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Abstract
This research note measures the political attitudes held by Canadian Military Colleges 
(CMC) graduates, as compared with the general population on issues related to 
Canadian democratic life. It employs survey data from a sample of over 1000 alumni 
of CMCs, complemented by data on the general population from the 2021 Canadian 
Election Study. The results show that CMC graduates tend to be more interested 
in politics and have higher levels of political efficacy than a comparable sample of 
civilians. However, they are no more satisfied with democracy in Canada. They tend 
to favor personal, rather than institutional responsibility, and tend to be slightly 
more right-leaning than their peers. These results show some differences between 
the military population and the Canadian population, although the differential is 
insufficient for it to have a material bearing on civil–military relations in Canada. 
CMC graduates are neither alienated from nor dismissive of Canadian society.
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Research posits a gap in political beliefs between civilians and military populations. 
This gap matters insofar as soldiers’ and especially officers’ political neutrality and 
party affiliation have a bearing on civil–military relations in general, and how the 
military behaves relative to political executives from different political parties in 
particular. In the United States this gap is hypothesized to be consequential for 
American civil–military relations: it is thought that the US military is becoming 
alienated from American society and, in the process, has been adopting a misplaced 
sense of moral superiority. This observation has raised concerns over the provision 
of credible military advice or even the willingness of the military to implement poli-
cies that they do not believe are based on a full consideration of the advice offered. 
By comparison, the gap between civilian and military attitudes has been postulated 
to be smaller among allies, yet perceived and constructed by the military as larger 
than it is (Steinbrecher & Biehl, 2020).

In Canada, the debate regarding a military-civilian gap commonly relates to the 
amount of autonomy that the military is given to engage in professional self-regula-
tion, or, more often, the degree to which the military should be required to implement 
social policy changes that some believe could erode combat effectiveness (Leuprecht, 
2011). Other issues that affect operational and institutional effectiveness and thus 
drive the gap include resource allocation, procurement preferences, bureaucracy, gov-
ernment not taking national security sufficiently seriously, and investments in the 
defense industry. By way of example, Okros et al. (2008) found Canadian Armed 
Forces (CAF) leaders to have extremely low levels of confidence in either their politi-
cal masters or senior government officials, a conviction that senior officer were being 
listened to by the political authority, and that government decisions did not reflect the 
national interest, or at least Canada’s national security interests. Plenty of reasons, in 
other words, to explore the civilian–military gap in the Canadian context.

Previous research on the civilian–military gap in political attitudes has been 
explained as an effect of self-selection into the military institution, or institutional 
socialization manifesting as the impact of military service on attitudes held by uni-
formed members. Military colleges play a special role in this regard: candidates must 
go out of their way to self-select, and the institution then socializes them systemati-
cally over several years, by design. Does this have ramifications for the profession of 
arms and civil–military relations in Canada? Which begs the question: Are Canadian 
Military College (CMC) graduates different from Canada’s general population, and 
if so, to what extent? In particular, does this sub-sample of the profession of arms in 
Canada reflect fundamental beliefs in Canadian society writ large?

This research note measures the political attitudes held by CMC graduates, as 
compared with the Canadian general population on issues related to Canadian demo-
cratic life—including their levels of political interest, satisfaction with democracy, 
feelings of political efficacy, personal vs. institutional responsibility, and ideology. It 
employs survey data from a sample of over one thousand alumni of CMCs, comple-
mented by data on the general population produced by the 2021 Canadian Election 
Study (CES). A methodological novelty of this study is thus to test whether these 
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CMC graduates differ from a comparable cohort of the Canadian population with a 
similar education level, while controlling for intervening factors such as age, 
Indigeneity, province, and place of birth.

The results show that CMC graduates tend to be more interested in politics and 
have higher levels of political efficacy (believing the government cares what “people 
like me think”) than a comparable sample of civilians. However, they are no more 
satisfied with democracy in Canada. As one might expect based on the U.S. research 
on civil–military relations, they tend to favor personal, rather than institutional 
responsibility, and tend to be slightly more right-leaning than their peers. Indeed, 
these results do show some differences between the military population and the 
Canadian population, although qualitatively and quantitatively the differential is 
insufficient for it to have a material bearing on civil–military relations in Canada. 
Our survey research affirms that CMC graduates are neither alienated from nor dis-
missive of Canadian society.

The findings broadly align with a Canadian study 20 years ago, which was limited 
in scope to a much smaller subset of mid to senior officers who had been identified 
for further career advancement, which necessarily had bearings on the generalizabil-
ity of results (Okros et al., 2008). Its limitations to officers who went through CMCs 
notwithstanding, the present study affords a much wider, more representative sample 
from graduates across age ranges spanning several decades. While the finding that 
attitudes among military personnel are necessarily heterogeneous is well established, 
so too is the finding that military attitudes nonetheless diverge from those of society 
(Ender et al., 2014). This research note questions to what extent, and the conse-
quences of that divergence for the profession of arms and civil–military relations in 
Canada.

The Civilian–Military Gap

The gap in attitudes between members of the military and civilian society and its 
implications for civil control of the armed forces, especially in an increasingly milita-
rized American society, is a matter of long-standing debate in U.S. civil–military rela-
tions (e.g., Lasswell, 1941). By contrast, civil–military relations in Europe tend to be 
more concerned with civic participation (e.g., Cottey et al., 2002). Initially hypothe-
sized by Huntington (1957) and Janowitz (1960), the literature on the existence and 
nature of the gap garnered empirical attention in the 1990s following the end of the 
Cold War and the end of conscription in the United States (Holsti, 1998).1 Feaver and 
Kohn’s (2001) study on the size and character of the gap proved to be particularly 
seminal, as it was the first large scale survey-based study aiming to test the existence 
and nature of the gap in the United States. The debate gained further traction after 9/11 
and the subsequent Iraq and Afghanistan wars, and was studied in cross-sectional 
research on U.S. military cadet and civilian populations (Rohall et al., 2006).

However, just how problematic differences between the military and the civil soci-
ety are up for debate. For instance, Feaver and Kohn’s (2001) study, as well as Jennings 
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and Markus’, yielded limited evidence of such a gap, although Jennings and Markus 
(1977) had previously postulated implications for political trust and attention frames 
(i.e., a higher awareness of current political issues and threats). Steinbrecher and Biehl 
(2020) find the supposed gap to be more a matter of perception than reality; that is, 
military personnel perceive the gap to be far greater than it actually is.

For the United States, there is also no consensus on the sources of a civil–military 
gap (Shields, 2020), and whether they are driven by selection or socialization effects 
(Rohall et al., 2006). Both Huntington and Janowitz argue that differing values and pri-
orities between the civil society and the military has led to tensions with respect to deci-
sions around military activity (Burk, 2002; Holsti, 1998; Huntington, 1957; Janowitz, 
1960). The gap was also suggested to stem from tensions created by the contrast between 
the strict, tightly-coupled communitarian culture fostered by the military and the more 
relaxed, individualistic culture of civil society (Ricks, 1997; Schreiber, 1979).

In addition, some have observed that differences between the military and civil 
society can often be explained by a self-selection effect. People who join the military 
do so because of pre-existing political and ideological values instead of acquiring 
them because of socialization within the military (Dorman, 1976; Rohall et al., 
2006). The military tends to draw primarily from certain political inclinations, gen-
der and education levels (among other demographic factors), which potentially 
results in considerable variation in values between the military and civil society 
(Ricks, 1997). Civil–military attitudinal gaps in the U.S. have been shown to be 
driven by gender, political party, and the political position of respondents on the left-
right ideological spectrum (Laurence et al., 2016). Rohall et al. (2006) observed 
explanatory effects of the gap between military cadets and civilians as a function of 
gender and political affiliation, which led the authors to conclude that the gap was 
driven by a selection effect rather than differences in military (as opposed to civilian) 
culture per se. This was particularly relevant insofar as the civilian–military differ-
ences observed were driven by the over-representation of men among West Point 
cadets. For other attitudinal predispositions, (American) military culture as an 
explanatory variable is mitigated once political ideology and religious affiliation are 
controlled for (Ender et al., 2016). Since self-selection is necessarily a more signifi-
cant factor in militaries whose country does not have conscription (Klinger & 
Chatagnier, 2013), all-volunteer forces are an interesting object of study because 
they allow us to control for selection effects (Szvircsev Tresch & Leuprecht, 2011). 
To that end, Bachman et al. (2000) found that both socialization and self-selection 
played a role in influencing values and opinions within the military. Moreover, both 
generation and cohort effects are at work, which can be difficult to disentangle 
(Ender et al., 2014; Okros, 2020): the generation analyzed can also influence find-
ings on socialization and self-selection (Teigen, 2006).

Complicating matters is that differences in values and priorities between the mili-
tary and civil society are intermediated by current affairs. For example, Rohall et al. 
(2006) observed that the terrorist attacks on and following 9/11 resulted in a “civil–
military fusion” in which views became considerably more aligned between both 
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sides. On a similar vein, Teigen (2007) found that campaigning strategies can be 
effective in temporarily swaying veterans’ political preferences, thus potentially col-
oring survey results taken around election periods.

Research Contributions

This research note makes three important contributions to this literature on the civil–
military gap. First, the focus of this study on attitudes toward civic life that color 
individual beliefs about the Canadian democratic governance military officers are 
working to protect. If these attitudes differ fundamentally, on concepts and topics, as 
well as the extent of the gap as a function of the degree to which differences manifest, 
it could be evidence of tensions between the military and the rest of Canadian civil 
society. One means by which militaries turn outsiders into insiders is by actively 
promoting in-group identity (Akerlof & Kranton, 2000). This results in in-group bias 
(Akerlof & Kranton, 2000). In fact, soldiers have one of the highest documented 
effects of in-groups bias in natural groups (Kraus & Paetzel, 2024). By way of exam-
ple, horizontal identification, that is, across units rather than hierarchically across 
ranks, has been found to be higher for soldiers with lower status, including officer 
candidates, but horizontal identification does not necessarily imply differentiation 
effects between soldiers and civilians (Kraus & Paetzel, 2024). In the United States, 
however, concerns about disparaging attitudes that military personnel hold toward 
civilian society have given rise to a sense of military culture as superior to civilian 
culture, which runs the risk of either undermining civilian control of the military 
(Brooks & Grewal, 2022) or of a civil authority that enfeebles the military and its 
functional imperative by overruling military leadership to resolve conflicts of values 
(Burbach, 2020). That is, a social identity of affective disdain within the military as 
an in-group, toward civil society as an outgroup, as a source of tension is exacerbated 
when the military’s social identity coalesces around a particular political party or 
ideology (Caverley, 2020). More dangerous yet is military disdain for all political 
parties, often coupled with a military sense of moral superiority to society: a ten-
dency to favor in-group superiority and outgroup inequality is a well-documented 
phenomenon within the military (Brooks & Grewal, 2022).

Second, most studies on the civil–military gap focus on the American case. That 
is hardly surprising, since the US military is a trillion-dollar industry. A salient excep-
tion is Haltiner and Weibull’s study of cadets and civilian students in 11 European 
countries, Turkey and South Africa, which found variation in values between the 
military and civil society to depend on the country’s culture rather than the institu-
tions themselves (Haltiner & Weibull, 2007). The Canadian case presented in this 
research note thus contributes to the understanding of the civil–military gap in 
democracies outside of the United States.

Third, cadets have often been the subjects of these studies (Snider et al., 2001), 
including in the Canadian context (Chouinard & Garnett, 2023; Nicol et al., 2007; 
Scoppio & Luyt, 2016), in part due to their easy access by academic researchers. 
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However, we are unaware of another cross-sectional survey of military college 
graduates. Our approach captures the opinions of individuals who have had varying 
lengths of military careers, across all officer ranks, and beyond an academic environ-
ment. It also allows us to measure the attitudes of former military officers over time.

Nonetheless, the sample has an important limitation: it gives us limited traction on 
socialization effects of military colleges because it is not designed to control for 
attitudes between military college graduate and Direct Entry officers from civilian 
universities. The latter population group can be difficult to access in a representative 
sample size. In the Canadian context specifically, military colleges graduates com-
prise 20% to 30% of military officers; the broader validity of findings can thus be 
difficult to extrapolate for the majority of officers, let alone for the corps as a whole.

Hypotheses

This research note compares the fundamental political attitudes of CMC graduates 
with the general population. We study and compare five variables: political interest, 
democratic satisfaction, political efficacy, personal vs. institutional responsibility, 
and ideology.

The first variable, political interest, measures the level of interest an individual 
has in politics generally, with a scale ranging from 0 (no interest) to 10 (a great deal 
of interest). We hypothesize that that individuals with a military background may be 
more politically interested. On the one hand, they have a significant stake in political 
decisions, given their role in protecting the country. On the other hand, the armed 
forces are directly subjected to control by those holding political office. Rather than 
lofty ideals of protecting the democratic state, military members might be expected 
to have greater political interest because the government of the day has practical 
implications for the military: remuneration, equipment, tasks, etc. Military members 
may thus be more similar to other government employees such as (civilian) public 
servants, police, teachers, etc. whose jobs are imbricated in government decisions on 
a daily basis. This is generally reflected in past literature, though the degree of inter-
est has varied: Ellison (1992) found, in their study of African American veterans, that 
those with military experience were significantly more likely to participate in politi-
cal activities than people without military background. In a similar study, focused on 
Latino veterans, Leal (1999) also found that veterans were more likely to vote and 
participate in political activities than civilians. While Jennings and Markus (1977) 
found that difference in opinions between people with military experience and civil-
ians were “modest [. . .] at best,” political interest (coded as “attention frames”) was 
among the more significant differences.

The second variable, democratic satisfaction assesses overall satisfaction with 
how democracy functions in Canada. Here, the hypothesis is that military personnel, 
being dedicated to protecting democratic values, might express higher levels of 
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satisfaction with the democratic system. The literature on this relationship between 
military service and democratic values remains limited, especially because studies 
on this subject tend to confound trust in governmental institutions with ideology 
(Bell et al., 2022) and tend to be limited to the case of the United States. Nonetheless, 
despite divergence in priorities in accordance with ideology (Bell et al., 2022), there 
appears to be a consensus that military experience can have a positive influence on 
turnout propensity (Teigen, 2007), trust in government institutions (Feaver & Kohn, 
2001), and the value placed on national security and defense (Schreiber, 1979).

The third factor considered is political efficacy. This variable seeks to gauge the 
perception of whether the government cares about the opinions of individuals like the 
respondent. The expectation is that individuals with a military background might feel a 
stronger sense of efficacy, believing that their service gives them a say in government 
affairs (Brooks & Grewal, 2022; Burk, 2002). This feeling may be exacerbated by what 
Golby et al. (2016) have identified as a “troubling level of deference to the military on 
the side of the civilians and feeling of entitlement on the side of the military.”

The fourth variable is value placed on personal vs. institutional responsibility. 
Specifically, it reflects the belief about responsibility for personal success or failure, 
either attributing it to individuals or systemic issues. We hypothesize that military 
personnel may lean toward personal responsibility, aligning with a “pull yourself up 
by the bootstraps” mentality. This, however, has not yet been tested widely in politi-
cal science research.

The final variable tested is ideology. Our assumption is that those associated with 
the military might be more conservative. Ideology is among the most studied facets 
of the so-called civil–military gap however, research findings can vary considerably. 
Klinger and Chatagnier (2013) asserted that “as a group, veterans tend to be more 
ideologically conservative and more likely to identify as Republican than their non-
veteran counterparts.” Furthermore, Feaver and Kohn (2001) observed that “in a 
number of areas, the views of military officers were more conservative than those of 
the political elite.” However, while this might be the case, others have observed that 
identifying as Republican does not necessarily equal to being conservative. For 
instance, Sondheimer et al. (2013) found that despite largely identifying as conserva-
tive, military respondents held “rather moderate political views.” In addition, Barreto 
and Leal (2007) make the important distinction between officer corps and enlisted 
personnel, arguing that while officer corps do appear to lean conservatively, this is 
not the case of enlisted personnel. These observations are in line with Teigen’s (2007) 
findings that veterans with military experience in 2004 “largely mirrored their non-
veteran peers in terms of partisan identification [. . .].” Feaver and Kohn (2001) also 
observed that on some measures, military officers were actually less conservative 
than the general public. Comparing the political leanings of cadets in Europe, Caforio 
and Martínez (2005) found the majority to lean right, there was variation in how far 
to the right, and outliers, for example, Poland.
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Method

In Canada, as elsewhere, national security provisions and the closed nature of govern-
ment bureaucracy make it difficult for academics to survey serving military members 
(Goldenberg, 2020; Richter, 2020; Soeters et al., 2014). Instead, the researchers lever-
aged the alumni association of CMCs. In Canada, students selected for the Regular 
Officer Training Plan (ROTP) may be assigned to study at one of Canada’s two (for-
merly three) degree-granting military colleges—the Royal Military College of Canada 
in Kingston, Ontario or the Royal Military College in St. Jean, Quebec. A former mili-
tary college (Royal Roads Military College) near Victoria, British Columbia closed in 
1995. The sample thus also harnesses some benefits of a most-similar systems design 
by enabling some degree of control and comparison for effects across military col-
leges in the same country. Upon completion of an undergraduate degree, students are 
commissioned as officers in the Canadian Armed Forces. All three environments 
(Army, Navy, Air Force) study together at the Colleges.

This research note relies on data from two surveys: an original survey of CMC 
graduates (term used in this research note for any former students at CMCs), and the 
CES as a measure of the general Canadian population.

The survey of CMC graduates was fielded online using the Qualtrics platform for 
a period of two months, between March 23, 2023 and May 23, 2023. CMC graduates 
were contacted through the Royal Military Colleges Alumni Association, which 
agreed to contact former Officer Cadets by email directly through its listserv. CMC 
graduates of any class, from any of the CMCs, were eligible to participate. After 
reading the recruitment letter, participants could choose to complete the survey, or 
not; 1050 survey completions were recorded, but only 809 were usable for analysis. 
The higher-than-normal number of non-completions may be a function of both the 
length of the survey and an age range that included many older prospective respon-
dents. See Appendix B for descriptive data on these respondents.

The scope of respondents does not cover all those who have served in the military 
(ex. Non-Commissioned Members), and it does not cover all officers (e.g., direct 
entry regular force officers), or even all students, since a degree of selection takes 
place for those who fail to graduate, including some who are unwilling to accept or 
adopt the worldview promoted through professional socialization.2 We endeavor to 
control for this limitation by studying a comparable cohort from the Canadian popu-
lation. While a fuller sample may be desirable, obtaining access to the necessary 
email databases, and permission to publish results without constraints imposed by 
the Department of National Defense would be near impossible; so, for the purpose of 
both, a proof of concept to survey CMC graduates, and a subset of former and current 
military officers, this sample and research design is as robust as possible in the 
Canadian context. The sample and survey design nonetheless gives us unprecedented 
insights into the attitudes of CMC graduates who, in most cases, went on to serve in 
leadership roles of the military, as they were involved in shaping the Canadian Armed 
Forces during their years of service.
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The CES is used to compare these CMC graduates with the general Canadian 
population.3 The CES is fielded before and after each federal election in Canada by 
a consortium of scholars via telephone and internet. For this study, the 2021 CES is 
used. This does not correspond directly to the timeline of the fielding of the ex-Cadet 
survey, so it must be cautioned that any differences between groups could be related 
to the different timelines. However, since we are studying fundamental attitudes 
(rather than more fast-moving attitudes like vote choice or partisan affiliation), it is 
less likely these would change among the general population over the course of 
roughly 1.5 years. This survey includes questions about a variety of aspects of 
Canadian political life and the raw data are freely available to researchers. Note that 
it is impossible to control for who among the general population surveyed had served 
in the military, though other data suggests that percentage of Canadians who served 
in the military is about 1.5%, and an even smaller percent would have served as offi-
cers, and only about 30% of officers graduate from CMCs.4

For this study, we are mainly interested in how CMC graduates who became mili-
tary officers differ from the general Canadian population, and from a comparison 
group of similarly educated individuals. We are interested in their fundamental atti-
tudes toward civic life to respond to the question of whether the military attracts and/
or produces more or less civic-minded individuals, given their aptitude for, and expe-
rience of, serving Canada through their military careers. Furthermore, we are inter-
ested to know whether they are ideologically different from the general population.

Five major variables that capture civic attitudes are studied, using the following 
survey questions (see Appendix A for further details about question wording, 
response options and re-coding):

1. POLITICAL INTEREST—“How interested are you in politics GENERALLY? 
Use a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means no interest at all, and 10 means a 
great deal of interest.”

2. DEMOCRATIC SATISFACTION—“On the whole, how satisfied are you 
with the way democracy works in Canada?” (categorical)

3. POLITICAL EFFICACY—“The government does not care much about what 
people like me think.” (This is measured across five categories, but tested as 
a three-category variable in the ordered logistic regression models.)

4. PERSONAL vs. INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY—“People who 
don’t get ahead should blame themselves, not the system.” (This is measured 
across five categories, but tested as a three-category variable in the ordered 
logistic regression models.)

5. IDEOLOGY—“In politics, people sometimes talk of left and right, where 0 means 
the left and 10 means the right, where would you place yourself on this scale?”

We are interested in predicting how these variables differ between groups (the 
military sample and the civilian sample). Since all CMC graduates, by definition, 
have some post-secondary education, only those with post-secondary education from 
the general population are included in the results below. Since the general population 
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and CMC graduate groups are likely to also be different according to other key socio-
demographic variables, thus we control for: age, gender, Indigenous background, 
whether the respondent was born in Canada, and the province they come from. See 
Appendix A for question wording for each variable in both surveys.

For some of these variables, the number of respondents among the CMC graduate 
population is quite small, especially the Indigenous population (only 19 self-identi-
fied Indigenous CMC graduates responded to the survey). For this reason, additional 
models without this variable are found in Appendix D. While the numbers for women 
and those born outside of Canada are also small, they are a larger percentage of the 
total respondents (approximately 10% of the sample of CMC graduates).

Results

Political Interest – “How interested are you in politics generally?”

It was hypothesized that CMC graduates of the CMCs would have a greater level of 
political interest. Comparing the data from the CMC graduates survey with the gen-
eral population with a comparable education level, we see that CMC graduates do 
have a higher mean political interest level (7.36 on a 0–10 scale) compared with the 
general population (6.80) (Figure 1).

However, we know that there are other factors that distinguish CMC graduates 
from the general population. Thus, regression models compare CMC graduates with 
the general population that has post-secondary education as well. In addition, con-
trols are included (see Table 1, for all five main dependent variables, and the table in 
Appendix C for models with groups split).

Figure 1. Political Interest.
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Table 1. Regression Models With Control Variables (Combined General Population and 
CMC Graduates).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Variables
Political 
interest

Satisfaction with 
democracy

(Lack of) 
political 
efficacya

Individual 
responsibilityb Ideology (L-R)

CMC Graduate -0.21** 0.02 -0.84*** 0.06 0.31***
0.09 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.09

Indigenous 0.35** -0.20 0.35* -0.20 0.19
0.16 0.14 0.18 0.17 0.16

Woman -1.12*** 0.05 -0.16*** -0.45*** -0.49***
0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05

Birth Year -0.03*** -0.01*** 0.01*** -0.01*** -0.00***
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Born in Canada 0.22*** -0.33*** -0.05 -0.17*** -0.45***
0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06

British Columbia 0.24*** -0.44*** 0.32*** 0.26*** 0.33***
0.07 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08

Alberta -0.18** 0.08 -0.06 0.14* 0.03
0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08

Manitoba -0.08 0.16 0.02 -0.06 0.07
0.13 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.13

New Brunswick -0.42** -0.04 0.04 -0.01 -0.20
0.17 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.19

Newfoundland and 
Labrador

0.08 0.35 -0.14 -0.24 0.01
0.26 0.23 0.25 0.24 0.27

Nova Scotia 0.06 0.17 0.12 -0.24* -0.47***
0.14 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.15

Prince Edward 
Island

-0.93* -0.21 1.76** 0.09 -0.02
0.49 0.45 0.76 0.42 0.49

Quebec 0.02 0.21*** -0.22*** 0.09 -0.18***
0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06

Saskatchewan -0.11 -0.18 0.29 0.36** 0.52***
0.17 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.18

_cons 67.85*** 15.08***
 2.71 2.83
cut1 -17.92*** 9.28*** -17.24***  

 2.42 2.80 2.69  
cut2 -16.18*** 10.24*** -16.24***  

 2.42 2.80 2.69  
cut3 -13.33***  

 2.42  
N 9773 9713 7277 7213 9098
R-sq 0.13 0.03

Only those with post-secondary education studied here. Insufficient observations for territories and are therefore 
not included in analysis. For Model 2—ordered logistic regression, categories: Very satisfied (1), Fairly satisfied (2), 
Not very satisfied (3), Not at all satisfied (4). For Models 3 and 4—ordered logistic regression, categories: Somewhat 
and Strongly disagree (1), neither agree nor disagree (2), somewhat and strongly disagree (3). Survey weights are not 
employed in these models. For models with Indigenous background, see Appendix.
aGreater value means more negative sense of political efficacy. bGreater value means more value on individual 
responsibility.
Standard errors in second row *p < .10; **p < .05; ***p < .01.
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The results in Table 1, Model 1, show that CMC graduates do not have higher levels 
of political interest than the general population (that also has post-secondary educa-
tion), when controlling for other variables likely to influence the respondent’s level of 
interest. In fact, the coefficient is negative. Given that the two groups are comparable 
in the other control variables except for gender (The sample of CMC graduates is only 
9% women vs. 55% women in the general population sample, see Appendix B), and 
women appear to generally have lower political interest than men in both samples (for 
CES only—women mean interest 6.14, compared with men mean interest 7.5), gender 
could be driving this direction change in the coefficient. In fact, the predicted political 
interest for women is nearly indistinguishable (overlapping 95% confidence intervals) 
when comparing the two sample groups for only this subgroup. In fact, when testing 
the two groups (general population and CMC graduates) separately (Appendix, Table 
1, Model 1–2), we do not see any large differences in terms of direction of the relation-
ship with political interest for other control variables. For both groups, women and 
younger respondents (larger birth year) had lower interest in politics.

Satisfaction With Democracy – “On the whole, how satisfied are you 
with the way democracy works in Canada?”

The next fundamental political attitude tested is satisfaction with democracy. Comparing 
the two groups, CMC graduates are slightly more likely to be “very satisfied” with democ-
racy (Figure 2). However, once again, it is important to control for other variables. The 
ordered logistic regression models (Table 1, Model 2) show satisfaction with democracy to 
be no different among CMC graduates than among their peers from the general popula-
tion with post-secondary education. When comparing the predictors of satisfaction with 
democracy between the two groups (Appendix D, Models 3–4), there are no statistically 
significant differences. Instead, for both groups, age is a prominent driver of predictor of 
satisfaction with democracy—as a respondent gets older, their satisfaction increases.

Figure 2. Satisfaction With Democracy.
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Political Efficacy—“The Government Does Not Care Much About 
What People Like Me Think.”

Looking at levels of political efficacy, measured through responses to the prompt 
“The government does not care much about what people like me think,” we find 
again CMC graduates less likely to say that they somewhat or strongly agree with 
this statement and more likely to somewhat or strongly disagree (Figure 3). This 
means that the sample of CMC graduates feel like the government does care about 
what they think, and thus have a higher level of political efficacy, or feeling like 
they have some meaningful input into what the government decides. Considering 
the regression models (Table 1, Model 3), we see that this finding holds when con-
trol variables are included.

Figure 3. Political Efficacy.

Individual vs. Institutional Responsibility—“People Who Don’t Get 
Ahead Should Blame Themselves, Not the System.”

Another fundamental political attitude is the contrast between individual and institu-
tional responsibility. CMC graduates are more likely to agree strongly with the state-
ment “People who don’t get ahead should blame themselves, not the system” 
(Figure 4). However, the ordered logistic regression in Table 1, Model 4 shows that 
CMC graduates do not significantly differ from their general population counterparts. 
In the separate models in Appendix C, we see that instead, factors like gender and age 
are more important predictors of whether a respondent believes in personal compared 
with institutional responsibility, than their military service.
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Ideology –“. . . where would you place yourself on [the left -right] scale?”

CMC graduates lean slightly toward the right end of the spectrum, with a mean ideol-
ogy of 5.44 (on a 0–10 scale, where 0 is more left-leaning and 10 is more right lean-
ing), compared with the general population (with comparable education level)’s 
mean of 4.90 (Figure 5). The differences between the general population and CMC 
graduates appears in Table 1, Model 5, with a positive coefficient for CMC gradu-
ates, meaning that CMC graduates tend to be slightly more right-leaning, controlling 
for other factors. For both groups (see split models in Appendix C), being a woman 
is statistically significant predictor of more left leaning-ideology for both the general 
population and CMC graduates (Appendix D, Models 9–10). However, the predicted 

Figure 4. Personal vs. Institutional Responsibility.

Figure 5. Ideology.



Garnett et al. 15

ideology of a woman CMC graduate remains more right leaning (4.97) than a woman 
from the general population (4.66), with no overlap of 95% confidence intervals. 
This suggests that, unlike the findings for political interest, the gender imbalance 
between CMC graduates and the general population is not driving this gap.

Conclusion

This study compared the political attitudes of former Canadian Officer and Naval Cadets 
(CMC graduates) with the general Canadian population. Two surveys were used: a new 
survey of CMC alumni, and the 2021 CES, a large survey of Canadians during this 
electoral period. Both surveys asked respondents about their fundamental attitudes 
toward political life, allowing for a comparison between former military members and 
civilians. Controlling for factors we know are related to self-selection into the military, 
and that influence these fundamental beliefs, the results were as follows:

1. CMC graduates tended to have higher overall levels of interest in politics. 
This finding is largely driven by the overwhelmingly greater number of men 
(who tend to have higher political interest than women) in the sample of 
CMC graduates.

2. There was no evidence that CMC graduates had higher levels of satisfaction 
with Canadian democracy.

3. CMC graduates had a greater sense of political efficacy.
4. CMC graduates tended to favor individual responsibility more than their 

civilian counterparts. However, this finding does not hold when controlling 
for other socio-demographic differences between CMC graduates and the 
general population.

5. CMC graduates did tend to be slightly more right-leaning ideologically. 
While women in general were more left-leaning than men, the military sam-
ple group of women was still slightly more right-leaning than their general 
population women counterparts.

Due to the aforementioned limitations, we caution about extrapolating from 
these results more broadly about the Canadian officer corps or the CAF writ large. 
Insofar as graduates of the CMCs, however, is concerned, the results do suggest 
that their political attitudes differ somewhat from the general population. That is in 
line with expectations, based on research on militaries, military officers, and offi-
cer-cadets elsewhere. In line with the limitations of cognate research elsewhere, 
whether these effects are driven by selection or socialization, generation or cohort, 
is difficult to ascertain, which is partially a function of the cross-sectional research 
design.

That CMC graduates score higher on political interest and express positive senti-
ments of political efficacy is good news for civil–military relations in Canada, and 
constructive relations between CMC graduates and their relationship with the 
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government. In other words, CMCs would appear to be doing reasonably well 
ensuring that the senior military leadership aligns leaders in the profession of arms 
with the expectations and wishes of the Canadian citizenry. But as the survey was 
limited to CMC graduates, whether these results are a function of the 4–5 years of 
initial socialization at a CMC or due to subsequent CAF socialization/experience 
is hard to say. The moderating effect of post-secondary education, and thus the 
extent to which CMC or CAF university graduates hold views that are more moder-
ate than they otherwise might, or views that are more moderate than CAF members 
without post-secondary education, we do not know. However, among a sample of 
CMC officer-cadets (Nicol et al., 2007), had identified a socialization effect: an 
ideological shift to the right that correlates with increased social dominance orienta-
tion (SDO) among CMC graduates. Whether that effect is driven by the officer-
cadets’ military or educational experiences was unclear. If there are SDO 
socialization effects, complemented by broader institutional socialization effects 
that engender an ideological shift to the right over time, the findings suggest that the 
executive branch in Canada, as elsewhere, actively has to mediate relations between 
the CAF and Canadian society.
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Appendix B

Descriptive Statistics

Full Sample.

Variable

Canadian Election Study CMC graduates

Obs.

% of 
respondents 

/mean Std. dev. Obs.

% of 
respondents 

/ mean Std. dev.

Indigenous 20,968 3% 0.17 865 3% 0.16
Woman 20,844 55% 0.50 865 9% 0.29
Born in Canada 20,915 84% 0.36 873 89% 0.31
Some Post-Secondary 

Education
20,929 44% 0.50 879 99% 0.11

Birthyear 20,968 1970 17.20 864 1963 17.05

Sample of Those With PSE Only, Not Including Those in Territories.

Variable

Canadian Election Study CMC graduates

Obs.

% of 
respondents 

/ mean Std. dev. Obs.

% of 
respondents 

/ mean Std. dev.

Indigenous 9,134 2% 0.14 851 2% 0.15
Woman 9,087 53% 0.50 852 9% 0.29
Born in 

Canada
9,105 78% 0.41 860 89% 0.32

Birthyear 9,134 1971 16.93 850 1963 16.81
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Appendix D

Without Indigeneity
Table D1. Regression Models With Control Variables (Combined General Population and 
CMC Graduates).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

 
Political 
interest

Satisfaction with 
democracy

(Lack of) political 
efficacya

Individual 
responsibilityb

Ideology 
(L-R)

CMC Graduate -0.20** 0.02 -0.84*** 0.06 0.31***
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.09

Woman -1.12*** 0.05 -0.15*** -0.46*** -0.49***
0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05

Birth Year -0.03*** -0.01*** 0.01*** -0.01*** -0.00***
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Born in Canada 0.23*** -0.34*** -0.05 -0.17*** -0.45***
0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06

British Columbia 0.24*** -0.45*** 0.32*** 0.26*** 0.33***
0.07 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08

Alberta -0.18** 0.08 -0.06 0.13* 0.03
0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08

Manitoba -0.05 0.14 0.04 -0.06 0.08
0.13 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.13

New Brunswick -0.42** -0.04 0.04 -0.01 -0.20
0.17 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.19

Newfoundland 
and Labrador

0.10 0.34 -0.11 -0.25 0.02
0.26 0.23 0.25 0.24 0.27

Nova Scotia 0.06 0.16 0.10 -0.23* -0.46***
0.14 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.15

Prince Edward 
Island

-0.94* -0.21 1.76** 0.09 -0.02
0.49 0.45 0.76 0.42 0.49

Quebec 0.02 0.21*** -0.21*** 0.09 -0.18***
0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06

Saskatchewan -0.10 -0.18 0.30 0.35** 0.53***
0.17 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.18

_cons 67.72*** 15.04***
2.70 2.82

/
cut1 -18.02*** 9.29*** -17.32***  

 2.42 2.79 2.69  
cut2 -16.28*** 10.25*** -16.32***  

 2.42 2.79 2.69  
cut3 -13.44***  

 2.41  
N 9784 9724 7288 7223 9108
R-sq 0.13 0.03

Only those with post-secondary education studied here. Reference category for province: Ontario. Insufficient 
observations for territories and are therefore not included in analysis. For Model 2—ordered logistic regression, 
categories: Very satisfied (1), Fairly satisfied (2), Not very satisfied (3), Not at all satisfied (4). For Models 3 and 4—
ordered logistic regression, categories: Somewhat and Strongly disagree (1), neither agree nor disagree (2), somewhat 
and strongly disagree (3). Survey weights are not employed in these models.
aGreater value means more negative sense of political efficacy. b Greater value means more value on individual responsibility.
Standard errors in second row *p < .10; **p < .05; ***p < .01.
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Notes

1. See, for example, Dunlap (1992), Jennings and Markus (1977), Ricks (1997), Schreiber 
(1979).

2. Although individuals were not asked to self-identify these attributes, the scope of respon-
dents does capture some reservist officers (by virtue of them having done either a com-
ponent transfer, or gone through the Reserve Entry Training Program, but which in recent 
years has been zero-loaded) and officers who were Commissioned From the Ranks 
(CFRs), some of whom would have gone through RMC’s University Training Plan for 
Non-Commissioned Members (UTPNCM). At the same time, the survey does not cover 
all potential Regular Officer Training Plan graduates, some of whom graduate from civil-
ian university.

3. See Stephenson et al. (2023). http://www.ces-eec.ca/2021-canadian-election-study/ 
4. Best estimates from https://www.statcan.gc.ca/o1/en/plus/2233-our-veterans-stories-told- 

number
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