely to report TV as their primary source of news. Those reporting the Internet is a main source are overrepresented by British Columbians (also more likely to turn to national newspapers), men and younger Canadians (although across all demographic groups the hegemony of television and radio as news sources is unchallenged.
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