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Staff Committee, the first step toward a single Chief of Defence Staff;
organized the Defence Research Board; and led defence policy through
the great defence rebuilding program of the 1950s, the Korean War, the
formation of NATO, and the deployment of forces overseas in peace-
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Introduction

The mid-1990s represented a tumultuous period during which the
Canadian Forces (CF) was facing multiple external and internal chal-
lenges. Senior leaders were struggling to concurrently achieve
significant force reductions as part of the post-Cold War ‘peace
dividend’, adapt to novel ‘peace enforcement’ missions in such regions
as the Balkans and Somalia, and to address questions and criticisms arising
from unprecedented external scrutiny of the functioning of the CF.

As part of a comprehensive review of senior leadership require-
ments, a series of interviews were subsequently conducted with retired
CF officers who had held very senior appointments during this period.
The resulting report, labeled “The Decade of Darkness”,1  reflected the
frustrations of those interviewed with both their own inability to have
their advice heeded by their political masters and/or their capacity to
implement necessary changes in a timely and coherent manner. While
several commented that they had not been fully prepared to operate in
the strategic political-military milieu, they expressed optimism that the
CF would be successful in preparing their successors to do so in the
future. At the time of these interviews, the CF had launched a series of
initiatives based on the long-range Defence 2020 strategy produced in
1998. Of relevance for addressing some of the weaknesses of the mid-
1990s, were the first-ever articulation of doctrine on the military as a
profession2  and the creation or updating of several professional devel-
opment programs, including a new Advanced Military Studies Course
for Lieutenant Colonels/Commanders and a National Security Studies
Course, designed to prepare Colonels/Captain (N) for the responsibili-
ties of General/Flag Officer duties.
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Concurrent with these initiatives, a team of American researchers
published a comprehensive review of the attitudes of senior United
States (US) military officers on a range of issues related to civil-military
relations. We recognized that this US “Gaps Project” provided a valu-
able method to compare the opinions of American and Canadian Officers
and to serve as a benchmark for long-term analyses of the effectiveness
of the doctrinal and professional development initiatives being imple-
mented within the CF. Therefore, an amended version of the US Gaps
survey was administered to students (Major to Colonel, and equiva-
lent) of the three senior courses conducted at the Canadian Forces
College (CFC) for the academic years 2001 to 2003. Owing more to
chance than prescience, responses were collected starting immediately
after the events of 9/11 and prior to the resultant commitment of CF
troops to the on-going mission in Afghanistan and the launch of General
Rick Hillier’s CF Transformation initiatives.3  As such, it represents a
unique snapshot of the attitudes of senior CF Officers during a period
when the need for change was apparent but the way ahead was, as yet,
unclear. Incorporating results presented in earlier interim papers,4  this
report summarizes the major research findings on the similarities and
difference between the US and Canadian military responses, as well as the
implications for assessing the longer term success of CF Transformation.

The responses of the senior officers who participated in this study
may be categorized and discussed under three broad groupings. The
first category is their political views, including perspectives on govern-
ment policies, confidence in political leaders and opinions on the
political-military interactions that characterize civil control of the mili-
tary. The second category contains their perspectives on Canadian
society, including their impressions of how Canadians view the mili-
tary and the state of military-civilian relations. The third bears on the
internal functioning of the CF, including assessments of readiness, mili-
tary culture, and the health of the profession of arms. Before presenting
these results, the initial section provides an overview of the issues that
shaped military officers’ opinions in both Canada and the United States,
followed by a brief summary of the findings of the US Gaps research
project and a description of the Canadian research design.
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conservative in its social values, beliefs and attitudes, would remain a
politically neutral arm of government and thus would be more amena-
ble to political direction and civilian control.

Janowitz, on the other hand, saw the military institution as deeply
embedded in its host society and dependent on it to effectively perform
its responsibilities—though its unique mission rendered it somewhat
different from other societal institutions and organizations. However,
it had to reflect the values and the sensibilities of liberal-democratic
society, if it was to enjoy legitimacy and support from the citizenry.
What this meant was that the military was to be adaptive to external
change, which, indeed, he documented in The Professional Soldier. This
included broadening the social base of the military profession and the
ascendance of dominant leadership and managerial models more in
keeping with those of democratic, technologically progressive society.
Janowitz viewed the military in much broader terms than just a war-
fighting machine and the profession as more than just a group of
conservative “heroic warriors”, insulated from the rest of society. It
was Janowitz who first saw the possibilities of the military playing a
“constabulary role”, which was based on the use of minimum force and
conflict-avoidance strategies and tactics. While he did not see the mili-
tary profession as usurping political roles, he believed that officers’
competency- and skill-sets should include those associated with devel-
oping an understanding and appreciation of the social and political
context, both domestically and internationally. Civilian control of the
military was based on the military profession’s values being embedded
in those of its society and were expected to change according to trans-
formations occurring therein.7  This professional orientation that
operated from an external rather than an internal reference point was to
be reinforced by professional socialization.8

Janowitz’ position (in contrast to Huntington’s) has been closer to
reality for most Western militaries throughout the second half of the
20th Century and up to the present.9  For example, the view that the
military, political and social spheres are not totally separate areas of
activity but rather interpenetrate and overlap is in line with Janowitz’
thinking. (To a large extent, the underlying assumptions of the US Gaps
research project are based on the Janowitzian understanding of civil-
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military professionalism as the primary vehicle through which civilian
control can be effected—“objective control” for Huntington and “sub-
jective control” for Janowitz—without clearly specifying the
mechanisms through which that occurs.10

In established democracies at least, civilian control per se is not
seen as the primary issue in civil-military relations.11  As neither socie-
ties nor political realities are static, the military must continually evolve
to respond to political direction and to maintain a special trust relation-
ship with the citizenry. Importantly, the military is not restricted to being
a neutral observer but is expected to conduct comprehensive analyses
in order to provide sound military advice to government and to engage
in authorized self-regulation to ensure that the profession retains the
confidence of the people. In fact, Bland has argued that military lead-
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dilemmas over providing appropriate advice (versus “standing up for
what is right and proper”) and in exercising institutional stewardship
to ensure that the nation always has the military it needs (versus gener-
ating one that sacrifices long-term effectiveness for short-term
expediency).18  Frustrations and concerns can arise when those in uni-
form do not believe that their advice is being given due consideration
or that they are being provided direction that is unwise; when the poli-
ticians perceive that the military is not being forthcoming or is not
responding appropriately when assigned missions; or, when the citizenry
see their military conducting activities in a manner that does not reflect
important societal values. These, in turn, can erode the trust, respect
and confidence that each has of the other. Many of these issues sur-
faced in a number of reports on the CF in the 1990s, including the
Somalia Inquiry, the Minister of National Defence (Douglas Young)
Report to the Prime Minister, the Parliamentary Standing Committee
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The US Triangle Institute for
Strategic Studies Gap Project 21

The “Project on the Gap between the Military and Civilian Soci-
ety” was designed to examine the similarities and differences in values,
attitudes, opinions and perspectives between the US military and Ameri-
can society. Sponsored by the Triangle Institute for Strategic Studies
(TISS), it was comprised of faculty members from Duke University,
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and North Carolina
State University. Drawing on commentary by political officials and
coverage in news journals, as well as an extensive body of American
attitudinal research, the study focused on a central and recurring problem
for American policy makers: the need to reconcile the distinctive cul-
ture and mission of the armed forces with American democratic ideals
and practices. Thus, the primary research objectives were to identify
the nature of the value or culture ‘gap’, to examine whether (or how) it
was changing, and to consider the implications for military effective-
ness and civil-military cooperation. As identified by the researchers,
this study represented a third ‘wave’ of academic interest in the nature
of the ‘gap’, with debates around Huntington’s and Janowitz’ positions
following the Second World War marking the first round, and the Viet-
nam Era studies marking the second.22

The US Gaps research design featured a multi- and inter-
disciplinary approach that applied survey research, cultural and political
analysis, and historical inquiry, to address a comprehensive set of ques-
tions about the nature and significance of the gap between military and
civilian cultures. While the primary results and the component repli-
cated in Canada are based on an attitudinal survey instrument, the Gaps
Project generated 21 original studies. The topics addressed by the lat-
ter ranged from the coverage of the military in the mass communication
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(rather than merely providing advice on these issues). These results
were linked to the military’s greater concern over the potential loss of
American lives. Interestingly, a study of acceptable US military casu-
alties across several scenarios included a potential mission to prevent
Iraq from acquiring weapons of mass destruction. The elite military
response was that the public would accept approximately 5,000 US
deaths while the elite civilian estimates were about 17,000, the broader
society (non-veteran) total was over 25,000 and members of society
with military service provided the highest response at 40,000. Research-
ers concluded that while military leaders were being very pessimistic
and the civilian elites were unduly concerned over battle losses, the
broader society was far more prepared for high US military losses. How-
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military and civilian leaders would mitigate the frank dialogue needed
to ensure effective decisions which might, in turn, impair military pre-
paredness, effectiveness and responsiveness. The final conclusion
addressed the original issue of the estrangement of military leaders from
mainstream society. Thus, while the military trusted their government
as an institution, they didn’t like elected officials and, while they re-
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Design of the Canadian Replication
of  the US Gaps Project

The Gaps Project was initially examined in light of CF initiatives
to produce doctrine on the profession of arms and to update the profes-
sional development programs for senior officers, and it was concluded
that there would be benefits in replicating this work in Canada. In order
to conduct an effective study and produce meaningful results, three
issues were considered in developing the research design. The first was
to determine the populations to be sampled to ensure comparability
with the US participants while also considering unique aspects in the
Canadian context. The second was to examine the available literature
on similar topics in Canada and to develop some initial hypotheses on
possible differences between Canadian and American views. The third
was to review the individual questionnaire items in the context of po-
tential Canadian-American differences to determine whether certain
items should be reworded, deleted or replaced with additional questions.

SURVEY POPULATIONS

In considering the potential populations to be sampled, it was de-
termined that a full replication of the TISS design was not feasible as
there were neither the resources nor the support for a broad survey of
either a comparable civilian elite or broader society samples. Although
not pursued, it was also considered that, if done, special consideration
would need to be given to addressing the relations between senior mili-
tary leaders and senior members of the Federal Government public
service. Given the differences in systems of government, it was hy-
pothesized that there might be important elements of the nature of views
and exchanges involving public servants (rather than politicians and











20 Between 9/11 and Kandahar

QUESTIONNAIRE AMENDMENTS

Examination of the original survey items used by the TISS research-
ers suggested four necessary types of changes to questions. The first
was to adapt item content to reflect the Canadian context. In addition
to the simplistic substitution of ‘Canadian’ for ‘American’, several items
were reworded to reflect differences in either Canadian legislation or
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references to the draft. Those deemed to be of less relevance and seen
as potentially intrusive included items measuring religious beliefs and
practices, interpretation of the Christian Bible and the banning of cer-
tain books.

The purpose of the fourth set of amendments was to split some
questions into a response for the Canadian context but to also measure
a response for the US setting. Again, due mainly to chance, the items
on attacks on Canada and on Canadian computer networks mirrored
similar questions concerning attacks on the US or American computer
networks. Also included under the list of institutions for which respond-
ents expressed their confidence and their knowledge was the US
Military.

The complete listing of all item amendments (including the gen-
eral rationale for the change) is presented in Annex A. The tables
containing the responses of participants for each item are presented in
Annex B.





Canadian Findings:
The Political Arena

The first set of results pertains to a number of items that reflect
opinions of the military respondents regarding both government poli-
cies and the nature of the military-political interface. While the focus
of these questions was on security policies and the role of the military,
questions were also included to measure support for broader fiscal and
social policies to both gauge alignment with the general public and
also to measure relative prioritization of government spending.
Responses are grouped under three general categories: overall foreign
and domestic policies; the role of the military; and perspectives on civil
control of the military.

FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC POLICIES

The respondents generally endorsed a wide range of foreign policy
goals as being either very or somewhat important with combined en-
dorsements ranging from a low of 69% to a high of 93% on the nine
items presented. The top three items deemed to be very important were:
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons (60%), fostering international
cooperation to solve common problems (49%), and worldwide arms
control (43%). Of interest, the two items that attracted the largest mi-
nority opinion as not important pertained to helping bring a democratic
form of government to other nations (27% not important) and main-
taining NATO military superiority worldwide (as the equivalent to the
TISS item on US military superiority) (24%). In contrast to their Ameri-
can peers, Canadian officers tended to take a more balanced approach
in considering international policies providing stronger support for a
number of social policies while relatively fewer rated the nuclear
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weapons or arms control items as very important. Differences emerged
between Canadians and Americans in the percentage endorsing as very
important the following items: promoting human rights (37% very im-
portant for Canadians vs. 13% for US), improving standards of living
in less developed countries (26% Canadian vs. 8% US) and combating
world hunger (26% vs. 15%). Conversely, the American sample was
more in favour of maintaining military superiority (74% very impor-
tant vs. 26% for Canadians), addressing nuclear weapons (90% vs. 60%)
and worldwide arms control (72% vs. 43%).

This pattern of a more balanced perspective by the Canadian par-
ticipants was also evident in their views on threats to national security.
In considering these results, it should be recalled that the Canadian
data collection occurred after the events of 9/11 while the US research
was conducted prior to this event. Not surprisingly, a majority consid-
ered there to be very serious threats from the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction in less developed countries (57%) and international
terrorism (55%) while 41% saw terrorist attacks on Canada to pose a
very serious threat. Of note, while the Canadian respondents saw a
greater likelihood of terrorist attacks on the US (50% very serious),
57% of the US military participants had seen terrorist attacks on the
US as a very serious threat pre-9/11. On a related item, Canadians saw
a degree of concern over the expansion of Islamic fundamentalism (27%
very serious threat) while at the early date Americans had dismissed
this concern (only 10% very serious). This perception has likely shifted
significantly in the US in recent years.

Overall, Canadians tended to see the broad range of items pre-
sented as less of a threat to national security than did the Americans.
The largest divergence pertained to a central issue in the TISS Gaps
research: the threat posed by the decline of standards and morals in
society (the focus of the 1997 Ricks’ Atlantic Monthly article). While
42% of the US military officers saw this as a very serious threat, only
10% of the Canadians agreed, with 60% dismissing this issue as either
slightly serious or not at all serious. Other differences included the
emergence of China as a great military power (13% of Canadian en-
dorsed very serious threat vs. 33% of Americans), proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (57% Canadian vs. 81% US) and interna-
tional drug trafficking (16% Canadian vs. 30% US). Neither group
tended to see issues, such as number of immigrants and refugees com-
ing to the country, economic competition or environmental problems
as presenting very serious threats to national security.
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The opinions of the Canadian and American military officers on a
range of government domestic/social policies tended to mirror the simi-
larities and differences between the two nations overall. Americans were
more likely than Canadians to endorse more conservative or traditional
approaches, such as permitting prayer in public schools (74% US vs.
49% Canadian), encouraging mothers to stay at home with children
(51% vs. 39%), barring homosexuals from teaching in public schools
(44% vs. 17%) or providing tax credits for children to attend private
schools (53% vs. 32%); Canadians were more in favour of leaving abor-
tion decisions to women and their doctors (82% Canadian vs. 65% US)
and in redistributing income to the poor (37% vs. 24%). Both groups
strongly endorsed debt reduction versus tax relief and neither was in
favour of relaxing environmental regulations to stimulate economic
growth or in reducing the defence budget to increase the education
budget. (Conceptually, these three items are the same, but there are
significant difference in real dollar terms on the size of the national
debt, relative tax rates, and the defence and education budget alloca-
tions). The two items that were reverse-worded to reflect national
policies could be considered to represent a degree of convergence. First,
only 10% of Americans supported banning the death penalty with 55%
of Canadian military officers supporting reintroduction. Second, only
9% of Canadians agreed with easing current controls on the sale of
handguns while 69% of Americans favoured restricting handgun sales.

Asked to indicate how important various domestic issue were for
them, the Canadian respondents tended to reflect the broader public
opinions with the top three items listed as the Canadian economy (80%),
protection of the environment (75%) and the health care system (72%).
Mid-level importance was given to integrity among public officials
(67%), illegal drugs (59%), immigration (53%), and the gap between
rich and poor (52%) with the least important issues as resolving rela-
tions with Aboriginal people (39%) and the feminist movement (20%).
Only five items were included in the US TISS survey with higher re-
sponses for integrity of public officials (79%) and illegal drugs (69%),
a similar rating on the Social Security System (as a parallel for Cana-
dian health care), and lesser importance attached to protection of the
environment (64%) or the gap between rich and poor (48%).

ROLE OF THE MILITARY

Three questions tapped into perceptions regarding the role of the
military. The first assessed aspects of the appropriate use of military
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A second question more closely linked the role of the military and a
number of the potential threats to security reported on above by asking
whether it was more or less effective to use military tools versus non-military
tools such as diplomacy. Both Canadians and Americans endorsed the use
of diplomacy with the use of the military seen as much more or somewhat
more effective than non-military tools only for addressing international
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selecting kinds of military units (68% of Canadians endorsed ‘insist’
vs. 63% in the US), developing an ‘exit strategy’ (53% Canadian ‘in-
sist’ vs. 52% in the US) and setting rules of engagement (48% Canadian
vs. 50% US). As noted in Annex A, the TISS item ‘ensuring that clear
political and military goals exist’ was split into two with interesting
results. Fully 80% of the Canadians endorsed insist for ensuring mili-
tary goals existed and 40% did so for the political goals (67% in the US
selected insist for the single item on political and military goals). As
with their American colleagues, Canadians’ opinions were more closely
aligned with civil control theory as being generally neutral or simply
providing advice regarding whether to intervene, deciding what the goals
should be and generating public support for the intervention.

Further evidence of potential disconnects in the Canadian military-
political arena come from additional items on the role of senior officers.
28% of Canadians somewhat or strongly disagreed that high ranking
civilian officials rather than military officers should have the final say
on whether to use military force (compared to only 9% in the US), 79%
disagreed that civilian officials should have the final say on what type
of force to use and 57% agreed that military leaders do not have enough
influence in deciding policies with respect to other countries (vs. only
27% agreement in the US sample).

A somewhat puzzling result on another key indicator was the di-
rect statement on civilian control of the military. As presented above,
Canadian and American respondents tended to express similar views
that suggest an erosion of civil-military control including low levels of
confidence in their political leaders and a strong belief that military
leaders should take a more forceful approach in insisting on key deci-
sions. Despite these “worrisome” opinions, 93% of Americans somewhat
or strongly agreed that civilian control of the military is absolutely safe
and secure while only 79% of Canadians agreed. These differences are
confusing when considered alongside other items. The first is that a
majority of Canadians felt that their military leaders did not exert enough
influence yet only 24% believed that military leaders might seek ways
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carrying out orders they oppose. Although it is only offered as specula-
tion, the Canadian responses may be a reflection of their lack of
confidence in the government of the day such that, while their Ameri-
can colleagues provided their overwhelming acceptance of the principle
of civil control, the Canadians may have signaled their pessimism of
the effectiveness of the actual direction being provided by the politicians.

SUMMARY OF THE POLITICAL ARENA

As with the conclusions presented by the TISS researchers, the
replication of this research with senior CF officers has also revealed
some perspectives that are reassuring, others that are confusing and a
few that have the potential to become problematic if not addressed.
Although this survey was not administered to any civilian populations,
it is considered appropriate to suggest that the Canadian military
officers’ opinions on a range of domestic and foreign issues were not at
odds with the perspectives that the Canadian electorate has endorsed in
the last two national elections. The world is not seen as quite as threat-
ening an environment as the American military respondents believed
and there was general endorsement that Canada should use a range of
approaches to address a spectrum of problems. Importantly, the Cana-
dian officers did not adopt the dominant American military view that
the military should be used sparingly but, when deployed, sent with
overwhelming force. The endorsement of a more gradual escalation of
responses to possible threats and the use of the military in operations
other than war or for domestic disaster relief are assessed as much more
aligned with Canadian public perspectives and a mild rejection of the
perspective that Canadian officers are exposed to from their American
counterparts. In some regards, however, the Canadian military officers
may be positioned between the attitudes of their colleagues to the south
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officers in the day-to-day decision making, especially as they relate to
the nature of military missions. At the time the survey was completed,
the Canadian respondents clearly believed that their political masters
were not very knowledgeable concerning the CF and were making de-
cisions based on partisan expediency rather than on the good of the
nation. We may speculate that some of these responses would be more
positive following the decisions of both the Martin and Harper govern-
ments to re-invest in the CF and the subsequent CF Transformation
initiatives launched by General Hillier, Chief of the Defence Staff
(CDS), after these surveys were administered. However, these results
paint a somewhat negative picture of military officers’ trust and confi-
dence in both their political masters and government decisions.

Whether in response to these concerns or also a result of influ-
ences from their colleagues in arms south of the Canada-US border,
the Canadian military respondents also clearly believed that their most
senior military leadership should be taking a much more vigourous role
when interacting with government officials. One encouraging note here
is that while almost half of the American officers also reported they
would leave the military if the senior leadership did not stand up for
what is right in military policy; only 29% of their CF colleagues re-
ported the same intention (or frustration). It was the combination of the
desire to see their leaders impose the military perspective on govern-
ment decision makers and the intent to quit if they did not see this
occur that led the TISS researchers to conclude that theretiooTuG 021b
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respondents concern the current and future combat capability of their
Armed Services versus the relative pessimism of the Canadians regard-
ing the CF, it is possible that, while the US officers would like to see
their seniors more forcefully imposing their views on the government,
there are also some indications that they still have confidence that, when
needed, the military will be appropriately supported by the government.
Conversely, the Canadian officers may be reflecting the opinions ex-
pressed by external military advocacy groups that either out of ignorance
or political opportunism, Canadian governments have tended to com-
mit their military to activities with little or no willingness to provide
what the military would define as the necessary resources.33
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issues. Canadian military officers reported relatively positive attitudes
on such items as “most people can be trusted” (71%) and “it is impor-
tant that children be encouraged to think for themselves” (87%) rather
than (just) being obedient (7%). On the central issue of the state of the
military’s role in influencing social values, Canadian responses were
more moderate than the US results. Although 75% strongly or some-
what agreed that the decline in traditional values was contributing to
the breakdown of our society, only one half agreed that, through lead-
ing by example, the military could help society become more moral or
that, further, society would be better off adopting military values and
customs. Their American peers were much more emphatic on these
points.

There are clear differences between the US and Canada in the role
of religion in society. Only 26% of the Canadian respondents (com-
pared to 61% in the US) endorsed the idea that society would have
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THE MEDIA

Recognizing the role of the mass communications media and jour-
nalists in informing the public, a series of questions examined
perceptions in this domain. As with their US counterparts, the Cana-
dian respondents were clearly split on how they thought the mass media
depicted the military; 41% endorsed somewhat or very supportive, 44%
endorsed somewhat or very hostile and only 12% assessed it as neutral.
Recalling that 52% thought that politicians shared the same values as
Canadians in general, they held the same view of journalists, with 50%
agreeing and 16% not being sure. In contrast, 67% assessed military
leaders as sharing the same values and 15% were unsure. Officers did
not express confidence in most institutions, and the media (press and
television) fell into the same range as most other institutions. Although
they are below the neutral point, these results are more positive than
the very negative opinions expressed by the US military officers to-
wards the media.

RESPECT

The final group of items tapped into general levels of trust and
respect. While the Canadian respondents strongly believed that most
members of the military have a great deal of respect for civilian soci-
ety, they did not perceive this respect to be reciprocated. Only 50%
strongly or somewhat agreed that most civilians had a great deal of
respect for the military and 78% felt that the military gets less respect
than it deserves from Canadians. Further, only 26% believed that the
Canadian people understand the sacrifices made by those in uniform.
Finally, in response to a question regarding the military in time of war,
84% believed that Canadians’ lack of trust in uniformed leaders would
somewhat or greatly hurt military effectiveness. However, public opin-
ion polling data from a similar period (1998-2000) provided a much
different perspective.37  When pollsters asked Canadians if they believed
the military was doing a good job, over 80% of poll respondents said
yes. Similarly, a positive evaluation of CF members was given by 88%
of poll respondents. Further, an average of 60% of polled Canadians
across these three years’ worth of data expressed a positive evaluation
of the performance of CF leadership. Interestingly, this polling was
commissioned by DND and presented to the senior CF leadership. Our
results suggest that this information either was not disseminated inter-
nally or was not believed by this cohort of military officers. More recent
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just before this project was cancelled. In particular, while they did see the
military as inculcating a specific set of ‘martial’ values, they also accepted
their responsibilities to ensure that the profession reflects fundamental
beliefs in Canadian society.

There were, however, indications that a ‘perception gap’ existed
in two areas of concern. The first is that the leaders surveyed appeared
complacent as regards their role in removing barriers to military par-
ticipation of historically disadvantaged groups. There was a tendency
to believe that the CF had done as much as was needed to further the
careers of these groups, even though the record remains questionable.
The second was their sense that Canadians at large did not value or
respect their military when evidence from polling data, published in
Canada, revealed strong public support. To a large extent, however, this
research depicted a military that is neither alienated from, nor dismiss-
ive of, Canadian society. In this regard, there are important differences
between the Canadian and American military perspectives.

The results pertaining to the effectiveness of political-military in-
teractions are considered to be mixed. On a positive note, Canadian
military officers accepted a broad range of roles and missions for the
military—including extending a helping hand to those in need; and they
generally endorsed the use of all available tools to influence the inter-
national arena. In contrast, their American counterparts tended to see
the international domain in terms of threats to national security, with a
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The primary conclusion reached from the data presented is that
while Canadian military officers’ support for civil control of the mili-
tary as a concept is reassuring, their understanding of what it means in
practice is lacking. It is understandable that the Canadian military pro-
fession might be influenced by the perspectives emanating from those
in uniform south of the Canada-US border; but it is not clear from these
results that Canadian officers were sufficiently aware of the geo-fiscal
realities that inform political decision-making on the national stage. In
contrast to the US imperatives of being the world’s current superpower,
Canadian military leaders did not appear to understand the implica-
tions when the government can afford to see its military as a vehicle to
attain the maximum political benefit with the least political investment
and lowest political risk. Their assessments of current and future mili-
tary capabilities along with their evident questioning of the logic and
rationale behind Defence policy decisions suggests that, when inter-
preting government pronouncements on Canadian Force capabilities,
these officers may be applying the yardstick used for measuring the
military capabilities of major powers rather than occasional middle
powers.

These results present a particular concern when viewed in the con-
text of the shifts in government policy and military directions that
occurred shortly after these data were collected. It would be easy for
those in uniform to interpret the combination of: increased budget allo-
cations and authorized force expansion; the emergence of a charismatic
Chief of the Defense Staff with a clear vision and a national presence;
the commitment of troops to a mission that was recognized to include
major combat operations; and, the visible support of Canadians to hon-
our those who died in Afghanistan as all pointing to the dawn of an age
of enlightenment with the military finally restored to its rightful place
in the political-social order. While this is possible, another view is that
this may represent a rare confluence of events that has propelled the
military to an unusual and potentially short-lived status in the affairs of
the nation.

This report does not presume to forecast the future of the CF, how-
ever, the results obtained do suggest that, at the time these data were
collected, this cadre of senior officers had not acquired a firm under-
standing of the political nuances that inform the evolution of defence
policy over time. As a result, they may not possess the perspective of
the strategic political-military milieu need to be able to anticipate and/
or adapt to upcoming changes. Thus, the results observed do not indicate







Notes

1 The Sharpe & English (2003) report summarized the comments from
six senior officers who held the responsibilities of Vice-Chief of the Defence
Staff and Associate Deputy Minister (Personnel).

2 Duty with Honour: The Profession of Arms in Canada developed dur-
ing this period and formally promulgated in 2003.

3 Appointed Chief of the Defence Staff in 2005, General Hillier has led a
significant restructuring of the command and control of the CF along with
implementation of the first real increases in authorized force strength and
defence budget in decades. The Federal Government decision to take a lead
role in stabilization operations in Kandahar and nearby provinces in Southern
Afghanistan have become a major focus of the application of these transfor-
mation initiatives.

4 Initial work on this project along with preliminary results have been
presented by all three authors. Details are presented in the references at Okros
(2000), Okros (2001), Hill (2002), and Hill and Pinch (2004).

5 As presented below, the seminal work in this domain was generated by
Samuel Huntington and Morris Janowitz. For recent extensions and reviews,
see the works by Bland (1999), Cottey, Edmunds & Forster (2002), and Burk
(2002) presented in the references.

6 The original works were Huntington’s (1957) The Soldier and the State
and Janowitz’ (1960) The Professional Soldier.

7 This concept is discussed in the CF doctrine manual Duty with Honour
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9 See Burk’s (2002) discussion for the US Armed Services and Harries-
Jenkins’ (2003) broader review in other nations.

10 For a complete discussion and some of the initial thinking underlying
the TISS Gaps project, see Feaver’s (1996) review article.

11 For recent considerations of the central issues in the US see Burk (2002)
and, in the Canadian context, see Bland (1999 and 2001).

12 Amongst others, see Bland’s discussions in both the 1999 and 2001
articles listed in the references.

13 As articulated in Duty with Honour Chapter Three, “Military profes-
sionals advise on what military capabilities are necessary to support national
programs and help formulate security policies that provide the stability and
international influence necessary to facilitate long-term success. ... Civil au-
thorities must integrate consideration of the means to achieve political
objectives and military professionals must be cognizant of how political fac-
tors will influence strategic plans. Vigorous, non-partisan debate makes a major
contribution to policy decisions. In the final analysis, however, the civil au-
thority decides how the military will be used by setting political objectives
and allocating the appropriate resources, while military professionals develop
the force to achieve these objectives.” p 42.

14 Amongst other reviews of these issues, see Feaver (1996) and Pinch
(2000).

15 For a full discussion of these issues, see Pinch (1994).
16 This issue was the subject of a comprehensive international compari-

son presented in Moskos, Williams & Segal’s (2000) The Post-modern Military:
Armed Forces After the Cold War. The overview of the Canadian context is
provided in the chapter by Pinch “Canada: Managing change with shrinking
resources” (pp. 156-182).

17 Again, see Feaver’s (1996) for his initial discussions of the tensions in
this domain that form part of his approach to the TISS Gaps project.

18 These perspectives are presented in the Sharpe & English’s “Decade
of Darkness” paper cited earlier.

19 In particular, the 2002 Report of the Office of the Canadian Forces
Ombudsman Special Report on Systemic Treatment of Canadian Forces Mem-
bers with PTSD highlighted concerns regarding the reputation of the CF in
protecting the wellbeing of soldiers.

20 For one of the more recent reviews of the consequences of these vari-
ous factors, see Bland’s (2004) discussion in Canada without Armed Forces?

21 Much of information presented throughout this report on this project
is drawn from Feaver and Kohn’s (2001) Soldiers and civilians: The civil-
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military gap and American national security. Unless otherwise noted, refer-
ences to the Gaps project including the US data presented are drawn from
Soldiers and civilians.

22 The fact that all three ‘waves’ have occurred when American foreign
policy and the role of the military were in transition should be noted as not just
coincidental.

23 The Foreign Policy Leadership Project has tracked the opinions of
American ‘elites’ every four years since 1976. See Holsti (1996) for details.

24 The specific treatment of this topic in Soliders and Civilians is pre-
sented in Miller and Williams’ chapter “Civil Rights vs Combat Effectiveness?
Military Policies on Gender and Sexuality.”

25 As incorporated in the paper presented at this symposium, several of
the topics considered have not been the subject of formal investigation in
Canada hence some of the hypotheses developed are considered to be more
speculations or inferences than research hypotheses.

26 Donald Savoie provides a detailed treatment of this issue in Govern-



56 Between 9/11 and Kandahar

32 In an unpublished Master’s thesis title The Court of Last Resort: The
Canadian Forces and the 1990 Oka Crisis, Winegard provides a detailed treat-
ment of this issue from the perspectives of both the Canadian Forces and the
First Nations involved in the 1998 confrontation at Oka.

33 Again, among many commentaries, see Bland’s discussion in Canada
without Armed Forces.

34 Among other presentations of the socialization of new CF members
see Fodor (1970) and Gaudet (1983).

35 See, in particular, the discussion in Duty with Honour Chapter Two.
36 These ideas were discussed in a panel session at the Inter-university

Seminar on the Armed Forces and Society (IUS) Biennial Conference and
summarized in Okros (2001).

37 These results are from polling data compiled by Pollara and are cited,
in particular, as this research was commissioned by the Defence Department
and reported to the senior leadership in the fall of 2000. The contrasting re-
sults clearly indicate that this information was not accurately disseminated
internally.

38 The evolution of Canadian opinions towards the military are presented
in Pinch and Segal’s (2003) report.

39 For a more complete discussion of the structural aspects, see Pinch
(1994) with the implications for change initiatives presented in Peckan and
Ruddock (2001).

40 The academic literature in this domain is best summarized in the works
of Keegan (1982) and Kohlberg (1972).

41 For a comprehensive review of these issues and a valuable baseline
measure, see Cotton’s (1979) review and presentation of research data.

42 Pinch’s (1982) review provides a valuable reference as to the changes
noted over the last two decades.

43 For a presentation of perspectives on gender integration, see Davis’
(1996) review of CF research and Winslow and Dunn’s (2002) overview.

44 The requirements to lead change are presented in the concept of Lead-
ing the Institution as presented in the CF Doctrine manual Leadership in the
Canadian Forces: Conceptual Foundations. The theoretical background of this
work and analyses of previous and future leadership requirements are pre-
sented in a series of four papers listed in the references that were produced by
Karol Wenek, the primary author of the CF Leadership Doctrine manuals.

45 Amongst other reports see Pinch (2000) and Davis (2004).
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Q03 Wording Instructions changed from “This question asks you to
evaluate the seriousness of the following as threats to
American national security” to “Using the scale provided,
please evaluate the seriousness of the following as threats
to Canadian national security”.

Q03c Wording Item changed from “American interventions in conflicts
that are none of our business” to “Canadian interventions
in conflicts that do not involve vital Canadian national
interests”.

Q03d,f,l Wording “U.S.” and “American” changed to “Canada” and
“Canadian”

N/a Addition New item reads “Terrorist attacks on Canada”.

N/a Addition New item reads “Attacks on international computer
networks”

Q04 Wording Instructions clarified. Old wording reads “Reviewing some
of the earlier list of possible threats to national security,
how effective is the use of military tools compared to non-
military tools for coping with them?”. New wording reads
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“Using the scale provided, please indicate the degree to
which you agree/disagree with the stated position on each
of the following domestic issues”.

Q05a Deleted Item “Busing children in order to achieve school
integration” deleted as not applicable in Canada.

Q05l Wording Item changed from “Banning the death penalty” to
“Reintroduction of the death penalty” in order to reflect
legal differences in Canada.

Q05m Wording Item changed from “Placing stringent controls on the sale
of handguns” to “Easing controls on the sale of handguns”
in order to reflect legal differences in Canada.

Q06 Deleted Item “The American missile strikes against suspected
terrorist sites in Afghanistan and Sudan were a legitimate
response to the bombing of American Embassies in Kenya
and Tanzania” deleted as not applicable to Canadian
respondents.

Q08 Wording Instructions changed from “This question asks you to
indicate your position on a variety of social issues” to
“Using the scale provided, please indicate the degree to
which you agree/disagree with the following statements
about social issues” for clarity.

Q08b,e,f Wording “American” changed to “Canadian”.

Q09 Wording Instructions changed to reduce redundancy with response
options.

Q11-Q13 Deleted These items addressed censorship on the basis of non-
normative stances or characteristics of the authors of
books (i.e., books by authors advocating anti-religious,
communist, or pro-homosexual positions). The utility of
these items was not considered to be high and they were
removed to reduce the overall length of the survey.

Q14-Q15 Deleted These items dealt with feelings about the Bible, and
beliefs about life after death respectively. The researchers
felt that their utility was marginal in the Canadian context,
and they were removed to reduce the overall length of the
survey.

Q16 Wording Instructions changed to reduce redundancy with response
options.
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Q17 Deleted This question about frequency of prayer was of little
perceived utility and of high perceived intrusiveness, and
was therefore removed to reduce the overall length of the
survey.

Q18 Wording Instructions changed to reduce redundancy with response
options.

Q19 Deleted This item asked individuals to identify their religious
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secondary education” was split into “public primary and
secondary education” and “private primary and secondary
education” items). Others were intended to broaden the
list for comparability with other databases (e.g., the World
Values Survey database), reflect the Canadian context
(e.g., inclusion of “CSIS”, “the Presidency” changed to
“the Prime Minister”), and tap into notions related to
globalization (e.g., inclusion of “trade agreements (e.g.,
NAFTA)”, “NATO”, “the G8 Leaders (as a group)”, “the
International Court”, “the United Nations”) and social
change (e.g., inclusion of “the Women’s movement”). See
Question 23 at Annex B for complete list.
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Q36.8 Wording Item bias reduced by changing “were less” to “become less”.

Q37 Wording “Morale in my service” changed to “Morale in the unit I
currently/most recently work with” to realistically reflect
individual’s sphere of personal experience.

Q38 Deleted Item regarding casualty tolerance/aversion removed
because issues not believed to be the same in the Canadian
context and a single item is insufficient for diagnostic
purposes.

Q40a Wording “Financial stability of Social Security” changed to
“Financial stability of the Canadian pension fund”

Q40b,d Wording “U.S.” and “American” changed to “Canada” and
“Canadian”

N/a Addition Scope of opinion broadened by including items relating to
the health care system, the feminist movement,
immigration to Canada, relations with Aboriginal peoples
and the economy.

Q41a Wording “American” changed to “Canadian”

Q41e Wording Item “A ban on language and behavior that encourage
comradery among soldiers” changed to “A ban on
language and behavior that encourage adherence to
traditional patters of camaraderie among soldiers” in order
to increase clarity.

Q42 Wording Instructions changed from “Here are some statements
people have made about the American military” to “The
following are a series of statements that have been made
about the military. Using the scale provided, please
indicate the degree to which you agree/disagree with each
statement”.

Q42d,j Wording “U.S. military”, “American” and “Armed forces” changed
to “The Canadian Forces”, “Canadian”, and “Canadian
Forces” respectively.

Q42h Wording Original item “On most military bases there are company
stores, childcare centers, and recreational facilities right
on the base. It is very important to keep these things on
military bases in order to keep a sense of identity in the
military community” reworded to reflect Canadian
situation: “It is very important to keep military housing,

Table A1
(Continued)

TISS item Nature of Details of change
number change
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Q48c Wording Item “When civilians tell the military what to do, domestic
partisan politics rather than national security requirements
are often the primary motivation” changed to “When
civilian government officials tell the military what to do,
party politics rather than national security requirements
are often the primary motivation for decisions” for clarity
and to use more familiar terminology for Canadian samples.

Q48e Wording “President” replaced with “Governor General” to reflect
the Canadian position holder of ‘commander in chief of
the military’.

N/a Addition Item “To be respected by the military, the Prime Minister
should have served in uniform” added to capture aspects
of the American question about the President not captured
by the changed item regarding the commander in chief of
the military.

Q48f Wording “United States” changed to “Canada”.

Q48g Wording Item “…our policy with other countries” changed to
“…our policy with respect to other countries” for clarity.

Q49 Wording “civilian leaders” changed to “government officials” for
clarity.

Q50, Q51 Addition Option “no opinion” added to response list.

Q52 Wording Additional phrase added to Canadian instructions: “The
Canadian Forces has a policy to fully integrate women
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Q53.5 Wording/ Item “having women in combat units will improve morale
Addition  and motivate men to outperform them” split into two

items (“having women in combat units will improve
morale” and “having women in combat units will motivate
men to outperform them”) for conceptual clarity.

Q53.7 Wording “American” changed to “Canadian”.

Q53.10 Wording “I do not support opening combat roles to women”
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