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 Foreword 
 

CANADA’S DEFENCE REVIEW SUBMISSION OF THE 
CANADIAN GLOBAL AFFAIRS INSTITUTE 

 
The essays that follow have been supported by the RBC Foundation and constitute the official 
submission of the Canadian Global Affairs Institute (CGAI) to Canada’s Defence Policy Review. 
As in all CGAI publications, each essay, including the introduction, represents the thinking of 
the author, and not that of CGAI or the RBC Foundation. CGAI has no ‘view’ on any matter. As 
a Canada Revenue Agency approved charitable organization, CGAI does not advocate 
anything, takes no stand on anything, and only provides a platform for the views of persons 
(usually but not always its fellows and advisory council members) who have intelligent 
observations about Canadian global affairs and defence policy which we think deserve 
presentation to the Canadian public. Our one consistent goal is a better informed country that 
understands Canada’s place in the world, its challenges and what policies can help Canada to 
continue to move forward into a peaceful and prosperous future. 
 
The contributions here have been commissioned with a view to offering advice and suggestions 
to the government on issues that CGAI believes are most germane to Canadian defence policy. 
There are essays on the Canadian Army by Lieutenant General Stuart Beare (ret’d), on the 
Royal Canadian Navy by Captain (N) Serge Bertrand (ret’d), the Royal Canadian Air Force by 
Colonel Alan Stephenson (ret’d), Special Forces by Lieutenant General D. Michael Day (ret’d), 
and Reserves by Colonel George Petrolekas. There are also contributions on procurement (Dr. 
David Perry, CGAI senior analyst), cyber challenges (John Adams, former head of 
Communications Security Establishment (CSE), Canada and NATO (Julian Lindley-French, 
Vice-President, Atlantic Treaty Association), space policy and NORAD (Major Andrew 
Godefroy), realistic peace support options for Canada (Dr. Sarah Jane Meharg, Adjunct 
Professor at Royal Military College of Canada), the need for Canada to maintain hard power 
and soft power options (Dr. Stephen Saideman, Paterson Chair in International Affairs, 
Carleton University), security challenges in Asia/Pacific (former Ambassador Marius Grinius) 
and jointness (Major General Doug Dempster (ret’d)).  
 
In each case authors were asked to make policy suggestions and not recommendations for 
specific platforms, though at times it is hard to separate the two. And they were asked to 
consider the budget implications of their suggestions. To a large extent, they have met our 
goals. The purpose of this introduction, then, is to offer an overall view of the defence 
challenges Canada faces. 
 
 
David J. Bercuson 
Director of Programs 
Canadian Global Affairs Institute 
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Introduction 

INTRODUCTION 
 

t has often been declared by scholars and other observers of Canadian defence policy that 
it consists of three principal aims: first, the defence of Canada itself; second, the defence of 
North America in conjunction with the United States; third, the maintenance of 

international order alongside allies and in conjunction with organizations such as the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the United Nations (UN) or coalitions of the willing, as 
they are now called. But in fact these principles tell us nothing about the reality of Canadian 
defence obligations today, nor even the reality of defence obligations that Canada has assumed 
over the past 70 years since the end of the Second World War, or will assume in the future. 
 
To begin with, the first and second principles are essentially the same. Any external danger to 
Canada must consist of an external danger to North America as well, and any external danger to 
North America is a danger to Canada. It is also true that Canada, a state of some 35,000,000 
people and the second largest state by area on the face of the earth, is quite incapable of 
defending itself fully and can play but a marginal role both in its own defence and in the defence 
of North America. For reasons of national sovereignty Canada must do what it can in both 
situations − to defend itself and North America − but its efforts will never prove sufficient for 
either or both tasks in the face of a determined threat. Canada will always rely heavily on the 
United States for its own defence. Geographic, trade, historical and political realities will almost 
certainly dictate that the defence of Canada will always be a vital US national interest also. 
 
What purpose, then, do the Canadian Armed Forces serve other than as a trip-wire and a symbol 
of Canada’s willingness to do what it can to defend itself against the very unlikely possibility that 
a hostile force will ever attempt to penetrate Canadian sovereign territory? Surely the most 
important practical purpose that the Canadian Armed Forces serve is to aid in the task of 
deterring potential hostile forces from intrusions against allies or other states which may not 
formally be allied with Canada but the safety of which is a vital Canadian interest.  
 
One way of thinking about this is to see Canada as one node of an international web of 
obligations that ties Canada and other democratic, capitalist, and liberal states together with 
agreements covering all manner of matters from trade treaties to defence obligations. Every 
international war Canada has fought has been undertaken by Canada because of its close ties to 
other states with which it shares substantial values and interests. By itself, in Canada, Canadians 
are as safe as possible in this age of international terrorism, cyber attacks, and other 
international challenges to world order. Canada is not vulnerable to geopolitical threats from 
powerful potential rivals. There are no challenges to the international order just over the 
horizon, let alone at Canada’s borders. 
 
Canadians sometimes compare the defence expenditures of Canada and Australia to show how 
that country, very similar to Canada in many ways, is far more serious and willing to spend far 
more in defence preparation, even though its population is about a third less. But Australians 
live in a dangerous part of the world while Canadians stand right under the defence umbrella of 
the world’s most powerful state. If Canadians think of themselves as an integral part of a globe-
spanning network that includes allies and trade partners − from Japan to the United Kingdom 
and from the United States to virtually the tip of South America − they would begin to see the 
many threats to the global order which may not directly affect Canada, but most certainly affect 
so many of its partners. 

I 



 

 

Introduction 
by David Bercuson 
July, 2016 

Page 2 

 

Introduction 

 
Why does this matter? It matters because dangers to partners have engaged Canada in every 
overseas war it has fought which shows that, based on Canadian history, it is the ‘third’ 
requirement of defence policy, ‘the maintenance of international order alongside allies and in 
conjunction with organizations such as NATO, the UN or coalitions of the willing,’ which is at 
least as important as any other defence issue that Canadians face. This does not mean that 
Canada’s armed forces should not prepare to defend Canada and aid the United States in the 
defence of the continent. It does mean that the latter two aims are a given but the third aim is 
the one that ought to guide force structure and development because expeditionary operations 
will always pose the greatest challenges for Canada. Where to go? How much to get involved? To 
what purpose? On what conditions? For how long? These are the most difficult questions to deal 
with because Canada’s military engagements are always a matter of choice and are usually 
mandated in large measure in response to the needs of its partners. 
 
Canada participated in the First World War due to constitutional ties to the Crown which 
declared itself at war against Germany on 4 August 1914. Canada was a colony with no 
independent standing among other states. The British Empire was at war and thus Canada was 
at war. The strong ties many Canadians felt to the Empire drove the Canadian government, led 
by Prime Minister Robert Borden, to make as significant a contribution as possible to the war, 
including the dispatch of a four division corps to fight under overall British command. It is 
axiomatic to point out that the Central Powers posed very little physical danger to Canada. In 
the Second World War Canada, independent since the proclamation of the Statute of 
Westminster in 1931, issued its own declaration of war because a large majority of Canadians felt 
strong ties to Britain and because a Nazi-dominated Europe and specifically the Atlantic Ocean 
was a threat to Canada’s national interests. Again, Canada was not in any direct physical danger 
in September 1939. In the Korean conflict, which broke out in June 1950 with the invasion of the 
Republic of Korea by communist North Korea, Canada − grudgingly at first − was coaxed into 
participation in stages (ending with the dispatch of a brigade group of approximately 8,000 
personnel, rotated twice) by Washington, London and the UN. Neither Prime Minister Louis St. 
Laurent nor Minister of National Defence Brooke Claxton were at all enthusiastic about joining 
the conflict. But Canada did so to placate important allies even though most Canadians seem to 
have agreed with the decision. Canada deployed troops to Afghanistan in late 2001 because a 
strong majority of Canadians thought it was only proper after the terrorist attacks on the United 
States on 9/11. Canada itself was not attacked. Canada joined the International Security 
Assistance Force (ISAF) in 2003 largely because of US pressure after Canada declined to 
participate in the invasion of Iraq and, further, Canada sent its troops to Kandahar province in 
2005 as a member of NATO and to help the United States withdraw American troops from there 
to send to Iraq.  
 
In each of these cases and in others − the bombing of Serbia in 1999, the air attacks against 
Libya and ISIL, for example − Canada joined its alliance or coalition partners because of alliance 
obligations. Thus, Canadians have always fought as a part of a larger alliance or coalition and 
always will. This is the reason why the real focus of this Defence Policy Review should be on the 
geopolitical challenges that alliance partners face and how Canada must best prepare its armed 
forces for expeditionary operations to aid them, as in Eastern Europe where Russian military 
action and threats such as cyber attacks have already demonstrated the dangers to Canada’s 
NATO allies. 
 
The most important by far of Canada’s alliance partners is the United States. Canada has neither 
the quantity nor the range of military capabilities to offer much to the United States or to 
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operate to complement US forces abroad except not to be a burden in guarding the sea and air 
approaches to North America. Thus Canada’s role in North American defence must primarily be 
one of reconnaissance. Canada needs to know, and the United States needs to know, what is in 
the skies, on the surface of the seas and under them. In doing so, Ottawa needs to deploy assets 
in the air, at sea and under the sea that are equal to the best assets of any state that would seek 
to operate in Canada’s sovereign space without knowledge and consent. What many Canadians 
do not understand − but political leaders must − is that Canada will almost never need these 
assets to ‘go to war’ with others in defence of its sovereignty, or to draw a line under the sea, on 
the sea or in the air and destroy whoever crosses that line. Canada needs those assets first to 
know who is out there and second to meet them at the edge of sovereign territory to assure them 
that Canada knows they are there and to ‘escort’ them away. If, in the slim chance some state or 
hostile force deliberately penetrates Canada’s space without consent, and with obvious ill intent, 
the Canadian Armed Forces must also have the ability to hold them off as long as possible until 
US allies arrive to come to Canada’s aid. Canada is as dependent on the Americans for its 
defence in the slim possibility of major war in the 21st century as it was on the British in the 19th. 
 

 
DND 

 
Canada’s duty to other allies − in NATO but also to states with which it shares values and 
interests, such as Japan, the Republic of Korea and Australia − is primarily political because the 
military is too small to make any significant contribution to the common defence. But ‘political’ 
in this sense means presence. One or two Canadian ships in the South and East China Seas will 
make no military difference in the struggle of the states on the periphery of those seas to hold off 
China’s long-term effort to be the paramount power in the Asia-Pacific region. However a 
continuous naval presence there, doing port calls, exercising with the navies of friends and allies 
on a continuing basis, providing a part of the air defence, anti-missile defence or anti-submarine 
capability for the US Seventh Fleet on an ongoing basis, or engaging in freedom of the seas 
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voyages in international waters, will be a strong political signal of Canada’s support to friends 
there. Would any Canadian effort of this type adversely affect attempts to keep China open to 
Canadian trade? It is possible but unlikely. Consider the United States itself which continues to 
conduct international navigation cruises to within the 12-mile limit of China’s new artificial 
bases in the South China Sea, certainly raising Chinese ire (at least for public consumption), but 
leaving trade unaffected. The same seems to be the case even between China and Japan, which is 
building up its Maritime Self-Defense Force in the East China Sea and which holds the Senkaku 
islands that China claims. 
 
Canada’s NATO allies have laid down a target of military spending of 2% of Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP). The United States spends roughly 4% of GDP on defence; Canada is at just over 
1% of GDP, the lowest in decades. The previous government agreed to the 2% target but did little 
to increase defence spending. The current government has not disavowed this aim, but has not 
moved any further to achieving it than the previous government. And the current government − 
like the previous government − has put off some $3 to $5 billion in capital spending because, 
quite simply, there is nowhere to spend the money right now.  
 
Measuring a state’s resolve to make a meaningful contribution to the common defence by 
comparing the amount it spends on defence as a percentage of its GDP is problematic. But 
Canada did commit itself to that goal and the rest of NATO did as well. Britain and France are 
determined to meet it and have been increasing their defence budgets accordingly, so is 
Germany. A resurgent and increasingly hostile Russia is reason enough to build up NATO’s 
deterrence. But can Canada actually do it? It won’t be easy. Even if Ottawa decides that 2% is a 
goal it must achieve, or be treated as a freeloader by its allies, a state cannot simply add money 
and watch a military grow. The entire defence infrastructure would have to be expanded. A 
much more efficient procurement process would have to be initiated. Key decisions would have 
to be made as to what capabilities Canada would add or expand, or even cut. None of these tasks 
are easy to do in a short period of time. In the early 1950s, with defeat looming in Korea and 
NATO expansion just beginning, Canada basically tripled its defence budget in four years 
causing immense inflationary pressures in the country and leading to several incidents of gross 
mismanagement in both the Department of National Defence and the Canadian military. 
 
There is no question that Ottawa will have to increase the Canadian defence budget as long as 
international relations remain as unsettled as they are. The greatest threat to Canadian allies 
and to international peace and order is Vladimir Putin’s Russia. Canada must be prepared to 
demonstrate military solidarity with NATO allies in order to do its part to build deterrence. But 
although Putin’s Russia is the greatest threat at the moment, the most serious long-term danger 
to international order − and to allies in the Indo-Pacific region − is China’s blatant violation of -
international norms in its drive to become the paramount power in that corner of the globe. This 
is because Russia remains largely a landlocked state with limited ability to project power abroad, 
a narrow area in which to operate in Central Europe, and massive demographic, infrastructure 
and economic problems at home. China, on the other hand, is seeking breakthroughs in Central 
Asia, the Indian Ocean, the East and South China Seas and the Western Pacific. As mentioned, 
Canada can realistically do little to deter Chinese behaviour, but it can politically support key 
allies, and trading and investing partners, by deploying more than the miniscule military 
resources in the region it deploys now.  
 
Closer to home, Canada can play a more significant role in safeguarding the Caribbean against 
narco-terrorism and human smuggling, responding to natural disasters, and training Caribbean 
police and security forces. This could be done not only because the Caribbean is of the utmost 
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importance to the United States but because Canada has substantial mining and investment 
interests in the basin and many Canadians have strong family ties to the region. Canada cannot 
do much to accomplish any of these goals with the defence budget as low as it is now. 
 
What Canada should try to do is slowly, over a period of say five years, increase the size of 
defence spending per GDP to between 1.5% and 1.75% while increasing the international defence 
profile by engaging in missions of importance and significance to allies and especially to 
Washington. In the thick of Canada’s war in Kandahar province, Canadian defence spending as a 
percentage of GDP never approached 2%. But with the equivalent of half a brigade there and 
Canadians fighting and dying to battle the Taliban insurgence, none of Canada’s allies − 
especially the United States − criticized it for spending too little on defence. This should not be 
taken to mean that Canada should find a war somewhere to offset a failure to increase defence 
spending. What it does mean is that Canada should be both imaginative and proactive in finding 
important work to do in the common defence, especially work that will help the United States 
achieve some of its key objectives. The easiest mission would be to increase the Canadian naval, 
air surveillance and special forces presence in the Caribbean using the new Arctic Offshore 
Patrol Ships in winter to supplement the US Navy and Coast Guard (and Canada’s single frigate 
there) to train special forces among small but key allies and to help with surveillance of vast 
stretches of the Caribbean and the approaches to its passages to the Atlantic. Whatever other 
missions Canada might select, it must bear in mind that the only ally that really matters in terms 
of achieving, or not quite achieving, the 2% goal is the United States. 
 
The same principle should govern any peace support operations under UN auspices. Canada 
should not participate unless it is clear that Canadian forces will be operating alongside well-
equipped and well-trained troops, that logistics and medevac needs will be met by military 
forces at least as efficient as Canadian troops are and that, in case of major kinetic contacts, 
Canada can call on sufficient air or artillery assets. Above all, Canada’s interests must be served 
by any such mission. Ottawa should concentrate Canadian forces for political effect, and should 
ensure that any UN chain of command is efficient and battle-ready 24 hours a day. 
 
Canadian military deployments abroad − including missions under UN auspices − should 
always be carried out to achieve specific Canadian or allied national interests. It is most certainly 
true that there is a lot of pain and violence in the world and atrocities visited upon the innocent, 
but Canada must use its military resources in ways that most closely achieve the geopolitical 
interests of itself and its allies, especially the United States. Canada is connected to some states 
and regions more than to others and given limited military resources, it must never spread itself 
too thinly, try to do too much across the spectrum of military operations, or use the military as 
tokens where tokenism won’t count for much.  
 
 
David J. Bercuson 
Director of Programs 
Canadian Global Affairs Institute
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THE UTILITY OF FORCE  
 
t is not uncommon to hear debates on the roles Canada will need its army to perform – 
that is, what strategic utility it offers to Canada and to the government in the future, and 
what qualities, capabilities and capacities it must possess to exercise this utility, as safely, 
effectively and efficiently as possible. This is particularly true in periods between major 

wars, and in times of financial and defence resource challenges. Often heard, however, are 
expressions like ‘we won’t do this’ or ‘we don’t need that.’ These statements are largely 
symptomatic of under-resourcing and funding challenges for some, and the aspiration by others 
for the world to be something other than it is. Responsible choices on roles for the Canadian 
military and the capabilities we should require it to have need to be grounded, instead, on a 
shared understanding of the current and emerging security environment, Canada’s interests at 
stake in that environment, and the objectives Canada as a country should be advancing while 
protecting against vulnerabilities. Thereafter, a debate on choices can be informed by a strategic 
understanding of the utility of force and forces (not just military) to advance those interests and 
objectives – to preserve Canada’s safety and security, and advance its contribution to the pursuit 
of peace and security globally, in an increasingly volatile, unstable and unpredictable world.  
 
Human conflict plays out in many ways, and increasingly new ways and in all domains – in the 
air, at sea, in cyber and in space, and on the land – across all geographies. The most consistent 
and persistent sources of conflict, in particular conflict that affects, attacks and traumatizes 
citizens/non-combatants persistently and directly, remains between people where they live. 
Threats to Canadian citizens at home, and the preservation of Canada’s interests and values 
abroad must be met then, from time to time, by military forces contributing to defence and 
security effects on the land. This has been and will continue to be done through a variety of 
means: air, maritime, space and cyber for certain. Where and when it matters the most 
ultimately this means by physically deploying on the ground, amongst populations, and in the 
full face of manmade threats or natural disasters. This means by bringing to bear force and 
forces – on the ground.  
 
The strategic utility of land forces and land operations in the safety and security of Canadians at 
home, and in the fight for and pursuit of peace and stability abroad, will endure. Any assessment 
of the future security environment calls for the government to have the option to augment civil 
authorities at home with land capabilities and capacities, to demonstrate presence and 
sovereignty through persistent presence in all corners of Canadian territory, and to respond to 
crises abroad through disaster response and relief, conflict prevention, security assistance, 
capacity building, peace enforcement and, where needed, the application of force, including 
lethal force, to defeat threats and adversaries in combat. This last feature of the utility of force in 
today’s security environment, and the security environment of the future, cannot be 
understated. Violence and volatility are on the rise. Instability and uncertainty are on the rise. 
State actors with peer to Western military power are increasingly aggressive and sophisticated in 
the use of force and forces in their near abroad. Violent and extremist terrorist groups continue 
to traumatize populations and increase their territorial influence. Where and when it is in the 
national interest to intervene – to prevent aggression, respond to aggression, or to defeat 
aggressors – a whole range of military capabilities and capacities need to be available, in 
particular those able to exercise force, and to coordinate, in increasingly sophisticated ways, the 
threat or application of force. This means, in short, combat capability. 
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The government will continue to need the Canadian Army to meet the no-fail safety and security 
missions at home, the combined Canadian and US responses for defence of the continent, 
including in the Arctic, as well as the projection of land power to and application of land power 
in conflicts abroad. That strategic utility cannot be realized, however, unless the missions and 
mandates assigned, and the qualities and capabilities of that land power – generated 
predominantly by the Canadian Army – are real, relevant and credible. This point is key and 
worth discussing.  

 
RELEVANCE AND CREDIBILITY 

 
In the fall of 1995, Canada was embroiled in its third year of the Balkan crisis. Canada had – 
between troops deployed in Croatia and Bosnia, maritime forces in the Adriatic, and air forces 
based in Italy – over 3,500 uniformed men and women fully engaged. They were operating 
alongside 38,000 international military partners in the so-called United Nations (UN) 
Protection Force (UNPROFOR) seeking to ‘keep the peace’ in the midst of the civil war there. 
There was no peace to keep. The Serb-led massacre at Srebrenica, violation of ‘safe areas’ in 
Gorazde, the assault by Croatian forces through Canadian protected areas in Croatia’s sector 
south, and the hostage-taking of unarmed observers – including a Canadian Military Observer 
chained to a bridge – typified our experience on the ground and the images shared with the 
world. Rules of engagement prohibited troops from using force for anything more than self-
defence. They were powerless in the face of violence by the factions against civilian populations, 
with huge consequences to the people, as well as to the mental health and well-being of 
participating troops. These typified Canada’s experiences during the dark days of that UN 
intervention.  
 

 
                                                                                                       Canadian Forces Photo Unit via LAC 
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The international approach taken in the former Republic of Yugoslavia, and the choices taken in 
Canada and internationally on the utility of force in this crisis, led to a failed mission. On a good 
day, UN forces were an inconvenience to, or ignored by, the warring factions. On a bad day, they 
were pawns and hostages in their great game, and witnesses to the atrocities they inflicted on 
each other and their peoples. UNPROFOR, thankfully, wasn’t to be the end of our pursuit for 
peace in that theatre of conflict. Eventually the UN, warring factions, and the world tired of this 
condition. In late 1995, a new framework for intervention was implemented – under a UN 
Chapter 7 mandate – with a clear diplomatic lead, and a capable military force under NATO was 
ordered into action, and a new era in the crises intervention came into play.  
  
As the UN mission was concluding and conditions for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s 
(NATO’s) engagement were being prepared in conference rooms and embassies elsewhere, 
things started to change dramatically on the ground. Longstanding adversaries and combatants 
gradually and then dramatically reduced their combativeness, increased their level of 
compliance with old agreements and accords, and, in very real ways, started treating the UN 
military forces in Bosnia with an unseen-before degree of civility and cooperation. From 
blocking UN movements, confiscating equipment and material, and threatening personal 
violence, the military leadership of factions almost became friendly. Why? When asked that 
question late in November 1995, one Bosnian Serb Colonel replied, “NATO is coming, NATO are 
warfighters, we aren’t going to fight NATO.”  
 
That man’s words communicated a few simple messages. The UN mandate and military mission 
were not relevant to or credible in the face of the civil war. Forces were neither equipped nor 
credible as professionals. And, UN forces had neither the authority nor the will to use force to 
make a difference. UN forces were neither relevant to the crises nor credible to the factions, and 
were powerless and suffered because of this. On the coming NATO force, however, this Colonel’s 
message was the opposite. The NATO mission was seen as relevant to and credible in the context 
of the conflict of the day – there were no holes in the mandate. The NATO force was deploying 
with the full suite of capabilities required to enforce the military provisions of the peace 
agreement – it was a credible force with no gaps in capability. And, NATO militaries were 
professionals, coming with the authority to use force, and the will to use force where required, 
and thus credible in their capacity and willingness to use force where necessary. The result was a 
peaceful and compliant transition by warring factions into their cantonment sites – no shots 
needing to be fired and no further loss of life. The mandate, the force’s capabilities, and its will 
to use force as necessary were complete – it was relevant to the challenge and credible to all 
factions – and the mission was able to progress while the security of deployed forces was 
dramatically enhanced.  
 
Canadian troops exchanged blue berets for green helmets. Canada deployed a combat capable 
force with its full complement of close combat capabilities. The Canadian forces were integrated 
with NATO and whole-of-government partners in a more comprehensive approach to 
peacebuilding, including disarmament, demobilization and reintegration. The force didn’t have 
to fire a shot but was absolutely equipped and prepared to do battle, aggressively, effectively and 
decisively, and former adversaries knew it. And Canada’s contribution went from being 
inconsequential to the lives of the people in the region, to a real source of security and 
opportunity in their post-civil-war journey. 
 

 
 



 

 

Defence Policy Review Considerations: Canada’s Army 
by Stuart Beare 
July, 2016 

 Page 10 

 

Defence Policy Review Considerations: Canada’s Army 

 
HAVING REAL OPTIONS AND CHOICES 

 
Canada’s geography and privileged strategic position in terms of relationships, in particular with 
the United States, do allow the government the privilege of choice and discretion in 
international interventions. Still, governments have had a broad versus a narrow range of 
options available to them in these interventions – and citizens have been supportive when they 
see this. For options to be real, they need to pre-exist any particular crisis, and be within the 
Canadian military baseline, both Regular and Reserve forces, and the institution’s short-term 
potential for adaptation and expansion. New capabilities for high-risk operations cannot be 
manufactured and brought to bear at the speed with which crises occur and effective responses 
are required. If capabilities are to be considered real options for either missions of necessity or 
discretion, they need to be real and in existence, not imagined.  
 
In conflicts and crises where threats, enemies and adversaries must be engaged persistently and 
directly, to preserve lives and protect people where they live, deployment onto and engagement 
in the land domain must be an option available to Canada and Canadians. Land forces – with 
the Canadian Army at the centre – must be capable, confident and credible in conflict, up to and 
including combat. General-purpose combat capability remains the key to the confidence of 
Canada’s own forces to endure the danger, complexity and uncertainty of interventions, and to 
their confidence and capacity to bring to bear effects and influences that achieve results in 
contested and conflicted zones abroad. General-purpose combat capability remains key to the 
credibility of Canadian forces in conflict zones, to partners alongside whom troops must operate 
and fight, and to the protection that credibility affords to troops. 
 

FULL SPECTRUM,1 GENERAL-PURPOSE, COMBAT CAPABLE 
 
General-purpose combat capability and credibility do not come to a force through 
subcontracting key core components. Nor does it imply ‘owning’ the full suite of capacities 
within each capability area. While much can be provided by others, their offerings need to nest 
and integrate within one’s own force, on top of one’s own capacities. Own capabilities at the 
tactical level can be complemented, but not entirely replaced by another force, in particular 
those functions that will always remain at the centre of general-purpose combat capacities and 
those enabling enduring national responsibility.  
  
These five core capabilities remain:  

 

 the ability to lead one’s own forces, integrate the capabilities of other forces, and work 
effectively alongside indigenous and whole-of-government partners (Command); 

 

 the ability to see with one’s own sensors in the visible, electro-magnetic and cyber spectrums, 
and to contribute and draw on partners’ abilities to see (Sense);  

 

 the capacity to apply force up to and including lethal force – broadly or with precision – to 
influence an adversary’s actions, and defeat it in combat through fires and manoeuvre when 
needed (Act);  
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 the ability to protect and preserve the lives and limbs of one’s own troops, from airborne 
threats, improvised explosive devices (IEDs), direct and indirect fire weapons, chemical, 
biological and radiological threats, and health risks (Shield);  

 

 and finally the ability to sustain all of these with supply, transportation, maintenance, 
logistics, and financial services (Sustain) – the whole array of back office functions that, as 
Napoleon put it, professionals talk about.  
 

The Canadian Army, and a Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) generated larger joint force, must 
provide all of these as capabilities that are core to a general-purpose force, and essential to 
combat capability. These core elements are key to being able to integrate capabilities provided 
by partners, and those offered as contributions to mission partners. Full spectrum operations – 
from peace to war – are a team effort, and the CAF need to bring to bear all the pieces that 
contribute to teams and that leverage contributions of others, while commanding, shielding and 
sustaining Canadian forces on the ground. 
 
At home, demonstrating presence, enforcing sovereignty, reinforcing and supporting domestic 
security forces, and responding to crises resulting from manmade and natural disasters, require 
mass.2 Typically, close combat forces of Regular and Reserve components are re-rolled to 
perform people-based security and general duty tasks (infantry, armour, artillery troops (Act 
functions) for example). The balance of the land force (again Regular and Reserve) enables the 
command, sense, sustain and shield functions – even providing those services to citizens and 
public safety organizations – from surveillance to communications, to logistics, to health 
services. General-purpose capabilities allow for the leadership of the full range of functions, 
including leading military forces on the land, providing for the integration of their actions and 
capabilities with joint, air, maritime and civilian partners, and assuring their protection and 
sustainment over time. Effective safety, security and defence are assured, credibility with 
partners is preserved, and the confidence of Canadians in their government’s ability to provide 
for their safety is protected. 
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A BRIGADE-BASED ARMY 
 
The brigade – an all arms formation of land forces – is the lowest level at which these functions 
exist, are led, and can be integrated effectively. This is true in force generation,3 such as the 
training of battle groups and other unit level forces as combined arms teams and parts of a joint 
force. And this is particularly true in operations, especially in complex and high stakes 
operations abroad including full spectrum and combat, and in conducting complex security 
missions at home. The brigade is the lowest level where high threat and high stakes land 
operations can be effectively integrated with coalition and civilian partners. And it is at this level 
where Canada can effectively integrate for employment, under the CAF, land and joint force 
capabilities of other militaries for land missions. It was at the brigade level that Canadians 
exercised operational control of US and Dutch forces in Afghanistan. Governments should have 
and will want to have the opportunity not only to be a provider of forces, but also to be a 
provider of leadership that leverages the offerings of other military forces, where that matters, in 
peace support as well as full spectrum operations. 
 
A joint-capable and joint-enabled all arms brigade force structure is the lowest level at which 
Canada can assure its ability and capacity to generate integrated forces, and operate as a team of 
teams – military, civilian and multinational – in complex and high stakes missions. Brigade 
capabilities are the bridge for integrating air/land operations of all forms, and are the platform 
for planning and conducting operations ashore, projected from and supported by the maritime 
forces. The Canadian Army must continue to evolve brigades as the foundation of this joint and 
integrating capability. 

 
THE LEAD FORCE GENERATOR FOR LAND OPERATIONS 

 
Canadian Joint Operations Command is the CAF’s force employer. Its mission is to lead the 
anticipation, preparation for and conduct of operations to defend Canada, protect North 
America, and contribute to peace and security abroad. Large parts of the Army’s command and 
control capabilities, as the other services, are assigned to CJOC for this mission. The enduring 
Army mission, on the other hand, is to generate combat effective, multi-purpose land forces to 
meet Canada’s defence objectives. The Canadian Army, like the other services, is consumed by 
this force development and force generation effort.  
 
In a world where we need to be agile, adaptable and flexible in responding to shock and surprise, 
the Canadian Army needs to be grounded on a firm, sophisticated and modern force generation 
base that is adaptive, flexible and responsive in its own right. That generation base is the 
backbone of the Canadian Army – its system of training and development of individuals, 
exercising of combined arms teams, and building and delivering joint, integrated, multinational 
forces for land operations. The Canadian Army’s capabilities and capacities are assured (or not) 
by the rigour and robustness of this force generation base. This includes modern well-equipped 
school houses, comprehensive sets of simulations and training aids, large maneouvre training 
areas that facilitate high readiness, and deploying forces to experiment, train and ‘live it out here 
before they live it out there,’ and the learning and change processes that go with these. The role 
of the Canadian Army as the lead force generator for the CAF for land operations – including its 
Regular and Reserve components, its civilian workforce, and the industries which support them 
– is delivered on the back of a unified, adaptive and resilient system of doctrine and training. 
This role and these capacities must also evolve and endure.  
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THE PROFESSION’S FACE TO CANADIANS 
 
Finally, the CAF is a profession of volunteer citizens, supported by families and enabled by 
communities. The profession’s ability to endure is founded on people, and on a healthy number 
and quality of citizens who volunteer to join. As the largest element of the CAF with the most 
diverse presence in communities across Canada – in particular by virtue of a healthy and proud 
Reserve component – the Canadian Army should continue to play a key role to connect, in real 
and meaningful ways, with fellow citizens. The endurance of its human capital and the 
assurance of public engagement and support will continue to rely on this personal and ‘in my 
neighbourhood’ presence.  

CONCLUSION 
 
Canada’s strategic relevance in a world in distress, and its real ability to advance and protect its 
interests at home and abroad, will continue to rely on the strategic utility of force in the range of 
crises to come, the reality of relevant options for government, and on the operational and 
tactical credibility of Canadian forces in all operations, in particular on the land amongst the 
people, up to and including combat. We do not live in a fireproof house nor are we immune to 
the real need to promote peace and fight for security, where needed, internationally. A team of 
integrated Regular and Reserve forces that are general-purpose and combat capable, within a 
brigade-based Army that is founded on a modern, adaptive and innovative institutional system 
of doctrine, training and force generation, will remain core to the CAF’s capacity to generate and 
sustain options for the government, and to the credible, confident and capable application of 
land forces – with partners – in operations.  And, in communities across the country, the 
Canadian Army’s contribution to the real presence of the Canadian Armed Forces at large will be 
key to remaining connected with citizens.  
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1 The Canada First Defence Strategy described the full spectrum of operations as ranging from humanitarian 
assistance to stabilization operations, to combat. Military literature refers to full spectrum as being able to engage 
across the continuum of operations – from peacetime engagement, humanitarian assistance, peace support to combat 
– with capabilities and influences across multiple planes – including physical, moral, electromagnetic and cyber – 
concurrently. 
2 An operational definition describes the purpose of mass as being to concentrate the effects of combat power at the 
most advantageous place and time to produce decisive results. When dealing with vital domestic security and crisis 
response operations, where large populations are affected, this means being able to bring to bear large numbers of 
forces – armed or unarmed – focused in a particular geography (like at the 2002 G8/G20 in Kananaskis on the heels 
of 9/11) or distributed widely with citizens across large geographic spaces (like the 1997 Manitoba floods and 1998 ice 
storm). 
3 The Canadian Armed Forces describe force generation as the process of organizing, training and equipping forces for 
employment. Force generation integrates four major components: force structure, equipment, readiness and 
sustainability. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
anada’s maritime forces1 are much more deeply connected to national security and 
prosperity than suggested from a traditional reading of their missions and roles.2 To 
understand why, we must examine how Canada’s relationship with the world has been 

transformed over the past several decades through globalization. 
 
Canadians tend to think of their prosperity in terms of Canada’s access to the United States and 
the networks of bridges, roads and rail that move goods within North America. In reality, these 
networks are part of a larger global economy made possible by maritime commerce. 
 
Over 90% of all global commerce travels by sea, including two-thirds of the world’s oil.3 
Maritime commerce touches daily on Canadians’ lives. They experience it in the variety of goods 
from which they can choose as consumers, and they interact with it through virtually every 
purchase they make. 
 
The pervasiveness of maritime commerce is only partially observable in Canada’s international 
trade figures.4 Hidden in the data is the deeper structural reality that national and regional 
economies have been completely reorganized into an integrated global economy. That global 
economy has enriched Canadian lives as producers and consumers, but it has also created deep 
interdependencies the world over. The economies of the United Kingdom or Japan, for example, 
would begin faltering in a matter of days without maritime commerce. But even North America, 
arguably the most self-contained regional economy in the world, depends heavily on 
international maritime commerce.5  
 
The forces that have created a global economy have also transformed societies themselves by 
creating a vast and intricate web of relationships − political, economic, financial and social − 
that have permitted unprecedented flows of wealth, ideas, goods, services, culture and people 
among the world’s nations. We call this hyper-connected and massively interdependent world 
order the ‘global system.’6  
 
There are few states more ‘globalized’ than Canada.7 It is among the world’s most connected 
societies. It is among the world’s most successfully plural societies, with personal connections 
and family roots extending around the globe. It is among the world’s most active participants in 
the international community. And it is among the world’s largest trading states. 
 

THE RCN’S FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSE 
 

Today’s global system has evolved beyond recognition from its earliest days, when the 
Portuguese first rounded the Cape of Good Hope. But oceanic trade has been fundamental to the 
Western way of life ever since, as has the seapower that served to protect it. It is no accident that 
across those five centuries, the leading economic power of the day − Spain, the Netherlands, 
Great Britain and today the United States − was also the dominant seapower of its era. 
 
There is a deep relationship between seapower and the economic, legal and political world 
order.8 In today’s globalized era, Western navies, led by the United States, are the principal 
guarantors of the maritime peace and good order9 upon which the global economy depends. But 
even as large a navy as the US Navy is insufficient to the task. Defending the global system − and 
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hence Canada’s prosperity and way of living − is a cooperative outcome that navies such as 
Canada’s and likeminded allies deliver as one of the greatest public goods of this global era. 
 
We turn to the missions for the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF), now recast in terms of this 
fundamental strategic purpose. In the coming decades, Canada’s maritime forces shall: 

 

 Protect Canada by exercising Canadian sovereignty in home waters,10 securing the maritime 
approaches to North America and contributing to maritime peace and good order abroad. 

 

 Prevent conflict by strengthening global maritime partnerships11 and deploying forward to 
promote global stability and deter conflict from the sea. 

 

 Project Canadian power to shape and, when necessary, restore order to the global system. 
 

 NAVY FOR THIS GLOBAL ERA 
 

Key trends and drivers in today’s global era have deepened the political, legal, economic and 
military stakes in the world’s oceans, making for an increasingly complex and competitive future 
at sea. Ocean politics12 continue to intensify at home and abroad. 
 
Maritime defence and security threats are merging and expanding as operations across the 
spectrum of conflict grow more complex.13 This is especially the case in a relatively narrow zone 
near the world’s coastlines where the majority of humanity resides. This is where the most 
serious consequences of massive change and social disruption will continue to unfold in the 
decades ahead, making intrastate conflict nearly certain to challenge Canada in the coming 
decades. This is also where the Royal Canadian Navy (RCN), as part of a joint Canadian Armed 
Forces (CAF), will need to be prepared to operate against both state adversaries as well as armed 
maritime groups,14 against the backdrop of an intensely populous littoral environment15 that is 
orders of magnitude more complex than anything the RCN has yet experienced. 
 
A reordering of global power is also underway, with profound implications for great state 
cooperation, competition and confrontation. Nowhere is this more evident than in the evolving 
Sino-American relationship, which may already be the defining geopolitical issue of our time, 
and specifically in the interaction of the maritime strategies each state is pursuing in the Asia-
Pacific region.16 At stake is the integrity of global maritime order itself, an issue which is central 
to Canada’s vital interests. 
 
On the one hand, China has conflated ‘core interests’ with a priori but tenuous historical claims 
to waters in the East and South China Seas that it calls its ‘near seas,’ while invoking an 
unusually expansive interpretation of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in its 
perceived national interest.17 On the other hand, the United States, as the ultimate guarantor of 
the current global and maritime order, must find ways to accommodate China’s rising ambitions 
and interests without fundamentally changing that order.18 Moreover, the United States must 
also contend with the prospect that China may well succeed, without approaching the rough 
parity of naval power needed to match the US Navy’s ability to project power globally. Indeed, 
all China needs to do is deny American access in its near seas for a period of grave instability in 
the global maritime domain to ensue, bringing with it the prospect of great power conflict. 
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EPA 

 

This paper does not suggest that such prospects are pre-determined. It argues that Canada must 
be prepared for such outcomes over the period spanning the operational lives of the RCN’s next 
generation of major warships, which will still be at sea in 2060. 
 
Nonetheless, the RCN’s most fundamental task remains to defend Canada’s home waters. It will 
continue to do so primarily through support to its federal partners that are mandated to enforce 
Canada’s jurisdictions, rights and obligations as a coastal state. This will continue to require the 
RCN to exert its presence where and when needed, including the requirement to control events 
at sea. The ability to do so will remain founded upon maritime domain awareness, an 
understanding of who is operating in Canada’s home waters, what they are doing and why.19 
The outcome of these three maritime capabilities − awareness, presence and control − is what 
allows Canada to exercise its sovereignty at sea. 
 
Accordingly, Canada will continue to require a fleet of sufficient size to operate in Canada’s three 
oceans and deploy abroad on an ongoing basis, while retaining the ability to respond to a major 
international contingency. Canada will continue to need a navy that can act with sovereign 
independence to defend Canada’s territory but that is highly interoperable with the United 
States to help defend North America. Canada will continue to need a navy that can contribute 
effectively to major international operations. 
 
However, to meet defence and security challenges in the coming decades, Canada’s maritime 
forces will need to be: 

 

 Better equipped for sustained Arctic operations. The Harry DeWolf-class Arctic and 
Offshore Patrol Ships (AOPS) will serve as the RCN’s primary springboard for meeting 
growing defence and security obligations in the Arctic, resulting from their ability to help 
regulate Arctic home waters as well as to monitor and respond to events, ranging from 
assuring the safety of mariners and responding to environmental disasters, to confronting 
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incursions against Canada’s sovereignty. These ships will also play an important part in 
developing Canada’s High North in the coming decades, a process that will be conducted 
largely by air and from the sea. Future joint and maritime operations in the Arctic will hinge 
upon the continued development of a constellation of unmanned, semi-autonomous and 
remotely-operated intelligence, reconnaissance and surveillance (ISR) systems, such as those 
being explored by Canada, Norway and the United States.20  

 

 Better equipped to conduct peace support operations.21 Recent operations by the RCN as well 
as allied navies have underscored a pressing need for the CAF to acquire a dedicated peace 
support ship, specifically to meet the unique demands of humanitarian assistance and 
disaster relief (HA/DR) operations.22 Such operations typically unfold in chaotic conditions, 
often in the absence of, or hampered by extensively damaged, transportation networks and 
infrastructure. The characteristics that would permit such a ship to act as a seabase23 include: 
a substantial sealift capacity to embark personnel, vehicles, force logistics and humanitarian 
materiel for transport into theatre; equipment to embark/disembark cargo as well as transfer 
cargo at sea; deck space to accommodate or operate medium or heavy lift aircraft and landing 
craft to act as the ship/shore connectors to project, sustain and support a force ashore, as 
well as to recover it; and the internal space that can be dedicated to a joint headquarters, 
civil-military coordination centre, and medical and dental facilities and accommodations for 
evacuees.  
 
Such a vessel would likely be among the most heavily utilized assets in the future CAF 
inventory. Capable of anticipatory pre-positioning or rapid deployment, a peace support ship 
would be an ideal platform for joint action across a range of relatively permissive scenarios. 
Such scenarios would include the evacuation of non-combatants from zones of incipient 
conflict, as well as support to forces ashore during a post-conflict recovery or stabilization 
period. 
 
Moreover, such a vessel would likely emerge as the CAF’s principal defence diplomacy asset, 
deployed routinely to regions of strategic interest to Canada with a range of personnel and 
joint capabilities embarked to strengthen regional capacities and strategic partnerships, or 
more broadly to conduct goodwill missions with other federal agencies and non-
governmental organizations and assets embarked.  
 

 Better equipped to contribute to joint action ashore, through the acquisition of weapons 
designed for precision operational or tactical fires24 in support of a joint force, as well as 
systems for theatre-level air defence to permit the protection of joint forces and populations 
ashore from short- and medium-range ballistic missiles. The latter capability would also be 
especially pertinent for the strategic North American defence partnership, as it would 
represent a major step-change in Canada’s capacity to contribute to NORAD and would likely 
encompass significant changes to current bi-national command arrangements. 

 

DELIVERING TOMORROW’S NAVY 
 

Today’s maritime forces are the result of investments made by governments prior to 1993, when 
defence spending equated to 1.8% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) or higher. The 
modernization or replacement of those assets was advanced with considerable difficulty when 
defence spending fell to an average of 1.1% of GDP. The ability of future governments to 
continue leveraging these prior investments, in terms of current policy-directed defence 
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outcomes, is rapidly drawing to a close. There is simply no question more fundamental to the 
success of the Defence Policy Review (DPR) than to bring expected defence outcomes and 
spending levels into balance in the long term.25  
 
The recommendations offered below recognize that it will take more than a decade to achieve a 
new balance. Accordingly, this paper advocates the sequencing of additional investments in the 
near to mid-term through modest adjustments involving public/private partnerships and a 
reprofiling of fleet renewal by extending the life of the RCN’s current generation of patrol ships 
and in particular its submarines. 
 
In this vein, the government should:  

 

 Continue efforts to accelerate the RCN’s recapitalization, consistent with the need for robust 
requirements definition to reduce strategic risks, while retaining the National Shipbuilding 
Procurement Strategy (NSPS) as the most assured basis of recapitalizing the fleet. The costs 
of such an approach compare favourably to offshore production, especially in light of the 
strategic advantages that accrue from a robust domestic industrial base.26  
 

 Use public/private partnering as a complementary activity to the NSPS, where requirements 
can be met through vessels built to modern commercial standards. Such an approach, 
already in place to acquire an interim AOR for the RCN in 2017, holds promise for the 
potential acquisition of a purpose-converted peace support ship, described earlier, as well as 
the acquisition of a new generation of coastal patrol ships to replace the Kingston-class 
Maritime Coastal Defence Vessels (MCDVs). 

 

 Increase funding for fleet maintenance (DND’s national procurement account). Aging hulls 
need enhanced levels of deep maintenance, and recurring shortfalls in relation to demand 
have incrementally led to growing liabilities that will need to be addressed, especially in 
relation to the life extension proposals that follow. 

 

 Extend the life of the Victoria-class submarines and the Kingston-class MCDVs as a means 
of retaining fleet capacity while the RCN undergoes the transition from the modernized 
Halifax-class frigates from the mid-2020s through the mid-2030s. 

 

 Plan to replace the Aurora Maritime Patrol Aircraft and Victoria-class submarines. 
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1 Canada’s maritime forces comprise the naval and supporting forces generated by the Royal Canadian Navy (RCN) as 
well as the maritime air and supporting forces generated by the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF). 
2 The Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) are mandated to: protect Canada and defend its sovereignty; defend North 
America in cooperation with the United States; and contribute to international peace and security. 
3 According to the International Maritime Organization. 
4 Canadian exports of goods and services were equivalent to 30.2% of GDP in 2012, and total trade (exports plus 
imports) was equivalent to 62%, the second highest ratio in the G8. While trade with the United States accounted for 
70.3% of this activity, overseas trade remained an indispensable direct source of Canadian wealth. See Global Affairs 
Canada, “Canada’s State of Trade: Trade and Investment Update – 2013.” 
5 Consider, for example, the F-Series pickup truck. Although it is assembled in plants located in Missouri and 
Michigan, only 55% of its parts are made in Canada or the United States. Another 15% originate from Mexico. The 
remaining 30% comes from overseas. Of the 164 vehicle brands that were manufactured in North America in 2011, 
only 22 qualified as domestic vehicles under American commerce rules, defined as having 75% or more of their value 
derived in parts originating from Canada or the United States. 
6 The term global system is intended not only to describe today’s world order, but also to convey the idea that many 
contemporary societal, political, economic, climatological and security challenges are essentially global in scope, 
multi-dimensional in connecting across multiple policy domains, and borderless in relation to national and 
international governance. 
7 See A.T. Kearney Inc., “The Global Top 20,” available at 
www.colorado.edu/AmStudies/lewis/ecology/global06index.pdf. In 2015, Canada ranked as the world’s sixth most 
globalized country, when measured against political engagement in the international community, technological 
connectivity, personal contact and economic integration. 
8 For a fuller discussion of the relationship among seapower, international law and the maritime order, see Donna J. 
Nincic, “Sea Lane Security and U.S. Maritime Trade: Chokepoints as Scarce Resources,” in Sam J. Tancredi (ed.), 
Globalization and Maritime Power,  Washington: National Defence University, 2002; and Serge Bertrand, “Navies, 
the Law of the Sea and the Global System in the 21st Century,” Ocean Yearbook, Volume 26, No. 1 (2012). 
9 By maritime peace and good order, this paper refers to a condition in which the high seas are kept safe and free for 
all to use lawfully, without infringing upon a coastal state’s rights to protect its maritime resources, enforce its 
territorial integrity and regulate its home waters through domestic and international law. 
10 This is a descriptive term that encompasses a coastal state’s internal, territorial, contiguous and archipelagic waters 
(where applicable), as well as its exclusive economic zone, as specified in the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the 
Sea (UNCLOS). 
11 This would be done through the exercise of defence diplomacy, or global engagement, denoting the peaceful 
application of defence resources to achieve positive outcomes in the development of a country’s bilateral and 
multilateral relationships. 
12 Ocean politics deal with the struggle for values, resources and power in relation to the ocean. See Peter Jacques and 
Zachary A. Smith, Ocean Politics and Policy: A Reference Handbook, ABC-CLIO, 2003, p. 2. 
13 The maritime analysis summarized in this paragraph builds upon on Chief of Force Development, Department of 
National Defence, The Future Security Environment 2008-2030, 2010, as well as a number of more current allied 
assessments, most notably the National Intelligence Council, Global Trends 2030: Alternative Worlds, 2012, and the 
US Marine Corps 2015 Security Environment Forecast, Futures 2035-2045. 
14 Armed maritime groups are defined as organizations capable of maritime action that are party to an armed 
conflict, but that do not answer to and are not commanded by one or more states. Hamas and Hezbollah are among 
contemporary examples, but the most evolved in capabilities and organization was the Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam (LTTE). 
15 Western navies have adopted an operational view of the term littoral, rather than a strictly geographic one. For 
example, American joint doctrine defines the littoral region as an operating environment consisting of two segments: 
seaward, the area from the open ocean to the shore that must be controlled to support operations ashore; and 
landward, the area inland from the shore that can be supported and defended directly from the sea. 
16 The recent American defence policy and military literature abounds with analyses of the Asia-Pacific region. For 
one the most concise and cogent unclassified analyses of the interaction between Chinese and American maritime 
strategies, see Andrew S. Erickson, “Are China’s Near Sea ‘Anti-Navy’ Capabilities Aimed Directly at the United 
States?” blog post, June 2012. 
17 For an excellent interactive summary, see Council of Foreign Relations, China’s Maritime Disputes. 
18 See United States, Joint Chiefs of Staff, “The National Military Strategy,” 2015.  
19 The International Maritime Organization (IMO) defines maritime domain awareness as “the effective 
understanding of anything associated with the maritime domain that could impact the security, safety, economy, or 
environment.” It defines the maritime domain as “all areas and things of, on, under, relating to, adjacent to, or 

http://www.colorado.edu/AmStudies/lewis/ecology/global06index.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiVuMbG7c_LAhVLFT4KHeZOA9UQFggdMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fbooksandjournals.brillonline.com%2Fcontent%2Fjournals%2F10.1163%2F22116001-92600079&usg=AFQjCNF69vSVy8yji2iUlaYEQ3C
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2011/dn-nd/D4-8-1-2010-eng.pdf
http://www.dni.gov/files/documents/GlobalTrends_2030.pdf
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=17&ved=0ahUKEwi8ppSX1qfLAhWivYMKHRqdAis4ChAWCCwwBg&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mcwl.marines.mil%2FPortals%2F34%2FDocuments%2F2015%2520MCSEF%2520-%2520Futures%25202030-2045.pdf&usg=AFQjCNFI1OQuOdKrgK06d
http://www.informationdissemination.net/2012/06/are-chinas-near-seas-anti-navy.html
http://www.informationdissemination.net/2012/06/are-chinas-near-seas-anti-navy.html
http://www.cfr.org/asia-and-pacific/chinas-maritime-disputes/p31345#!/p31345
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bordering on a sea, ocean, or other navigable waterway, including all maritime-related activities, infrastructure, 
people, cargo, and vessels and other conveyances.” 
20 Specifically, Defence Research and Development Canada’s (DRDC) Northern Watch Technology Demonstration 
Project, the US Future Arctic Sensing Project and the Norwegian Polar Institute’s Arctic Earth Observation and 
Surveillance Technologies Project. 
21 Peace support operations are efforts conducted impartially to restore or maintain peace. Peace support operations 
can include conflict prevention, peacemaking, peace enforcement, peacekeeping and peacebuilding. 
22 Navies have made significant contributions to international disaster relief operations, including: Indian Ocean, 
post-tsunami in 2004; New Orleans, post-Hurricane Katrina in 2005; Haiti, post-earthquake in 2010; 
Burma/Myanmar, post-Cyclone Nargis in 2008; Padang, Indonesia, post-earthquake in 2009; Pakistan, post-
monsoon flooding in 2010; Japan, post-earthquake/tsunami in 2011; and the Philippines, post-Typhoon Haiyan in 
2014. According to one recent RAND analysis, naval HA/DR operations were especially useful in the broader Asia-
Pacific region, not only because of the essentially maritime character of those theatres, but also because the region 
suffered more than half of the world’s major natural disasters. 
23 A seabase is literally a base at sea, comprised of one or more ships the function of which is to support the 
operations of a joint force ashore. 
24 The term joint fires refers to the coordinated employment of lethal and non-lethal systems by more than one 
component of a joint force, in support of a common objective. Long-range cruise missiles are an example of the type 
of weapon system that can be employed for joint fires. Long-range gun systems are another that soon will be able to 
launch multi-configurable munitions in volume, which can be directed independently or autonomously towards their 
targets with great accuracy at a distance. 
25 This paper assumes that a number of comprehensive defence-wide initiatives are needed for the DPR to succeed: 
first, that National Defence will be permitted to divest itself of current realty holdings that no longer directly 
contribute to defence, so that it may reinvest those funds back into the infrastructure it needs; second, that force 
planners will be permitted to adjust the other major ‘levers’ of the defence system (readiness and personnel) in 
developing viable future force options; third, that the so-called ‘Leslie Report’ will be fully implemented, as the means 
of protecting the viability of the fighting force; fourth, that lasting and effective defence procurement reforms will 
reduce the impact of defence inflation on purchasing power; and fifth, that a new defence funding model will be 
adopted, pinned to future growth in GDP over the long term, including as a growing percentage of GDP itself. 
26 See Eric Lerhe, The National Shipbuilding Procurement Strategy, An Update, Strategic Studies Working Group 
Paper, CIC/CDFAI, February 2013. Therein, he notes “DND’s audit arm concluded that the built-in-Canada Canadian 
Patrol Frigate ultimately cost only 7% more (roughly $28 million per ship) on average than seven other similarly sized 
foreign warships. That 7% ‘at home’ premium also created over 7,000 person-years of Canadian employment and 
established at least 12 Canadian companies that are still in business and exporting complex marine systems to such 
demanding customers as the United States, Israeli and Royal Navies today. That same audit also considered the 
Canadian frigate the combat superior of every one of the foreign frigates studied save the one that it was ‘only’ the 
combat equal to.” Moreover, a recent study commissioned by Industry Canada determined that in-service support for 
a warship acquired offshore would be 25% higher than for one built in Canada − a critical factor, as such costs over 
the typical warship life-cycle can readily equal 60% or more of the initial purchase cost. 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR146.html
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi994Lrr9zLAhXJej4KHb5RDG4QFggdMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.aph.gov.au%2FDocumentStore.ashx%3Fid%3D7de68563-cfca-493f-8816-a72e6c43698f&usg=AFQjCNGbkfKYCHl0SiAtbn7TOr6hxQh
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INTRODUCTION 
 
he principal role of the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) is to provide the government 
of Canada with military capabilities unique to the air environment that are essential to 
the defence and security of Canada. This is termed airpower and is functionally 

classified into four core capabilities1 foundational to air forces worldwide: control of the air; air 
attack; air mobility; and air ISR (intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance). Each of these 
core capabilities is critical to ensuring Canadian sovereignty, defence of North America and 
contributing to international peace and security.2 These key defence roles set the priorities by 
which the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) organize, train and equip forces for service-specific3 
military roles and missions. Properly resourced, the distinctive characteristics of airpower 
(flexibility, speed, reach and agility4) provide the government with significant latitude in 
determining policy options for immediate responses to domestic and global events by the CAF. 
 

AIRPOWER AND ROLES  
 
Given the geographic challenges of protecting Canada, the RCAF currently possesses a range of 
capabilities that deliver rapid airpower effects throughout the spectrum of Canadian national 
security.5 Limited resources and the high cost of technologically advanced aviation platforms 
compel the RCAF to provide broad capabilities via multi-purpose aircraft that are combat 
capable for air force employment in conventional conflicts, but are agile enough for various non-
combat tasks. As an integrated service of the CAF, the RCAF is also responsible for the provision 
of organic airpower to the Royal Canadian Navy (RCN), Canadian Army (CA) and Canadian 
Special Operations Command (SOFCOM). The RCAF provides close support and surveillance to 
the RCN, CA and SOFCOM operations in addition to providing primary CAF support to non-
defence search and rescue missions. 
 
The airpower capabilities that the RCAF generates are exercised through a unified command 
structure for force employment in one of three ways: by the Commander of the Canadian Joint 
Operations Command (CJOC); by the Commander of the North American Aerospace Defense 
Command (NORAD) through the binational command structure; or via direct tasking to the 
Commander of 1 Canadian Air Division.6 The ubiquitous demand for air assets and their 
inherent flexibility set a central tenet of airpower – centralized control and decentralized 
execution. This has led to the development of the air task force (ATF) concept that tailors 
airpower requirements to a specific operation, mission, or task through allocation and 
apportionment of scarce RCAF resources. As the senior advisor to the Chief of the Defence Staff 
(CDS) on air force issues, the Commander RCAF provides the air capabilities’ framework for the 
dialectical discussion on ways and means to use airpower to achieve government and military 
objectives. Through strategic guidance publications, the Commander RCAF has articulated the 
core capabilities, contemporary roles and mission sets that a balanced air force requires to meet 
the enduring defence roles unique to Canada.7 
 
Why is this preamble necessary? It is important to understand the distinct challenges in 
delivering airpower in Canada because calls for the Defence Policy Review (DPR) to provide 
policy specificity to enable capital procurement8 misunderstand the relationship among 
capabilities, roles, missions and policy decisions on employment. There are four dimensions to 
airpower9 (political, operational, economic and technological) that need to be considered by 
government during policy and procurement decisions. Core capability requirements of airpower 
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establish the essential roles that need to be performed for the basic defence of Canada that then  
 

 
inform decision-makers on the types of ‘tools’10 needed to accomplish the mission sets. 
Demands for ‘clarity’ generally focus on the political and operational dimensions, however, all 
four dimensions play a critical role in determining the right mix of equipment/systems. Due to 
the interrelated complexities of each dimension, caution must be exercised in attempting to 
determine a priori specificity in any one. This is particularly true given the dynamic geopolitical 
environment where future strategic decision-making will require flexible capabilities to deal 
with volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity.11 

 
USES OF AIRPOWER BY GOVERNMENT 

 
Inherently expeditionary, airpower provides one of the most flexible instruments available to 
Canadian policy-makers. It offers the ability to project power quickly and precisely, but with a 
minimal footprint. It can be started, stopped, phased, or shaped as required by decision-makers 
and the situation. It can be deployed over great distances at short notice and can operate 
immediately upon arrival in roles appropriate to evolving circumstances. In times of tension, 
alliance airpower adequately deployed denies an aggressor a low-risk strategy. The recent 
deployments of CF-18 fighters on NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) air policing and 
air sovereignty missions12 were deterrence demonstrations of solidarity, and as much a form of 
peacekeeping as blue helmets and United Nations (UN) mandates. Should deterrence fail, 
airpower plays a key role in regulating the escalation process.13 Maintenance of a rules-based 
order in the international system requires collaborative ‘policing’ to ensure the functioning of 
the international institutions that enable international peace and security operations. As a 
leading proponent of international multilateralism, it is incumbent upon Canada to have the 
proper tools and the will for coalition enforcement of international jurisprudence as well as 
participation in the protection of international society and its institutions. 
 
Airpower’s core capabilities provide the government with cost-effective flexibility for a wide 
scope of action from humanitarian support missions led by other government departments to 
combat operations with allies under UN resolutions.14 Given the uncertain geopolitical 
environment described in the Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation Document 2016, 
safeguarding foundational roles and missions for the RCAF is essential. For example, a few years 
ago, no one would have predicted that core combat capabilities would have been employed in 
operations by Canada against a resurgent, bellicose Russia, or predicted the emergence of 
Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL).15 The government has a ‘Responsibility to Protect.’ 
That responsibility begins at home and follows the path identified by the key defence roles. 
Sovereignty was first outlined as the primary defence role for the Canadian military by the 1971 
White Paper on Defence and has remained so for 45 years. Loss of any core military capability 
comes at a cost to sovereignty when the ability for independent action ceases. “Leveraging 
partnerships”16 must not be used as a near-term cost-avoidance exercise that marginalizes CAF 
effectiveness to protect Canada, but need to be approached in the context of a future operating 
environment that may require the periodic use of key strategic assets found in a balanced 
military force structure. 



 
 

 

The RCAF and the Role of Airpower: Considering Canada’s Future Contributions 
by Alan Stephenson 
July, 2016 

Page 29 

 
 

 

The RCAF and the Role of Airpower:  
Considering Canada’s Future Contributions 

 
Combat Camera 

 
FUTURE OPERATING ENVIRONMENT 

 
Current analysis of the geostrategic environment indicates that core combat capabilities will 
remain relevant and necessary in modest numbers well into the future for protection from a 
nebulous threat set. Rather than focusing on countering specified threats, the paradigm in the 
Defence Policy Review needs to shift to one that understands the future air operating 
environment in which Canada will be functioning. Under the Unified Command Plan (UCP), the 
United States has constructed a global security complex of interconnected military enablers that 
allows regional combatant commanders to establish an integrated air and missile defence 
(IAMD) system. This networked system is designed to treat all aerial threats − cruise missiles, 
ballistic missiles, aircraft and uninhabited aerial vehicles (UAVs) − as a singular domain and is 
currently in place in both NATO and North America, despite Canada’s participation in ballistic 
missile defence (BMD) in Europe but not in North America. Canada needs to reconsider this 
domestic policy anomaly, particularly as NORAD relies upon the North Warning System (NWS) 
which is due for replacement in the 2025 timeframe. The recapitalization of this critical IAMD 
element provides Canada the opportunity to leverage the technological dimension of airpower 
into an all-domain awareness NWS through space-air synergies and networked ISR 
capabilities.17 A system such as this would significantly enhance Canadian sovereignty over 
desolate regions. 
 
Incorporating the Future Fighter Aircraft into this alliance IAMD network will be critical to both 
NORAD and NATO operations. Interoperability with the United States is an essential 
consideration as the degree to which Canada chooses to integrate all future airpower capabilities 
affects the other three dimensions of airpower. This is the reason why all four dimensions need 
to be considered in major recapitalization options analysis. Canada has the opportunity to shape 
the North American air domain to fit its unique needs, but only if the government understands 
and embraces a comprehensive approach to Canadian airpower. Space and UAVs incorporate 
specific areas of technology that will benefit and increase the ISR capability of the RCAF, 
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enhancing both networked organic air force needs as well as in support roles to other services. 
As UAVs evolve, demand will grow and the government will need to be cautious in determining 
the capability gaps these niche platforms are to fill in order to avoid false economies. 
 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The contemporary roles and missions identified by the Commander RCAF18 are fundamental to 
the defence of Canada and will remain valid for the foreseeable future. Prudent fleet investments 
in life extension modifications and technological upgrades will ensure many current platforms 
will continue to be operationally safe and technologically relevant. Prudence needs to be 
exercised by the government in reconciling political party platform positions19 with public policy 
decisions, particularly with respect to the capital acquisition of a CF-18 replacement aircraft. 
Canadians are discussing a Future Fighter Aircraft today for the simple reason that, in 1980, the 
Pierre E. Trudeau government took the unprecedented decision to be the first foreign customer 
of an unproven US Navy fighter aircraft, the F/A-18. The issues in the current debate are not 
that dissimilar to those of the late 1970s. It is therefore essential that all dimensions of airpower 
receive consideration during analysis20 to determine the best option for large capital 
procurements since simplistic ‘unit fly away costs’ skew discussion in the economic dimension 
away from life-cycle costs that will allow the CF-18 to operate for over 40 years. As well, debates 
over one engine versus two obfuscate consideration of other critical distinguishers in the 
technological and operational dimensions. 
 
Specific recommendations include: 
 

 The Defence Policy Review should focus on maintaining core airpower capabilities, roles and 
missions, then incorporate emerging capabilities as increases in defence budgets permit.  
 

 Operational deployments of long duration should be minimized to maximize funding for 
capital projects.  

 

 The RCAF should invest in life extension programs to maximize fleet life expectancy.21  
 

 The RCAF must be capable of participation in both control of the air and air attack combat 
operations at home and abroad. Canada should maintain the capability to deploy and sustain 
six multi-role fighter aircraft with air-to-air refuelling to support NATO- or UN-sanctioned 
operations in addition to defence of Canada commitments.  

 

 Mobility support to the CAF and alliance partners should remain the basis for assigned 
mobility roles and missions. The government could consider increasing airlift contributions 
to complex peace support and traditional peacekeeping missions as well as humanitarian 
assistance operations.  

 

 Given recent recapitalization of organic helicopter capabilities as well as life extension 
projects to the CP-140 and CH-146, RCAF roles and missions in support of the RCN, CA and 
SOFCOM should remain at current levels pending available funding for increased UAV ISR 
capabilities.  
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 Search and rescue should remain a required RCAF role.  
 

 The recapitalization of the North Warning System with the United States should be 
approached from a holistic perspective to maximize Canadian sovereignty and national 
interests through ISR integration with national capabilities (joint, interagency, 
multinational, public concept).  

 

 Replacement of the CF-18 is required by 2025. As the CF-18 has proven to be flexible and 
resilient during changing political and threat environments, the Future Fighter Aircraft must 
be multi-role and capable of integration into the technologically evolving IAMD construct. 
Cost-effectiveness requires that analysis of all four dimensions of airpower be considered in 
the options analysis. 
 

 Space and UAV ISR technologies need to be integrated into RCAF core capabilities as 
funding allows. Given that CP-140 and CF-188 platforms already fulfill air-to-surface attack 
roles, augmentation by uninhabited combat aerial vehicles (UCAVs) should be considered 
only with significant increases to the defence budget.  

 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
However remote major conflict may seem in the current geopolitical environment, the 
possibility that the RCAF will be called upon to participate in combat operations in the future 
cannot be ruled out. The fourth century dictum of Vegetius, si vis pacem, para bellum (if you 
want peace, prepare for war), is still applicable today. Combat-capable platforms can be used for 
non-combat missions whereas the reverse is not true. An appreciation of the capabilities and 
limitations of the RCAF is essential to understanding its contributions to the peace and freedom 
Canadians hold so dear. The economy is under duress and prudent decisions must be made. 
However, volatility, complexity and uncertainty in the international environment will threaten 
Canadian values and interests in unpredictable ways. The government needs to approach the 
Defence Policy Review as the preservation of Canadian values rather than as a defence against 
identified threats. The government has a ‘Responsibility to Protect’ Canada and Canadians, 
neighbours in North America, friends and alliance partners, and the international system and 
society – in that priority. These imperatives demand a balanced RCAF in terms of the breadth of 
capability needed to meet national security and defence requirements in both domestic and 
deployed operations. In an uncertain geopolitical environment, maintenance of core RCAF 
capabilities, roles and missions is essential to the flexibility needed by the government of 
Canada in ensuring the preservation of the Canadian way of life. 
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1 The RCAF identifies these four enduring airpower deliverables as ‘core capabilities,’ while the USAF identifies them 
as ‘missions,’ the RAAF as ‘fundamental roles’ and the RAF as ‘capabilities.’ 
2  These basic defence policy priorities identified on page 5 of Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation Document 
2016 have been consistent with successive Canadian governments in one form or another since the 1971 White Paper 
on Defence issued by the Pierre E. Trudeau government.  
3 As various terms have been used to indicate the three component parts of the CAF (sea/land/air environments, 
components, elements) and with the return of historic identities, this article will make use of the term ‘services’ to 
indicate functions performed by the RCN, CA and RCAF.  

4 A complete set of airpower characteristics used by the RCAF can be found in Department National Defence, 
Canadian Forces Aerospace Doctrine, B-GA-400/FP-000, 2nd edition, December 2010, pp. 25-26.  
5 Canadian national security is Canadian society/state centric, as defined by Securing an Open Society: Canada’s 
National Security Policy, 2004, prioritized for military purposes by the three key defence roles. International security 
is identified as a sub-set of national security in Chapter 8. The Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation Document 
2016 essentially reaffirms this interpretation, pages 4-17. For deeper analysis, see Alan Stephenson, “Canadian 
National Security Culture: Explaining Post 9/11 National Security Policy Outcomes,” unpublished PhD dissertation, 
May 2016.  
6 Here the Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation Document 2016 is factually incorrect in the section 

“Understanding the Environments,” pages 18-19, on two counts. First, the Commander of NORAD is an operational 
commander in his own right, reporting directly to the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) with no command link to the 
CJOC. Secondly, each ‘environment’/service conducts prescribed operations/missions as a result of direct tasking by 
the CDS (through the Strategic Joint Staff) or via Memorandums of Understanding with other government 
departments. Neither of these command chains can be termed joint operations. Joint is a concept of organization to 
ensure allocated capabilities are optimized for specified operations by a designated operational commander. Recently, 
the meaning of joint in CAF lexicon has been conflated to be synonymous with integrated. 

7 Department of National Defence, Air Force Vectors: Agile, Integrated, Reach, Power, A-GA-007-000/AF-008, 1st 
edition, Ottawa, 2014; Canadian Forces Aerospace Doctrine; Andrew B. Godefroy, Projecting Power: Canada's Air 
Force 2035, Ottawa, Canadian Forces Aerospace Warfare Centre, 2009.  

8 An example can be found in Ferry de Kerckhove, The Strategic Outlook for Canada 2016: In Search of a New 
Compass, Vimy Paper No. 27, Conference of Defence Associations Institute, 2016, p. 45. De Kerckhove writes, “It is 
imperative that the new defence policy shows absolute clarity about the specific needs for a fighter aircraft, the 
desired capabilities, and the general prospective uses.”  

9 These dimensions also apply to sea, land and space power. Philip A.G. Sabin, The Future of United Kingdom Air 
Power, London/Washington: Brassey's Defence Publishers, 1988; Philip Sabin, “The Future of UK Air Power,” The 
RUSI Journal, Vol. 154, No. 5 (2009), pp. 6-12.  
10 Minister of National Defence Harjit Sajjan announced in a government news release on the Defence Policy Review 
that “The Government of Canada is committed to ensuring the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) has the tools it needs to 
defend Canada and North America, and to contribute to a wide spectrum of operations globally. The review will help 
set future direction and priorities so that our military is equipped, trained, and prepared to confront new threats and 
challenges in the years ahead.” The word ‘tools’ is used throughout the Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation 
Document 2016.  
11 National Defense University, Air War College, “Strategic Leadership and Decision Making,” Australia, no date, 
available at  http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/ndu/strat-ldr-dm/pt1ch2.html.  
12 Operation Reassurance included an air task force (ATF) for Baltic Air Policing as well as an ATF for multi-role 
training missions in Romania (In a demonstration of flexible employment, four CF-18s returning from combat 
operations against ISIL (Operation Impact), were deployed directly to Romania to participate in NATO training 
exercises); Operation Ignition is Canada’s periodic deployment of an ATF to meet Iceland’s peacetime preparedness 
needs in the absence of its own standing military.  
13 “Because of its inherent responsiveness and mobility, air power allows appropriate firepower to be concentrated 
rapidly at the point – or points – of greatest need, without time-consuming preparatory and deployment measures 
characteristic of other types of military force.”, Sabin, 1988, p.4.  

14 On the first count, Operation Provision was the CAF support to the government of Canada’s initiative to resettle 
25,000 Syrian refugees in Canada by the end of February 2016. On the second count, Operation Friction was 
Canada’s contribution to the coalition force in Persian Gulf War 1 in 1990. Additionally, Canada was engaged in 
multiple combat operations in Afghanistan over a 12-year period, under UN Security Council Resolutions.  

15 Operation Impact is the CAF contribution to the Middle East Stabilization Force (MESF) – the multinational 
coalition to halt and degrade the so-called Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL). The CF-18 attack role in 

http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/ndu/strat-ldr-dm/pt1ch2.html
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Operation Impact was a classic mix of air interdiction and close air support missions that directly shaped the 
battlefield for coalition army units.  

16 Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation Document 2016, p. 6.  
17 ISR information supplied from interagency capabilities such as the National Aerial Surveillance Program run by 
Transport Canada could be fed into the NWS database and collated into a shared national operations picture. 
18 Department of National Defence, Air Force Vectors, 2014, Chapter 3.  
19 Liberal Party of Canada, Real Change: A New Plan to Strengthen the Economy and Create Jobs with Navy 
Investment, September 2015, available at https://www.liberal.ca/files/2015/09/A-new-plan-to-strengthen-the-
economy- and-create-jobs-with-navy-investment.pdf.  

20 This analysis was conducted by public service subject matter experts in the National Fighter Procurement 
Secretariat and the results were verified by an independent review panel in 2014. Although government procurement 
assumptions will vary, the estimated 40,000 hours of analysis into the many platform options that were considered 
should not be casually disregarded. Unclassified information is available at  http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/app-
acq/amd-dp/air/snac-nfps/cdp-nr-eng.html.  
21 Maintain the current RCAF life extension plans for the CF-188, CC-138, CC-177, CP-140 and the CH-146 fleets.  

https://www.liberal.ca/files/2015/09/A-new-plan-to-strengthen-the-economy
https://www.liberal.ca/files/2015/09/A-new-plan-to-strengthen-the-economy
https://www.liberal.ca/files/2015/09/A-new-plan-to-strengthen-the-economy-and-create-jobs-with-navy-investment.pdf
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/app-acq/amd-dp/air/snac-nfps/cdp-nr-eng.html
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/app-acq/amd-dp/air/snac-nfps/cdp-nr-eng.html
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hether attributed correctly or not, it has often been claimed that British Prime 
Minister Harold MacMillan observed that the issue which worried him the most 
was quite simply ‘events, dear boy, events.’ Time has proven he was right to worry, 

and governments indeed continue to struggle to determine how best to react to ‘events.’ An 
appropriate and relevant response to current-day conflict, in whatever form, invariably requires 
speed as well as an adaptability to tailor the reaction and/or force to address an ever-fluid 
situation. The profile of that decision and the associated costs are all factors that governments 
must consider and carefully weigh. In a world that is almost wholly anarchic, confused and 
chaotic, and filled with belligerents possessed of asymmetric capabilities and world views, the 
places in which the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) will find themselves will continue to share 
the same characteristics as space − congested, competitive and contested. Robust and agile 
Special Forces provide tailorable, scalable and highly adaptive capabilities that are immediately 
responsive at a very modest cost and little profile. Most importantly these forces can be 
employed in pre-conflict avoidance, conflict itself or after fighting ends to perform a myriad of 
tasks that support ever-evolving government of Canada objectives.  
 
As the Canadian government considers how to evolve its military to meet the challenges that will 
appear over the next 50 years, there is clearly one outstanding and inarguably irrefutable fact: 
we don’t know what those future challenges will be. Using this Rumsfeldian multiple of 
unknowns, the traditionalists too often and too quickly pivot to the arguments supporting the 
retention of a general-purpose combat capability. Continuing this trend of self-perpetuation, the 
argument of a multi-purpose capability is too often immediately translated into force structure 
(people, equipment and infrastructure) questions which in turn often results in a military that 
looks, for the most part, frightening like the one Canada has had for decades. The necessity or 
utility of such capabilities can be debated but what is more evident than ever is that, despite 
their many strengths, these forces are neither readily adaptable nor immediately deployable. As 
the recent past indicates, and regardless of what future one might imagine, it is in filling this gap 
that Canada’s Special Forces (CANSOF) play such a crucial role.  
 
Over the years the Special Forces’ capability has proven to be remarkably able to meet a wide 
range of demands. Focused on the centrality of its counter-terrorism response, it provides a 
world-class capability that is able to operate domestically coast to coast to coast on land or at 
sea, including in a nuclear, biological, chemical, radiological (NBCR) environment. The core 
responsibility of any government is providing for the safety and security of Canadians including 
maintaining a capability to meet the potential threats here in Canada. Although an extreme 
example, perhaps it is worth pondering how Canada would respond to Mumbai-style or Nairobi-
style attack.  
 
So if improving Canada’s Special Forces is a part of the Defence Policy Review solution, what are 
the specific steps needed to strengthen this capability?  
  
First, recognizing and re-emphasizing that CANSOF’s core strength is the people selected and 
trained to work in this field, the continued growth of the organization will lead to 
disproportionate outputs. This growth however must be carefully managed. A rush to 
demonstrate quick results will ultimately result in increased mission risk down the line. 
Commitment to growth must remain resolute, over years, but carefully constrained by the 
reality that the right men and women will take time to recruit, select and train.  
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Second, and although not a huge demand or draw in real terms on the capital budget, there 
needs to be enhanced investment to ensure that the CANSOF men and women who deploy 
either at home or away are supported with the technological edge that allows them to provide an 
disproportionate effect in any activity in which they are involved. Special Forces equip the 
operator, they don’t focus on operating the equipment. The amount of capital expenditure is 
immaterial in comparison to the necessary fleet replacements of CANSOF’s more conventional 
siblings, but remains critical nonetheless.  
 
Third, CANSOF ties to the whole-of-government efforts must continue to be strengthened. The 
work in support of Global Affairs Canada’s Counter-Terrorism Capacity Building Program is a 
good example of how CANSOF can help multiply the effect for other government departments 
but it is not the only area. As Canada works to improve the integration and sharing of its 
intelligence and the work of its security agencies, CANSOF provides tremendous added value 
without the messiness of having jurisdictional complications. The fact that in this domain 
CANSOF can only work in support of these agencies ensures the transparency and control being 
implemented by the current government will cascade to all their activities when employed in 
such a role.  
 
Finally, CANSOF’s standalone position as an independent organization within the CAF and as a 
strategic tool for the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) and government of Canada needs to be 
retained. Previous discussions of subordinating CANSOF to either a conventional environment 
or other Joint Command must remain a thing of the past. The agility and adaptability of 
CANSOF is a direct product of the whole system, one which is based on a culture created over 
close to 25 years’ existence and one which would be significantly degraded should it be 
considered for subordination to any other structure in the service. If subordination of CANSOF 
were to occur, the very attributes which make it the ‘go to choice’ for so many missions in so 
many places would be diluted at best or at worse diminished to the point of being nothing more 
than yet another conventional element. Nothing would be gained and much of the essence of 
CANSOF would be lost. 
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None of this argues against the maintenance of a relatively strong Canadian Army, Navy or Air 
Force. Their past, and recent operations, clearly indicate not just their utility but their world-
class performances based on the abilities of young Canadian men and women. Notwithstanding 
our collective inability to predict the future, it is increasingly clear that instead of being the force 
of last resort, CANSOF has become the force of first choice. It should be manned, funded and 
positioned accordingly. Canada can, quite simply, not afford not to enhance this strategic 
capability: future events demand no less.  
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or decades, successive governments of both political stripes have been unable to design 
a military Reserve force, which can be a highly effective component of the defence 
structure, that leverages capability and satisfies Reservists and Regular soldiers alike. 

Equally, few other defence issues create as much political friction between the Canadian Forces 
and their governing civilian masters than the Reserves. 
 
The issues of roles, tasks, recruitment, retention, locales, history and costs perhaps indicate why 
it is such an intractable problem − let alone that the requirements of land forces, air forces and 
naval forces are completely different from one another. 
 
In the years prior to the Second World War, in other words half of Canada’s history as a state, 
there were limited permanent armed forces and aside from a token land force, no navy to speak 
of. Air forces came much later.  
 
In its first half century, Canada was a much more rural country than it is now, and depended on 
volunteers, organized in local regiments, who would train in peacetime, and mobilize to 
contribute to the nation’s defence. This structure served as planned for the First World War and 
again for the Second. There was no legal obligation to serve, service was a moral obligation and 
that historically underpinned the contractual relationship between the Reserves and future 
governments which would employ them. 
 
The legacy of the World Wars resulted in dozens of units across the country, in towns and cities 
large and small. Units were woven into the social fabric of their localities, the battles they had 
fought indelibly engraved on the history of the young state and armouries which housed these 
units were part of the architectural landscape everywhere. There are few armouries that are not 
considered pieces of Canada’s heritage. 
 
With the advent of the Cold War, particularly the sense of the Soviet threat in Europe and 
beyond, armies evolved from having manpower within a structure that could mobilize, to 
standing forces, many of them forward deployed. It was the emergence of ‘come as you are’ 
warfare. 
 
In that construct, the Reserves increasingly became viewed by defence planners as a cost centre 
− a liability that was maintained for political reasons rather than operational effect. Bold 
changes might have been enacted in Canada as in the United States, where units were created 
and most importantly equipped for mobilization and real-time tasks, but they were not.  
 
In the United States, Reserve air squadrons were equipped with fighter aircraft for continental 
defence and specialty aircraft for transport missions and air-to-air refuelling missions. The US 
Navy used Reservists in air roles too (the US Navy has a fighter arm and an air surveillance arm) 
but also as a surge capability for specialty ships (such as the USNS Comfort) or individual 
specialist reinforcement. All of this was underpinned by a training system that ensured that 
incoming soldiers and officers are trained identically to their Regular counterparts.  
 
In contrast, in the early years of the Cold War Canada used its Reserves for national survival 
roles − a body of people that could be organized to assist civil organizations in case of nuclear 
attack. This was the case up until the late 1960s. The latter years of the Cold War represented 
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the zenith of land training when units had access to equipment and trained to do the same 
things as their Regular brethren though at a lower tactical level.  
 
However the gains of the 1990s were lost with the re-equipping of the army in the 1990s. 
Vehicles increased in complexity due to the addition of weapon systems and turrets. Drivers and 
crew commanders now needed technical courses simply to operate vehicles and the prevailing 
wisdom was that Reservists couldn’t be trained on such platforms. Thus, access to equipment 
and further training disappeared. The result was that the land Reserve moved to a system of 
individual augmentation to the Regular forces. Units were no longer tactical units of 
employment but units of administration. 
 
That practice has continued to today and all recent overseas deployments have featured 
individual augmentation, generally up to 20% of deployed forces. Domestically, units of the 
Reserve have not had a formal role, notwithstanding that close to 7,000 volunteered to serve 
during the ice storm of 1998. 
 
If the Reserves could generate that large a number in a time of domestic crisis why couldn’t this 
contribution be institutionalized, many governments have asked?  
 

    
Jonathan Haward/CP Photo  

 
 
The issue stems from the tradition of the Reserves in Canada. The organization, the geographic 
footprint and the employment policies, including recruitment and pay, are mired in an 
anachronistic culture that has never been modernized for Canada’s current security needs. 
 
A typical Reserve unit or regiment is composed of 140 soldiers of all ranks, in effect, producing a 
company of soldiers with the trappings of a regimental command structure. These companies 
have no vehicles and more importantly no logistics capability. They cannot move themselves and 
cannot sustain themselves (food, fuel, water and medical). And hence assigning a true 
operational task to a Reserve regiment is unachievable. During summer training concentrations, 
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various militia units are grouped into composite units for which the Regular force provides 
support. At least these composite units have a modicum of ability to deliver operational effect. 
 
However, the individuals who constitute the Reserve still do not have an obligation to serve, and 
pay and benefits are so relatively low that the combined effect is that the attrition rate in the 
Reserve annually approaches 30%. 
 
Therefore modernization of the organization is not enough. And any discussion on improving 
the operational output of the Reserves falters as improved operational output comes with a cost 
− in equipment and salaries. This is something in which the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) writ 
large are not willing to invest especially when fiscal sustainability is a challenge for the Regular 
force itself. 
 
Domestic operations perhaps illustrate this quandary best. The Conservative government 
introduced the idea of territorial defence battalions in around 2008 as part of the Canada First 
Defence Strategy (CFDS) – borrowing on the prospect of efficiency gained by creating composite 
units for training. Although individual units across the country were normally around 140 
strong, at any given time, there were in Quebec and Ontario around 4,000 Reservists available. 
Grouping them for training and for operational employment in times of national crisis seemed 
to be a good idea − a notion built upon the contribution of the Reserves following the 1998 ice 
storm. For defence planners, grouping small numbers into a large organization looks good on 
paper, but accomplishes little without other fundamental changes to increase utility. 
 
If a national crisis occurred today, planners would never consider the Reserves in their planning 
or even the larger groupings of the territorial defence battalions or the Arctic response 
companies because there is no obligation to serve. As most Reservists are either employed in 
civilian jobs, or going to school, planners have no idea who, or how many will show up. And so 
all contingency plans revolve around what can be relied upon − the Regular force. In cases 
where the response from the Reserves has been overwhelming, the contribution itself becomes 
part of the problem as a former Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) professed. According to him, 
“[h]undreds of reserves soldiers showing up, without all the right kit, no vehicles and no other 
equipment but their rifles and a willingness to help − we spent as much time organizing them, 
fitting them into regular units as we did using them.” 
 
A former Minister of National Defence opined that high readiness units could be created in each 
of Canada’s four geographic areas but his military leaders, notwithstanding acknowledging the 
soundness of the idea, were unwilling to spend financial credits when the Regular force needed 
to fix its own decaying capabilities. 
 
Beyond leveraging the land Reserve by creating viable unit structures with operational 
deliverables, the individuals within the land Reserve are a squandered resource. To this day 
there is no catalogue of individual skill sets brought from the civilian world or abilities.  
 
This is not the case in the United States. For example, in Afghanistan, a US State Department 
official commented that Reservists had saved the American aid programs. While aid money was 
flowing into Afghanistan to build schools or other infrastructure or to convince farmers to grow 
licit crops rather than opium, there was no means to oversee the quality of construction or the 
effectiveness of farming programs. The United States, which does maintain personnel lists of 
civilian specialties, could quickly find contractors, plumbers, electricians and engineers within 
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its Reserve ranks. These Reserve soldiers had far greater value to the US effort by applying their 
civilian skills rather than being used as general combat troops. They would quickly be regrouped 
to monitor construction, check on quality and ensure functional delivery of projects, and in the 
farming sector, Guardsmen from rural states were formed into agri-business units.  
 
In Canada, the government has no idea what it has as individuals. In the culturally diverse urban 
centres where many units are located, Canada has no way of tapping into linguistic skills or 
cultural knowledge that could otherwise be readily harnessed. 
 
In short, the following needs to be done. 
 

 Territorial defence should be the prime focus of the land Reserve. It can continue to support 
individual augmentation to the Regular force for international operations, but territorial 
defence tasks should be the prime role.  
  

 The basis of training and employment should be the territorial defence battalions and these 
battalions will have to be properly equipped and staffed. 

 

 These high readiness units should have different remuneration and terms of service (as 
outlined below). 
 

 For soldiers not within the territorial defence structure, the Canadian Armed Forces should 
update personnel databases to reflect civilian skill sets resident in the Reserve and linguistic 
capabilities of all its members. 

 
What are the other uses for the land Reserve? If indeed the Defence Policy Review will deliver a 
‘leaner’ military, in other words a smaller military or one which will abandon certain capabilities 
as being unsustainable, then the Reserves provide a means to retain capability or to surge 
capability. Some examples include: 
 

 At present, the Canadian Army has a tank-based armoured regiment using 40-odd Leopard 
tanks. It is unlikely that the Defence Policy Review will result in these numbers being 
increased for Regular force service. Yet Canada acquired 100 tanks during the war in 
Afghanistan. Those 60 tanks could be apportioned to the Reserve. It would be a means to 
retain a larger-scale armoured capability and an ability to surge tanks and tank crews in 
times of need. 
 

 Niche abilities which are necessary in warfare but difficult to retain in peacetime such as 
psychological operations (psyops), information operations, civil-military relations could be 
retained in the Reserve more so than in the Regular forces. There are other such niche 
capabilities which could be assigned to the Reserves. 

 
The naval Reserve has similar geographic constraints to the land Reserve but entirely different 
employment considerations. Crewing a ship is entirely different to creating a land force unit.  
 
Naval divisions were located across the country some with access to inland waters but in all 
cases far from oceans. Individuals were trained to supplement crews but did not have access to 
vessels. The acquisition of Maritime Coastal Defence Vessels (MCDVs) − small warships for 
coastal patrol and minelaying − gave the naval Reserve access to ships but the utilization of the 
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vessels for months-long deployments meant that naval Reservists in effect emerged as a semi-
permanent force rather than a uniquely Reserve force. For the naval Reserve, if it continues to 
exist, there are in essence three options: 
 

 accept that the structure serves to generate individuals to form crews which will then be 
employed on a full-time basis;  
 

 continue to train individuals for Regular force augmentation; and 
 

 develop ships that would only be used in crisis to which Reservists would surge. This by 
default means that Reserve employment policies and terms of service would have to be 
fundamentally altered. 

 
What are the air Reserve considerations? Reserve continental air defence in the United States is 
conducted almost exclusively by US Air Force Reserve and US Air National Guard units. This 
would likely be far beyond what Canada is capable of in terms of scale or acquisition of aircraft. 
However there are niche operational capabilities that should be explored. In Canada, like the 
land Reserves, air units are tied to geography; in other words, a Canadian unit recruits and 
survives based on its local demographics. For the air force, which has Reserve squadrons in 
Montreal, Toronto and Winnipeg, the vitality of the squadrons depends on recruiting locally. 
Their operations are equally restricted to where these squadrons are located in part because 
Canadian Reserve squadrons only fly utility helicopters and in the case of Winnipeg fly aircraft 
used to train navigators. It is remarkable that Canada no longer flies fighters, transport or 
special mission aircraft with its Reserves. 
 
Conversely, the United States locates squadrons where their utility is greatest and aircrews and 
ground support staff are flown in to their place of duty if the local area does not produce 
sufficient numbers. In Canada, hypothetically it would work as follows for niche roles. 
 
Many have commented that Canada does not have sufficient surveillance assets flying at borders 
or coastal areas. A Reserve maritime patrol capability could be maintained on both coasts 
drawing on aircrews from across the country who would fly to their duty station. Aircraft could 
be maintained by private industry but be made available for the days aircrews, maintainers and 
other staff would fly in for training. In the United States this is possible because the military 
runs a scheduled national air service, something Canada used to do. If that is cost prohibitive, 
then Reserve air squadrons should be located in areas which serve as bases for Canada’s 
preeminent airlines in order to have a trained population upon which to draw. 
 
The three elements − land, air and sea − are unique in terms of Reserve issues. What has 
consistently been at the forefront of government frustration is the utility of its land Reserves. 
Discussion of Reserve issues (a metaphor for the militia) inevitably focuses on the land Reserve 
because it is by far the largest Reserve component, the most geographically present and 
chronically under-utilized. 
 
In the last years of the Harper government, the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO) was continually 
frustrated by the inability of the Canadian Armed Forces to improve land Reserve recruiting and 
retention or to carve out roles for the land Reserve. 
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There are ways out of this conundrum but it will require both an injection of willpower by the 
government to force change upon the CAF and equally a very large injection of funding with 
strict guidance on where and how it is to be spent. 
 

 

   
CADSI

 
 

 
ENABLING POLICIES 

 
Recruiting 
Reserve recruiting is always secondary to the needs of the Regular force. Enrolment times for a 
Reservist frequently takes months − where it could be done in weeks. The bureaucracy of 
recruitment needs to be streamlined. For example there is no reason a military doctor has to do 
an enrolment medical, a civilian doctor can do it just as well as long as the criteria are clear. 
Transport Canada accredits doctors to do flight medicals across the country, it does not insist on 
having its own doctors do medicals.  
 
Retention 
A major cause of attrition (coupled with insufficient access to equipment and training) stems 
from pay inequity. The CAF does not consider that Reserve service comes over and above a 
normal work week for many. Only in overseas deployments is there salary equity. Reservists 
employed on contract are paid 15% less than their Regular counterparts. Reservists who parade 
for training in their units are paid 30% less than their Regular counterparts while having no 
additional benefits as inducements such as medical care or dental care for themselves or their 
families. 
 
As the table illustrates, the Reserves in Canada receive different benefits than the Reserves in 
the United States. 
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Items Canada United States 

Pay 2Lt $4,436 $7,676 USD 

Enlistment bonus 
(must enlist for six years) 

$0 up to $20,000 

Education  up to $356 per month for 36 
months 

GI Bill Kicker  additional $350 per month 

Civilian Skills Bonus partially reflected in pay for 
pilots, legal officers, medical 
officers 

up to $20,000 enlistment 
bonus plus increased pay rate 

Health Care 90% of dental only − family 
not covered. Family only 
covered on overseas 
deployments 

Low cost life, health and 
dental coverage, covering full 
family. All health care free 
when on active duty more 
than 30 days 

Retirement similar to United States, 
however no military RRSP, 
no retirement health care 

Retirement Plan 
Retirement Savings Plan 
Retirement Health Care 
Employment transition 
Preferential US Govt Hiring 

 
 
Only having a modicum of the benefits available to US Reservists would utterly alter the 
dynamic of Reserve service, recruitment and retention in Canada. However in a Canadian 
context this would likely be unaffordable, but it could be offered to those who chose to serve in 
high readiness units or within the territorial defence battalions. 
 
Terms of Service  
Reserve service in Canada is entirely voluntary. There is no period of minimum enlistment nor a 
liability to serve either in normal training or in a time of crisis. In the United States Reservists 
commit to serving one weekend a month and to a two-week annual training period. Benefits are 
earned if they sign to a six-year enlistment period. To wrest value from Canada’s Reserves, 
particularly for domestic operations, a 21-day liability to serve should be enacted. This would 
assure planners and the government of a guaranteed minimal cohort in times of national 
emergency. 
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Equipment  
Reserve units, or territorial defence battalions, should have at their disposal at a minimum 
vehicles sufficient on which to train and to use on deployment. These do not need to be full-scale 
fighting vehicles analogous to their Regular force counterparts, but of sufficient quantity and 
quality to enable their utility. 
 
Expeditionary Considerations 
There is no reason to alter the voluntary nature of Regular force augmentation for ongoing 
missions. While the system of augmentation is imperfect, it has worked. To alter how Reservists 
serve abroad for extended periods (nearly six months of mission preparation and six months 
overseas service) would require extensive overhaul of the terms of service, job protection 
legislation and a series of other enabling legislation. 
 
However, the liability for service for up to 21 days could mean Reserve units deploy in 
humanitarian assistance or disaster relief roles. Simply knowing that a resource would be 
available on call, even for 21 days, would permit planners actually to consider its usage and 
assign roles. Ostensibly this 21-day liability to serve would have greatest effect on domestic 
operations but could also be used for emergency international operations. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Canada’s Reservists are in many cases, even with their restricted training and equipment, far 
better than the regular armed forces of many states, even of some in NATO. The raw material 
from which the Reserve is formed in Canada is generally very well educated and possesses a base 
technical acuity for which other states strive. To turn the Reserve into a more operationally 
viable institution is a function of the investment the government is willing to make in terms of 
equipment, salaries and employment considerations. We do, at the end of the day, get the 
behaviour and results we are willing to invest in. 
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CANADA’S PROCUREMENT PROBLEM  
 
or some time, Canada’s defence procurement system has been underperforming. The 
ongoing problems with the defence procurement system have created an anomalous 
situation, historically unprecedented in Canada, where vast amounts of money set aside 

to buy capital equipment goes unused each year, despite pressing equipment needs across the 
entire armed forces. Since 2007, an average of more than 20% of such allotted funds (as much 
as $1.5 billion a year) has gone unused annually because the system could not deliver equipment 
on schedule. As a result of this delay, the resources budgeted for defence procurement have been 
progressively deferred into the future.1 This occurred most recently with the 2016 federal 
budget, which shifted $3.7 billion in procurement funds into the future.2 This was the third time 
in six years a shift of this type occurred, and it brought the cumulative total deferred to more 
than $10 billion.  

Adequate spending on new capital equipment is vital to ensure a modern, well-equipped 
military. This is especially important for air and naval forces which rely heavily on modern 
technology to produce combat effectiveness.3 For decades, the Department of National Defence 
(DND) has set targets for how much of the defence budget should be devoted to capital 
equipment,4 ranging from a high of 30% to a low of 20%.5 Due to the inability to use allocated 
procurement funds, the money spent on capital equipment has declined as an overall share of 
defence spending. Since 2011, an average of just over 14% of the defence budget has been spent 
on capital, a level unseen since the 1970s.6  
 
This continued inability to spend funds on procurement is especially problematic because of the 
extensive procurement backlog built up during the 1990s. These ongoing delays mean that 
needed equipment is not brought into service on schedule. This forces the Canadian Armed 
Forces (CAF) to operate elderly and sometimes operationally obsolete equipment longer than 
planned.7 In some cases, it has created capability gaps when aged equipment has been removed 
from service before it can be replaced.  
 
A second negative impact of an underperforming procurement system is the exposure of 
equipment budgets to the ruinous effect of inflation. The impact of inflation has been acutely felt 
in the shipbuilding program where annual cost escalation runs as high as 11% a year.8 As an 
example, Canada’s largest postwar procurement project, the Canadian Surface Combatant, is 
losing a million dollars’ worth of buying power for each day the project is delayed. Although the 
impact is especially critical for shipbuilding, the consequences are felt throughout the defence 
program as projects progressively lose purchasing power with every day they are delayed. 
 

 
IMPROVING DEFENCE PROCUREMENT 

 
One of the central procurement problems of the last decade is a mismatch between the 
procurement workload and the capacity of the procurement system to maintain it. Tens of 
billions worth of capital equipment projects were added to the defence budget between 2005 
and 2008. This transformed radically the workload of a system that had purchased few big, 
costly or complex pieces of equipment during the 1990s, but was now expected to procure, and 
quickly, new combat fleets for the Canadian Army, Royal Canadian Air Force and Royal 
Canadian Navy concurrently. Even more problematic, the procurement workforce across 
government had been decimated by Program Review and spending patterns during the 1990s. 
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As a result, by the mid-1990s, the procurement workforce was too small and had little 
experience managing large complex files. After 2011, the procurement workforce at DND was 
cut as a deficit reduction measure. Consequently, there are too few people with the necessary 
experience and training trying to do too much work at once.9  
  

 
Seaspan 

 
Increasing the capacity of the procurement workforce can be accomplished in three ways. First, 
its numbers must grow, ideally by bringing people with relevant prior experience into 
government. While efforts to do so were launched over the last year, they have languished. 
Changes or exceptions to the Public Service of Canada hiring process should be explored to 
address this. Second, the skill-sets of officials throughout the procurement workforce must be 
enhanced. Too often workers with inadequate training are moved into positions and expected to 
succeed, despite a lack of preparation. Sufficient training and career development opportunities 
must be made available to ensure success. Third, defence procurement should be considered a 
specialized, professional occupation within the government of Canada and treated accordingly. 
Frequent staff rotations and an inattentiveness to subject matter expertise may work well in 
other areas of government, but it is ill-suited to acquiring expensive, complex technology from a 
unique market.10 Across government, defence procurement positions should be staffed by 
experienced officials and given enough time in a position to develop the skills and experience 
required to be effective. The CAF should create procurement occupational classifications with 
their own promotion and career advancement tracks, selected from the top ranks of the military 
cohort in order to professionalize the military’s procurement activities.  
  
Over the last decade, the limited capacity of the existing workforce has been further strained by 
the addition of numerous steps in the procurement process, as new governance structures and 
policies were layered on top of old. The impact over time has made it increasingly complicated 
to acquire equipment for the Canadian military, in part because the rules introduced to address 
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problematic aspects of the most complicated procurements are applied across the board. Efforts 
to rationalize this complexity were launched within DND in 2011 and across government in 2014 
with the Defence Procurement Strategy. The former effort revised DND’s process for authorizing 
only those defence procurements which can be approved by the Minister of National Defence, 
while no progress is evident on the latter initiative. The revised project approval process inside 
Defence should be extended to all defence procurements, and a revised procurement process 
across government should be examined. The changes made to the process of screening Syrian 
refugees could serve as a template, with a focus placed on finding activities that currently occur 
in sequence which could take place concurrently.11  
 
A final measure that will help better align existing capacity and make better use of it once it 
increases, is a greater prioritization of DND’s planned equipment projects. Given the imbalance 
between existing project demand and the ability actually to execute, the Defence Policy Review 
must identify which major projects are priorities. Limited human resources have been spread 
too thinly across too many procurements, resulting in delay across the board. Focusing efforts 
on the projects that matter most, and devoting the effort to ensuring those are prepared for the 
needed senior approvals in a timely manner would allow the most important to move forward 
more expeditiously. 
 
Beyond an increased ability actually to procure military equipment, significant improvement is 
also needed in how defence procurement is communicated to Canadians. Too little effort is 
currently devoted to explaining major purchases in a manner that articulates the rationale 
behind their enormous financial outlays and sets out realistic expectations about the difficulty 
associated with acquiring them. These communication shortcomings cause issues in the public 
eye, as projects which are unlikely to live up to the frequently unrealistic expectations seem set 
up for failure. In recent times, too often the government of Canada has either failed to discuss 
procurements or has done so only reactively. The resulting communication void is then filled by 
companies jockeying (understandably) for corporate position in a way that creates a highly 
negative image around specific procurements and serves to undermine confidence in all defence 
procurement. More frequent and proactive communication of realistic and accurate information 
about specific defence procurement projects can help improve the overall perception of 
procurement. This would, in turn, reduce the likelihood of procurement files becoming issues 
that must be managed by what are inevitably risk-avoidant, and therefore slow, approaches.  
 
Finally, the most important factor which could improve the state of defence procurement is a 
clear indication that acquiring military equipment matters to the government and senior leaders 
in the bureaucracy. Without such an indication, risk avoidance will predominate at the expense 
of procuring equipment. For this reason, the ‘deliverology’ approach embraced by the new 
government should be applied to defence procurement, and the focus placed on actual 
equipment delivery.   
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We cannot fight new wars with old weapons  

-   Vinoba B hav e   
 

 
omputers and information systems have become a fundamental part of Canadian life. 
Day-to-day activities, commerce and statecraft have gone digital. The associated 
information technology (IT) underpins nearly all aspects of today’s society. It enables 

much of our commercial and industrial activity, supports our military and national security 
operations and is essential to everyday social activities.   
 
A vast amount of data is constantly in motion and an astronomical quantity is being stored in 
cyberspace. Furthermore, owing to market incentives, innovation in functionality is outpacing 
innovation in security. Additionally, neither the public nor the private sector has been successful 
at fully implementing existing best known security practices. Consequently, data is vulnerable 
whether it is in motion or at rest.  
  
What is cyberspace? According to Daniel Kuehl, “[c]yberspace is an operational domain whose 
distinctive and unique character is framed by the use of electronics and the electromagnetic 
spectrum (EMS) to create, store, modify, exchange, and exploit information via inter-connected 
information and communication technology-based systems and their associated 
infrastructures.”1  
 
There are several characteristics of cyberspace worthy of note:   
  

 The cost of entry into cyberspace is cheap. 
 

 For the time being, offence is easier than defence in cyberspace. 
 

 Defence of IT systems and networks relies on vulnerable protocols and open architectures 
and the prevailing defence philosophy emphasizes threat detection not elimination of the 
vulnerabilities.2 

 

 Exploits occur at great speed, putting defences under great pressure, as an attacker has to be 
successful only once, whereas the defender has to be successful all the time. 

  

 Range is no longer an issue, since exploitations can occur from anywhere in the world.3 
  

 The attribution of exploits is particularly difficult, which complicates possible responses.4   
 

 Modern society’s overwhelming reliance on cyberspace is providing any exploiter a target-
rich environment, resulting in great pressure on the defender.5  

 
People with expertise in software programming and manipulation concentrate their actions on 
exploiting the intricacies of computer networks and terrorize IT systems as follows:  
  

 Hacktivism: an exploitation motivated by political activism that often involves defacing a 
website for the explicit purpose of publicly shaming the target.6 
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 Cyber Crime: a criminal offence involving a computer as the object of the crime (hacking, 
phishing, spamming), or as the tool used to commit a material component of the offence 
(child pornography, hate crimes, computer fraud).7 

 

 Cyber Espionage: an exploitation to access covert information of national interest belonging 
to others.8   

 

 Cyber Terrorism: the systematic threat or use of violence, often across national borders, to 
attain a political goal or communicate a political message through fear or intimidation of 
non-combatant persons or the general public.9  

 

 Cyber War: disrupting or destroying information and communications systems with the 
intent of causing catastrophic damage and destruction of critical infrastructure, in the same 
league as bombs and bullets.10  

                                                 

 
Facebook 

 
The term cyber attack is an umbrella term often used to include all of the exploitations above. 
The word ‘attack’ carries a lot of baggage with it. Generally it implies destruction of material 
and/or people and it could be construed to be an act of war. Consequently, the term cyber attack 
would be more accurately used to describe only those exploitations in support of cyber war.  
 
Another term for such exploitations is network warfare operations. The term cyber 
exploitations is the more accurate umbrella term for all other exploitations enumerated above. 
 
The government of Canada has responded to cyber exploitations with its Cyber Security 
Strategy.11 Published in 2010, the strategy is noteworthy for the fact that it limits itself to 
strengthening the government’s capability to detect, deter and defend against cyber attacks 
while deploying cyber technology to advance Canada’s economic and national security 
interests. It did not militarize cyber security, it was limited to specifying that the Canadian 
Armed Forces were to strengthen their capacity to defend their own networks, work with other 
government departments to identify threats to their networks and possible responses, and 
continue to exchange information about cyber best practices with allied militaries.  
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The Department of National Defence and the Canadian Armed Forces were also to work with 
allies to develop the policy and legal framework for military aspects of cyber security, 
complementing international outreach efforts of Global Affairs Canada. It is noteworthy that 
cyber attacks were not on the table. Some may have despaired of this approach believing the 
best defence to be a good offence. There are several reasons why a more aggressive approach 
would have been ill-advised in 2010 in that cyber defence was the focus and the concept of cyber 
war had not yet sufficiently matured:   
                                                                                                                                                              

 By militarizing relatively low-level cyber threats, governments risk desensitizing the citizenry 
thereby creating a type of ‘moral hazard,’ which makes ordinary people and companies less 
likely to take responsibility for protecting themselves. That is exactly the opposite of the sort 
of behaviour a responsible government should want to encourage. 

 

 Furthermore, one risks negating other “longer-term and more sustainable efforts”12 to 
address the new challenges that cyber brings to security systems.  

 

 Finally, one risks creating the impression that one is in a constant state of war where cyber is 
concerned, but with little evidence of damage or impact on citizens personally which might 
thereby engender cynicism and complacency.   

  
What has changed since 2010 such that Canada should revisit its 2010 cyber strategy? To 
answer that question let us return to our discussion of cyberspace.  
 
Many consider cyberspace to be the newest and most important addition to the global commons, 
which comprises four domains: maritime, air, space and now cyber. Cyberspace is now used by a 
quarter of the world’s population and that number continues to expand. It has “become the 
centre of gravity for the globalized world, and for nations, the centre of gravity for all aspects of 
national activity, to include economic, financial, diplomatic, and other transactions including 
military operations.”13  

 
In essence digitization is now so pervasive that cyberspace is indispensable for transportation 
systems, electrical transmission grids, weapons systems, command and control systems, inter 
alia. It is, therefore, a very real concern that successful cyber attacks within cyberspace would 
have disastrous effects on the ability of states to function. Consequently, cyberspace has become 
an emerging theatre of operations and all states must be capable of operating therein. According 
to Fred Schreier, “[s]uccessful exploitation of this domain through network warfare operations 
could allow an opponent to dominate or hold at risk any or all of the global commons.”14 
Harking back to the characteristics of cyberspace highlighted earlier, it is a domain where the 
classic restraints of distance, space, time and investment are reduced, sometimes dramatically, 
both for us and for potential enemies.  
 
Power based on information resources is not new; cyber power is.15 As Kuehl defines it, 
“[c]yberpower is the ability to use cyberspace to create advantages and influence events in other 
operational environments and across the instruments of power.”16 Franklin Kramer defines it as 
“the use, threatened use, or effect by the knowledge of its potential use, of disruptive cyber 
attack capabilities by a state.”17 And Schreier argues that, 
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The key strategic attribute of cyber power is the ability in peace and war to 
manipulate the strategic environment to one’s advantage while at the same time 
degrading the ability of an adversary to comprehend that same environment.18  

  
Cyber power capabilities challenge the strategist to integrate those capabilities with other 
elements and instruments of power. And this requires the crafting of a cyber strategy, which is 
“the development and employment of capabilities to operate in cyberspace, integrated and 
coordinated with the other operational realms, to achieve or support the achievement of 
objectives across the elements of national power.”19 To develop a national strategy for 
cyberspace, therefore, is simultaneously to create cyber resources and procedures that can 

objectives. Cyber war meansnational securitythe achievement of specificcontribute to
disrupting or destroying information and communications systems with the intent of 
threatening a state’s sovereignty. It also means trying to know everything about an adversary 
while keeping the adversary from knowing much about oneself.20  

 
There are three forms of what have been called computer network operations:  
  

 Computer Network Attack: operations designed to disrupt, deny, degrade, or destroy 
information resident in computers or computer networks, or the computers or networks 
themselves.   

 

 Computer Network Exploitation: retrieving intelligence-grade data and information from 
enemy computers by information and communications technology (ICT). 

 

 Computer Network Defence: all measures necessary to protect your own ICT and 
infrastructures from hostile computer network attack and computer network exploitation.21  

   
Computer network attack is still in its infancy, but its importance has increased immensely since 
2010 and it will certainly increase considerably in the coming years.22 Some people think that 
cyber war will sooner or later replace kinetic war. More frequently, cyber war is presented as a 
new kind of war that is cheaper, cleaner and less risky for an attacker than other forms of armed 
conflict. In either case, the Canadian Armed Forces have a responsibility not only to protect 
their own systems but they also need to have the authority to direct offensive action, in the form 
of cyber attacks, if that is what it takes to blunt an ongoing catastrophic attack on critical 
infrastructure at home. It would be neglectful beyond belief to leave the Canadian Armed Forces 
without access to offensive cyber capabilities and the requisite authority to attack a foreign 
adversary who is causing catastrophic damage to Canada’s critical infrastructure through cyber 
war. Only then will the Canadian Armed Forces be relevant in future conflicts. This high priority 
responsibility and authority must be highlighted in the upcoming Defence Policy Review thereby 
ensuring that it is adequately resourced forthwith.  
 
In that regard, it is noteworthy that in spite of days of contentious debate on the floor of the US 
Congress over the 2015 National Defence Authorization Act, there was a rare bipartisan 
consensus concerning cyber and it was fully funded.23  

 
Also worthy of note is the fact that in April 2015, the United States released a new Cyber 
Security Strategy. Among other things, for the first time, it explicitly discusses the circumstances 
(see catastrophic attack above) under which cyber war could be used against an attacker.24 This 
is why asking the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Armed Forces to work on 
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the policy/legal framework in 2010 was wise – why and when is easily as important as how, and 
actually harder to nail down. Not least of the policy questions is how/where capabilities should 
be developed and how/when accessed. If that’s not clear, drumming up funding for weaponry 
development could be wasteful at best and disruptive/dangerous at worst. That work must be 
finalized, if it hasn’t been already, as part of the Defence Review. It will be an essential 
component to an update of Canada’s 2010 Cyber Security Strategy, which will be an 
indispensable complement to the Defence Policy Review.  
 

Marketwire Photo/Public Safety Canada 

 
The clarification of Canada’s approach to cyber as highlighted above, within the Defence Review, 
in combination with the updated Cyber Security Strategy, would form the basis for Canada/US 
discussions regarding a CANUS Cyber Accord. Borders do not inhibit network warfare 
operations. Furthermore, elements of Canada’s critical infrastructure, currently vulnerable to 
cyber attack, are shared. Accordingly, such an accord makes eminent sense and would deepen 
Canada-US defence cooperation.  
 
Finally, to highlight the priority that the United States is placing on this matter, there is draft 
legislation before Congress which seeks to improve the Pentagon’s defence procurement process 
for cyber warfare technologies by including these technologies within the Secretary of Defense’s 
Rapid Acquisition Authority.25  

 
In conclusion, the time for the government of Canada, the Department of National Defence and 
the Canadian Armed Forces to close the shortfall in the authority to engage in cyber war is now, 
and the perfect vehicle is the Liberal government’s recently announced Defence Review to be 
done in lockstep with an update of Canada’s Cyber Security Strategy.  
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CORE MESSAGES 

 
anada is the country that makes NATO an alliance. Without Canada’s membership 
NATO would be less a community and more a huddled mass of European states under 
American protection. As the American world-burden becomes more onerous and the 

US relationship with NATO more tenuous, and as Europe itself teeters on the edge of deep 
insecurity and instability, the security and defence choices Canada will make matter not just to 
the people of Canada but to citizens across the Euro-Atlantic community. 
 
The Canada First Defence Strategy (CFDS), first released in 2008, envisions three major roles 
for the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF): sufficient capabilities to meet the security challenges 
facing Canadian citizens and Canadian territory; cooperation with the United States in pursuit 
of shared defence and civil objectives; and the fulfilment of Canada’s multilateral objectives 
through the United Nations and NATO. The security environment has changed beyond all 
recognition for the worse since 2008. Therefore, rendering international institutions credible 
and effective in this and future security environments, and with NATO at the fore remains a 
critical Canadian interest, the fulfilment of which demands Canadian investment in 21st century 
Canadian Armed Forces. 
 

 
HARD AND SOFT CANADA: WHY NATO MATTERS 

 
In 2018, Britain’s new 72,500 ton super-carrier HMS Queen Elizabeth together with an escort of 
new Astute-class nuclear-attack submarines and Type 45 destroyers will come together to form a 
British carrier task group. They will then sail westward to Norfolk, Virginia, and arrive amidst 
much fanfare. Thereafter, days of dinners and ship visits will take place with a host of American 
politicians and opinion-leaders invited on board ‘The Mighty Queen’ to see Britain’s state-of-
the-art warship which together with her sister ship HMS Prince of Wales will act as the platform 
for Britain’s 21st century power projection. After leaving Norfolk the task group will sail north en 
route to Halifax, first escorted in alliance by the descendants of John Paul Jones before the 
escort is handed over to ships of the Royal Canadian Navy (RCN), two navies, one commander-
in-chief, one alliance. The strategic aim of the mission will be simple: to demonstrate to 
Americans and Canadians alike that Britain is a strategic power, values the transatlantic 
strategic relationship, and through NATO is invested in North American security and defence as 
much as North Americans are invested in European security and defence.  
 
Canada needs NATO. Canada is a three-ocean power, and all three of these oceans are in some 
way contested. Not only does Canada look eastward back to the Old World, it looks north to the 
Arctic and westward to the Asia-Pacific region. Canada has benefitted enormously from 
globalization. However, the change being driven by globalization is subject to perils as well as 
positives.  
 
Some in Canada might conclude that the big strategy implicit in Canada’s big strategic position 
can be left to its large, occasionally noisy neighbour to the south. They would be making a 
profound mistake. A century on from when Canadian forces played a pivotal role in the freedom 
of Europe, then the epicentre of 20th century ‘globalization,’ Canada must prepare for an equally 
strategic and pivotal role in stabilizing and securing the world of the 21st century. 
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Aircraft Carrier Alliance 

 
That world will be secured by a mix of hard and soft power. There is no doubt that Canada’s 
excellence in combining defence, diplomacy and development (what the Dutch call the 3Ds) acts 
as a beacon of security sophistication in a complex world resistant to fast and too often loose 
hard power prescriptions. Indeed, Canada’s championing of such sophistication helps invest the 
3Ds with strategic legitimacy, not least in Washington. 
 
However, Canada is also at the heart of new/old communities and groupings vital to 21st century 
security in which many flags and identities will be needed across hard power alliances and 
coalitions. Such communities include the United Nations and its regional agencies, the 
Commonwealth, and on occasion the Anglosphere. Indeed, the latter two became more 
important with Britain’s decision to leave the European Union. However, Canada’s soft power 
cannot be leveraged if Ottawa invests insufficiently in the CAF. Indeed, the impact of the former 
depends to a significant extent on the credibility of the latter. 
  
As an institution of democracies, NATO legitimizes and embeds armed force within an 
institutional framework that helps prevent extreme state behaviour, both in Europe and beyond. 
This is a critical Canadian interest. Moreover, the legitimate future use of armed force will 
demand new defence architectures that merge use of advanced expeditionary forces with cyber 
and missile defence, deep penetration intelligence, and anti-access, area-denial capabilities.  
 
Such capabilities will in turn demand a strategic unity of purpose and effort of military capacity 
and sufficient capability that such forces are credible across a spectrum from peace support 
through hybrid warfare to deterrence and, if needs be, warfighting. Above all, they must be able 
to work together (interoperability). The development and aggregation of such force will only be 
possible through NATO. Moreover, NATO will also act as a critical coalition enabler providing 
the force generation and command and control standards for allies and partners alike to work 
together against such adversaries as IS/Daesh. Canada must not be left behind!  
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WHAT IS CANADA DOING? 
 
The CFDS states that the Canadian Armed Forces must defend Canadians and Canadian 
sovereignty, contribute to the defence of North America with the United States, and contribute 
to international peace and security. The core missions set by CFDS which are reliant on the 
strategic context include, inter alia: daily domestic and continental missions, including the 
Arctic and through NORAD; response to a major terrorist attack; support for civil authority 
during crises in Canada; lead and/or conduct a major international operation for an extended 
period; and deploy forces worldwide as part of crisis response for shorter periods. 
 
Sustained operations in Afghanistan revealed the gap between Canadian rhetoric and reality. 
CAF suffered from a lack of combat ready personnel and a lack of specialized equipment and 
personnel, the need for which put pressure on allies, most notably the Americans. The conduct 
of the campaign also reinforced a simple Canadian strategic truism − unless Canada wishes to 
become an isolationist power, the utility of allies and partners to the fulfilment of Canadian 
security and defence objectives is vital.  
 
And yet, according to the CIA World Factbook in 2015 Canada spent only 1.24% of its $1.7 
trillion economy on defence.1 Given the deteriorating strategic context of the global security 
environment it is hard to see how such a low level of defence expenditure can be reconciled with 
the roles and missions of the CAF as stated in the CFDS, let alone future operations. 
 

 
WHAT SHOULD CANADA DO? 

 
Canada is a signatory of the 2014 NATO Wales Summit Declaration which states:  

 
Allies whose current proportion of GDP spent of defence is below this level [2% 
GDP on defence of which 20% must be spent on new equipment] will: halt any 
decline in defence expenditure; aim to increase defence expenditure in real terms 
as GDP grows; aim to move towards the 2% guideline within a decade with a 
view to meeting their NATO Capability Targets and filling NATO’s capability 
shortfalls.2  
 

There must be no more delusional talk from senior Canadians about how Ottawa can justify 
1.24% GDP on defence because of better spending. Canada must move decisively towards 2% of 
GDP on defence or risk weakening NATO and free-riding on a resentful and over-stretched 
United States. 
 
How can Canada do this? Leadership! The CAF have suffered disproportionately from budget 
reduction efforts. However, given the growth of defence budgets elsewhere in the world, given 
the dangers faced by the alliance, and given Canada’s unforgiving strategic environment, Ottawa 
must take a lead in reinvesting in the CAF. Not only will such a reinvestment help to anchor both 
NATO and the wider the transatlantic strategic relationship in reality, it will also underpin 
Canada’s range of security tools with hard-edged military capability.  
 
The NATO 2% guideline is in fact only a baseline. Canada also needs to continue to reform the 
CAF into a deep joint force by placing the 2015 Canadian Joint Operation Command right at the 
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core of the CAF force concept. This is precisely what the British did in the November 2015 
Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR) with the Joint Force Command (JFC).   
 
How much will it cost? Over a decade Canada will need to move from spending roughly CDN 
$18 billion per annum on defence. A graduated increase to 2% GDP would see Canada spending 
CDN $34 billion by 2025. 
 

 
MAKING CANADA’S ROLE IN NATO MORE EFFECTIVE 

 
Respected Canadian academic Alexander Moens writes, “Canada cannot simply go the way of 
specialization in terms of military capabilities. Even if niche capabilities may be sufficient in 
very few cases, the bulk of Canadian defence must remain based on broad defence capabilities 
and a wide range of action.”3 Canada is a hugely respected member of NATO and the wider 
international community. However, the CAF are too weak to serve Canada’s vital security and 
defence interests, for Ottawa to play the full role in the international community to which 
Canada aspires to play, and to make NATO work. To fill that gap Canada must rely on the 
strategic largesse of others. Canada must not become a free-rider! It is not the Canadian way! 

 

NATO
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1 Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, Washington, 2015, available at https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-
world-factbook/geos/ca.html. 
2 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “The Wales Summit Declaration,” Press Release (2014) 120, 5 September 2014, Brussels, p. 4.  
3 Alexander Moens, “Canada’s Defence Policy Renewal: Broad Capabilities in an Allies and Partners Framework,” Ottawa: CDA 
Institute, March 2016, p. 2. 
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anada became the world’s third spacefaring state when it sent its own Alouette-1 
experimental satellite into orbit in September 1962. This event was also remarkable in 
that it came to symbolize the by then routine bilateral cooperation that existed between 

Canada and the United States in the realm of aerospace technology, security and defence. 
Deployed just four years following the creation of the North American Air (later Aerospace) 
Defense Command (NORAD) agreement, Alouette-1 travelled into outer space safely atop a US 
Air Force (USAF) Thor Agena-B rocket launched from Vandenberg Air Force Base (AFB), 
California. It would be the first of many Canadian satellites to be launched by Canada’s 
American partners, made possible in part as a result of the two countries’ shared interests in 
bilateral cooperation through the discovery, defence and security of outer space. 
 
Since the dawn of the space age, unrestricted access to and freedom of manoeuvre within outer 
space has remained a vital Canadian national interest. As the second largest country on the 
globe in terms of geography, Canada’s relatively sparse and widely dispersed population today 
depends entirely on national dual-use space systems for everything from security and defence to 
situational awareness, weather, communications, navigation and even day-to-day finance. Space 
systems, once ancillary to daily life and security and an attractive yet expensive enabler for 
governments, have over the course of the last 60 years become an integral part of all Canadian 
sovereignty and prosperity. Space systems are no longer just a warm coat; today they form 
society’s nervous system – one that the modern body could not likely continue without. 
 
From a defence and security perspective specifically, Canadians continue to find themselves in a 
unique geostrategic situation between two larger influential superpowers – the United States 
and Russia. As a close defence ally and economic partner of the former, Canada has especially 
since the end of the Second World War worked very closely with the United States on every level 
to secure the air, sea and land approaches to North America and to keep their populations safe 
mainly from the threats and exploitations of the latter. A ‘temporary’ arrangement originally 
made in 1957-58 to defend North America against a surprise Soviet air attack, NORAD has since 
become a timeless organ of Western collective security and today continues its role as the main 
embodiment of Canadian-American aerospace defence cooperation. 
 
Though relationships with former adversaries have changed greatly over the years since the end 
of the Cold War era, there remains much competition among state actors for real estate, 
resources and relative safety, especially in northern regions as the Arctic becomes an area of 
great focus and interest for an increasing number of states. There is also the growing concern 
amongst Canada’s allies about adversarial states employing ballistic missile technologies to 
threaten North America directly. Similarly, we are living in an era of resurgent terrorism and 
international instability that has included the use of aircraft as a weapon. All of these threats to 
North American security demand a vigilant response from Canada and the United States, as the 
shared border ensures that both countries also share to a large extent the same risks.  
 
As the modern name of NORAD itself clearly suggests, for many decades now it has not just 
been the airspace, but rather both air and outer space that must be addressed in terms of 
security and defence. As such, the current existence of NORAD and Canada’s future within it 
must continue to be in alignment with Canada’s own national space strategy and agenda, as well 
as the defence and security space policies that provide guidance to the government departments 
that must execute that policy and programming. At the same time, whatever role Canada 
chooses to pursue within NORAD going forward, it must be a relevant one that illustrates true 

C 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alouette_1
http://www.norad.mil/Portals/29/Documents/A%20Brief%20History%20of%20NORAD%20(current%20as%20of%20March%202014).pdf
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defence partnership, not just contributor, if the collaborative agreement is to survive and 
benefit Canadian security over the long term. 
 
With an impending review of Canada’s defence policy, a great opportunity exists to modernize 
what has become an aged and at times outdated national space strategy and defence space 
strategy and policy for Canada. While Canada’s civilian space policy has advanced through a 
series of frequent reviews and longer-term planning, defence space strategy has not evolved so 
easily alongside it, nor has defence space policy kept pace with it. Canada has not publicly 
released a comprehensive defence space strategy since the late 1960s, and the defence space 
policy still in use was last updated in 1998. As a result, current defence space planning and 
operations must attempt to advance, with some irony perhaps, in a vacuum. It is a situation that 
could be rather easily rectified while at the same time opening up new opportunities for the 
evolution of a new national space agenda that would support both Canada’s civilian and defence 
requirements. 

 

General Dynamics Canada 

WHAT DOES CANADA DO? 

Critical to future Canadian sovereignty, security and prosperity is its continued assured access 
to, and use of, outer space. Therefore, Canada simply cannot afford to make outer space any less 
of a priority than it already is, as it is intimately tied to those other policies that ensure the 
security and safety of all Canadian citizens every day. Similarly, organizations such as NORAD 
must continue to be supported in every possible way. While there might be policy alternatives to 
the current NORAD agreement, none of them would be less costly than the current effort, nor 
would they present any greater efficiency in terms of delivering the same effects to North 
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American security that NORAD does. Quite the opposite, any diminishment of Canada’s role in 
NORAD will result in lost opportunities, a loss of international influence, a reduction in 
situational awareness to defence-sharing arrangements, and the degradation of high-technology 
personnel skills within certain elements of the Department of National Defence (DND) and the 
Canadian Armed Forces (CAF). 
 
Assuming that Canada remains a partner in North American defence through organizations 
such as NORAD, there will need to be a serious consideration and informed debate regarding 
the country’s potential future role in ballistic missile defence. The contemporary security 
environment has evolved considerably, and new missile threats have presented themselves since 
the last decision in 2005 to refuse participation. At the very least this position will have to be 
reviewed and reassessed in light of the current situation. 
 
Evolving NORAD at a minimum cost in defence dollars, however, will require Canada to 
leverage a range of space sector opportunities. For example, Canada should continue to support 
efforts through the United Nations and other international organizations to create effective 
frameworks for the peaceful use of outer space. Additionally, creating and sustaining 
international frameworks will require Canada to work closely with its main partners and allies, 
especially the United States and the European space community, to meet the challenges and 
opportunities presented by other state and non-state actors. 
 
For NORAD to continue as a critical enabler in Canadian sovereignty, defence and security, 
Canada must have a long-term national strategy for space and functional and responsive policy 
for defence space programs. This does not have to be as complicated as it sounds. Canada can 
and should build on its solid space strategy legacy, founded in both science and technology 
(S&T) research and application, as well as communications, robotics and data exploitation. Most 
important, perhaps, previous strategies have maximized their dual-use ways and means – 
meaning that a satellite or other space asset can have both civilian and military application – to 
achieve a broad range of goals or ends. A renewed national space strategy should reflect these 
traditional strengths, of course, while at the same time explaining how it will leverage its 
existing expertise, current partnerships and national industry to achieve new ends for the 
country. Similarly, a responsive policy for defence space programs should reflect and build upon 
national strategic objectives.  
 
This defence strategy and policy should be led by the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) as this 
armed service has traditionally held responsibility for Canada’s ballistic missile, early warning, 
rocketry and defence space programs. Enabled by strategy and policy, the RCAF must also be a 
leader in space-related defence research and development as well as the application of defence 
space capabilities. Finally, it must foster a culture of defence space expertise, one that may be 
easily leveraged to meet future NORAD, as well as other space operations, support personnel 
requirements. 
 

HOW DOES CANADA DO IT? 
 
The future of Canada’s partnership in NORAD ultimately depends on its perceived relevance 
and value added by its larger and more influential American ally. A first step towards relevance 
would be the renewal of defence space strategy and policy. Once enabled, DND should seek to 
employ Canada’s space capabilities to their fullest in support of coalition operations and 
missions. This means adopting a comprehensive approach to space operations support and 
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leveraging whole-of-government support in the pursuit of national defence space capabilities as 
well as extending those capabilities to its main partner as required. 
 
The defence space agenda should continue to invest in a wide range of capabilities that will 
enhance CAF operations writ large. These would include, but not be limited to, intelligence, 
surveillance and reconnaissance, space situational awareness, search and rescue, satellite 
communications, position, navigation and timing, command and control, and space-derived 
data management and sharing. 
 
Finally, to do so, DND/CAF will require a new generation of personnel who are educated and 
trained in all aspects of space technologies, capabilities, applications and support. The pursuit of 
such knowledge and training not only directly enhances DND/CAF capabilities, it also fosters a 
broader cadre of Canadians to embrace the critical science, technology, engineering and 
mathematics skill fields necessary for Canada’s future development. 
 

HOW MUCH WILL IT COST? 

Space has always been, and is likely to remain for quite some time to come, a terribly expensive 
endeavour. But economic insecurity and leaving Canada exposed to constant threats from 
belligerent states and international terrorism will always cost Canada much more. Assuming 
that there will be no dramatic increase in current defence spending levels for the foreseeable 
future, Canada’s continued investment in space and its main aerospace defence organizations 
must decide – given the current threats – how much risk the government is willing to accept. 
Canada’s current budget for space activities is approximately $400m annually, while defence 
spending on NORAD is approximately $83.5m per year according to recent defence estimates. 
Additionally, a portion of the DND budget is attributed directly to aerospace sustainment, 
defence space programs and related projects. For the time being, these allocations should 
remain constant, with a view to finding opportunities for efficiencies through increased dual-use 
capability development and sharing arrangements going forward. 

http://www.forces.gc.ca/assets/FORCES_Internet/docs/en/DND-RPP-2014-15.pdf
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INTRODUCTION 
 
government that wants to increase human security, tackle economic inequities, 
mitigate the effects of climate change, and address the reign of terror against women 
and children around the world is a government that must use the methods of collective 

security to reduce its own financial burden, and wield its political influence earned during 60 
years of United Nations (UN) peacekeeping. The government of Canada is beginning to 
understand the changing nature of the security environments in which it intends its interests to 
be realized, and will need to have many different tools available to manage its foreign policy 
interests.  
 
One such tool is UN peacekeeping – now understood as peace operations – which occur before, 
during and after violent armed conflicts. It is in this multidimensional security environment that 
Canada has a role as a keeper of the peace. This is a role that is highly respected within the 
international community and one that enhances the human security of war-affected peoples. In 
essence, UN peacekeeping contributes to the government’s interests related to security 
underscored by economic development. 
 
Canada’s strategic objective in undertaking UN peace operations should be focused on shoulder-
to-shoulder cooperation with its allies. This enables the government of Canada to be a part of 
the discussions on international governance and collective security among allies, and ensures 
that Canadian forces are protected through a logical chain of command, reliable 
communications and logistics, as well as necessary combat support when deployed to non-
permissive UN operations. Current debates have polarized Canada’s contributions to UN 
peacekeeping, suggesting that it is an ‘either-or’ question: we either do peacekeeping or, we do 
not. This is an illogical argument which does not reflect current inquiry into conflict 
management tools nor a decade’s worth of statistical analysis linking UN peacekeeping with 
durable peace and security outcomes. Canada has been involved, and will continue to be 
involved, in UN peacekeeping for decades to come by leading at the UN executive level, 
deploying military, police and civilian personnel to missions, and developing innovative ways to 
manage conflicts through the remit of UN peacekeeping. It is a matter of considering in what 
way Canada’s contributions will earn higher dividends for Canadian political interests, increase 
knowledge acquisition within the relevant government departments and agencies, and in the 
end, contribute to global peace and security in a way that directly benefits Canadians. 
 
This essay offers some realistic peacekeeping options to the government of Canada based on 
Canada’s historic involvement in UN peacekeeping, counterbalanced against contemporary 
challenges and opportunities of global peace and security, and substantiated with the body of 
evidence that has proven that peacekeeping works.  
 

                                      
BACKGROUND 

 
Envisioned by Canada’s Lester B. Pearson as an unarmed or lightly armed military force, made 
up of personnel from a number of countries, under UN command, deployed to areas where 
warring parties required a neutral party to observe a peace process, the United Nations 
Emergency Force was formed and deployed to the 1956 Suez Crisis as the first peacekeeping 
force.1 
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Canada earned its peacekeeping stripes as one of the top contributing states from the 1950s 
through to the 1990s. In 1988, at the height of Canada’s troop contribution era, UN 
peacekeeping forces were awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, recognized for making a decisive 
contribution to the resolution of conflict around the world. Both intrinsically and extrinsically, 
Canada derives its identity as a peaceful country from a long history of peacekeeping and its 
successful involvement in the entire spectrum of conflict management ‘peace’ processes.2 
 
From the late 1990s, and due to a myriad of changing international dynamics, other UN member 
states have taken over the bulk of personnel contributions from developed states, cutting their 
own teeth on conflict management within insecure environments that matter to global peace 
and security. There are 42 states ahead of Canada’s contribution, with Indonesia, Burkina Faso, 
China, Senegal, Nepal, Rwanda, Pakistan, Bangladesh, India and Ethiopia supporting the bulk 
of all 16 UN peacekeeping missions around the globe.3 These 10 countries alone contribute 51% 
of all troops and police.4 In return, they receive payments per person deployed, which has 
become a rich resource benefiting developing states, and upon which many now rely. 
 
Canada is currently serving in five UN missions around the globe, with an average contribution 
of between 76-110 personnel.5 These include MINUSTAH (86 deployed to Haiti and the only 
mission with Canadian women), MONUSCO (8 deployed to the Democratic Republic of Congo), 
UNFICYP (1 deployed to Cyprus), UNMISS (10 deployed to South Sudan), and UNTSO (10 
deployed to the Middle East, headquarters Jerusalem). Canada is among a group of 26 states 
that contribute between 100-500 peacekeepers to all UN missions.6 Approximately 20% of 
states contribute peacekeepers within this range.7 
 
Today, in places like Mali and Central Africa, peacekeeping missions are confronted with 
dangerous conditions as well as remote geostrategic locations. Out of the 16 missions, five are 
authorized with Chapter 6 mandates, related to the pacific settlement of disputes. Chapter 6 
missions are in low threat, relatively secure ‘permissive’ environments and do not use force. The 
remaining 11 missions are authorized with Chapter 7 mandates, related to action with respect to 
threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression. Chapter 7 missions occur in 
volatile insecure theatres where operations are directly targeted. Chapter 7 missions are combat-
approved missions, in other words, use of force is the common response to local aggressors and 
peace spoilers. 
 
The approved budget for all UN peacekeeping operations for the fiscal year 2015-16 is 
approximately USD $8.27 billion. According to UN statistics, this is less than half of 1% (0.5%) 
of world military expenditures (as of 2013). Canada is among the top 10 providers of assessed 
financial contributions to UN peacekeeping operations from 2013-15, ranking ninth, just ahead 
of Spain, and slightly behind Russia, paying 2.98% of that $8.27 billion budget.8  
 
None of the top 10 financial contributors are on the list of top 10 troop and police contributing 
member states. So, while Canada deploys approximately 100 peacekeepers, its annual 
apportioned financial contribution is USD $246.5 million. 
 

 
CONTEMPORARY CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

 
There is no sense in debating contributions if we do not know whether Canada’s contributions 
make a difference to global peace and security. In other words, does UN peacekeeping work? 
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More than a decade’s worth of evidence concludes that with the majority of missions, 
peacekeeping operations are effective in maintaining peace.9 A statistical relationship has been 
demonstrated showing that on average peacekeeping works to reduce the risk of renewed 
conflict. To be sure, when peacekeeping is deployed within the right environment – one that 
may be hostile to the presence of UN armed forces, yet is permissive to the political peace 
process and the economic benefits stability typically brings – it is a cheap alternative compared 
to collective security costs incurred by violent conflict and mass migrations of refugees, and the 
far-reaching destabilizing effects on economies such situations have on the rest of the world.   
 
The positive results of peacekeeping have been substantiated, but what of the negative 
consequences of missions? UN peacekeepers have been accused of fraud, corruption and, of 
particular concern, sexual abuse which has included child rape, gang rape and soliciting 
prostitutes during peacekeeping missions. The UN is focused on working with troop and police 
contributing countries to charge their offenders to the full extent of their state laws to send a 
strong message to potential perpetrators of such egregious human rights violations while 
serving on UN missions. 
 
This, though, is not of geopolitical concern and, rather, is an historic problem systemic within 
environments of extreme chaos and violent conflict. What is of primary concern is keeping peace 
so that we avoid further global destabilization, politically, socially and economically. 
 
The global context of peace and security has undergone social, political and economic 
transformation since the inception of peacekeeping in 1956. The ‘ways’ of peacekeeping that 
Lester B. Pearson and Dag Hammarskjöld envisioned are less applicable to the challenges posed 
in a post-Westphalian world where non-state dynamics, new technologies and ungoverned 
spaces create shaky ground on which to manage conflicts. 
 
There has been an ongoing recalibration of power and politics along different lines, and no 
geopolitical observations have yet accurately assessed our collective future related to defence 
and security and how Canada will be able to influence global affairs. With the rise of the so-
called Islamic State, and other complex non-state dynamics around the world, the political 
landscape is unsettled, and will remain so for another four decades.10 Yet, the ‘ends’ sought 
through peacekeeping remain the same: local durable peace and security for civilians. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The Liberal government’s Defence Review was called on 6 April 2016. Defence Minister Harjit 
Sajjan’s review will determine defence capabilities – what the Canadian Armed Forces have and 
what they need and how these capabilities will be employed to confront conflict and calamity in 
the environment of global instability. Defence Reviews are significant benchmarks because they 
set out guiding principles informed by foreign policy within the emerging social, political and 
economic context of the day.  
 
Historically, such reviews have not aligned with fiscal frameworks to develop fully the grand 
strategies envisioned in such White Papers. If ends, ways and means – in other words, the fiscal 
framework – are not in lock-step, then, for the next decade Canada will be out of step in 
achieving its defence-related foreign policy aims.11 
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The security and defence budget is approximately CAD $20 billion, rising with inflation each 
year. Canada’s UN peacekeeping financial contribution does not come out of the security and 
defence budget, but rather directly from Global Affairs Canada, the department responsible for 
making all assessed contributions to international organizations, of which UN peacekeeping is 
one. Defence dollars are spent at home and internationally.  There is an (irrational) fear held by 
the government that the defence budget is bloated and there is a move afoot by Canada’s new 
government to carve out a leaner, more agile military from the already gutted reality of the past 
decade. 
 
Putting the ongoing procurement debacle aside, defence requires funding specifically aligned 
with the readiness to deploy. 
 
Peacekeeping missions have expanded to include many peace operation activities that have been 
empirically proven to reduce conflict recidivism, including: deployments into large, expensive 
and increasingly complex operations; developing and implementing transition strategies for 
operations where stability has been achieved; and equipping communities with capacity for 
long-term peace and stability, evidenced through economic development. UN peacekeeping 
remains one of the most powerful tools wielded by the international community to manage 
peaceful outcomes of contemporary armed conflicts, yet, like any other capability development, 
peacekeeping requires training that is specific to its remit. The tool is only as effective as its 
contingent troops, police and civilian personnel, and this boils down to deployment experience. 
 

 
                             Rabble 

Deployments, among other things, help identify the personnel who cannot manage the stress of 
operations and who may detract from mission successes. Only with real experience – rather 
than simulations and exercises – can successes be gained. For example, the United States has 
innovated its ability to gain relevant and timely deployment experience by running ‘live 
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exercises’ during its humanitarian assistance and disaster response operations (HA/DR) – a 
type of operation that requires a whole-of-government approach to succeed. 
 
If we are not doing Cyprus peacekeeping anymore, we certainly need to avoid doing the same 
type of peacekeeper training. Canada can apply innovative ‘live exercising’ to get on-the-job 
peacekeeping training. Deploying more Canadians on UN missions means that they gain field 
experience within semi-permissive multidimensional environments and learn the lessons of 
international cross-cultural leadership, civil-military relations, community-based policing and 
security, and other innovative techniques that bring about lasting stability. It is recommended 
that the government deploy 1,000 contingent troops, police and civilian personnel per year to 
the UN peacekeeping missions that matter to national security, and fall within its defence-
related foreign policy aims. The cost of this increase would be approximately 10 times the 
current cost of the deployment of 100 personnel. Deployments should be short term (1 month), 
medium term (3 months) and long term (6 months to 1 year) to yield learning and innovation.12 
It is recommended that the government engage existing defence lessons-learned capabilities to 
assess the experience of troops, police and civilian personnel to increase knowledge acquisition 
within the relevant government departments and agencies.  
 
When the government of Canada decides to deploy the CAF to an existing or new UN peace 
operation, it must ensure the following pieces are in place: 

 

 A clear chain of command exists in theatre and with the CAF in Canada able to make decisive 
changes if the mission environment deteriorates beyond the remit of the mission’s mandate 
and Rules of Engagement.  

 

 If deploying under a Chapter 7 mandate, Canada must guarantee – or confirm allied 
protection through – combat heavy weapons support in theatre prior to the deployment of 
CAF capabilities, such as mobile medical teams, engineering support, civilian experts, police 
and the Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART), if its mandate is widened beyond 
disaster response. 

 

 The CAF, Canadian police and other deployed personnel foster relationships with reliable in-
theatre partners in communications, logistics and airlift in the nascent stages of Canada’s 
own development in these support capabilities.  

 

 The rules of engagement (ROE) for each mission13 in which Canadians are deployed are 
robust to allow for a full spectrum of use of force by the CAF against aggressors, whether 
aggressor violence is focused on the local civilian population, or the UN peacekeepers 
themselves. If the ROEs are not robust enough, Canadians should not deploy to the mission. 

 
Canada’s bid to participate on the UN Security Council for two years starting in 2020 is a 
committed position to engage fully in multilateral efforts of the international system intended to 
net enhanced peace, security and stability dividends. While it is pursuing a seat, it is 
recommended that the government focus its approach to conflict management by supporting 
innovative systems and processes that can be duplicated by other states and non-state actors, 
such as it did with the development of innovations like Results-Based Management,14 the 
Pearson Peacekeeping Centre15 and Free Balance,16 to name a few. The remit for Global Affairs 
Canada (GAC) now has an economic lens, evidenced by the transformation away from 
supporting ‘dead aid’ that causes cyclical state-based welfare in developing states towards 
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investment aid that ends the welfare cycle and creates autonomy in developing states while 
having direct economic benefits for Canada’s public and private sector contributions to global 
peace and security. UN peacekeeping contributions should be viewed with a similar lens in that 
missions can be used to deploy more Canadians to reap the benefits of live whole-of-government 
exercises. As well, contributions should empower the development of innovations in the conflict 
management industry to improve the efficacy of peacekeeping while driving Canadian 
economies. 
 
While the Security Council seat would be advantageous for Canada, the government must 
concomitantly support UN peacekeeping by increasing deployments to missions, as well as drive 
public and private sector innovations for managing conflicts, all while capturing the relevant 
lessons to inform the government’s understanding of the changing nature of the conflict 
environment. It is recommended that the government establish a fiscal framework supporting 
peacekeeping training, deployments, lessons learned and conflict management innovations that 
exceeds the existing budget for these existing capabilities by 10%.  
 
This plan will yield the highest dividends for global peace and security which, in turn, 
underscores Canada’s foreign policy interests. Working shoulder-to-shoulder with allies on UN 
peace operations permits Canada entry to the decision-making table regarding international 
governance and collective security. 
 

Patrick Gurban, Flickr 
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1 Although peacekeeping was officially developed in response to the 1956 Suez Crisis, the United Nations had 
intervened in a series of armed conflicts in an observational role for 11 years prior to that date. And, before the 
inception of the UN, the League of Nations had deployed similar forces, from which modern peacekeeping has
evolved.
2 Including, but not limited to, peace enforcement, peacebuilding and peacemaking.
3 United Nations, “Peacekeeping Statistics,” available at www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/resources/statistics/.
4 Data analysis presents no correlation between Canada’s reduction of contributed troops/police and an increase in 
sexual abuses meted out by peacekeepers. The most recent, and systemic, abuses are noted in the UN’s mission to the
Central African Republic (MINUSCA).
5 This is an average taken from monthly totals from January-March 2016.
6 As of February 2016.
7 The data presented in this section was developed using United Nations statistics, “Peacekeeping Statistics,” available
at www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/resources/statistics/.
8 Ibid. Statistics used in this essay are current up to February 2016.
9 See for example, Michael Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis, “International Peacebuilding: A Theoretical and 
Quantitative Analysis,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 94, No. 4 (December 2000), pp. 779-801; Jair van
der Lijn, Walking the Tightrope: Do UN Peacekeeping Operations Actually Contribute to Peace? Amsterdam, 2006;
Paul Collier, Anke Hoeffler and Måns Söderbom, “Post-Conflict Risks,” Oxford: Centre for the Study of African 
Economies, 2006; Virginia Page Fortna, Does Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents’ Choices after Civil War, 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008; Havard Hegre, Lisa Hultman and Havard Mokleiv Nygard,
“Evaluating the Conflict-Reducing Effect of UN Peacekeeping Operations,” June 2013.
10 In the social sciences, extreme political, social and economic change is typically measured in sets of three
generations – the time it takes for three generations of people to be born and achieve adulthood. A generation is 
between 15-20 years in length, and for our purposes, we are one generation into the massive global order change, and 
therefore have approximately 40 years before we achieve the three generation mark.
11 Foreign policy interests now include, but are not limited to, influencing the climate change debate, increasing
human security, addressing economic inequities, and improving the lot of women around the world.
12 Lessons learned in UN peacekeeping operations are applicable to other whole-of-government approaches and 
offensive operations.
13 According to the Handbook on United Nations Multidimensional Peacekeeping Operations, “The use of force of
any kind by a member of a peacekeeping contingent is defined by the rules of engagement (ROE). The ROE are
tailored to the specific mandate of the mission and the situation on the ground” (p. 140).
14 This approach to measuring inputs, outputs, outcomes and results transformed the way in which humanitarian and 
development actors managed their programs and projects in the field. It is a system that has been adopted by the 
international community. Although the general RBM system needs updating, including a common technology
operating platform for users, it has been a significant contribution to the world of humanitarianism and development, 
creating better results for conflict and calamity-affected people around the world.
15 The Pearson Peacekeeping Centre (PPC) was the founding member of the International Association of Peacekeeping 
Training Centres (IAPTC). Through leadership, mentorship and training, the PPC was a cause for many of the effects 
achieved by more than 100 different centres, institutions, organizations and agencies around the world who lead in
peace operations research, education and training.
16 The government initially funded Free Balance, a company tasked with developing a Department of Finance software 
for post-conflict East Timor. The software gives a government the ability to collect taxes, manage governance, 
structure their economy, and pay debts – a significant tool for helping shape stability in countries recovering from
conflict. Through a one-time government investment in a private-sector initiative, Free Balance software is in 22
fragile states managing more than a quarter trillion (in US dollars) in annual government budgets, from Uganda to 
Afghanistan. The private sector can work unilaterally while augmenting peace operations efforts, as evidenced by Free 
Balance.
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he Canadian Defence Review is long overdue as other countries revisit the stance of the 
military on a much more regular basis, such as the American Quadrennial Review. Since 
the Harper government’s Canada First Defence Strategy (CFDS) in 2008, much has 

changed both in the world and in the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF). These changes have 
created a mismatch between what Canada faces and what it can do. The temptation is to finesse 
the shortfalls in military power with a focus on ‘soft’ power, but as argued below, the demand for 
the deployment of ‘hard’ power in the form of the Canadian Armed Forces will not decline. The 
following text quickly reviews the changes both in the world and in the CAF, moves on to discuss 
the likely demands placed on Canadian forces over the next five to 10 years, and concludes with 
some recommendations for what Canada needs down the road. 
 
The partnership with Russia is now dead, thanks to the annexation of Crimea and Russian 
President Vladimir Putin’s efforts to undermine the West wherever he can find opportunities. 
The Afghanistan effort, which was the focal point of the entire Canadian government but 
especially the focus of the armed forces, is now mostly an afterthought despite the intensifying 
civil war. The rise of the Islamic State (ISIL) has led to attacks in Europe and around the world, 
and contributed to refugee flows that have challenged the very heart of the European Union − 
the lack of border controls within and yet another coalition of the willing. China is building 
islands and contesting the boundary claims of nearly all of its neighbours, while facing 
economic, demographic and environmental crises that might feed nationalism. In sum, Canada 
and its allies face a very uncertain and potentially threatening world. 
 
Unfortunately, despite years of hard-earned experience in Afghanistan, the CAF are perhaps the 
least ready they have been since the so-called ‘decade of darkness’ in the 1990s. The state of the 
Royal Canadian Navy (RCN) is simply appalling, as it no longer has any supply ships to support 
the aging frigates. One remaining destroyer is still left on the list of the ships in the fleet, despite 
being unable to sail in bad weather. The National Shipbuilding Procurement Strategy is years 
behind schedule, leading the Commander of the RCN, Admiral Mark Norman, to admit that the 
goal of 15 surface combatant ships is likely to be unmet. The Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) 
keeps extending the lifetime of the CF-18s as the politics of replacing them with the F-35 or 
something else keeps delaying any decision. The old government pushed the decision past the 
election, hoping to make the call when the political risks were low. The new government will 
probably make a decision but only after the process gets extended. The army has had insufficient 
resources to train and exercise as the result of declining budgets and escalating costs in other 
areas. On his way out to retirement, Army Chief Lieutenant-General Pete Devlin was quite open 
about the risk of developing a hollow army due to cuts in the operation budget. Simply put, the 
CAF face many challenges in the world with aging equipment and inadequate budgets. 
 
If the new government were to reduce Canada’s ambition in the world, then the various 
tradeoffs would be easier to address. Indeed, one expert on Canadian defence, David Perry, has 
used the phrase “less with less.”1 The Defence Review Consultation Paper suggests that there 
may be some room to discuss changes in the missions of the CAF. However, the mandate letters 
that serve as the basis for the review, in the absence of a wider national security review, make it 
clear that the new government is widening the scope of potential CAF operations. In addition to 
the previous government’s requirements of being able to defend Canada, participate in the joint 
defence of North America and contribute to NATO, the Liberals also want to increase Canada’s 
involvement in peacekeeping operations. Given how stretched the CAF already are, how can the 
Liberals add a new mission or expand a relatively marginalized mission? 

T 

http://saideman.blogspot.ca/2015/04/why-nato-russia-founding-act-is-dead.html
http://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/warships-30-billion-navy-mark-norman-1.3347145
http://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/army-commander-says-budget-cutbacks-hurt-training-1.1231899
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 Calgary War Museum, author’s photo 

One fear is that the government might be underestimating the demands of peacekeeping in the 
21st century. It is certainly the case that Canada participated less and less in United Nations 
(UN) peacekeeping as it increased its role in various NATO efforts, including peacekeeping in 
the Balkans. This means that recent and new governments may have missed the changes in UN 
peacekeeping − more robust mandates and, alas, far more combat. Indeed, the old UN missions 
had more combat than publically understood, as this picture of a Canadian war memorial 
testifies. Having learned the lessons of Rwanda and of Bosnia, the UN efforts now require 
significantly more readiness as the opponents of peace also learned lessons from 1990s missions 
in Somalia, Rwanda and elsewhere. One of these lessons is to shoot at the peacekeepers, hoping 
that they will be pulled out. So, peacekeeping is not that ‘soft’ and still requires significant 
military effort. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A different way to finesse expansive ambition with a constrained military is to hope that ‘soft’ 
power in general can be deployed instead of ‘hard’ power. The idea is that a more engaged 
Global Affairs Canada means less of a need to deploy the Canadian Armed Forces. The argument 
might go something like this: if we can be more proactive in mediating disputes and resolving 
differences via diplomacy, there will be less of a need to send the military to fight. 
Unfortunately, this is a false dichotomy. Yes, the Harper government could have engaged in 
more diplomacy, and, yes, it is smart for the new Trudeau government to try to use Canada’s 
brand as a mediator and its good offices so that Canada can make a difference in the world, 
perhaps helping to resolve some conflicts. But, no, diplomacy is not a substitute for force. They 
are complements rather than alternatives − force works better with diplomacy and diplomacy 
works better with some coercive capacity behind it.  
 
Moreover, the adversary gets to vote, and today’s challengers are quite willing to use force. 
Diplomacy with the Islamic State is not likely to lead to the degrading of the threat it poses. On 
the other hand, diplomacy between and among Canada’s allies may facilitate the use of force and 
help to build some kind of alternative government in Syria and pressure on the Iraq government 
to accommodate the Kurds and Sunnis. Likewise, Canadian diplomacy is unlikely to cause 
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Russia to reduce its assertiveness but the deployment of Canadian planes and soldiers to the 
Baltics is a form of diplomacy is unlikely to cause Russia to reduce its assertiveness but the 
deployment of Canadian planes and soldiers to the Baltics is a form of diplomacy – engaging 
allies and sending signals to the Russians that further aggression would have a price.  
              

Perhaps the only important place Canadian diplomacy can be deployed without the CAF playing 
a role would be the Asia-Pacific region (which is almost entirely left out of the Defence Review 
Consultation Paper). Canada’s military is simply too small to play a role in that large arena, but 
Canada does have some ability to make a difference via diplomacy: by calling out China when it 
undermines the international order; and by supporting the fragile democracies in the region.       

Sean Kilpatrick/The Canadian Press  

 
Given the need for diplomacy to be backed by some coercive capabilities and the reality that 
there are actors out there that need to be destroyed (the Islamic State) or deterred (Russia), 
there will continue to be a need for Canada to invest in hard power. This then leads us back to 
the difficult question: on what should defence dollars be spent given that Canada is unlikely to 
spend much more than it has been spending? The first realization that must be accepted is that 
Canada will have less stuff in the future. The price of equipment is escalating (especially with the 
requirement to buy kit built in Canada), so Canada will not buy as many planes as it did last 
time, and it will not buy as many ships. Accepting that reality is the first step in rational defence 
planning. The logical consequence is that the Department of National Defence (DND) should 
also start planning for a smaller military. The previous government focused on keeping the size 
of the force the same, which meant ignoring 47% of the budget. If we want the Canadian Armed 
Forces to be ready when needed, they need to practice via training and exercises. This costs 
money. So, facing this choice directly, Canada needs a well-trained but slightly smaller force far 
more than it needs a symbolically larger force that is underprepared.  
 
As long as Canada remains in NATO and as long as Canada wants to contribute to international 
stability via some coalitions of the willing, such as the anti-Islamic State campaign, it will need 
some armed force. Sure, Canada has good fortune to be far from the world’s troublespots and 
has a good relationship with its only neighbour. But if Canada wants to make a difference, then 
it will need to be able to back up its words and carry some of the load.  

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/three-ways-canada-can-influence-the-asia-pacific-region/article28699832/
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1
 Dave Perry, “DND Will be Doing Less with Less,” ipolitics, 4 April 2012. This phrase is gaining consensus, see 

Thomas Juneau, “Canadian Forces Reality Check: Time to Do Less with Less,” The Globe and Mail, 14 April 2016,
available at http://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/canadian-forces-reality-check-time-to-do-less-with-
less/article29629512/.  

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/canadian-forces-reality-check-time-to-do-less-with-less/article29629512/
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/canadian-forces-reality-check-time-to-do-less-with-less/article29629512/
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outh Korea’s President Park Geun-hye coined the phrase ‘Asian paradox.’ In her speech 
to the US Congress in May 2013, she said “Asia suffers from what I call ‘Asia’s paradox,’ 
the disconnect between growing economic interdependence on the one hand, and 

backward political, security cooperation on the other.1 While President Park was referring to the 
situation in northeast Asia, the same idea may be applied to the entire Asia-Pacific region.  
 
In economic terms Asia-Pacific is on a roll. Already a significant economic player in the global 
economy, “the region over the long term is on track to becoming a global powerhouse.”2 Five of 
the top 20 global economies are Asian, six when you count Australia as part of Asia-Pacific.3 
Globally China is #2 and rising. 
 
Notwithstanding the positive indicators of economic success and high expectations in the Asia-
Pacific region, both traditional and non-traditional security challenges remain. Territorial 
disputes exist in various places including the South China Sea and the East China Sea. Nuclear-
armed India and Pakistan remain highly suspicious of each other. The Taiwan Strait remains a 
historic flashpoint. North Korea is an unpredictable failing state with nuclear weapons. China, 
as it continues to gain global stature, is deeply suspicious of the US rebalancing of military 
forces towards Asia. China’s ongoing military reorganization and modernization is significant.4 
China’s military buildup has also spurred other countries in the region to modernize their own 
military forces.5 Five of the seven collective defence arrangements the United States has are with 
countries in the Asia-Pacific region.6  
 
Non-traditional security challenges include climate change, transnational crime including 
narcotics trafficking and human smuggling, forced internal and trans-boundary migration, 
religious and ethnic strife, piracy, secessionist movements, terrorism, cyber attacks, human 
rights violations and economic disparities. 

 
 

CANADA’S ‘ASIAN PARADOX’ 
 
Canada’s future prosperity and indeed its social fabric are very much interwoven with the Asia-
Pacific region. China has long surpassed Japan as Canada’s second largest trading partner in the 
world after the United States. While implementing its first Asian Free Trade Agreement (FTA) 
with South Korea, Canada has signed the 12-country Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) agreement 
and now must decide whether to ratify it. Canada is negotiating a FTA with India and is 
considering one with China. The Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum continues to 
thrive. The Philippines, India and China are Canada’s top three source countries of immigrants.7 
Canada’s own ‘Asian paradox’ is how to maximize its considerable economic and social interests 
in the Asia-Pacific region while contributing to its long-term stability and security architecture. 
  
 

CANADA’S MILITARY CONTRIBUTION TO ASIA’S SECURITY 
 
A wise old Asia hand once said, “for Canada to be seen in Asia, it must be seen in Asia.” 
Ministerial and senior military engagement is vital. Absences are noted by Asian counterparts 
and opportunities for high-level bilateral discussions are missed. The Minister of National 
Defence and the Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) must commit to attend the annual Shangri-La 
Dialogue in Singapore. In addition, the CDS must attend the annual meeting of the US Pacific 
Command Chiefs of Defence Conference. 
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       Reuters 

 
‘Showing the flag’ through participation in exercises and other deployments is equally vital. 
Modest resources notwithstanding, the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) have shown that they can 
be a serious player in the Asia-Pacific region. The elements listed below are already part of the 
Department of National Defence’s (DND) operational plans. The issue now is not to cut back but 
modestly increase.  

 
 Canada’s regular participation in the Rim of the Pacific (RIMPAC) naval exercise;  
 
 participate in annual exercises on the Korean Peninsula where Canada is a member of United 

Nations (UN) Command; 
 
 conduct annual Royal Canadian Navy (RCN) ship visits under Westploy and regular Royal 

Canadian Air Force (RCAF) navigation exercises in the region. These should include sea and 
air ‘freedom of navigation’ exercises in both the South China Sea and the East China Sea;  

 
 confirm that Canada is ready to deploy its Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) when 

needed, as it has in the past; 
 
 regular military participation at the working level in selected Association of South East Asian 

Nations (ASEAN) workshops; 
 

 bolster the modest but effective Military Training and Cooperation Program (MTCP) for 
selected Asian countries; 

 
 ensure that Canada’s Military Attachés in the region are properly resourced; 

 
 participate in other exercises with friendly militaries as the opportunity arises; and, 

 
 beyond RIMPAC consider the longer-term deployment of a frigate with a US naval strike 

force.  
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WHAT ELSE CAN CANADA DO? 
 
To generate the best possible results from showing the flag, CAF activities must be well-
positioned within a broader and renewed Canada-Asia-Pacific context. Below are some 
recommendations. 
 
Reiterate Asia’s Importance within Canada’s Foreign and Defence Policy 
DND’s 2016 Defence Policy Review Public Consultation Document states that “defence policy is 
guided by foreign policy.”8 Yet the last comprehensive review of the importance of the Asia-
Pacific region for Canada was submitted by the Senate Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs 
in 1998.9 Reiteration of the importance of the Asia-Pacific region to Canada’s national interests 
will provide the necessary guidance regarding the future scope and nature of Canada’s defence 
and security involvement in the region. It will also guide Canada’s official development 
assistance programs to designated countries in the Asia-Pacific region. 
 
The China Card 
A review is expected of the entire spectrum of Canada’s relations with China, including the 
military relationship. A starting point for any future bilateral military relationship will be the 
non-binding Cooperation Plan Initiative signed in 2013.10 
 
Canada and ASEAN: Need for a Roadmap to the Next Level  
Outside of direct bilateral relations with countries in the Asia-Pacific region, Canada’s collective 
relationship with ASEAN is perhaps the most important. Canada has long been an ASEAN 
Dialogue Partner, regular attendee at the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference and a participant 
in the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) for confidence-building and preventative diplomacy. But 
ASEAN did not invite Canada to join the East Asia Summit (EAS), a forum for dialogue on 
“broad strategic, political and economic issues of common interest and concern with the aim of 
promoting peace, stability and economic prosperity in East Asia.”11 Nor did it invite Canada to 
join the ASEAN Defence Ministers Meeting Plus (ADMM+), its highest defence consultative and 
cooperative mechanism.  
 
Canada has long desired EAS membership and has officially expressed its interest to join the 
ADMM+ forum. ASEAN, however, is still not quite convinced of Canada’s commitment to 
Southeast Asia, or to Asia, and continues politely to stall on Canadian membership until such 
time as Canada can demonstrate a serious, long-term track record of participation in ASEAN 
strategic and security priorities. While designating a separate Canadian Ambassador to ASEAN 
and now having a diplomatic presence in each ASEAN capital are important steps, clearly that is 
not enough.  
 
Canada must seek the advice of ASEAN members and key Dialogue Partners to establish a 
concrete roadmap to the EAS and ADMM+. A key element of this roadmap will be regular 
Canadian diplomatic and military participation in various workshops and meetings where 
Canada has relevant expertise.12 

 
 
Strategic Dialogue 
Canada’s situational awareness of security developments in the Asia-Pacific region, especially 
with respect to North Korea and the South China Sea, can be enhanced through regular high-
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level bilateral political and military dialogue with friends in the region beginning with the 
United States.13 Other high-level political/military talks already take place with Japan, Australia, 
New Zealand and, more recently, with South Korea. Such bilateral talks should expand to 
include India, Indonesia and Singapore.14 
 
Track Two Contributions 
From the late 1980s to 2006, Canadian Asian experts from academia were closely involved in all 
relevant Asian fora, including the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC), the Council for 
Security Cooperation in Asia Pacific (CSCAP) and the North Pacific Cooperative Security 
Dialogue (NPCSD).15 The Canadian Consortium on Asia Pacific Security (CANCAPS), a group of 
some 100 researchers in institutions across Canada was highly active in Track Two diplomacy 
(informal, non-governmental and unofficial) on Asian security issues. This included Canadian 
experts in the Law of the Sea who addressed challenges in the South China Sea. Just when China 
has taken an aggressive stance in the South China Sea, Canada is no longer present.16 Nor is 
Canada involved in President Park’s Northeast Asia Peace and Cooperation Initiative (NAPCI). 
Canada should consider re-establishing core funding for Asia-Pacific Track Two projects. 
 

 

CANADA’S ROLE: THE BOTTOM LINE 
 
Canada is already a strong economic player in the Asia-Pacific region with deep social and 
cultural roots there. It must now demonstrate a stronger and more consistent commitment to 
Asia-Pacific’s long-term stability and security. It is in Canada’s interest to do so. 
 
 

 
US Navy 
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1 President Park Guen-Hye, Speech to US Congress, 8 May 2013, available on Yonhap News.  
2  Asia Pacific Foundation of Canada, “Building Blocks for a Canada -Asia Strategy,” 28 January 2016. 
3  G-20 Research Group.  
4  A good overview has been produced by the Congressional Research Service, “The Chinese Military: Overview and 
Issues for Congress,” 24 March 2016.  
5 SIPRI Fact Sheet, “Trends in World Military Expenditure, 2015,” April 2016, notes that China is second only to the 

United States in military expenditures and that military spending in Asia and Oceania rose by 5.4% in 2015 and by 
64% between 2006 and 2015.  
6  The five include defence arrangements with Australia and New Zealand, the Philippines, Southeast Asia (parties: 
United States, Australia, France, New Zealand, Philippines, Thailand, UK), Japan, Republic of Korea. The other two 
are NATO and NORAD (Canada).  
7 Citizenship and Immigration Canada, “Facts and figures – Immigration Overview: Permanent Residents and 
Temporary Residents,” latest figures cover to the end of 2014, available at www.cic.gc.ca.  
8  “Defence Policy Review: Public Consultation Document – 2016” has one brief reference to “geopolitical rivalries and 
disputes in the Asia-Pacific region” and also names North Korea.  
9  The initial Senate study, “The Importance of the Asia Pacific Region for Canada” was published in June 1997, 
available at http://parl.gc.ca/Content/SEN/Committee/361. 
10 In this context the first public Chinese Military Strategy White Paper released on 26 May 2015 is a must read.  
11 ASEAN, “Kuala Lumpur Declaration on the East Asia Summit,” Kuala Lumpur, 14 December, 2005, available at 

http://www.asean.org. EAS participants are ASEAN plus Australia, China, India, Japan, South Korea, New Zealand, 
the United States and Russia. 
12 Subject matter would include disaster preparedness and emergency response, preventative diplomacy, space 
security, sea lines of communication, counter-piracy, counter-radicalization, maritime security, counter-terrorism, 
non-proliferation and disarmament, cyber security, and nuclear forensics. 
13 The aim of the “Asia Pacific Defence Cooperation Policy Framework,” signed in 2013, is “to enhance the 
coordination of Canadian and American engagement activities in the Asia-Pacific region, build capability and capacity 
amongst Asian partners by coordinating training activities and exercises, and support regional forums to strengthen 

dialogue and cooperation” according to the American Forces Press Service, 22 November 2013.  
14 A special case for eventual military-to-military dialogue with Myanmar could be made as the country emerges from 
some 50 years of military dictatorship, where the military still wields considerable power and will need help to submit 
to a democratic governance structure. 
15 DFAIT Policy Planning Staff Paper No. 92/3, “Canada and Asia Pacific Security: The North Pacific Cooperative 
Security Dialogue, Recent Trends,” 18 March 1992. Two-track governmental and non-governmental approach with 
focus on China, North Korea, Japan, Russia, South Korea, United States and Canada. 
16 For an overview of Canadian Track Two diplomacy in Asia see Paul Evans, “Canada and Asia Pacific’s Track-two 
Diplomacy,” International Journal, Autumn 2009; and Paul Evans, “Canadian and Asia Pacific Experiences,” in 
Abraham F. Lowenthal and Mariano E. Bertucci (eds), Scholars, Policymakers and International Affairs, Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2014.  
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TRENDS AND NEEDS 
 

n an increasingly complex and chaotic world, Canada’s defence instrument needs to be 
adaptive, agile and resilient in order to succeed in its assigned missions. It needs to be able 
to collaborate across boundaries and innovate faster than adversaries in operations.  

   
The military uses the words joint, combined and inter-agency to describe partnering behaviours 
among services, states and civilian organizations. Increasingly this language does not cover the 
full range of real collaboration activities in a knowledge-based society with many different 
technological and cultural dimensions. Where does the defence policy need to take jointness and 
collaboration? 
 
From a policy perspective, Canada’s military is an instrument of state power, with roles from 
existential to humanitarian. This instrument is linked to other instruments, most notably 
diplomacy, international assistance and national security. The military instrument ultimately 
supports both economic and social policy. 
 
Since World War Two, the long-term trend has been for increasing integration and expanded 
collaborative capacity. From peace and stability operations through to combat in Afghanistan 
and Syria, not only has the internal cohesion of the instrument tightened, but its ability to 
engage with the other national instruments and with allies and non-governmental organizations 
has increased. 
 
What expectations should the government have of its military instrument in the contemporary 
context? First, there is a need for the provision of competent advice, situational awareness and 
options. Second, the instrument must operate with unity of purpose towards the government’s 
policy ends. Third, the instrument needs to succeed in operations while maintaining readiness. 
Lastly, it has to engage smoothly with external entities of many kinds at home and abroad. 
 
The days of single services operating independently are virtually over. The legal requirements 
for rules of engagement, the possible consequences of error, operational interdependencies, 
integrated global connectivity and a 24-hour near real-time news cycle make internal jointness 
and external collaboration essential. 

 
 

POLICY OPPORTUNITIES 
  
There are three important policy opportunities that the government may wish to consider in 
enhancing jointness and collaboration. 
 
First, the jointness culture and role of the Canadian Joint Operations Command (CJOC) should 
be recognized and reinforced. Prior to 2007, the former Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff 
(DCDS) had the responsibility not only for force employment, but also for force generation and 
force development for the joint ‘fourth environment.’ This fourth environment included the 
sensing and command functions, or what militaries call C4ISR (Command, Control, 
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance). It also included 
the deployed logistics functions including theatre activation capabilities. These knowledge age 
functions, with their competencies, applications and systems, require strategic championship 
and intense coordination to enable operational success. 
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These functions are now dispersed across multiple civilian and military organizations within the 
Department of National Defence (DND). To be an effective instrument, the role of CJOC needs 
to expand to include the strategic leadership of C4ISR and deployed logistics at the 
departmental level. CJOC needs the mandate to champion collaborative concepts and doctrine. 
It needs the means to conduct collective training and experimentation to validate preparedness 
for complex missions. 
 
Second, joint capabilities should be identified as a priority. The Defence Policy Review has a 
focus on cyber, space and drones. These are vital technical means that need policy emphasis. In 
the case of drones the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) are lagging. It is indeed curious that the 
CAF do not yet have any operational drone systems, or the means to counter them in operations.  
  
Also curious after decades of operations among the people, there is a considerable gap in non-
kinetic capability. A bright spot is the Peace Support Training Centre in Kingston that trains 
essential skills. Nonetheless Canada’s deployed Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan 
were ad hoc. The force structure needs a civil affairs deployable capability that incorporates 
public affairs, psychological operations, public education and health experts and municipal 
infrastructure know-how. The United Kingdom has recently set up a new 77 Brigade with 
deployable specialists, both Regular and Reserve, to augment units for stabilization operations. 
This is an initiative worth emulating. 
 
Such a capability could be a nexus for mobilizing civilian experts from many fields and the 
linguistic and cultural skills resident in Canada’s major cities. Having these connections ahead 
of time, and leveraging social media to allow them to be voluntarily identified, contracted, 
deployed and returned safely would lever the strength of Canadian diversity into operations. 
 
Third, the CAF should improve their ability to mesh seamlessly with other organizations. 
Boundary-spanning is an important technique in addressing complexity. The mandate letter for 
the Minister of Global Affairs directs that he “ensure a close link between defence policy, foreign 
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policy and national security.” To this could be added international assistance. Many different 
staffs today support this cross-connection, however capacity is limited and collaboration is often 
episodic or limited to specific operations. 
 
How could DND and the CAF contribute to building effective collaboration mechanisms? The 
Canadian Forces College Toronto has emerged as a knowledge exchange node for national 
security executives from across government. Could this be connected in some way to a renewed 
Security and Defence Forum to lever the best academic minds in Canada? Could the college 
support building better national security community linkages through new programs? The 
Defence Policy Review should be seen as an opportunity to build collaboration contributions 
and capacity across the set of policy instruments. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
Canada’s military instrument requires increased emphasis on jointness. Collaboration across 
organizational and cultural boundaries is essential if the military is to be successful in 
operations. This paper proposes that the leadership role of the Canadian Joint Operations 
Command be expanded, that joint technical and non-kinetic capabilities be a priority and that 
new collaboration mechanisms be created to connect the foreign, international assistance and 
national security functions. Internal jointness and external collaboration are the keys to making 
the whole of the military instrument greater than the sum of its parts. 
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