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INTRODUCTION / WE KNOW

We’d like to say just trust us on that point. But then we actually know that only 40% of Canadians trust what we pollsters say (and that’s not bad, given that CEOs are trusted by only 18%). Also, we don’t know everything off the top of our heads—there are many things we do know, but not everything—so our publisher thought we should lay out some kind of credentials to back up the claim that we know what you’re thinking.

You see, there are lots and lots of market research companies in Canada. Ipsos Reid is the biggest, though. We work on about $170 million worth of market research every year for the Canadian marketplace, and almost as much for the U.S. market. Our mothership corporation, Ipsos, is the second-largest market research company in the world, performing $1.6 billion (Canadian) worth of market and opinion research in over 100 countries. That’s in just one year.

A lot of people ask us how we do our research. Some think that we throw questions out at an unsuspecting public and then try to sell their answers to clients. Well, okay, that occasionally happens—and we’d like to mention that we sell this research for a tenth of what it would cost our clients to discover it on their own. But that’s seldom the way things normally go in the world of market research and opinion polls.

What normally happens is that somebody comes to us with a problem or a question. Most of the time, “somebody” is a corporation you have probably heard of, such as a big soft-drink company, a bank, a chocolate-bar maker, a drug manufacturer, a department store, a software developer … well, you get the idea. And they want to know how current and prospective customers view their products or services. They might want to know what people think of their reputation (even if they don’t have much of one yet), or what customers think of a new ad campaign (before it’s launched on television), or whether people consider the company’s employees to be doing a good job (or whether employees themselves feel satisfied). Or the question might be something very specific, such as: Will food packaging attract more customers if it displays the words “free range” instead of “organic,” or would it be more successful with both labels?

In short, we measure things. Not with a metre stick or a tape measure but by asking lots of questions in a survey format and then getting our computers to help “slice and dice” the results. The computer technology allows us to track the different responses we get from different audiences, age groups, income groups, or regions of the country. We then write up our findings, put together a nifty PowerPoint presentation, and ship it off to the client.

We’ve heard it alleged that all opinion pollsters do is produce results that tell the clients what they want to hear. Well, read our lips … oh, okay, you can’t read our lips, but we’ll ask the printer to make this bit as plain and clear as possible: The truth matters.

You see, market research is a very expensive tool. If you hired us and then manipulated us to tell your boss that a huge market existed for plaid wedding dresses when there actually wasn’t one, it wouldn’t take long for you and us, your research agency, to get the boot. So, truth matters. Sometimes clients expect a different result, and sometimes what we tell them disappoints them, but it’s our job to give the results straight up. We may be mercenaries of a kind, but we’re not missionaries, and we don’t work to spread a particular gospel.

Some clients ask us to recruit so-called “real people,” which means actual or plausible customers, patients, taxpayers, retirees, etc., who sit in a room and become that famous research tool, the “focus group.” For a couple of hours, clients sit behind mirrored glass while in the room on the other side one of our research moderators asks people probing questions worked out in advance. The members of the focus group might say things that aren’t quantifiable, that aren’t representative of all people just like them, or that perhaps aren’t even terrifically interesting, but it’s useful for the clients to see and hear “real people” express unfiltered views. It’s also a very useful way of teaching the researchers what needs to go into a full-length questionnaire aimed at gathering data.

Focus groups can sometimes be a challenge in themselves. Like the time a woman showed up at a 6:00 p.m. focus group meeting dressed in a clown suit and wearing full makeup because she was entertaining at an adult birthday party at 9:00. You can imagine what it was like for the moderator and the other nine members to sit in a room talking about the effects of cross-border trade with a clown interjecting that building another bridge between Canada and the United States would help ease the trade deficit between our two countries in real time.

And what about the clients? In that sealed-off room, they hear things that can send them into a tizzy. “What do you mean they don’t understand what’s inside the bottle? It’s on the label!” …”I can’t believe that their one bad customer service experience made them go somewhere else. I’ll get the name of the person in our store and fire him tomorrow!” We’ve seen the disbelief when a client hears someone repeatedly referring to a chief competitor as having the best prices when the opposite is the case. Most of our clients see this as a learning experience and don’t get too exercised over what people say; after all, it’s vital to hear the unvarnished truth about what the public thinks. But then again, we have witnessed the paint company mixing engineer who, at the end of a focus group, went barging into the room just as people were getting ready to leave, ordered everyone back into their seats, and then went around the table with notebook in hand, correcting all of the misinformation he had heard about the product and the store chain. Needless to say, our client ensured that this employee was not involved in the rest of the focus group meetings that were convened in cities across Canada.

While the thousands of focus groups we conduct every year can be illuminating and even downright entertaining, it’s our quantitative work that gets more attention—that is, the work of interviewing large groups of people and then tallying up their answers into survey results, which most people refer to as “polls.” When you take into account how long we’ve been involved in opinion research—Darrell 30 years and John 20, making a total of 50 years of looking at a bunch of data tables served up from interviewing people the night before, and then creating scads of other questions to use in interviews with more Canadians during the coming evening—you’ll understand that we’ve seen the numbers on pretty much any and every subject imaginable: from vitamins to Viagra, taxes to tariffs.

On top of that, over the decades we’ve also held positions that include, between the two of us, working in government relations for a prime minister and a cabinet minister, working in advertising and media relations, lecturing at universities, and membership in many private, public, and not-for-profit boards of directors. So our work hasn’t always been about questions or numbers, which is a good thing, because you’ve got to bring experience and perspective to the table when you try to help a client get from point A to point B.

We started working together at what was then a fairly modest polling company back in 1989. In those days, we had about $4.5 million in client billings and eleven senior staff. We learned from each other and traded stories about the exciting things we were doing. We knew every single company project, we partied hard like university students, and we pulled all-nighters for a week if we were doing something that was on the cutting edge. It was stimulating, it was exhilarating.

In the following years, Ipsos Reid became a household name because of the polling client relationships the company built with top media organizations in Canada and abroad. Given that we don’t work for political parties, and that only about 3% of our business is with governments across Canada, we’re very independent in terms of what we can poll and report on without fear of backlash or undue influence. These things usually surprise people—our size, our scope of business, and whom we don’t work for.

Another point that surprises people (especially those who know us personally) is how much education we actually have. Darrell holds a B.A., an M.A., and a Ph.D. in research design. Like him, virtually every aspiring pollster or market researcher needs either an exceptional university track record with a degree related to market research, sociology, or psychology, or at least an impressive set of academic letters after their name. The days are long gone when people who expressed a vague interest in marketing or in people’s opinions could start in the telephone calling room and work their way up to a senior research position. Sure, a few exceptions to that rule may still slip by, but those who apply to our company are mostly young, bright, and exceptionally talented people making the brazen claim that they’ve wanted to work here all their lives. Which, we admit, may be a realistic statement, given that many of them are less than 22 years old and were therefore actually still learning to walk when we were polling on whether Bob Rae was going to be premier of Ontario. (As Ontarians know, before he entered the federal Liberal Party, Mr. Rae did serve as premier of Ontario. Our poll—a poll that, within pundit circles, is still remembered, and that really established our company on the national media scene—was the first to suggest that Bob Rae was on his way to victory over David Peterson.)

Darrell runs the Global Public Affairs division, one of only five über-divisions in an Ipsos mother company that now spans 20 countries. He’s also the author of two best-selling books on Canadian public opinion (one is a deadly serious page-turner that he wrote with Ed Greenspon, former editor-in-chief of The Globe and Mail, called Searching for Certainty; the other one we’ll get to a bit later). Prior to joining the Angus Reid Group, Darrell was the director of public opinion research in the office of Canada’s prime minister. And before that, Darrell taught at and earned advanced degrees from Wilfrid Laurier University and Carleton University, where he was a Social Science and Humanities Research Council doctoral fellow and the Epstein Scholar. But Darrell—or Dr. Bricker, as his friends call him—is perhaps best known for his commentary on Canadian politics. He has run election polling programs for Canada’s major media outlets since 1993, and has appeared as the polling commentator on both CTV’s and Global TV’s national election-night broadcasts.

Darrell also writes pieces for The Globe and Mail and the National Post, and he is continually quoted in all of Canada’s major news publications, as well as in foreign press from The New York Times to The Economist. Run an online search on Darrell Bricker and you will see what we’re talking about (but ignore the entry about the dressmaker, which has nothing to do with him).

This book’s other author is John Wright, chief media spokesperson for Angus/Ipsos Reid since 1989. He often makes the point that with a degree in Tudor-Stuart history and political science, nowadays his original resumé wouldn’t get him past the reception desk (okay, he could probably get a job answering the phone). But experience counts for something, because after 20 years of crafting questions and looking at data, he has earned his way to the position of top pollster. Add to this his service as a cabinet minister’s assistant, two years in a government-relations position at a huge life insurance company, and five years in the senior ranks of an advertising and communications firm, and it’s not a bad track record. He also co-authored and edited the very first public affairs textbook in Canada way back in 1985, and has held leadership, advisory, and board positions in many organizations in both Canada and the United States. He also hosts a weekly show called Your Opinion Counts on radio station CFRB and often co-hosts BNN’s Squeeze Play with Amanda Lang.

And, since the claim behind this book is so bold, we’ll list a few facts about Ipsos, headquartered in Paris, France, and publicly traded on the Bourse de Paris (the Paris Stock Exchange). The whole kit and caboodle started out in much the same way its eventual Canadian acquisition did. In 1975, two guys named Didier Truchot and Jean-Marc Lech, with a couple of clients in hand and influenced perhaps by a few bottles of wine, started a company to conduct market research into media-viewing habits. It wasn’t long before the businessman and researcher (Truchot) and the brainiac and theoretician (Lech) started to build their client stable, and over the next 34 years they turned it into a global company. A few facts about Ipsos:


	first listed on Paris Stock Exchange (Bourse de Paris): July 1, 1999


	total revenues in 2008: 979.3 million euros ($1,584 million)


	number of countries with Ipsos offices: 64


	number of countries Ipsos does research in: 100+


	number of full-time Ipsos employees: 8,800


	number of clients around the world: 5,000+


	number of interviews conducted each year: 10 million




And our top clients, in alphabetical order:


	Bayer


	Coca-Cola


	Colgate-Palmolive


	Danone


	GlaxoSmithKline


	Kraft


	InBev


	LG Electronics


	Mars (the candy company, not the planet)


	Microsoft


	Nestlé


	Pfizer


	Procter & Gamble


	Reckitt-Benckiser


	S.C. Johnson


	Unilever




We’re telling you all of this with one gigantic claim in mind: We know what you’re thinking. Okay, not in some Orwellian Big Brother way … but, actually, yes, close enough. Just think of all the products and services that the companies above provide to consumers like you—from dog food to donuts, from cellphones to candy bars, from macaroni-and-cheese to the beer to wash it down with, to the cleaning materials that clean up the spills and the pill to quell the hangover—we collectively spend millions and millions of hours every year just trying to figure out what people think about, what they do, and what they use, or might want to use, in their day-to-day and long-term lives. The list above contains just a fraction of the household names we work with in this country when examining what Canadians think. When you add to this the banks, insurance companies, restaurants, philanthropic organizations, associations, department stores, sports car manufacturers, hospitals, municipalities, advertising agencies, and media outlets that all want information about Canadians who come from many difference places and speak different languages … you can tell that we are very busy folks.

Now, we might know everything there is to know, but there’s no way we can put all that down in one book. Actually, we tried a different approach a few years back with another book called What Canadians Think … About Almost Everything, 33,000 copies of which are out there in people’s bathrooms, on bookshelves, perhaps propping up wobbly furniture. What we did then was more akin to packing a book full of facts and figures on opinions that Canadians hold on topic after topic. That book belongs to the line that includes the Guinness Book of World Records and 1,001 Fascinating Hockey Stats—a simple formula and a great one. We made sure it wasn’t too heavy, either to hold or to read, but that it would still obligingly offer up a quirky fact when you stuck your finger into it on the subway or in the bath.*

That’s what we did with dollops of data from before 2003. But when we figured it was time to write another book, we happened to meet a terrific editor at HarperCollins named Jim Gifford, and when speaking with him and with the very talented Jennifer Lambert at the same address, it took but a nanosecond to understand what could be done with our treasure trove of findings. So we set about creating a book that strikes a balance between telling fun stories about Canadians and teaching new facts about our national character, or rather, our busy mix of many national characters.

But let’s also give hefty credit where it’s due: to our personal writer-shaper-make-numbers-come-alive-more-human-than-a-pollster editor, Tom Howell. His work on this manuscript and his vivid sense of humour turned our original tome, What Canadians Need to Know about the Numbers That We Have Gathered about Their Thoughts and Deeds and Have Interpreted for Their Enjoyment, with a picture on the front cover of the authors in Speedos walking the red sands of a Prince Edward Island beach, into something much more acceptable for upfront book sales at the mall. We thank him very much for all his talent and fortitude.

And finally, we’d like to credit HarperCollins production editor Allegra Robinson, who reconfigured the manuscript to make it thoroughly readable, as well as HarperCollins designer Sharon Kish, who ensured the finished book was as good looking as it is fascinating.

POLLS ARE FOR DOGS

While Canada’s 13th prime minister may have been the first to say this, we’ve heard it from many politicians over the years. It ranks right up there with “the only poll that counts is on election day.” But why should politicians, or anybody else, care about public opinion polls? The reason is that polls do a very good job of predicting what the public is thinking on any day about any topic. In fact, none of the polls we discuss in this book are about how Canadians will vote in the next federal election. But all are as accurate as any election poll that we conduct.

So, how are polls done? There’s no magic or black box. The scientific principles are logical and easy to understand. The main idea to get your head around is that you don’t have to talk to everybody in Canada to figure out what the nation is thinking. Talking to a sample of Canadians will do the trick. This applies to any survey, whether it’s by telephone, on the Internet, by mail, or door to door. The secret is in the sampling.

A proper “random” sample is actually selected carefully, not by some whimsically random behaviour on the part of the pollster. It’s a group of Canadians we’ve picked to represent everybody. For most of the surveys discussed in this book, the group contains roughly 1,000 people.

The key to an accurate survey is how that small group of Canadians is selected. Sampling works this way: Imagine that you have 100 people in a room, and you want to figure out what to order them for lunch. You don’t have a clue what to order, but you know that you don’t have the luxury of asking them each individually what they would like to eat. And, most importantly, you want to make as many people happy as possible. So you decide to ask a few people in the room to give you input.

You ask everybody to stand up and count off by ones to 10, until each person has a number. Then you write out 10 cards, numbered one to 10, and put them in a hat. You have someone pull a card out of the hat and read you the number. It’s three. You then ask all of the 10 people who said “three” what they would like to eat for lunch.* You find out that four people want Chinese food and six want Italian.

So you order 40 Chinese lunches and 60 Italian lunches. To everyone’s amazement, the vast majority of the people in the room are thrilled with what you ordered. It was as if you read their minds! Hey, Kreskin, you just did a poll! (By the way, Darrell once followed The Amazing Kreskin as a guest on a TV show, but we digress … )

Now, what about that “plus or minus 10%, 19 times out of 20” stuff? What does that mean? Let’s go back to the lunchroom. If we succeeded in selecting a fair sample by picking all of the number threes, and didn’t accidentally select all the vegetarians or low-carb dieters, the rules say we should still expect to be off by a little bit. Not everybody will be satisfied with the lunch order. That’s the margin of error. It might turn out that 10 people in the room were stuck with food they didn’t really want, which would mean our margin of error was 10%. If we picked another random sample, we shouldn’t be surprised if this time five people wanted Chinese food and five wanted Italian. Maybe we should have ordered 50 Chinese lunches and 50 Italian lunches. Great, but even if we had, we shouldn’t have expected fewer people to be upset in the end, based on asking a sample of just 10 people and making a prediction about the rest.

The really sad news is that even if we followed all of the rules perfectly and did our lunch poll 20 times, one time we would be wrong by even more than 10%. Maybe that was the unlucky time we happened to ask the 10 people who were allergic to pasta. We get used to a margin of error in even the best-performing polls, and over time, we learn to predict what that margin probably is. In most of our polls, we predict a margin of roughly 3%, based on a sample of 1,000 people. That’s as well as we can expect our samples to match what’s out there in the whole country.

WHO WRITES THE QUESTIONS?!?!

This is probably the most-asked question we get after we explain who we are, what we do, and how we do it. We may have the biggest telephone-interviewing capacity in Canada, with pre-screened online panels made up of hundreds of thousands of people who respond to a survey every six months, and hundreds of thousands of other people whom we reach in different ways for their candid views every year. But as much as we like to boast about those things, the first question we usually get is, “Who writes the questions?” And it’s usually asked in some kind of accusatory tone.

So, let’s put that question to rest right here at the beginning of the book: We do. There’s no kindly old man behind the curtain like in The Wizard of Oz, no mysterious black box or cauldron to dip into, and no overbearing evil client fashioned after Monsters, Inc. boss Henry J. Waternoose. The boring truth is that everybody who works at our company, on whatever assignment, does their own homework and has access to some of the most experienced question crafters in the land.

And there’s an inherent question wrapped up inside of that first one: What keeps pollsters honest, and how can we trust what they say? Well, that’s the question that matters the most. You see, we don’t have a contract with you. It’s not as though you can take us to court if we interpret something in a way that you don’t like, and as for the situation when we ask something that you think is so biased you really must phone up the Question & Margin-of-Error Police at the Industry Association who can issue a … actually, there is no such thing.

So, we have a few standards that we set for ourselves. Our personal and company integrity comes first. Whatever we do, we have to take responsibility for it, or we won’t be in business long or have any kind of reputation that’s worth peddling.

We try our best to get at the truth, and if the client or someone else wants to manipulate the results and torture the data to make them lie, then they can go somewhere else and try to get it done there.

At the end of the process—whatever that may be, whether it’s the design of a questionnaire, the output, or the interpretation—we reflect on what has transpired and ask ourselves whether this is something that could stand up in court under cross-examination. And when we say “court,” we don’t mean just the legal stuff; we mean the court of public opinion, where many of our polls show up.

And finally, we realize that when polls are put into the public domain for all to see, we have a special responsibility. Just go to Google and type in either or both of our names with Ipsos and you’ll come across thousands and thousands of entries. To us, this is perhaps the most enduring part of our work: capturing what people think at a time in history so that, years from now, when others look back and wonder what Canadians thought or what motivated us as a nation, they can actually find out.

Remember, it wasn’t too long ago when if you wanted to find out what people thought during the First World War or at any time right up until the mid-1980s, when polling results started to show up in the Canadian media on a regular basis, you had to find either eyewitnesses or a collection of diaries to substantiate a hypothesis. Researchers would pull up newspapers from the era on microfiche and read the editorials, possibly believing that these reflected the national consensus or popular reaction at the time. Having witnessed polling results representing the views of Canadians from coast to coast that were diametrically opposed to what was written by the publishers and editors of news outlets on many occasions, we’d say it’s likely that a vastly more accurate understanding of the Canadian psyche today will be available for future Canadians to draw upon.

And if that wasn’t enough to win us posterity, we now work globally—and frequently—with the likes of Reuters News and a host of other clients, which enables us to understand what the people of the planet think about almost everything. So it’s been quite a trip for us two pollsters: starting out, seven years before Google existed, when word processors spit out sheets from hooded printers, to today, when we routinely conduct surveys in 23 countries and in almost 100 languages.

There’s also one final element that we never forget: Polls are a snapshot, and people can change their minds. Many pundits have unfortunately elevated the status of our market research expertise to a level of clairvoyance. Well, it’s not. But, given our experience and the longevity of tracking data, we feel comfortable saying that nobody’s completely unpredictable. We pretty well know which sorts of people out there have the propensity to change their minds—and why.

BEING CANUCK

The word Canuck likely appeared around 1835 as an Americanism referring to French Canadians living north of the state of Maine. It likely originated as “Quelle canule” and then gave way to the shorter Scottish version “Quelle canuhgk.” During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the word came to exemplify a Canadian who took action. The first Canucks were personified as wholesome Canadians who defended their countrymen against bullying Americans. During World War II, Johnny Canuck was depicted as a comic book hero who fought against the Nazis. Later the term Canuck was used for Canadian pilots and their missions (Canucks Unlimited).

Since the 1940s Canuck has been adopted far and wide as a nickname and, in many cases, as an endearing substitute for a Canadian. Today we have Canuck Audio Mart, Johnny Canuck’s Bar and Grill, Canuck Dogs (dog event information), Canuck Place (a pediatric hospice), smartcanucks.ca (for Canadian shopping deals), Canuck Industries (a manufacturer of quality fiberglass truck accessories) and so on. In 2002, American politician and commentator Pat Buchanan even referred to Canada as “Soviet Canuckistan.”

But those of us who live here know that being a Canuck is about more than just our geography relative to Maine, or about how our regions or provinces tend to nuance our Canuckisms (yes, you will read a lot about that in the chapters that follow), or about the weather we experience—four seasons covering everything from freezing cold to blistering heat, from monsoons to tornadoes, to just plain, wonderfully moderate surf and sun. Being Canuck is about a game that we invented and cherish … that simple game played with a stick, a rubber puck, and blades of sharp steel strapped to your feet, a game birthed in Windsor, Nova Scotia, forged in the Ottawa Valley and exported everywhere there is ice and kids. To be a full Canuck you must be christened by the game of hockey. In order to become a Canuck you have to experience the game.

Up until the late 1960s most Canadians turned into Canucks by cheering for a Stanley Cup–winning team in the National Hockey League (NHL). And while they might not have been cheering for a Canadian-based team (many hockey fans’ early lives revolved around the NHL teams in New York, Boston, Chicago, and Detroit, as well as those in Toronto and Montreal) the vast majority of the teams were comprised of Canadian players. Then, between 1970 and 1972, new teams sprouted, and Canadians got some new hockey blood (and more teams south of the border).

In a recent poll we found that the greatest number of Canadians (33%) consider the Montreal Canadiens to be Canada’s national hockey team, followed by the Toronto Maple Leafs (25%), the Ottawa Senators (5%), the Vancouver Canucks (4%), the Calgary Flames (2%) and the Edmonton Oilers (2%). A sizeable number (28%) say that none of these should be considered Canada’s national hockey team. But regardless of which NHL team they are cheering for, most (89%) Canadians agree that Canada is the greatest hockey nation in the world.

There are few events in a generation or a lifetime that help define a country and its people. Sometimes it’s a war or a political moment; other times it’s something outside of our national borders or even beyond our planet. In Canada, however, if your men’s or women’s Olympic, National or Junior hockey team is playing against someone else in the world, experiencing that exciting-on-the-edge-of-your-seat-come-from-behind-win is the great leveler, a glorious and true right of Canuck passage. In the past forty years this win has happened twice, and the event has forged a single, collective moment of Canadian unity.

The first win was at the Canada–Russia hockey series of 1972. Here’s the backdrop: In 1971 Canada’s population was 21,568,310, 15.3% (3,295,530) of whom were immigrants (i.e., born outside Canada). Sixty-eight percent of these immigrants had been in Canada for 10 years or more. Seventy-nine percent of immigrants were born in Europe (28% in the UK, 12% in Italy, 6% in Germany, 5% each in Poland and the USSR). Immigrants from Asiatic countries represented fewer than 4% of the population, and those from African countries, 2%.

That September 28th, when team Canada’s Paul Henderson scored that exciting-on-the-edge-of-your-seat-come-from-behind goal to defeat the Soviet Union 6-5 with only 34 seconds left in the game to win the series, the moment baptized that particular postbaby boom and immigrant population. But over the next ten years, the composition of Canada would go through profound changes. In 1981 the top countries of birth of recent immigrants were the United Kingdom, Vietnam, the US, India, the Philippines, Jamaica, Hong Kong, Portugal and Taiwan. By 2006 the top countries were China, India, the Philippines, Pakistan, the US, South Korea, Romania, Iran, the United Kingdom and Colombia. In fact, between 1971 and 2006 Canada’s immigrant profile turned on its head: by 2006 almost 60% of all immigrants came from Asia (excluding the Middle East), a trend that continues today.

While over the course of thirty-nine years Canada’s internal composition changed dramatically, for thirty-seven of those years there was no Canuck hockey moment to unite the older Canadians and the new ones—until Sunday, February 28, 2010, when Canada’s Sidney Crosby wristed a shot past the USA’s Ryan Miller at 7 minutes, 40 seconds into overtime (after the Americans had tied it up at 2-2 with only 24.4 seconds left in regulation time) to give Canada the exciting-on-the-edge-of-your-seat-come-from-behind 3-2 Olympic gold medal win. At that moment, a new generation and a country that had been entirely transformed since 1971 became the new Canuck nation.

Hockey wasn’t the only thing at the Vancouver 2010 Winter Olympics that made us proud or closer as a nation. Canadians experienced this pride and closeness with our first gold medal, claimed by Alexandre Bilodeau in men’s moguls freestyle skiing. We went on to feel this when witnessing the noble courage of silver medalist figure skater Joannie Rochette, the dominance of Hayley Wickenheiser and the gold-winning women’s hockey team, and the spirit of the speed skating team. Canada won the most gold medals (14) of any host country in the history of the winter Olympics. A poll afterwards showed that 80% of Canadians agreed they were “Canadian nationalists,” up 8 points from an identical poll fielded one year earlier—with Quebecers at 63%, up 15 points.

So if hockey christens us as Canucks, what are our chief characteristics? Well, you’ll learn a great deal in the following chapters about Canuckology—what we think about each other, our issues, the places we live and the places we don’t. But how we see ourselves as a nation, and how closely we align ourselves to the way others see us—now that’s a critical element of being a Canuck. And this is because Canucks care about what people think about them. It’s even fair to say that as a nation we’d be happy just to measure up to the average of how the world views us.

We recently polled twenty-three countries to find out how they see us as a people and as a nation. We then polled Canadians to see how close their results were to the world averages—the Canuck sweet spot. The following are the highlights.

BELIEFS ABOUT THE PEOPLE OF CANADA

CANADIANS ARE FRIENDLY

World average 86%, Canadian average 92%

Most likely to agree: France (96%), Australia (94%), Germany (94%), Great Britain (94%) and South Africa (90%).

Least likely to agree: Japan (75%), Brazil (76%), Saudi Arabia (77%), Argentina (77%) and Sweden (78%).

CANADIANS ARE EDUCATED

World average 85%, Canadian average 87%

Most likely to agree: China (93%), Turkey (91%), South Africa (96%), Mexico (90%) and Indonesia (95%).

Least likely to agree: Sweden (71%), Hungary (72%) and Poland (75%).

CANADIANS ARE HARD WORKING

World average 85%, Canadian average 86%

Most likely to agree: France (95%), Argentina (92%), Brazil (92%), Mexico (92%) and Great Britain (91%).

Least likely to agree: Japan (51%), Sweden (70%), South Korea (71%), Hungary (79%) and China (82%).

CANADIANS ARE POLITE

World average 85%, Canadian average 86%

Most likely to agree: France (95%), Great Britain (93%), China (93%), Belgium (93%), Australia (91%) and Germany (90%).

Least likely to agree: Japan (57%), South Korea (67%), Saudi Arabia (75%) and Sweden (78%).

CANADIANS CARE ABOUT THE ENVIRONMENT

World average 84%, Canadian average: 77%

Most likely to agree: China (93%), Russia (91%), Indonesia (91%), Australia (90%) and France (90%).

Least likely to agree: Sweden (62%), Germany (68%) and Brazil (75%).

CANADIANS ARE DIFFERENT FROM AMERICANS

World average 82%, Canadians 87%

Most likely to agree: France (91%), Australia (91%), Belgium (90%) and South Africa (89%).

Least likely to agree: the United States (55%), Sweden (70%), Japan (70%) and South Korea (75%).

CANADIANS ARE TOLERANT OF PEOPLE FROM DIFFERENT RACIAL AND CULTURAL BACKGROUNDS

World average 79%, Canadian average 81%

Most likely to agree: Australia (87%), China (87%), South Africa (86%), Germany (85%) and Indonesia (84%).

Least likely to agree: Brazil (64%), Sweden (64%), Saudi Arabia (71%), Japan (70%) and South Korea (73%).

CANADIANS HAVE ONE OF THE BEST QUALITIES OF LIFE IN THE WORLD

World average 79%, Canadian average 89%

Most likely to agree: Argentina, Brazil, China, Mexico and South Africa—all 85%.

Least likely to agree: Japan (56%), Sweden (64%), the United States (65%) and Hungary (72%).

CANADIANS ARE COOL

World average 71%, Canadian average: 77%

Most likely to agree: France (92%), India (84%), Poland (82%) and Belgium (80%).

Least likely to agree: Sweden (50%), Japan (51%), Turkey (52%) China (63%) and Italy (63%).

CANADIANS ARE SEXY

World average 53%, Canadian average 64%

Most likely to agree: India (71%), Saudi Arabia (70%) and Mexico (64%).

Least likely to agree: Japan (32%), Sweden (32%) and France (39%).

IWOULD WELCOME A CANADIAN INTO MY HOME FOR A MEAL

World average 80%, Canadian average 79%

Most likely to agree: France (94%), South


BELIEFS ABOUT CANADA

CANADA HAS SOME OF THE MOST BEAUTIFUL NATURAL LANDSCAPES IN THE WORLD




CANADA IS A COUNTRY WHERE RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS ARE RESPECTED




CANADA IS ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE COMPARED TO OTHER INDUSTRIAL COUNTRIES




WHEN A PRODUCT SAYS “MADE IN CANADA” I KNOW IT WILL BE GOOD QUALITY




CANADA IS WELCOMING TO IMMIGRANTS




CANADA HAS ONE OF THE BEST HEALTHCARE SYSTEMS IN THE WORLD




CANADA IS A LEADER IN WORKING FOR PEACE AND HUMAN RIGHTS AROUND THE WORLD




CANADA IS A VERY GENEROUS COUNTRY WHEN IT COMES TO GIVING FOREIGN AID




CANADA IS A WORLD ECONOMIC POWER




CANADA HAS AN INFLUENCE IN WORLD AFFAIRS




CANADA AS A PLACE TO GO TO

CANADA IS SOMEWHERE I WOULD LIKE TO VISIT




IF I HAD A CHOICE TO LIVE IN CANADA OR STAY IN MY CURRENT COUNTRY I WOULD MOVE TO CANADA
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