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Introduction

Canada’s International Policy Statement:

What’s New, What’s Old, And What’s Needed

David. J. Bercuson

Denis Stairs

In the late spring of 2005 Ottawa issued its long-awaited International Policy Statement

(IPS) under the title, “A Role of Pride and Influence in the World.” Its release had been delayed

for many months by a number of factors, among them a debate within the government over how

its promised foreign policy review should be conducted, along with a series of ensuing

disagreements over both the style and substance of early drafts of the document itself. As it

turned out, the exercise was largely an internal one, although it followed on several years of so-

called “consultations with Canadians” dealing with a wide array of pertinent subjects, and

managed through a compendium of parliamentary, bureaucratic and “town-meeting”

mechanisms.

The status of the IPS is somewhat ambiguous. No one is quite sure whether it

constitutes a proposal to be chewed over in public prior to the issuance of a more formal “white

paper” or whether it is, itself, the white paper. As of this writing, the government has not given

any clear indication which it is. While presumably intended to inform Canadians and stimulate

public discussion, it seems to be fundamentally an exposition of “declaratory policy”—a

declaration of the government’s fundamental purposes and policies in the international context.

In line with its mandate to promote public education and debate on Canadian foreign,

security, and defence policy issues, the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute (CDFAI)

decided some time ago to ask a number of experienced observers, including former public

servants and Canadian Forces officers as well as academic specialists, to offer their reactions

to the International Policy Statement once it appeared, and to make recommendations of their

own. Given the range and complexity of the many issues involved, and the obvious prominence

and expertise of the contributors, it was decided not to attempt to construct a common text, but

to present the views of the authors and their recommendations, individually.

These decisions determined what follows. The reactions of the contributors have been

divided broadly into two categories, the first dealing with foreign policy (“Diplomacy” and

“Development,” as the government would put it) and the second with security policy (“Defence”).
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Since the CDFAI’s mandate is not focused (directly, at any rate) on purely economic matters,

the International Policy Statement’s discussion of what it calls “Commerce” is not considered in

any detail, but important issues bearing on trade and investment are raised here and there, and

particularly in the context of Canada’s relations with the United States. A summary of the

contributors’ recommendations is provided at the end, but we begin here with a few

observations on the general character of the Statement as a whole.

The “International Policy Statement”— The Context, the Aspirations, and the

Uncertainties

The government has made a serious effort in the IPS to address Canada’s place in the

world realistically, but there are still slips of rhetorical self-indulgence here and there. Some of

the stated policy objectives are too ambitious by half, or by three-quarters, or more. In many

cases, the real costs and sacrifices that would be involved in pursuing seriously the goals that

the government has defined are concealed, ignored or under-estimated. In the service of

miscellaneous political purposes at home, the accomplishments of the past are sometimes

grossly inflated.

Among the many sins of political communication, slips such as these are all common

enough—and perhaps particularly common in foreign affairs. We could hardly expect them to be

completely absent, therefore, in any official disquisition on how Canadians should manage their

international relations. The IPS, after all, is as much about “selling” Canada to governments

abroad and citizens at home as it is about policy implementation. No government wants to

indulge in public self-criticism to the point where it generates pointless and unnecessary

difficulties for the conduct of its international diplomacy. All governments of representative

democracies try as much as possible to avoid irritating their domestic constituents.

Given these contextual limitations, there are encouraging signs in the International

Policy Statement that Ottawa has begun—at least a little—to retreat from the over-weaning

rhetoric that in the past few decades has become increasingly typical of generalized Canadian

foreign policy pronouncements. The Prime Minister’s Foreword, for example, while asserting in

now-customary style that “we want to make a real difference in halting and preventing conflict

and improving human welfare around the world,” is nonetheless careful to recognize as well that

there “is only so much that we, as one nation, can accomplish.” Again, there is the happy

thought (available only to a prosperous, secure and fundamentally status quo power) that there

“is no contradiction between Canada doing well and Canada doing good”—a proposition that
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players outside the secular and economically-developed world of the liberal west might be

tempted to challenge. But there is also a forthright admission that over recent decades there

has been “a slow erosion in Canada’s commitment to its military, to international assistance and

to our diplomatic presence around the world,” and that re-building is required if we are to “earn

our way.” Still again, while the Prime Minister’s treatment of the relationship with the United

States is gingerly handled (pace his party caucus), there is nonetheless a flatly stated

recognition that “Our security, our prosperity, our quality of life ... are all dependent on the

success with which we help to manage the North American continent,” together with the claim

(perhaps in part a politician’s prayer) that “All Canadians understand that our most important

relationship is with the United States.”  And yet again, while the perennial Canadian

commitment to multilateralism and the institutions it requires is enthusiastically reaffirmed, there

is a cautiously phrased concession to the thought that the multilateral approach may not always

work, and that “we must be ready to change with the times and lead where we can, especially

where multilateral institutions are acting too slowly or are not up to the task.”

There are similar manifestations of rhetorical balance in the body of the Statement itself.

The changing circumstances of the international environment are described for the most part in

reasonably concrete style, and without too much of the breathlessly faddish insistence that

everything in international politics is now being transformed by an electronically inter-connected

and transnationally composed civil society (multi-national interest groups by another name). It is

a relief to discover that policy is to be guided by “Canada’s interests” (how, in a liberal

democracy, could it be otherwise?), although the authors of the IPS cannot resist insisting that

these in turn are “linked to the character of our society and the values it embodies.”  While it is

asserted that Canadian values have some unique dimensions, it is conceded for once that their

essentials are shared by “many countries,” and not by Canadians alone. That too is a refreshing

shift.

But puzzles remain, and uncertainties too. Perhaps the most intriguing of the former has

to do with the fact that, in the 30 pages of text in which the “overview” is delivered, only five are

devoted to revitalizing the all-important “North American Partnership,” while 15 are given over to

“Making a Difference Globally.” The remaining 10 are occupied with introductory generalities

and a discussion at the end of matters related to process (“changing how we work”). Perhaps

the imbalance reflects the difficulty of saying much at length about the Canada-US relationship

in particular without getting too close to the complicated and controversial “nitty-gritty”—disputes

over softwood lumber, water diversions, pipelines, the trade in beef, the management of the

border, the growth and sale of marijuana, and all the rest. Even in the “Commerce” paper, only
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six pages of 22 are devoted to “North America” (including Mexico), and most of the discussion

bears more on process than substance.

How to explain this? Perhaps “the world at large” is a more attractive subject for

discussion in Ottawa than North America precisely because in the overseas environment it now

matters relatively little what Canada does. Canadian policy in the global context is obviously

driven less by necessity than by preference which is untrue for Canada-US relations.

Accommodating the realities of the lop-sided relationship with the United States is arguably the

most important task that Ottawa pursues in international affairs, and the calibre of its

performance affects the welfare of every Canadian. But it is hard to take much pride in being the

junior player in so crucial and pervasive a relationship. The entire enterprise of Canada-US

relations is loaded with politics and electorally inconvenient in Canada. In the Canada-US

context, moreover, the behaviours that the Canadian citizenry in general usually likes best

(cocking a snoot at Uncle Sam) are diplomatically counterproductive. From the purely political

point of view, therefore, a lot more is to be gained at a lot less risk by focusing the rhetoric on

“going global” and by concentrating (at least in the words) on the need to respond to the more

dramatic problems of the world at large.

But there is a trap here—for the global agenda is massive, and each of the items it

contains represents a technically daunting and horrendously expensive (in some cases

completely impracticable) challenge. Not surprisingly, this is where the uncertainties in the

International Policy Statement become most obvious. The Prime Minister’s recognition of the

need to rebuild our foreign policy instruments is clear enough, and his desire to cultivate an

integrated “3D” (Diplomacy, Defence and Development) approach in deploying them for nation-

building purposes in failed and fragile states abroad is in principle timely and well-advised

(although it will be difficult to bring off in practice). But with the exception of some relatively

modest increments in the capabilities of the Canadian Forces, and a commitment to double the

development assistance budget by successive increments over the next five years (and possibly

more), the “key initiatives” that are bulleted in the various boxes that are scattered through the

text are aimed for the most part at administrative and organizational adjustments at home, or at

exercises in diplomatic prodding and institutional reform abroad.

In itself, there is nothing particularly wrong with this, and some of it might even do some

good. Diplomacy is a technique, not an end in itself, but it is still a central feature of what the

practical conduct of foreign policy entails. Once we get into the kind of enterprise that is

represented by “stabilizing failed and fragile states,” however, or attempt to pull our weight in

coalition operations, a great deal more is required. In particular, the commitment of resources
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needs to be both substantial and very long-term, all in a context in which the chances for

success (as Canadians would measure it) range from the very limited to the downright

hopeless.

To undertake such commitments responsibly will require not only money (and lots of it),

but hard-headed policy analysis. Short bursts of training police officers, or supervising elections,

or teaching badly-educated (and sometimes politically corrupted) justices the real meaning of

the “rule of law” will not do the job. Neither will benign lectures on the advantages (for earthly

communities, at any rate) of separating church and state, or on federalism as an instrument for

civilizing the politics of societies torn by religious, ethnic, linguistic or occupational cleavages.

Such tutoring may be one of the pre-requisites for a tolerant and accommodative political praxis,

but there are more tangible requirements too—a reliable system for maintaining public order

and a reasonable measure of wealth and health not least among them. It is not yet clear that the

government of Canada, its enthusiastic rhetoric notwithstanding, has taken these realities and

others like them seriously to heart. Nor is it entirely clear that the public at large would accept

the steady diet of sacrifices that would ensue at home were it to do so.

All that being the case, the reliability of the government’s “re-building” commitment,

along with its determination to “make a difference globally,” remains in doubt. Promises now of

what will appear in the budget in 2010 need to be taken with large doses of salt. Domestic

imperatives, and their consequences for the conduct of partisan politics at home, can convert

even the best of intentions all too quickly into pavement on the road to a hot place.

Interested Canadians will thus need to keep the authorities in Ottawa under very close

surveillance if backsliding over the next few years is to be deterred, and if Canada’s

international initiatives are to be soundly based.

Some of the benchmarks for assessing the government’s performance are defined by

the recommendations summarized at the end of the commentaries that follow.
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The Overview:

A New Approach to Canadian Foreign Policy?

David J. Bercuson

The most startling statement in the Overview (or introduction) to Canada’s International

Policy Statement (IPS) comes on its very last page:

“… this document responds to the historic opportunity Canadians have today to

re-conceptualize and re-energize their global role. That opportunity can only be

seized through a clear-eyed understanding of our core national interests, and

strategic reinvestments in our military, diplomacy, commercial policy and
development programs.”

To have a Canadian government talk of national interests and of rebuilding its hard

assets is both startling and heartening. But why this response—and why now?

The government says there are two reasons. First, because “the traditional notion of Canada as

a middle power is outdated and no longer captures the reality of how power is distributed in the

21
st century.” Thus “if Canada stands idle while the world changes, we can expect our voice in

international affairs to diminish.” Second, because Canadians need:

“… to be realistic and frank with ourselves. Recent years witnessed a decline in
the attention Canada paid to its international instruments, as priority was given to

getting our domestic house in order. Our diplomatic network, our foreign and

trade policy capacity, our defence capabilities, and our commitment to

development suffered as a result. Canada will need to do more if we want to
maintain influence in a more competitive world.”

The International Policy Statement is a unique compendium of documents relating to

Defence, Development, Diplomacy and Trade. Such coordination of the four pillars of Canada’s

international policy has never before been attempted. It is a unique approach and one that

ought to set the pattern for future reviews. The Overview sets the tone for the four documents.

The tone is new for Canada because it frankly acknowledges the importance of pursuing

Canada’s national interests through the various instruments that constitute Canadian diplomacy.

There are still echoes of the rampant soft power idealism, unsupported either by hard assets or

hard thinking that marked Canadian international policy in the mid to late nineties. But there are

no declarations of how ”the world needs more Canada,” or of how Canada must proselytize its

allegedly superior values to a world starved for reason. This exercise, as the Prime Minister put
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it in his introduction, is about the “dogged…pursuit of our interests.” Or as the Overview itself

declares, “In charting a path forward, Canada’s interests will guide us.”

This new tone will take getting used to for many Canadians. Throughout the Cold War

Canada unabashedly pursued the interests of “the west” through the military contributions it

made to NATO and NORAD. Indeed, much of the participation of Canadian troops in traditional

UN peacekeeping operations in places such as the Middle East, the Congo and Cyprus were

also intended to serve western interests. That changed little from 1950 to 1990. What did

change, however, beginning in the very early 1960s under Prime Minister John Diefenbaker,

was the rhetoric Canada used on the international stage. Even as the great bulk of the

Canadian military practised and prepared for war against the Soviet Union and its vassal states,

Canadian diplomats and Canadian prime ministers began to sound increasingly like

representatives of a North American Switzerland.

Under Pierre Elliott Trudeau, the reality seemed to follow the rhetoric with severe cuts to

Canada’s land commitment to NATO. But even Pierre Trudeau sometimes understood the hard

realities of Canadian alignment in the Cold War. Canada purchased new tanks as a trade-off to

get a trade deal with the European Community (EC), and new patrol and fighter aircraft. It also,

under extreme pressure, gave the US permission to test Cruise missiles over the Canadian

north. When the Cold War ended, however, and both the Mulroney and Chretien governments

started to face down the deficit monster they had created, foreign policy assets from tanks to

consulates were slashed. Since there was going to be a “new world order,” Canada’s main

contribution to that order could be idea-based via treaties, tribunals, and fervent rhetoric about

human (as opposed to national) security. Fewer assets would be needed in a world where

reason alone might prevail. Canada’s diplomatic, development, and defence assets were

allowed to rot from the inside just as Canada’s international finger wagging grew more frenetic.

The new International Policy Statement is designed to set the country back on a course

to regaining international influence. The Overview declares why this must be done. We “secur[e]

our own interests by creating a prosperous and more stable world.” Put another way, Canada’s

“success is intimately tied to a stable international order.”

This shift is good news, but it will take a concerted government campaign to ensure that

Canadians get the message. The four departments, and indeed all Cabinet Ministers which are

the focus of the International Policy Statement, must present a clear, coherent, and unified

signal to Canadians that they must “grow up” about Canadian international policy. The Prime

Minister’s Office, the Privy Council Office and Canada’s ambassadors to nations and

international institutions must reflect the new approach. Members of the government party
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should do so as well. Canadians can and should disagree, debate, and declare themselves on

Canada’s international role according to their own minds and consciences, but the Government

itself must be insistent, unified, and vocal in proclaiming the new policy, or Canadians will

continue to receive mixed messages. Moreover, the government should undertake to review

Canadian global policy periodically and regularly

It is more than revealing that the overview section covering Canada-US relations is

entitled “Revitalizing our North American Partnership” because revitalizing that partnership is

sorely needed. Relations with the United States are, quite simply, far and away more important

than any other relationship Canada has. The Overview acknowledges this, though in a

somewhat oblique way, and points out that Canadian “influence and cooperation with the US

can be a major asset in the pursuit of our own objectives.” Why then has this government

chosen not to participate in the American Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) program? BMD will

become a keystone to US air and space defence over the next decade; Canada’s position in

NORAD will suffer if Canada continues to set itself apart from BMD. Moreover, the Bi-National

Planning Group, established shortly after 9/11, that has conducted exploratory Canada-US

defence talks under the NORAD umbrella, has strongly pointed towards a NORAD -like

arrangement for sea and land forces. The International Policy Statement virtually ignores that

strong possibility. Given that BMD lost public support because the government failed to offer

any rationale for the necessity of signing on, this absence of interest in the IPS in expanding

NORAD might prove damaging.

The Overview sketches out the new Canadian strategy of focussing its international role

on what is known as the “Three Ds” (3D): Diplomacy, Development and Defence. In other

words, Canada is pledging to undertake three-fold missions abroad, especially in what are

termed “failed and failing” states. In these chronic zones of poverty, violence, and breeding

grounds for international crime and terrorism, Canada will send troops to ensure security,

governmental representatives to re-build society, and aid. The primary role will be military: “In

making a distinctive contribution to a safer world, we will rely heavily on the Canadian Forces.”

The Forces will be equipped and trained for the “3 block war” concept of operations. These are

missions in which the military may be fighting in open battle in one city block, providing security

for civil police or reconstruction workers in another, and helping transport or distribute aid in yet

a third. The concept will call for close cooperation between military and civilian assistance and

between the three departments of government which will provide the defence, diplomacy and

development.
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The Overview’s frank admission that the Canadian Forces (CF) must be the chief agent

of Canada’s 3D policy is refreshing and surely correct. But it points to what could eventually

prove to be the greatest impediment to the entire defence section of the International Policy

Statement—a failure to follow through on promises to increase CF funding. In the February

2005 budget, Finance Minister Ralph Goodale pledged to increase CF funding by some $12

billion by 2010. However, the Forces are due to receive only about 5 per cent of those funds in

years one and two of the promised increases. The severe back loading of the commitment was

unnecessary and troubling. The CF could easily have been allocated at least 10 per cent a year

in years one and two and the balance equally allotted over the remaining three years. In fact,

given the healthy surpluses that the government continues to accumulate, the government

ought to consider putting the money for the CF through much more quickly, starting with the

2006 federal budget.

In deciding to focus on 3D, or the “three block war,” the government is projecting that the

sort of international action Canada will be called upon to take in preserving global order and

advancing international democracy will continue for some time to reflect the concerns of the

past decade. That may well be so. But history shows that world events rarely unfold as planned.

Thus Canada must entertain the possibility that the problem of failed and failing states may not

be the greatest challenge to our interests or our values in the long run. State-to-state war may

be taking an international breather, but it remains a significant possibility in the longer run.

Multilateralism must remain an important tool for a small nation such as Canada that has

wide global interests. As the Overview states, “multilateral cooperation remains the only way to

tackle some of the world’s most pressing problems ….” Yet it recognizes that multilateralism by

rote, based on processes and organizations that have demonstrably failed will bring little

international relief. The Government should also recognize that our most powerful and important

partner, the United States, sees some of the recent multilateral efforts that Canada has

participated in as little more than thinly veiled efforts to constrain American action. Canada

must, therefore, strive in its multilateral initiatives to always work quietly to bring the Americans

on side. One of the best ways of doing that is by helping to reform now moribund institutions

such as the UN General Assembly and UN Security Council, or to create new ones.

The Prime Minister’s Foreword to the Overview and the Overview itself set out a series

of policy objectives that are refreshing, realistic, and achievable. Much of the detail is left to the

four papers that follow. But the tone and the approach of the Overview is unmistakable: Canada

has important national interests; Canadian international policy must serve those interests; and

those interests cannot be served by a “kinder, gentler” Canada teaching the world tolerance.
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Canadian interests can only be effectively served by ensuring that the instruments of Canadian

foreign policy remain sharp, effective, and useable. If that policy is indeed carried out over the

next several years, it will most certainly constitute a new approach to Canadian foreign policy.

Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should mandate regular public reviews of diplomatic,

defence and development policy, at intervals no longer than every five years.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The International Policy Statement of April 19, 2005, should form a

template for subsequent international policy reviews.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should coordinate a public education policy to

explain the International Policy Statement to Canadians and to ensure that appropriate

government departments hew to the same policy objectives.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The government needs to reengage the US in BMD discussions.

RECOMMENDATION #5: The government must begin preparing Canadians for an extension of

NORAD to the land and sea environments.

RECOMMENDATION #6: The government should revise its promised allocation of some $12

billion to the CF by 2010 to get the funds flowing faster starting with the 2006 federal budget.

RECOMMENDATION #7: Although it is entirely appropriate today that Canada focus on fighting

“limited wars” in their various forms, especially to bring security to failed or failing states,

Canada must not entirely lose capacity to participate in larger military actions alongside our

traditional coalition partners.

RECOMMENDATION #8: Canada should strive to be a world leader in reform of the United

Nations and in the reform or creation of other international bodies that can lay the groundwork

for effective multilateralism which must, by definition, have the support of the United States.



Section I

Diplomacy & Development
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Canada-US Relations: Promise Pending?

D. H. Burney

When he became Prime Minister in December 2003, Paul Martin undertook to

“revitalize” relations with the United States. Despite two brief meetings with President

Bush—one which also included President Fox of Mexico—and the long-awaited Foreign Policy

Review (the International Policy Statement), this is one promise that remains pending at best.

Serious trade disputes on softwood lumber, BSE and wheat persist and the government’s

abrupt decision to “stand down” on Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) injected a severe chill into

what had been expected to be a more cordial, if not more productive, dialogue between the

Prime Minister and the US President.

The persistent challenge for any Canadian Prime Minister is to balance the need for a

constructive, across-the-board relationship with the US with the desire of Canadians to play, or

be seen to be playing, a distinct role in global affairs. When these two objectives are perceived

as being in conflict, Canada ends up not achieving either objective. In fact, we end up fostering

a fractious and potentially damaging relationship with the US, and playing a peripheral role in

world affairs. That is how some would characterize much of the past decade and is what Prime

Minister Martin had been expected to rectify.

These two fundamental objectives of Canadian foreign policy are not mutually exclusive

and can in fact be mutually reinforcing. Canada can often have greater influence in global affairs

when it is perceived as having a position of respect or privilege in Washington. Equally, Canada

is better able to nurture a stronger commitment from the US to major, multilateral institutions

and goals when its voice is respected in Washington. To have influence of any kind, Canada

must start from a position of mutual trust as well as have something sensible to say. That can

be difficult when Canada’s actions and words seem insensitive to paramount US concerns;

even more so when our government cannot explain a contradictory position such as that on

BMD in terms of its own national interest.
1

The specific initiatives set out in the International Policy Statement (IPS) for “revitalizing

the North American partnership” are workmanlike in nature with commendable emphasis on the

need for closer cooperation on security and commerce. However, the initiatives also reflect

essentially incremental steps already underway at the level of officials as announced in press

releases which preceded the IPS.
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The attempt to blend the obvious priority need for improving relations with the United

States into a trilateral mix with Mexico reveals more caution than commitment and glosses over

the distinct, bilateral challenges which Canada and Mexico each faces in dealing with the United

States. This approach also ignores the very different level of linkage which already exists

between Canada and the United States, namely for security. The larger North American

umbrella may provide greater domestic political comfort for Canadian (and Mexican) leaders but

it masks the need to deal directly with bilateral issues having greater relevance to Canada.

The risk assessment in the IPS is presented on a global basis, possibly for similar

domestic comfort purposes. And yet a realistic assessment of global risks affecting Canada

would place the threat of a lapse or breach of security at our shared North American border and

the increasing protectionist sentiments of the US Congress at the top of the list. When

measured against the damage which would flow from each of these, calls to “strengthen

coordination of cross border law enforcement” and “maintain and improve the effectiveness of

trade dispute mechanisms” offer tepid reassurance.
2

Similarly, calls in the IPS to renegotiate NORAD and “other measures to strengthen

maritime and land defence cooperation” ring hollow against the decision by the government on

Ballistic Missile Defence and the degree to which this has marginalized Canada’s voice on

security issues generally in Washington.

In his Overview to the IPS, the Prime Minister pledged “more significant contributions

from the Government of Canada in terms of both resources and policy leadership,” and yet the

most serious deficiency to date in managing Canada’s most important bilateral relationship has

been the uncertain, erratic policy stewardship from the top. No amount of new resources can

offset the deleterious effect of a lack of commitment or sense of purpose by the Prime Minister

and his senior Ministers in managing relations with Washington. What we have instead is a

cumbersome new structure of management both in Ottawa (with overlapping jurisdiction

between the Privy Council Office (PCO) and Foreign Affairs) and in Washington (with the Rube

Goldberg Parliamentary/Provincial Advocacy Secretariat) that is proving to impede rather than

foster both initiative and decision making.

Good personal relationships between or among leaders are not a panacea. The

President of the United States cannot single-handedly resolve trade disputes that fall more

directly under the purview of Congress. But a mature, positive dialogue between leaders can set

a constructive tone for relations, inspiring officials to resolve or contain rather than compound

irritants of the day. The onus for this effort rests in the first instance with the Canadian Prime

Minister. The relevance of the US to Canada may never be in doubt, but the relevance of
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Canada to the United States should never be taken for granted. It requires dedicated, high level

effort and should be the Prime Minister’s over-riding, foreign policy priority even though it may

well have limited popular reward at home.

Our national interest in ensuring a prosperous and safe Canada cannot be served by

general intentions expressed in policy reviews or by new instruments of advocacy. Instead, what

is required is a level of determination and commitment reflecting the need to articulate, promote

and defend our vital interests (security, commercial, environmental) with the United States with

prescriptions and actions that move beyond press releases, photo-ops and ‘line of least

resistance’ work programmes for officials.

One reason why we engage in persistent reviews of our global role is that we are

reluctant or hesitant to accept the reality of who we are, where we are, and with whom we have

the most to gain or lose. Confronting this fact of life has never been easy or appealing for

Canadian leaders for many reasons:

 Americans can be tough to deal with. They play hardball more so as the sole global

superpower, and their unique system, especially the locus of political power, can often be as

elusive as their attention span.

 Americans do not always play by the rules, bilaterally or multilaterally, and have no aversion

to unilateralism to advance or defend what they perceive as being their national interests.

 Any achievements or agreements by Canada with the US tend to be seen through a highly

suspicious lens on the home front. It is more popular politically to “keep a safe distance,” or

better still, delineate some differences of view with the US in order to underscore Canada’s

“distinct” role in global affairs. Although more popular at home, it may be of dubious merit in

furthering Canada’s interests.

If we genuinely wish to “revitalize” our bilateral relationship with the Americans we need

more constructive dialogue, more direct systematic engagement, and fewer knee-jerk anti-

American reactions. This requires clear, unequivocal political leadership. It does not mean that

relations with the US should subsume all aspects of foreign policy—it is not a zero-sum game.

But we need to get the fundamentals right, and if we are reluctant to engage forcefully those

with whom we have the most at stake, it is unlikely that our global aspirations will generate

much resonance.

Quite apart from “revitalization,” this relationship is in need of urgent “repair” beginning

with the shared responsibility we have for security in North America. Given the overriding

concern in Washington about terrorism and security generally—something about which
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Canadians are inclined to be smugly dismissive—we need to rebuild a platform of mutual trust,

reliability and respect.

Canada should take the initiative in renegotiating NORAD, offering specific proposals

that would not only strengthen maritime and land defence cooperation but would also heighten

vigilance against breaches or lapses in security at our border. We should also signal our

willingness to re-engage on Ballistic Missile Defence. (Our ostrich-like decision on that issue

baffled Americans as well as Canadians and defied elementary logic.)

We need to earmark tangible investments as well as innovative technologies to better

secure and also ease congestion at our border—estimated to be draining some $10 billion of

trade annually away from Ontario alone. Work programmes on standards, regulations and Rule

of Origin constraints to commerce and competitiveness should be reinvigorated with the

appointment of Special Emissaries reporting to our respective leaders within a specific time

frame.

The dispute settlement mechanisms for trade will only get greater “respect” if the two

leaders signal to their respective bureaucracies that they want issues like softwood lumber and

BSE resolved rather than prolonged by abuses of existing procedures.

The energy sector requires high level common cause. The energy bill approved this

summer by Congress is a clear signal of the priority for greater energy security in the US. This is

a sector of real Canadian strength and yet the approvals for new transmission facilities vital to

the delivery of Alaskan gas to the lower 48 states are bottled up in procedural wrangling, devoid

of direction and necessary political leadership.

The environment, scarcely mentioned in the North American section of the IPS, also has

scope for initiative and engagement. Instead of being mesmerized by fundamental differences

over the Kyoto Protocol, Canada and the US should, in the spirit of our Acid Rain Accord, chart

common commitments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in North America (this is one area

where Mexico’s inclusion would actually be relevant).
3

We should also explore the need for new institutions to bolster and depoliticize some of

these challenges and move day to day management of relations beyond the likes and dislikes of

the given moment. Instead of celebrating the lack of such institutions as a positive difference

between North America and Europe, we might well find some useful practices to emulate from

the European Union experience.

Canada has been coasting on the richness of our resources and the economic oxygen of

ties with our powerful southern neighbour with only occasional governmental effort along the

way. But the easy life at home and the detached, somewhat sentimental attitude about our
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place in the world is not preparing us for the complexities of globalization or the threats to our

economic well being. By adding more process without conviction or direction to relations with

the United States, we will do very little for our national interests. But if we acknowledge the

realities of our situation in North America, and summon the courage for bold prescriptions that

demonstrate the essence of leadership, we can help fulfill the promise of a much-needed

revitalization.

Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: While taking the need for balance in our international relationships

fully into account, the government should recognize that Canada’s most important bilateral

relationship by far is with the United States, and that repairing and improving it will require the

concerted and continuing attention of the political leadership, including the Prime Minister.

RECOMMENDATION #2: In its conduct of Canada-US relations generally, the government

should ground its policies in constructive dialogue, and in direct and systematic engagement,

while avoiding knee-jerk anti-American reactions.

RECOMMENDATION #3: In the security field in particular, the government needs to rebuild a

platform of mutual trust, reliability and respect, and in this context should take the initiative in re-

negotiating NORAD, re-engaging on Ballistic Missile Defence, and investing in innovative

technologies to better secure the border and reduce the congestion of border traffic.

RECOMMENDATION #4: With respect to Canada-US commercial relations, urgent steps are

required to end the foot-dragging on trade disputes and restore both the spirit and the

obligations of existing agreements.

RECOMMENDATION #5: Instead of being mesmerized by fundamental differences over the

Kyoto Protocol, Canada and the United States should chart common commitments to reduce

greenhouse gas emissions in North America.
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RECOMMENDATION #6: The government should explore with the United States the need for

new institutions to bolster and depoliticize some of the challenges in the day-to-day

management of the Canadian-American relationship, possibly drawing inspiration from the

experience of the European Union.

End Notes

1. For more on this theme, see my memoir: Getting it Done (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s

University Press, 2005) Chapters 11 & 12.

2. The Overview of Canada’s International Policy Statement, A Role of Pride and Influence in

the World can be accessed at http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/cip-pic/IPS/IPS-Overview.pdf

3. The current impasse over the Devil’s Lake Diversion in North Dakota suggests that even the

venerable International Joint Commission is in need of “revitalization” and clearer political

commitment.
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Mexico and the International Policy Statement:

Building the Right Relationship

George Haynal

(The article is a strictly personal contribution and

does not attempt to reflect the views of Bombardier.)

“Canada in the World,” the 1995 Foreign Policy Statement, had four references to

Mexico. In the current International Policy Statement (IPS), there are well over 20. This is a

dramatic indication of the distance that Mexico has traveled toward the centre of our foreign

policy firmament.

The reason for Mexico’s rise, some critics would say, is that our foreign policy vision has

sunk from one that saw Canada as a significant global player to one fixated on North America.

This is far from the case, but it is true that the US relationship gets far more serious treatment in

this Statement than in any that preceded it.

In doing that, the Statement is also the first to articulate a vision that treats Mexico, not

as an unavoidable third party to the Canada-US relationship, but as an important ally in

conducting it. Further, the Statement concludes that making Mexico a constructive partner must

become an important objective of Canadian policy.

The Statement goes beyond a regional treatment. Recognizing Mexico as a world class

economy (the tenth largest, with Canada ranking eighth, according to The Economist) and a

potentially influential global actor, the statement suggests that Canada would benefit if the

leaders of both countries were aligned in their thinking.  This amounts to important progress in

our understanding of Mexico’s place in our world. While the Statement’s policy prescriptions do

not yet match its insights, they point the way.

Bilateral Diplomacy

There are encouraging signs. For one thing, the Government is treating Mexico with

more diplomatic respect than has been Canada’s wont in the promise to “… develop deeper

knowledge of and new channels of influence with the United States and Mexico.” Upgrading the

consulate in Monterrey to a Consulate General, and strengthening the embassy in Mexico City,

by posting DFAIT’s Deputy Minister to head it, shows that there is substance behind this

bromide. It will be important to see what more emerges.
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Some hint of where things are headed is provided by the observation that

“understanding the issues confronting the United States and Mexico is a job that must be

fulfilled by many Canadians, whether in the parliamentary chamber, the boardrooms of our

companies and non governmental organizations, or the research centers of our universities.”

This is a timely recognition that North American relationships are now so complex, and the

distinctions between domestic and international issues so meaningless in many cases, that they

escape management by the federal government alone. It is a call for real engagement by a

much broader community.

Despite the call for engagement, the Statement does not make new proposals for how a

collective effort can best be mounted, contenting itself with citing modest structures like the

“Canada Mexico Partnership” that are already in place.

Relating to Mexico as a Global Player

The Statement also notes our interest in encouraging Mexico to be a more vigorous

player in the Americas proclaiming the Government’s intent to work closely with Mexico in “…

(InterAmerican) bodies on issues of governance and economic growth.”

This sensible proposal can only be faulted for the modesty of its ambition. Mexico is

doing too little to exercise its considerable influence in the Hemisphere while Canada, a relative

stranger in the InterAmerican system, has been perhaps the most active of its members in

promoting democratic and economic reform. The Statement is correct in proposing that we need

Mexico to help us more. However, on the question of how to do it, the paper is silent, as it is on

the need for Mexico to be a more active player in wider fora such as the UN.

Mexico as a Defence Partner

The Defence portion of the Statement is even more laconic. It mentions Mexico only

once, and in speaking of continental defence it notes that “Canada will also examine greater

cooperation with Mexico on security issues.”

The government missed an important opportunity in settling for this non committal

commitment. There is room for real cooperation between our militaries.

The post cold war, post 9/11 security environment makes the differences in the historic

roles of our militaries even less relevant. It is true that the Mexican forces have had a domestic

focus, while the Canadian military, by contrast, has been outwardly oriented, most recently
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dedicated to helping stabilize international areas in conflict. While there was little prospect of

synergy between these two traditions in the past, the demands for homeland security and the

need for more robust UN led intervention now mean that there is much that could usefully be

developed.

Mexico as Peacekeeper

The Mexican Constitution, in the view of some, bars participation in efforts to re-establish

order in failed states like Haiti. This position will likely change before long. What can Canada do

to get the Mexican forces ready for the day when their position does change? We appear to do

little now beyond training a few Mexican officers at the International Peacekeeping Centre and

pressing gently for a change in Mexican policy.

Expanding Mexican participation in our peacekeeping training programme would be a

good start. It would even help to upgrade the military’s capacity to deal credibly with armed

conflict at home (Chiapas was not an unqualified success).

Our military leaders could also engage with their Mexican counterparts on the great

strategic issues of international security—something they do not now do.

We could also share our experience in the organization of international peace

operations, offer logistics support for eventual deployment of Mexican contingents abroad, and

invite the secondment of Mexican officers to Canadian-UN operations. The Statement is silent

on the possibilities, and the governments should not leave matters there.

Mexico as Military Partner in North America

The Statement fails to mention how our two militaries could cooperate in fulfilling their

domestic responsibilities. This is even more disappointing due to the fact that the Government

chose the International Policy Statement to announce the formation of Canada Command, a

structure designed for the first time to give the military clear domestic roles that parallel some of

those that the Mexican forces are already supposed to perform. Intelligence sharing on maritime

and air traffic, cooperation on training and planning for how to cope with terrorist attacks, and

resource and logistics support for disaster relief would seem to be natural areas of cooperation.

Bilateral cooperation would have another advantage. It would allow both countries to develop

homeland security capacity that complements, but is independent from that of the United States.

But nothing is said about this in the Statement.
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Mexico and International Development Cooperation

It is also disappointing that Mexico receives no mention in the Statement’s discussion of

international development cooperation. Canada now has virtually no official development

programme in Mexico. The Statement should have pointed more vigorously in the direction of

establishing one.

Mexico’s development challenges are enormous, notwithstanding the fact that it is a

middle-income country. Inequality between rich and poor, profound divisions between the

modern and globally oriented north of the country and the agricultural and traditionalist south,

the unavailability of resources for training, education, and environmental protection all inhibit the

country’s move to responsible modernity, as do often uneven and flawed approaches to

governance. While the needs are great, capacity is not. Mexico must rely, at least in part, on

outside inputs to its development effort.

Several considerations make assisting Mexico with its development effort a matter of

national interest:

 For us, the Mexican economy is now “too big to fail” because the knock-on effects of its

failures could be very damaging in our own economy.

 Continuing weakness in Mexico’s labour market fuels illegal migration to the US, which

leads the US, in turn, to tighten borders inhibiting flows from Canada as well as Mexico.

 Mexico and Canada share a common ecosystem, and the lack of development makes it

vulnerable to unregulated exploitation.

The risks to our way of life from any failure in Mexico’s effort to modernize are, in short,

immediate and real. We have a concomitant national interest in helping it not to fail.

There are also good foreign policy interests that dictate Canadian development support

to Mexico. As the Statement observes, Mexico’s failure to grow despite the benefits of NAFTA

would send a profoundly negative signal to all other developing countries pursuing growth

through open markets.

Canadian engagement would, furthermore, be welcome. For Mexico, Canada is the

“other North America,” capable of offering an intimate partnership of modernity without the

complications of dealing with an already complicated US agenda. Canadian development

assistance would, in other words, be valued for its political as well as its technical contribution.

As it happens, we also have relevant experience to share with Mexico. Even if we

restrict our development cooperation to improving governance, we can make a powerful
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contribution to Mexico’s modernization. The example set by Elections Canada, which helped

Mexico revolutionize its own system, sets the standard for what can be done.

The International Policy Statement should have identified Mexico as a priority country for

Canadian development efforts. Perhaps the government will do this when it develops its final list

of core cooperation partners.

Migration and Mexico

The Statement has no immigration chapter. This is a particularly glaring omission in that

Canada’s greatest international contribution today is arguably in its success as a receiving

country for migrants and refugees. Our multicultural system may be an example for older more

homogenous societies grappling with the challenges of diversity.

While our immigration programme gives hope to hundreds of thousands of people

largely from Asia, Canada has no immigration programme in Mexico, nor does there appear to

be serious consideration given to establishing one. This is not good public policy, particularly

given the contrast with the situation in the United States, the largest proportion of whose legal

and illegal immigration now comes from and through Mexico.

Immigrant communities will shape and energize Canadian and American society in the

coming decades. One certain consequence is that Mexican Americans will become ever more

influential in American life. Considering our close ties to the US, it would seem to be in our

interest to ensure that our own national fabric has a significant component of Mexican

professionals and business people able to build bridges to the wider Mexican community in

North America. We should, among other things, actively recruit immigrants from among the

10,000 Mexican students who come to Canadian universities every year. But on all this, the

Statement is silent.

The Statement also fails to speak about the role of immigration in compensating for the

aging and rigidity of the Canadian labour pool. We have the privilege, should NAFTA ever be

extended to cover real labour mobility, of being able to draw on a large and underemployed

labour pool in Mexico to do that, at least in the short and medium term.

Even enlarging temporary worker programmes would make a direct contribution to the

development of rural Mexico. Remittances to Mexico from workers abroad now stand at $14

billion annually, a sum greater than what the country earns from tourism. It is money that goes

to rural communities that do not benefit from other flows of capital. This is one reason that

intensifying the small programme that welcomes seasonal workers to Canada and allows them
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to return regularly to their own communities has been high on the list of the Mexican

government’s priorities. It should be higher on ours. (This small programme has slightly more

than 10,000 participants, or about the same number of participants as Mexican students who

attend Canadian universities.)

Culture

Another section missing from the Statement relates to the role of culture in international

relations. Whether or not this is a core problem, the absence is worth noting in the case of

Mexico and for one particular reason—both our countries have their roots in the meeting of

indigenous and European civilizations. Despite the many depredations of the colonial period

and continuing inequalities, Mexican society has made the blend of the two cultures a hallmark

of its national identity. We have much to learn from that experience and the brilliance of the

accomplishments that result from it.

Commerce and Mexico

The Statement does recognize Mexico as a major, globally oriented, economy and one

with which we do important business. The section dealing with Commerce, however, is

otherwise unremarkable, as many of the arguments in favour of NAFTA and continental

cooperation have been heard before. It is interesting, however, in that it covers a lot of ground in

a discussion going well beyond the purely commercial aspects of the relationship with Mexico.

This may well be a symptom of the fact that the Mexico-Canada agenda had, until recently,

been driven largely by the business community, with the Governments playing catch up. But

with the IPS, the Canadian Government has not only caught up, it has started to define a

broader, more strategic agenda for the relationship.

It is up to all parties invited to carry the IPS forward (provinces, NGO’s, businesses and

universities), to engage and complete the task. This, however, does not absolve the government

from its responsibility of doing what only it can do in terms of advancing policy and state-to-state

cooperation, and there is a good deal of room to do more. The government’s partners should

now do everything they can to encourage the government to fulfill those responsibilities.
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Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should foster the establishment of fora and other

mechanisms to enable more intensive co-operation among Canadian and Mexican business

organizations, academic institutions and sub-national governments.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should intensify government-to-government co-

operation through structured co-operation between national defence establishments in areas of

common interest such as peacekeeping, North American territorial defence and emergency

preparedness, and also through programmes related to enhancing the efficiency and

effectiveness of public institutions.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should include Mexico in the list of countries where

Canadian development co-operation is to be focussed, with a particular emphasis on helping to

correct regional imbalances and foster sustainable development of natural resources.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The government should work with the provinces to broaden

programmes for temporary workers from Mexico and initiate a considered programme to

facilitate immigration from Mexico.
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Strengthening Overseas Networks

Reid Morden

Canadian governments commission foreign policy reviews because there has been a

regime change, to “sanctify” a course of action already predetermined, and sometimes to

convey to the electorate that there are new brooms in power, even if from the incumbent party.

However, they never review foreign policy with the expectation that a dramatic alteration in

policy is either warranted or possible.

The recent review culminating in the new International Policy Statement (IPS) was

presumably driven by the fact that the Martin government wanted to show that its assumption of

power presaged a new era in foreign and defence policy. The IPS makes a show of tying its

pronouncements to Canadian interests and values. With reference to the latter, however, there

is more lip service than substance in the overblown prose.

Perhaps the IPS overreaches because there is so much ground to make up for after 10

years of neglect. The government concedes, in a disingenuously facile sentence, “that there has

been an erosion in our foreign policy assets within the broader context of restoring financial

health to the Government as a whole.” In short, throughout the 90s, the tools which we used to

serve the interests of our country, with over 40 per cent of GNP from exports and a population

increasingly traveling in an ever more dangerous world, were left to languish.

Perhaps nowhere is greater effort made to suggest brave new directions than in the

section entitled “Strengthening Canada’s Overseas Networks.” Nowhere is it more evident that

the realities confronting Canada around the world remain essentially the same and, apart from

some gentle tweaking, we will deal with them as we have done pretty much since World War ll.

From Canada’s earliest days, the desire to have some counterweight to the United

States, to find and emphasize things which make us different from them as a nation, and to

make the northern half of the continent truly our own have been constant themes. In the post-

war period, governments have tried various devices to accomplish these objectives ranging

from the ill-judged super-nationalism of Trudeau’s National Energy Policy to the search for

collective relationships to govern trade and security like the GATT and NATO. In terms of

Canada’s relations with individual countries or regional groupings, we sought to be in most

places, most of the time.

This last strategy was the visible emanation of a “global foreign policy” as contrasted

with the policies of Australia or Italy, which have pursued a regional approach. Therein lies a
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profound policy issue which IPS assiduously avoids. Do we, or will we, have the wherewithal in

money, people, and interests to pursue this conceit? The IPS correctly portrays our self image

as a middle power, “punching above our weight.” It also suggests that Canada still wishes to,

and can, make a difference.

To that end, the development assistance chapter of the IPS states that this government

will have yet another run at concentrating on relatively few aid recipients. Why are we not

similarly pulling in our horns on the broader foreign policy plane? The modest replenishment of

foreign policy assets posited in the IPS will not even begin to re-establish Canada’s standing or

engagement in the multitude of issues and places where we will supposedly be working with

renewed and enhanced fervour. Frankly, doing fewer things central to our interests and values

would be a far better recipe.

There is a basic assumption throughout the IPS that the world is changing or has

changed. China, Brazil and India are newcomers and already big players. But then the IPS says

we need to build relationships with the three which will better reflect “our growing interests.”

What do the writers of this document think we have been doing in the 35 years since

recognizing the Peoples Republic of China—watching the rice grow? Of course not. Our active

relationships and economic interests in China are testament to the efforts of the private sector

and government working together through those years. Further, although our history with Brazil

has not always been happy, nevertheless, it goes back to the 19th century and is one of

Canada’s few neo-colonialist ventures.

The flat state of our relations with India is, of course, a self-inflicted wound. Pierre

Trudeau’s pique at being out-foxed by Indira Gandhi when she presided over India’s nuclear

test in 1974, partly using inputs from a Canadian-provided research reactor, put India in our

deep freeze. Although the right response at the time, 20 years later we were still stuck there

while numerous Indian Candu reactor clones became ever more hazardous through lack of

Canadian technical expertise. This past July, Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed

with calls from the Bush Administration to restore civil nuclear relations and develop a projected

programme of nuclear partnership between their two countries. This is ironic.

Let’s consider how the IPS leads off with the proposition that our relationships with

European countries are keys to Canadian prosperity—drivel. Close relationships with various

countries in Europe are a historical fact and we should maintain them in that context, seeking

opportunities to intensify trade and investment wherever possible. However, even the youngest

schoolchild knows that the key to Canada’s prosperity is, and will remain, our neighbour to the

south. In addition, Europeans are not really interested in Canada: Britons may have some
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residual sentiment for Canada but not much; and the French have their own agenda in parts of

Canada and have little knowledge or concern about the rest.

Moreover, the Europeans still have their own preoccupations and their inherent

inwardness is reinforced as they try to digest new members with widely varying economic

conditions and political cultures as well as repair the current dissonance among the European

Union’s (EU) major players.

This leaves the Balkans. What are Canadian interests there? The Canadian government

muted criticism from our NATO allies as Canada baled out of Alliance troop commitments in

Europe, by keeping forces there. We redeployed to the Balkans as that region set itself to

implode. Almost 20 years later, we should let a European problem be a European problem.

If we have a reason to engage Europe, it is firmly grounded in such direct interests, as

the IPS notes, as their egregious over-fishing and lack of concern for proper management of the

oceans’ resources.

The disingenuous fluff describing relations with a corrupt Russia is, frankly, not worthy of

comment.

Asia Pacific was once one of the darlings of Canadian foreign policy, not only because

we pursued the “Third Option” in a largely futile attempt to lessen our reliance on the US, but

also because we saw the potential in the region. However, we have proved to be fair-weather

friends, losing interest and backing away when the region caught the economic sniffles in the

‘90s. The IPS suggests that Asia is back on the radar, possibly propelled there by the

government’s recognition that China and India are located within the region. This is a positive

development, whatever the propellant. What the government must understand is that

relationships forged need constancy if they are to last.

Assuming we maintain efforts at economic partnerships in Asia, these are areas where

Canada has both experience and expertise which we can readily deploy. The IPS reflects the

complex problems that Asia is now dealing with, including nuclear non-proliferation problems

and those of WMDs.

Moving to Latin America and the Caribbean, the IPS asserts that Haiti is on the way to

reconstruction and development. This assertion runs counter to most media reports which

catalogue continuing anarchy and brutal behaviour which rivals anything experienced in Iraq or

Afghanistan. We may have internal political reasons to stick it out in Haiti but most would cut

their losses.
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If we are truly serious about finding a place and a role in the hemisphere, it has to be

through NAFTA with major partners like the US and Mexico, and the continued cultivation of

Brazil and Chile where Canadian foreign investment is significant.

The Middle East is a region full of contradictions. Until the creation of Israel, it was

probably fair to say that we knew little of the region. Until the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and its

aftermath, it is probably also fair to say that Canada’s policy was staunchly pro-Israel. Through

those years it was a principled and proper stance. Moreover, we were engaged from the mid-

50s onward in a proud series of peacekeeping commitments.

Now the demographics of our population have changed and policy, in part for electoral

reasons, has actually become more even handed. However, the basic question of what

constitutes our interests remains. We are paying Danegeld $300 million for Iraq’s reconstruction

as penance for not joining the US in the invasion of that country. How much of that can usefully

be spent in the near future, given conditions on the ground in Iraq, is questionable. On broader

grounds the proliferation issue with Iran should be prominent on everyone’s radar. Here we

have real expertise and something of real value to contribute. Beyond this, what does the region

mean to us? It means little in the economic sphere and is likely to remain that way, despite a

politically motivated free trade agreement with Israel.

On security issues, CSIS repeatedly tells us that the Service’s major counter-terrorism

focus is Sunni Islamic fundamentalism. Undoubtedly true, but we primarily deal with our close

allies on this topic. It is not a driver to become more enmeshed in the region itself.

Canada is tied to Africa by institutional and personal relationships. Over the years,

Canada has dipped in and out of African affairs, usually centred on development assistance or,

as in the case of apartheid South Africa, principle. Or in using aid programme muscle in Gabon

when that country seemed to be moving toward those who would step up early to recognize a

separate Quebec.

Africa is now back on the Canadian radar screen, and with good reason. The IPS’s

articulation of Canada’s primary interest “to help reverse the region’s social, economic and

political marginalization” probably says it all. Here Canada is putting its money where its mouth

is. One word of caution—policy choices abound here as elsewhere. Much is made elsewhere in

the IPS about concentrating assistance. Africa is a good area to obey that dictum. The

temptation to address the urgent will always be present. However, stability in the region, for

instance, requires that the economic policies of the South African government succeed. Should

Canada not focus help here, in part to demonstrate to the African underclass that democracy, a

very expensive form of government, is worth the price?
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There is one cavil—Zimbabwe. This is a country capable of a modestly prosperous

economy, but is now clearly on its uppers through Mugabe’s disastrous policies. The IPS

downplays the political situation in Zimbabwe by saying that the recent elections were not held

“in an environment conducive to a free and fair expression of the will of Zimbabweans.” In fact

they were a brutal sham.

In the end, foreign policy all comes back to being a tool for the preservation of Canada’s

national sovereignty. Sovereignty is more than a concept—it is a reality and you either use it or

lose it.

The government’s International Policy Statement generally floats along the surface of

our national life. What we need in its place is a rigorous national debate, initiated and led by our

political leadership—and we need it now.

Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: In pursuing its relations with countries outside North America, the

government should accept that there is as much need for a concentration of effort in the conduct

of its foreign policies generally as it has conceded there is in the allocation of its development

assistance programming.

RECOMMENDATION #2: In identifying China, Brazil and India as rising powers with which

Canada needs to build stronger relationships, the government should recognize that it has been

doing this for some time in the case of China, that whether because of long-standing historical

issues or more contemporary problems, a visible and sustainable relationship with Brazil will not

be easy, and that the problems in Canada’s official relations with India are wounds of Ottawa’s

own making. Policy and expectations alike will have to take full account of these realities.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should be wary of exaggerating the importance of

Europe to the Canadian economy, or the opportunities it represents for complementing, much

less countervailing, Canada’s substantially more important relationship with the United States.

RECOMMENDATION #4: While over the longer term the relationship with Asia may hold

considerable promise, the government should act on the understanding that its initiatives in the

region need to be consistent and constant for long periods if they are to have any hope of being

effective. “Stop-go” strategies will not work.
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RECOMMENDATION #5: While Canadian economic and security interests may be affected

indirectly by developments in the Middle East, the government should recognize that Canada’s

credentials for playing a useful and distinctive role in the region are extremely limited, and it

should be cautious about becoming too directly involved except occasionally as an auxiliary

player in coalition activities.

RECOMMENDATION #6: In the case of Africa, the problems are both many and daunting, and

the government would be well-advised to concentrate its effort on matters upon which it can

hope to have a constructive impact.
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Striving to Influence Canada’s Role in the World

through Development

Jean-Sébastien Rioux

Canada joined the select club of foreign aid donors in 1950, less than two decades after

its foreign policy officially became independent from the United Kingdom in 1931. The amounts

of aid given by Canada have varied over time, with some periods being more generous, while in

other periods aid competed with more pressing domestic concerns. For better or worse, Official

Development Assistance (ODA—foreign aid) is often perceived by the public as a luxury, to be

spent when priorities such as education and health have been adequately funded. Moreover,

some critics have argued that the diminishing amounts of foreign aid proffered by Canada since

the early 1990s reflects a general decline in Canada’s global stature.
1 The recent International

Policy Statement (IPS) acknowledges this decade-long “decline” and attempts to redress it by

more closely integrating the four main aspects of Canada’s international action; a close

examination of the Development portion of the IPS will help us to understand how the Martin

government sees this major foreign policy pillar, and the extent to which Government intends to

put its money where its mouth is.

There are several well-known critiques of Canada’s ODA programme that have been

launched from various circles, some of which are addressed in the recent Statement. It is useful

to recall some of the major criticisms in order to see how the Development Statement addresses

them.

The paucity of Canada’s aid programme

In 2003 (the most recent data publicly available as of this writing), Canada’s aid budget reached

about $3 billion CDN, although in relative terms Canada’s ODA spending as a proportion of

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) had been on a downward trend since the end of the Cold War.

Indeed, foreign aid spending reached a high of about 0.5 per cent of GDP in 1975-76, then

dropped; it rose again in 1986-87, but steadily declined until 2003 and now represents only

about 0.3 per cent of GDP (see Figure 1). This downward trend occurred despite the fact that

the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) published a White Paper on Canada’s

international aid commitments called Sharing Our Future: Canadian Assistance to International
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Development (1987) which stated the government’s intent of raising the ODA/GNP ratio to 0.6

per cent by 1995, and to 0.7 per cent by 2000. (Bear in mind that the UN’s target for rich

countries is 0.7 per cent of GDP.) Of course, we have never reached this figure, nor even come

close to it.

Since the December 2001 budget, followed by the G-8 Summit in Kananaskis (held in

June, 2002), and in subsequent announcements by both the Chrétien and Martin governments,

our ODA commitments have increased considerably. First, it was as a result of “new” financial

commitments to rebuild Afghanistan. Shortly afterwards came the creation of a $500 million

Canada Fund for Africa, followed by commitments to rebuild Iraq in 2003 and new commitments

towards debt relief in Africa. Although the International Policy Statement does not commit to

raising ODA spending to reach the UN-mandated target of 0.7 per cent of GDP (a number,

ironically, proposed by Lester B. Pearson himself), it promises, however, to “double international

assistance by 2010 from its 2001 level,” which would bring it close to 0.5 per cent of GDP,

targeting much of the increase towards Africa. Moreover, the Government promised (and acted

upon it at the 2005 G-8 Summit in Scotland) to grant debt relief to specific countries. Canadian

ODA likely will increase, but the Government always fudges these kinds of promises and the

IPS is no exception. Indeed, it only promises to “maintain increases beyond 2010...as Canada’s

fiscal position continues to improve.” In other words, ODA remains malleable insofar as

domestic priorities are met. The fact that the Martin government publicly refused to commit to

reaching the 0.7 per cent of GDP goal by 2015 is disappointing.

The Scattering of Canadian ODA

The French word “éparpillement” is very descriptive of the way CIDA has spent its

foreign aid money over the years; some authors have called Canada’s aid programme “a mile

wide but an inch thick.”2 Indeed, as recently as 2004, CIDA’s web site proclaimed that it

“supports projects in more than 150 countries around the world,” since the UN counts 191

members, this leaves very few areas where CIDA is not active if we leave out the 27 richer

countries belonging to the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).

Why has Canada’s aid programme been so scattered? Until the recent IPS a clear and

strong foreign aid policy agenda was lacking in Canada. The periodic aid policy papers issued

by CIDA (such as the Sustainable Development Strategy 2001-2003: An Agenda for Change

and the 2002 paper Strengthening Aid Effectiveness) are some of the guiding documents;

however, these documents set priorities more than policy and these were articulated quite
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broadly. The 2005 IPS, on the other hand, is quite explicit about its policy priorities: assisting

failed and failing states is woven throughout the four policy papers. Moreover, the current IPS

explicitly targets five “sectors” out of the eight proposed by the UN’s Millennium Development

Goals, as well as explicitly targeting certain “Development Partners” to concentrate Canadian

ODA where it would have a greater impact.3

Indeed, several very specific proposals are made, together intended to instil a rational

process to Canada’s aid policy. There will be a “greater sectoral focus” along five axes:

governance, private sector development, health, education and environmental sustainability.

These were chosen for their “potential for advancing the Millennium Development Goals,” as

well as responding to “developing countries’ expressed needs and priorities” and the “potential

for Canada and Canadians to add value” to the dollars spent, and our national expertise.4

Moreover, in addition to the five chosen priority sectors, the Martin government pledges to

“ensure [that] our development assistance efforts systematically incorporate gender equity

throughout.” (page 22)

Therefore, while the Development portion of the IPS paper appears more highly

integrated than ever before, it still wishes to tackle many, many sectors of activity (six of the

eight MDG sectors) and to shy away from any semblance of rationalisation or “niche” activity.

This is quite interesting considering the background of CIDA’s new President, Robert Greenhill.

While the IPS was being written, he authored a Special Report for the Canadian Institute for

International Affairs (CIIA) titled External Views on Canada’s International Impact.5 This report

summarises the views of 40 knowledgeable individuals from 19 countries. In the report,

Greenhill summarises the findings thusly:

The keys to renewed [Canadian] relevance? Differentiation and focus. “Decide

on a few areas, invest deeply, and become indispensable: in these areas
Canada should be considered pre-eminent, in terms of experience, capabilities,

and resources.” Interviewees identified three elements that are seen to be

missing in Canada’s approach today: a willingness to make clear choices; a
consistency in choices and in relationships (especially with the US and the

United Nations) over time; and a determination to build world-class assets in

those niche areas where Canada has chosen to lead (emphasis mine).6

It is ironic that the author of this passage—CIDA’s new president (equivalent to Deputy

Minister)—will have to manage an agency that has the reputation of being anything but “niche-

oriented” and of making “clear choices.” Perhaps it does augur well for the future rationalisation

of Canada’s aid programme that the new president is well aware of the need to focus.
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Double standard or disconnect between our stated policy and our actual ODA

spending?

Denis Stairs detailed some disconnects between Canada’s lofty rhetoric and concrete

actions in a provocative essay published in 2003.7 The Development paper is rather precise in

listing its policies and “key initiatives” to achieve measurable results. But the old tendency to say

one thing and do another still lingers.

First, kudos is due the Martin government for making needed reforms and finally

rationalising the number and criteria for aid recipients by sending money to poor countries that

need it most; to countries that actually have the capacity to spend the money; and to countries

that already have an aid relationship with Canada. Yet, our stated policy of helping countries

with “good governance” is muddied by the fact that some decidedly undemocratic countries

continue to benefit from Canadian development assistance, such as China. In fact, this “lower

middle-income country” received over $67 million in 2001, $65 million in 2002, and $54 million in

2003, making it a top-five aid recipient of Canadian ODA.
8 It is well known that China has

recently sent an astronaut into space; has been increasing military spending by over 10 per cent

per year; and gives cash aid to Robert Mugabe’s Zimbabwe.9 In the last foreign policy White

Paper, Canada in the World (1995), the “third pillar” of Canadian foreign policy was the

“projection of Canadian values” abroad, notably “respect for democracy, the rule of law, human

rights and the environment.”10 Such a position is morally and ethically valid, and it may also be

logically reasonable: the better the governance in the recipient country, the higher the

probability that Canadian tax dollars will be judiciously spent; conversely, the more authoritarian

the government, the higher the probability that ODA will be diverted to numbered bank accounts

overseas.

For some reason, however, Canada tends to give less aid to politically “free” states than

to undemocratic states. One possible explanation is that most aid (80 per cent) is directed

towards Africa and Asia (see Figure 2), which have a large proportion of states in the “partially

free” and “not free” categories, according to Freedom House.
11 Therefore, while one of the three

pillars of Canadian foreign aid is allegedly to promote democracy and human rights abroad, this

has not been reflected in a statistical analysis of which countries actually received Canadian

ODA. Furthermore, China is a top-10 aid recipient while also being listed by Freedom House as

one of the world’s 12 most repressive regimes.12

Another disconnect between the government’s rhetoric and its actions concerns one of

the aforementioned “sectoral priorities” announced in the IPS—and rhetorically present in the
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main CIDA policy documents cited above—the vaunted gender equity programming. This focus

is very laudable, since research shows that improving the education and opportunities of girls

and women is the single most important predictor of development. However, how serious can

our government be when, until mid 2005 there was only a single CIDA Desk Officer responsible

for gender programming? (She resigned due to the impossibly heavy workload foisted upon her

and was replaced by another lone Desk Officer.) If gender were important—as important, say,

as requiring an environmental impact study for digging a well in the parched Sahel or in drought-

ridden Afghanistan, a department, incidentally, where 18 people work—more resources would

be devoted to the issue. In government, money goes to the priority sector.

In conclusion, foreign aid or “Official Development Assistance” is one tool available to

decision makers in the foreign policy sphere to extend their influence abroad. While Canada has

an excellent reputation in the international sphere, it cannot live on its reputation alone and must

continue to pursue an active role in the world to ensure its values and interests are promoted.

While modest in a global perspective, Canadian foreign aid will continue to grow as long as the

Liberal government stays in power, thus reversing a decade-long decline for which the Liberals

themselves are responsible. The Development portion of the IPS is a very coherent and detailed

document, and many policies, while already in the works by the time the Martin government

ordered the IPS, are long overdue and are to be commended for their intentions.

Will we stay the course?
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FIGURE 1

Canadian ODA / GNP

0

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4

0,5

0,6

0,7

1950 1954 1958 1962 1966 1970 1974 1978 1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002

Year

O
D

A
 a

s
 %

 o
f 

G
N

P

Source: Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA). 2003. Statistical Report on Official

Development Assistance, FY 2002-2003.( Ottawa, Statistical Analysis Section, Policy Planning

and Analysis branch). Available at:

http://www.acdi-cida.gc.ca/INET/IMAGES.NSF/vLUImages/stats/$file/StatRep_02_03.pdf
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FIGURE 2

Geographical Distribution of Canadian ODA, 2002-2003
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Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should reconsider its failure to commit to a target of

0.7 per cent of GDP by 2015 in its development assistance budgeting, and it should certainly

make every effort to avoid back sliding from the commitment it has actually made, which is to

double its development assistance allocations by 2010.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government needs to define much more precisely than it has

thus far, the fields in which it intends to concentrate its development assistance effort, since the

areas identified in the International Policy Statement still appear too broad to have any

disciplining effect on the types of expenditures it makes.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should do more than it has thus far to diminish the

gap between what it says about its development assistance programming and what it actually

does. In particular, it needs to reconcile its rhetorical commitment to the promotion of

democracy and human rights and the fact that much of Canada’s development assistance

actually goes to countries with authoritarian regimes.
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The Responsibility to be Honest

Kim Richard Nossal

One of the key initiatives outlined in the Diplomacy paper for building a more secure

world is what is called Canada’s “Responsibilities Agenda.”  There are, the Government avers,

five responsibilities that Canada claims it will push in international affairs (p. 20):

 The “responsibility to protect” seeks “to hold governments accountable for how they treat

their people, and to intervene if necessary to prevent a humanitarian catastrophe.”

 The “responsibility to deny” seeks to prevent terrorists and “irresponsible governments” from

acquiring weapons of mass destruction.

 The “responsibility to respect” seeks to “build lives of freedom for all people” based on “the

fundamental human rights of every man, woman and child on earth.”

 The “responsibility to build” seeks to ensure that Canadian development assistance

programs provide “the tools that ordinary people really need to get on with their own

development.”

 And the “responsibility to the future” embraces the goal of sustainable development “through

better management of global public goods.”

The Responsibilities Agenda, like much in the 2005 International Policy Statement,

including its very title, takes much of its inspiration from previous statements and speeches on

foreign affairs by Paul Martin, both before and after he assumed the office of the Prime Minister.

(This is hardly surprising as Canadian practice over the last 35 years has unambiguously

established that foreign policy reviews are undertaken for one reason only: in order to allow new

Prime Ministers to distance themselves from their predecessors and to put their own stamp on

foreign policy by enshrining their views in a formal document that is published at the outset of

their time in office. Given this purpose, it would be passing strange indeed if the resulting texts

did not reflect the leader’s views already on record.)

The five responsibilities outlined in the IPS are pulled verbatim out of a speech given by

Paul Martin to the United Nations on September 22, 2004. That speech, in turn, had its origins

in several persistent themes in Martin’s speeches on foreign affairs since early 2003. First was

the notion that Canada can and should “make a difference” in the world. Second was the notion

that Canada should help reform the international system to “ensure that the global institutions of

the coming decades are suffused with the values Canadians treasure—rule of law, liberty,

democracy, equality of opportunity and fairness,” as he stated in a speech to the Liberal
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leadership convention on December 12, 2003. Thirdly, “building democratic societies—assisting

countries broken apart by conflict and giving them life and hope,” as he stated in his speech in

reply to the Address from the Throne in February 2004. The Responsibilities Agenda is a clever

play on, and expansion of, the primary recommendation of the International Commission on

Intervention and State Sovereignty, captured in the title of its December 2001 report, The

Responsibility to Protect, that states sovereignty involves and should include a duty to protect

human beings within the state’s borders.

It is true that, at first blush, some of the responsibilities outlined in the report appear both

unobjectionable and quite feasible. For example, the responsibility to deny terrorists and

irresponsible governments acquiring weapons of mass destruction sounds unobjectionable—at

least until one asks how the Canadian government would determine what constitutes an

irresponsible government, and what Canada would actually be prepared to do to prevent a

government from acquiring certain weaponry. Would the Martin government really be willing to

join the United States in a coalition that did not have the sanction of the United Nations Security

Council that sought to use force against an irresponsible government in order to prevent it from

acquiring weapons of mass destruction? All of a sudden, the Responsibility to Deny does not

sound so do-able.

Likewise, the putative responsibility to make sure that development assistance provides

the tools that “ordinary people really need to get on with their own development” sounds

attractive. But to put this into practice would require that the Canadian government embrace a

radically different approach to development assistance, one that one that privileges ordinary

people over recipient governments, or one that allows ordinary people to acquire the tools they

really need on the global market rather than being forced to acquire the tools that Canadians

insist on providing. What government of Canada would be willing, much less able, to embrace a

people-focused approach to development assistance, particularly when such an approach might

conflict with the goals of recipient governments, many of which are not well known for their

attachment to people-centred policies? What governing party in Canada could with equanimity

contemplate the self-abnegation of no longer treating the Canadian International Development

Agency (CIDA) budget as a giant pork barrel for spreading inducements for political support

around the country? Again, the responsibility to build no longer seems so attractive.

And these are the relatively easy responsibilities. The others are far more difficult.

Consider the responsibility to respect, which promises that Canada will “build lives of freedom”

for “every man, woman and child on earth.” This is an impossibly tall order. After all, the

government of Canada cannot even build lives of freedom for every Canadian; how is it going to
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do so for all those human beings over whom other sovereigns wield jealously-guarded political

authority? How is the government of Canada going to “build lives of freedom” for women in

countries where honour killing is practised, or for young children enmeshed in the labour

market, or men caught in cycles of violence or poverty? Given that “lives of freedom” depend

heavily on security, wealth, and a particular form of governance, how is the government of

Canada going to provide the kind of security, the levels of wealth, and the appropriate political

institutions that would be required to begin the process of creating lives of freedom? How is the

government of Canada going to begin building when other governments—and other

peoples—will strenuously object to Canadian intrusions into their politics? And how will the

government of Canada grapple with the unpleasant reality that all too often Canadians

themselves also benefit from the existing international order that consigns millions of people to

lives that they must live in poverty and insecurity?

In short, the Responsibilities Agenda, if one were to take it seriously, commits Canada,

and thus Canadians, to a vast project of global reform, change, and commitment. Any one of the

Responsibilities—let alone all five together—would overwhelm any government in Ottawa that

tried to embrace them.

But Canadians can rest easy—the extravagant ideals articulated in the International

Policy Statement are in fact not to be taken seriously. Rather, these ideals are nothing more

than feel-good and sound-good rhetoric spun by accomplished speechwriters to be put in the

mouth of a politician who appears to be addicted to self-referential and self-congratulatory

rhetoric that can be then fed to a populace that is itself deeply addicted to hearing flattering

portrayals of Canada’s role in the world. (Martin’s serious addiction to ear candy is perhaps best

illustrated by his breathless assurance to his caucus after his government survived the House of

Commons budget vote on May 19, 2005 that they were not just voting for a budget: “What we

voted for was a vision of a Canada dynamic and leading the world. We will set the standard by

which other nations judge themselves.”)

It is not just dishonest to pretend that Canada can or will fix the ills of the world when the

government of Canada, and Canadians more generally, have neither the means nor the will to

make much more than the smallest dent in the insecurity, oppression, poverty, and deprivation

that afflicts so much of humankind—including some who live within the authoritative reach of the

Canadian government. It also has negative consequences, because it encourages the view

among Canadians that they are doing much more in the world than they actually are.

Surely one of the responsibilities of government is the responsibility to be honest with its

own people and with others in the international system. If the Canadian government were really
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serious about trying to make a difference, it would be realistic about what is possible and what is

not; it would set realistic goals that could actually be met rather than spinning fantastical castles

in the air that might be guaranteed to generate applause but which, in the end, mask how very

little is in fact done in Canada’s name.

Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: In defining its responsibilities abroad—what it calls its

Responsibilities Agenda—the government in future should avoid identifying objectives that are

beyond both its real capacity and its political will to take the action required (even in concert with

others), and concentrate instead on purposes that can be taken seriously by domestic and

international observers alike as realistic and practicable.

RECOMMENDATION #2:  In communicating its foreign policy objectives, the government

should recognize that “honesty is the best policy,” since it is a prerequisite for restoring the

credibility of its diplomacy in the international community at large, and for containing the

dangers that can come from cultivating an inflated and unfounded vanity among Canadians at

home.
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Life in 3D:

The Challenges Facing an Integrated Approach to

Canadian Security Policy

Michel Fortmann

Frédéric Mérand

The expression “3D” is ubiquitous in the International Policy Statement. Sometimes it

seems to mean that the tools of diplomacy, defence and development are all necessary to deal

with international challenges—a rather banal statement. Other times the acronym suggests a

more ambitious, holistic vision, as it speaks of an integrated approach to conflict prevention and

post-conflict reconstruction. But, in an interesting semantic shift, 3D has also become shorthand

for Canada’s international policy in general, called 3D&T, with the inclusion of trade policy. This

paper seeks to clarify these different meanings and raise questions about their implication.

The idea of an integrated approach to restoring peace and stability originates in the

Panel on United Nations Peace Operations. Chaired by Lakhdar Brahimi, the panel argued the

case for greater coherence among civilian and military elements through a more integrated

crisis management system. The 2000 Brahimi report suggested that there was a need for an

“overarching command and control structure that uses humanitarian aid as a tool in the toolbox

of conflict management.” This led to the establishment of Civil-Military Coordination (CIMIC)

teams within UN peacekeeping missions.

So far as we can tell, the expression 3D began being used by Canadian officials in the

context of our role in Afghanistan. It is then formally mentioned in the 2004 Securing an Open

Society: Canada’s National Security Policy. The Security Policy emphasized the importance of a

multi-agency response to security crises; this led to the establishment of joint structures, such

as the Integrated Threat Assessment Centre. Apart from the new 3D word, the language in this

document was similar to the integration rhetoric of the US National Security Strategy released in

2002.

The 2004 National Security Policy promised us that the coming International Policy

Statement (IPS) would expound an integrated approach to diplomacy, defence and

development. Indeed, it was believed that the international policy review, then in full swing,

would generate a single framework for Canada’s external policies.
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Alas, apart from the recurrent use of the 3D expression and the quadryptic format of the

Statement, which also includes a Commerce section, there is no definition of what an

“integrated approach” really is. It is striking that the same expression (3D) is used to refer to

post-conflict interventions and the conduct of foreign policy in general. In both cases,

conceptualization is limited to the cliché that “government departments must work more closely

together.”

While Canada can probably be credited with introducing the 3D slogan, it is less clear

that the IPS is making a substantive contribution to strategic thinking. As Foreign Minister

Pettigrew noted in a speech to the House of Commons about the 2005 budget, “It is a truism

that modern foreign policy is a 3D effort—diplomacy, defence and development must all be

harnessed together in a single coherent framework.”

3D in Action

Can the 3D approach be any more than a “truism?” How does the IPS propose to

implement it? Concretely, 3D seems to mean several different things.

In the Diplomacy section, 3D really means consulting other government departments

only when it is necessary to ensure that our foreign policy is supported by development and

defence resources. In that regard, two initiatives stand out.

A Stabilization and Reconstruction Task Force (START) will be established to deal with

emergency crises in one of the 50-odd states identified as being failed or failing. START will be

located in Foreign Affairs and rely mostly on diplomats, but augmented with staff from other

departments, especially the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), the

Department of National Defence (DND), and Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness. The

aim is to respond to crisis situations in a swift and coherent manner.

Concurrently, a $100 million a year Global Peace and Security Fund (GPSF) will provide

budgetary resources for crisis response operations, as well as “measures to ensure lasting

human security.” Like START, the GPSF will be managed from Foreign Affairs, but in

consultation with other government departments. This envelope could, for example, be used to

support the African Union’s (AU) crisis management capabilities; currently, Canadian support to

the AU comes from the CIDA-managed Canadian Fund for Africa.

These two initiatives are clearly inspired by what our main partners have been doing for

a number of years. The European Union, for example, created a Rapid Reaction Mechanism in

2001 to “respond urgently to the needs of countries threatened with or undergoing severe
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political instability or suffering from the effects of a technological or natural disaster.” This

thinking is reflected in the 2003 European Security Strategy. The rationale behind the Rapid

Reaction Mechanism is the same as START—to address the threat of failing and failed states,

organizations must have a quick access to civilian and military means.

The same year, the UK created two Conflict Prevention Pools which, like the GPSF, can

provide funding for a variety of short-term and long-term projects that involve both civilian and

military elements. In contrast to the GPSF, however, these two pools were set up as

autonomous entities that are genuinely co-managed by the Foreign Office, the Department for

International Development and the Ministry of Defence. Experience suggests that this system is

working well precisely because it is co-managed.

The Defence section seems to propose a slightly different understanding. Here, 3D

means that Canadian Forces should be able to perform three tasks at the same time, i.e., not

necessarily that they should get other government departments on board.

In this context, 3D really is about the “three-block war.” The expression “three-block war”

was coined by U.S Marine Corps General Charles Krulak, who argued in a 1999 paper that

today’s soldiers often find themselves involved in three different types of operations all in the

span of “three city blocks.” In the words of a Canadian commentator: “On the first block of the

three-block war, soldiers could be delivering humanitarian aid or assisting other governmental or

non-governmental agencies in doing that. On the second, soldiers could be called upon to

conduct stabilization or peace support operations in fledging nations. On the third, soldiers could

be engaged in high-intensity warfare against a well-trained and well-equipped enemy.”

However, there is more to the three-block war concept than a simple juxtaposition of

three types of operations. Providing humanitarian aid, helping rebuild infrastructures or policing

a neighbourhood promotes, in theory, a trusting relationship with local populations and hence

contributes to the pacification of a war-torn society. In other words, improving the quality of life

of people, protecting them from a variety of threats, including crime, disease, corruption, etc.,

may contribute more to an area’s security than a simple show of force.

Like Molière’s Monsieur Jourdain who was using prose without realizing it, the Canadian

Forces have practiced the 3D approach for a long time. But nowhere is this concept more

evident than in Afghanistan today. Most particularly, Rotation III of Task Force Kabul (TFK)

developed in 2004 a five-part plan which illustrates the 3D approach to military operations.

The purpose of the plan was to create a safe and stable environment for the 600,000

Kabulis living around Camp Julien, an area of about 81 square kilometers. The first line of

operation consisted of traditional patrolling to counter potential sources of violence in the area.
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The second component of the plan aimed at assisting the Kabul Police establish a competent

and professional police force that would be accepted by the public. The third one aimed at

helping the locals get rid of mines, unexploded ordnance and other explosive remnants of war

(ERW) that were littering the city center. The fourth objective was to assist local hospitals and

clinics in order to provide health care assistance to the population notably through the Health

Service Support Company. The fifth type of operation aimed at helping Afghanis rebuild some of

the basic infrastructures destroyed by almost 20 years of continuous strife (schools, wells,

clinics and the like).

While it is difficult to assess the impact of this model of operation on the overall stability

of the Kabul area, it is clear that the Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) deployed recently in

Kandahar will use the same ‘synergistic’ or 3D approach to peace building. It is probably

premature to evaluate this recent initiative. But one should issue a note of caution regarding the

PRT concept and its application. Like the three-block war, PRT is an American concept

introduced by the US as a means to win “hearts and minds” in the context of operation Enduring

Freedom. Aimed at consolidating US (and British) civil and military operations in Afghanistan,

PRTs usually involve—along with the purely military aspects of peacekeeping—security sector

reforms, support to institution-building, and the promotion of economic development. In late

2004, 19 PRTs comprised each of 50 to 250 civil and military personnel were established

across Afghanistan.

After two years of implementation, however, the PRT model has become the source of

an acrimonious debate amongst civilian and military experts in the US. Canada should pay

close attention to this debate. In particular, it is not quite clear where development actors fit in

this 3D strategy. Tellingly, the Development section of the IPS does not use the 3D word and

mentions Defence only in passing. It speaks on some occasions of a “whole-of-government”

approach that is not specifically tied to Defence and Diplomacy. This suggests that CIDA may

not be too comfortable with the concept.

Challenges

While the 3D concept carries many promises, and is certainly in tune with the times, the

fact that it is used liberally and indiscriminately raises a number of questions.

 Who will be in charge? While Foreign Affairs has been given the lead in Ottawa for 3D

structures such as START and the GPSF, the Afghan experience suggests that leadership

on the ground is more likely to be taken by the military, which has the resources and the
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staff. This decoupling suggests that little thought was given to accountability. It is essential

that an integrated 3D command and control structure be more explicitly laid out.

 How can development, diplomacy and defence departments coordinate their action?

Judging from the IPS, it is not at all clear that coordination mechanisms have been designed

to ensure that 3D action is efficiently carried out. In Canada as in other countries, security

policy is rife with institutional tensions. Can we simply assume that, because FAC, DND, and

CIDA meet regularly to discuss START issues, or because a few development experts and a

diplomat are assigned to a PRT, decision making and implementation will proceed

smoothly?

 What is the objective of a 3D action? It is not easy to find coherence amongst development

programs, which aim at long-term reconstruction; military tactics, which aim at short-term

stabilization; and foreign policy objectives, which are supposed to follow Canada’s strategic

purposes in the region. If 3D structures do not develop their own language and their own

corporate priorities, there is a risk that they will fall prey to the short-termism of political

decisions made in synch with the “crisis of the month.”

Participants to a recent Canadian conference on 3D in Afghanistan concluded that “3D

has not developed into a truly integrated and results-driven approach. It is plagued by

miscommunication, stereotypes and the rotation of staff… For 3D to be more than tactical,

Canada must create integrated units with real decision-making power.”

As the preceding remarks suggest, the 3D concept should not be taken for granted or

used as spin in Canadian foreign policy statements. Doing this might undermine an interesting

idea which could, if implemented in a discerning manner, strengthen Canadian initiatives in the

areas of peace building and development aid. However, this requires an in-depth and critical

look at all the issues raised by the notion of 3D. Afghanistan provides an opportunity to set an

example of truly effective civil military cooperation. Let us hope that this opportunity will not be

missed for lack of a clear definition.

Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: In advancing its integrated “3D” (Defence, Diplomacy and

Development) approach to Canadian security policy, the government needs to develop further

its command and control structure with a view to clarifying which department will be in charge,

and how the lines of accountability will be drawn.
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RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should also give more detailed thought to the

question of what sorts of co-ordination mechanisms will be necessary to ensure that in practice

“3D” action is efficiently carried out.

RECOMMENDATION #3: In addition, further consideration needs to be given to the real

objectives of “3D” operations, there being wide gaps between the long-term purposes of

development programmes, the more immediate stabilization aims of military intervention, and

such Canadian strategic interests as are reflected in the government’s foreign policy.
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Easier Said Than Done

Gordon S. Smith

The International Policy Statement (IPS) sets out an ambitious agenda for “Transforming

Foreign Affairs.” The issues addressed are the right ones—lack of capacity and lack of

coherence. The problems are not new. Indeed they have been worsening. The Government is

committed to reversing these decades’ long trends. One can only hope this political will can be

translated into sustained action. It will require money and a strong impetus from the centre.

It has long been recognized that Foreign Affairs personnel has disproportionately been

in Ottawa rather than in the field. This has been a consequence of continuing financial

pressures. It costs three times more to have someone abroad than in Ottawa. The tendency,

with successive budget cuts, has thus been to concentrate the maximum number of officers and

support staff at home. For purposes of comparison, the G8 average is 50 per cent of Foreign

Ministry personnel abroad; Canada is running at 25 per cent. The problem can only be

remedied by more money. A little over $8 million a year is a start, but hardly the full solution.

One of the consequences of this situation is that there has been a flood of people sent

abroad from other federal government departments, with three-quarters of those abroad now

being non-Foreign Affairs personnel. Other government departments have filled the gap. This

has not helped, to put it generously, the effort to increase “policy coherence.”

One might argue that, even had there been the resources to have more foreign affairs

people abroad, this would have no impact on other departments. The reality, however, is that

Foreign Affairs must agree to requests to station people in embassies abroad. If other

departments can argue that necessary work is not being done by Foreign Affairs, and the latter

does not have the resources to do what others consider necessary, the pressure on Foreign

Affairs to acquiesce is high. If, however, Foreign Service personnel are available and able to do

the work, Foreign Affairs can better defend its position that it does not need the help of other

government departments abroad.

Achieving policy coherence has always been a challenge. The challenge becomes all

the more difficult as the distinction between domestic and foreign policy continues to break

down. The lack of a clear division between domestic and foreign policy is an inevitable

consequence of globalization. In an increasing number of areas there is multi-level

governance—international, regional, national, province or state, as well as local governments

are involved.
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This means there are more actors on the scene. While some are governmental, others

are non-state actors. These range from increasingly powerful non-governmental organizations

to trans-national businesses. Now they seem even to include rock stars and movie actors.

These cats are notoriously difficult to herd. Achieving a “whole of Canada” approach, even more

than a “whole of Government,” will be extremely difficult to achieve.

Foreign Affairs is now trying to develop country strategy papers with interested

departments. This is a good idea. But it will only work to the extent that such documents do not

paper over differences and do not fail to set priorities. Indeed they should play an important role

in the resource allocation decision-making process. Choices need to be made, both about

where to put money and about competing objectives. There is, it will not be a surprise for most

readers to learn, a tendency in interdepartmental policy papers to find the lowest common

denominator instead of making tough choices.

To take a concrete example where objectives of international departments differ,

consider the case of development and trade policy. Development policy is focused on facilitating

the economic rise of the poorer countries of the world. This means allowing them to take

advantage of the terms of trade, including their lower labour costs. Two particularly difficult

areas are agricultural and clothing products. After all, the commitment has been made that the

current Doha Round of trade negotiations should focus on the needs of the developing world.

Will that actually happen? The developing countries certainly feel let down by the

implementation of the Uruguay Round, with reason. Now from the Gleneagles G8 Summit, there

are more commitments—but no timetable.

From a trade policy point of view, there is an exacting requirement to negotiate deals

advantageous to your country. The objective is to out negotiate others. Trade liberalization is

not simply a non-zero sum game in which everybody benefits. One certainly does not want to

negotiate deals that lose jobs. And to make matters more complicated, if those jobs are in rural

Quebec and one worries about the outcome of the next referendum, there is an added and

powerful dimension.

Can the Department of Foreign Affairs work out this kind of trade-off? It is not likely to do

so on its own. Ultimately it is only the Prime Minister who can make these sorts of decision. In

reality, much of the burden falls on the shoulders of his officials in the Privy Council Office, and

to a degree the politically oriented Prime Minister’s Office.

Foreign Affairs is being restructured in an interesting way. This should enable the

Department to better reflect Canada’s interests in the world. Whereas there used to be Assistant

Deputy Ministers (ADM) for each major region of the world, there will be only two “geographic”
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ADMs. One is for North America the other is for Canada’s bilateral relations with the rest of the

world. Other key ADMs, the “functional” ones, will deal with international security, global issues

and strategic policy and public diplomacy combined.

This is a big improvement. Foreign Affairs will become more goal oriented and less

focused on relationships. The latter are, in the end, only means of achieving our objectives.

Ambassadors and High Commissioners will have a greater role in ensuring policy coherence

with respect to their particular country of accreditation. This becomes all the more possible as a

result or the revolution in information technology, an area in which Foreign Affairs has been a

leader in the world amongst foreign ministries.

Indeed, if this does not occur there will be added difficulties. One uncontested role for

Foreign Affairs has always been to have an overview of relations with particular countries. In

fact, the more important role is to be able to co-ordinate those relations. The reality is, the more

important the country that is being dealt with, the harder it is to effect co-ordination. The United

States is at the top of the list.

Thus, the moving of resources away from the geographic bureau to the functional, and

the move of more resources to the field, must bear in mind the need to strengthen coordination

rather than allow the opposite to happen because of lack of resources. One comes back to the

country strategies as an important mechanism.

Another important change, especially to Foreign Service officers, is to open up the

selection process to the rest of the public service. The IPS promises a rigorous and formal

means for selecting the best candidates. Will this apply to political appointments and high level

parachutes from the public service? One would like to hope so, but it is doubtful. Will it mean

that people won’t try to balance appointments from Foreign Affairs and International Trade with

a smattering from the Canadian International Development Agency and Immigration? Again, it is

doubtful. One will need to watch very carefully to see how equally and effectively this new

system will be applied.

The IPS also emphasizes the improvements to be made in the passport area (making

them more secure) and in the consular field where the demand for service continues to grow in

leaps and bounds.

In conclusion, the changes are going in the right direction. But the transformation will be

difficult. It will require resources and leadership, and being backed up by those working for the

Prime Minister.
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Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: Foreign Affairs Canada should continue to see its resources

increased so that it is better able to reflect the increasing interests of Canada abroad.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Foreign Affairs should push forward with the development of country

strategies, engaging all interested departments in a serious process of priority setting and

resource allocation.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Foreign Affairs should receive the support it requires from the Privy

Council Office in providing leadership across the breadth of Canadian activities abroad.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Foreign Affairs should then be pushed to be more objectives-oriented

and to play the role as leader within the federal government.

RECOMMENDATION #5: The selection of Heads of Post should all be decided strictly on the

basis of merit. The individuals selected, that is, should be demonstrably the best qualified.



Section II

Defence
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Domestic Operations—Canada Command

George E.C. Macdonald

“There can be no greater role, no more important obligation for a government,

than the protection and safety of its citizens.” 1

Canada’s National Security Policy

The Defence Policy Statement includes a significantly increased emphasis on domestic

security issues—protecting Canada and Canadians. This is consistent with the vision of General

Rick Hillier, the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS). In Hillier’s view, the creation of “Canada

Command” (CANCOM)—formally announced July 1, 2005—is essential to creating a single,

integrated theatre of operations that covers all of Canada which can protect that theatre far

more effectively. Canada Command will provide a single integrated structure to optimize the

employment of Canadian Forces (CF) at home or abroad through a single commander.

The Defence Policy Statement represents a fundamental shift in how the CF will deliver

its capabilities and begs a series of questions.

 Is this new emphasis on domestic operations appropriate and proportionate to the threat?

 Is the formation of Canada Command the most effective way of dealing with the military

aspects of domestic security?

 What issues should be addressed as the CF examines their options for implementation?

 What will be the wider implications for other defence roles and missions?

These are all questions that should be addressed as this vision is implemented. Careful

consideration of them should result in the most effective solution and one which uses the scarce

resources of the CF to the best advantage.

Canada as a Theatre of Operations

Canadians do not intuitively consider Canadian soil to be a theatre of operations, a term

which is more associated with a war zone or a failed state. In reality, though, the mental image

of a Canadian theatre of operations helps us to think beyond any single aspect of our security

and defence to a more coordinated, integrated approach. Indeed, such a viewpoint should be

extrapolated to include all aspects of domestic security be they related to the protection of our

physical infrastructure, security of our water supply, response to a natural disaster, containment
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of a deadly virus, or the threat of a terrorist attack. The responsibility for this security does not

rest exclusively with the CF, but with other departments and agencies as well, be they at the

federal, provincial or local level. We all need to think of domestic operations in a broader

sense—a more holistic approach to provide us with the security we need.

In the past, unforeseen domestic operations have been supported by the CF in an ad

hoc fashion, bringing together the necessary forces when needed. It was felt that preparation for

the tougher missions, deployments abroad, would automatically provide the capabilities, training

and readiness needed to meet domestic demands. In a post 9/11 world, and with an acute need

to recognize Canadian interests in meeting the security concerns of the US, a visible initiative to

be better organized and prepared for a domestic contingency is important.

The CDS has taken this to a new level by creating Canada Command. Aside from the

resourcing and outfitting of CANCOM, the main challenges will be to achieve a solution that truly

represents an operational improvement over what might be achieved by tweaking the current

command and control structure. Although efficiency in the application of resources should never

trump operational essentiality, CANCOM must be an effective use of resources for the benefit

gained.

The formation of CANCOM has the potential to precipitate a number of significant

unintended consequences. Currently, the operational aspects of the generation of forces

(training and equipping) are, for the most part, the responsibility of the three environmental

commanders—the army, navy and air force. The employment of forces, at home or abroad, is

the responsibility of the CDS, usually through the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (DCDS).
3

Even so, the three environmental commanders (Land, Air, Maritime) have in the past been

delegated responsibility for many routine domestic operations such as search and rescue,

fisheries patrol, NORAD fighter alert, etc.

The Defence Policy Statement identifies the intended role of CANCOM:

“… a unified Canadian Forces national command structure and system that:

 commands and directs integrated Canadian Forces operations at all levels,

both domestically and internationally,

 generates the required combination of maritime, air, land and special

operations forces to respond to domestic and international contingencies, and

 includes a common information and intelligence network…”
4
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This clearly can be interpreted to encompass all domestic and international force

employment, but also force generation, thus leaving the role and responsibilities of the three

environmental commanders in question. This has the makings of creating considerable

uncertainty and consternation right at the core of those commands. A reasonable argument

could be made that force generation need not be integrated, and that it is force employment that

the vision needs to address.

One has to question to what extent there would be an advantage to amalgamating the

responsibility, for example, of providing the operational training for all CF members. CANCOM

will no doubt raise the bar on the need for meaningful joint training, but there is no obvious

reason to usurp or subordinate the extensive environmental-unique training which will always be

necessary. Indeed, the inclusion of a wide mandate for CANCOM may well result in a lack of

focus on integrated operations, and ultimate failure to fulfill its primary mandate.

The DCDS is the recognized CF “operator” and he has a substantial organization and

breadth of responsibility to manage in carrying out his tasks. The creation of an additional

structure, as appears to be the case with CANCOM, must be considered carefully, so as not to

duplicate functions or add complexity. The CDS seeks to clarify and focus the command and

control of all operations and the result should ultimately be less overhead, not more. Above all, it

must be logical and a positive step for more effective CF command and control.

This is, of course, sensitive territory for much of the CF and the Department of National

Defence (DND) leadership. The formation of a single command for Canadian operations forces

many turf issues out into the open. The navy can argue that it only makes sense for them to

have a significant presence on each coast. The air force can make a case that they have

collapsed from several group-level headquarters in the mid 90s to one operational level

divisional headquarters in Winnipeg. The army can make a case for relatively equitable regional

distribution so as to be able to respond to domestic emergencies in a reasonably short period.

Any construct that threatens the key elements of this structure could receive a rocky ride just at

the time when full cooperation from everyone is needed to make this transformation

successfully.

Cooperation among Security Stakeholders

One of the clearly-stated themes in the Defence Policy Statement is the need for greater

collaboration for domestic security. It says, “… given the changed context of domestic and

continental security, the military may be asked to increase its support to other government
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departments and agencies to enhance the protection of Canadians, our territory, and our air and

maritime approaches…. The Forces will also enhance their ability to work with government and

non-governmental organizations at all levels, at home and abroad.”6 The implications of this

statement are significant but should be readily supported by all security stakeholders. After all,

who would argue that we shouldn’t be applying the nation’s resources to the best possible effect

when it comes to our security? The challenge is to employ the right resources in the right way.

The military has a responsibility to protect and defend Canadians, but that is just one element of

our overall security. For example, the military has no direct role in ensuring the integrity of the

food supply or in apprehending those who might damage the environment. However, the CF

does have a broad range of capabilities which can be applied to support those with the mandate

to provide the first response to such issues.

There are concerns with the evolution of greater collaboration that must be addressed.

First, it is important for the roles of each department and agency to be properly identified and

resourced. Not only will this minimize unnecessary overlap and duplication, it will help to clarify

who is in charge for any particular crisis or event. Second, the need for a recognized lead

organization and a robust communications protocol is critical for effectively dealing with any

complex situation. In some cases, the CF might assume a leadership role, but in most

circumstances another agency will appropriately have this responsibility. Third, it is important

that the competence to respond to emergencies be distributed and decentralized in the most

effective way, and that military capability be applied where only it can provide a solution. In

other words, care must be taken to ensure that the military is not assigned response duties

which others should fulfill, but also that the support, which can be provided by the military, is

known and effectively integrated into the overall solution.

The military can be very effective in taking the lead in implementing the means for this

collaboration, similar to what is being done in the evolution of the Maritime Security Operations

Centres on each coast. For other areas where the military is not the lead, but an important

participant, it should be working with other stakeholders as they assume their appropriate

responsibilities.

Bilateral Cooperation with the United States

We must not forget the fact that almost anything we do regarding domestic security can

have implications for our mutual security and our relationship with the United States. “In addition

to strengthening the capacity and capability of the Canadian Forces to carry out their domestic
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roles in cooperation with other government departments and agencies, we will continue to

explore new and innovative ways to enhance relations with the United States to defend the

continent.”7 With the uncertainty created in our bilateral relationship in the aftermath of decisions

on participation on the ground in Iraq, and the decision not to participate in Ballistic Missile

Defence, it is even more important that our actions be positive and mutually accepted as

beneficial. Throughout, we need to be, and be seen to be, acting in the best interests of

Canadians.

The future relationship between CANCOM and Northern Command, the US post 9/11

military formation for homeland security, will be pivotal to our mutual cooperation. There already

exists a very sophisticated level of integration between our two countries for aerospace defence

through our NORAD partnership. This same type of cooperation can and should be evolved for

maritime and, eventually, land-based defence. Indeed, the strategic direction has already been

stated by the Prime Minister and the President during the latter’s visit to Canada in November

2004. They jointly declared that we “will work to ensure the coherence and effectiveness of our

North American security arrangements by: …working towards renewing the NORAD agreement

and investigating opportunities for greater cooperation on North American surveillance and

maritime defence.” 
8 As CANCOM is formed and matures, care will be needed to ensure that the

NORAD baby is not thrown out with the bathwater as a new bilateral defence relationship

becomes better defined.

Conclusion

The Government’s Defence Policy Statement provides an opportunity to assess and

evolve the role of the Canadian Forces in domestic security and defence. The creation of

Canada Command is a bold, aggressive step toward implementing a new vision. However, this

implementation must be carefully thought through to ensure that it results in real improvements

to the current arrangement and uses the resources afforded the CF to the best possible

advantage for all Canadians. The military has a key role to play in our overall security and we all

have an interest in seeing that role implemented in the most effective way possible. This can be

done by building on our strengths, communicating the vision effectively, and working closely

with the relevant stakeholders.
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Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: The specific mandate of Canada Command should be changed to

focus on force employment issues and integrated, joint training, as opposed to the inclusion of

force generation overall.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Canada Command should be established as a reorganization,

realignment and refinement of existing command and control functions, so as not to become an

additional layer. Redundant HQs should be eliminated where possible.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Work done to implement Canada Command must take into account

the need for everyone to fully understand the details of the new structure. A continuous

communications effort to dispel concerns throughout the CF will enable a smoother transition

and better acceptance.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The CF must take care to retain its predominant role of support to

first responders to ensure that military capabilities are used to the best effect.

RECOMMENDATION #5: Where they have a unique capability to take the lead in

interdepartmental/interagency cooperation and collaboration, the CF should do so aggressively.

RECOMMENDATION #6: The formation of Canada Command presents an opportunity to re-

examine our continental defence relationship. Every effort should be made to build on the

success of NORAD to achieve greater cooperation in other areas.

End Notes

1. Privy Council Office, Government of Canada, Securing an Open Society: Canada’s National

Security Policy, April 2004, p. vii.

2. Hillier, General Rick, Parliament of Canada, 1st Session, Evidence to the Standing

Committee on Defence and Veterans Affairs, 19 May 2005, 0910-0915.

3. While the employment of any forces, at home or abroad, may be the major focus of the

Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff, he also has some common force generation

responsibilities as well. For example, JTF2 is a common or “purple” function which is



In the Canadian Interest? Page 61
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

generated by the DCDS. The same applies for organizations like the Joint Operations

Group, the Joint Support Group, the Joint Information and Intelligence Fusion Centre, etc.

4. Government of Canada, Canada’s International Policy Statement: A Role of Pride and

Influence in the World: Defence, p. 13.

5. Hillier, General Rick, ibid.

6. Government of Canada, ibid, pp. 10-11.

7. Government of Canada, ibid, p. 2.

8. Prime Minister Martin and President Bush; “Joint statement by Canada and the United

States on common security, common prosperity: A new partnership in North America”;

November 30, 2004; Ottawa, Ontario.



In the Canadian Interest? Page 62
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

Canada-United States Defence Relations

James Fergusson

The Defence Policy Review (DPR), like any White Paper or formal statement of policy, is

designed to communicate government intentions to several audiences. These audiences

include the various arms of government, parliament, the attentive public, and external actors.

The goal is to garner support for current and future actions, and provide predictability and

certainty about the direction the government is planning to take.

Spelling out government intentions when it comes to Canada’s defence relationship with

the United States is problematic at the best of times, because the relationship is simultaneously

the most important and most difficult for Canadian governments. It is vitally important for many

reasons, of which two stand out in the defence context—geography and American status as the

dominant military global power. It is difficult because of images of dependency and

subservience that emerge from the inequality of the relationship, and their impact upon

Canadian domestic politics.

Thus, any treatment of the defence relationship with the United States presents a

dilemma for Canadian governments. It demands a portrayal of the relationship in a manner

which balances these two conflicting realities while attempting to communicate government

intentions in order to meet the fundamental goals of a formal policy statement, including

communicating with Washington. However, the attempt to balance in the DPR only serves to

obfuscate government intentions regarding the future of the North American defence

relationship. It is unclear whether the government is seeking a ‘new’ relationship, or only

marginal changes to the existing one.

This is very problematic especially in looking forward and backward. Forward lies the

renewal of the North American Aerospace Defence Command (NORAD) as the primary

institutional expression of the defence relationship. Backward resides the government’s about-

face on Ballistic Missile Defence.

In looking forward, the DPR should provide a clear roadmap to the Canadian public and

its ally to the south about its intentions for the future of the relationship. At many points in the

DPR (as well as the National Security Policy statement of last year) this appears to be the case

in signalling a desire to broaden and deepen the relationship.

On the surface, this is evident in the government’s recognition of the indivisibility of North

American security and the significance of the relationship in the new threat environment.
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Indeed, the government signals that existing initiatives “while significant, are not enough.... More

needs to be done.”1 The text strongly suggests that either NORAD, in expanding beyond its

aerospace terms of reference, or some other new institutional arrangement should be

negotiated to expand formal cooperation into the maritime sector, as well as on land. In

particular, the government singles out the importance of “preventing or mitigating the impact of

potential maritime attacks…” through cooperation in surveillance, information sharing,

responses, and “military-to-military arrangements for the support of civilian authorities during

crises and emergencies.”2 Meeting these requirements implies a new bi-national institutional

command structure and arrangement.

Naturally, the government does not ‘tip its hand’ regarding preferred institutional

arrangements (assuming such preferences exist), and NORAD renewal negotiations are

presented as only one likely venue for discussions with the United States. Nonetheless, the

apparent signal to the public and its ally is that further defence and security cooperation is likely.

While the term ‘North American security perimeter’ is not employed, some language suggests

that it is present beneath the surface.

The above may be said to represent the maximalist interpretation of the DPR. Beside it

also resides a minimalist interpretation. The text implies only change at the margin. The

Government only intends to “pursue further practical ways of strengthening our continental

defence architecture and bilateral consultative mechanisms.”
3 Discussion of NORAD, the Bi-

national Planning Group (BPG) and the Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD) also

suggest that only marginal changes will be entertained.

In this regard, the PJBD has long been marginalized as a mechanism for managing

Canada-United States defence relations. Simply suggesting the need “to explore further ways of

improving the body’s effectiveness” suggests only marginal change. The Military Cooperation

Committee, largely tasked with the technical management of the relationship, is conspicuous by

its absence as a significant decision-making body in the relationship.

Overall then, a minimalist interpretation suggests that the government prefers the status

quo with the likelihood that expanded cooperation can be subsumed under existing mechanisms

and institutions. This, of course, is a far cry from the rhetoric which attaches priority to national

defence and thereby continental defence.

At best, under the status quo the BPG may be renewed as the mechanism for expanded

cooperation, and links will be established between the Maritime Security Operations Centres in

Canada and the American equivalents. But these are unlikely to be accompanied by a formal

multi-sector bi-national command structure. A maritime NORAD, a NORAD subsumed under a
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larger multi-sector bi-national command, or any other possible option for a new institutional

structure, is not reflected in the DPR as being on the government’s agenda.

Yet, and most puzzling, the DPR actually proposes (as was established on July 1) the

creation of the foundation for a new bi-national command structure—Canada Command. But

this Command is presented without name in passing reference to North American defence, and

thus the relationship with the United States.4

The creation of a single operational command for Canada is long overdue. But Canada

Command does not, should not, and cannot have just a national mandate. It is also an

operational command for Canada in North America. It is Canada’s equivalent to United States’

Northern Command, and Canada’s response to Northern Command. Above all else, it is the

institutional foundation and command structure for the much needed new defence relationship

with the United States.

Clarification of how the existing institutions, especially NORAD, will relate to Canada

Command and the specific arrangements governing its relationship with Northern Command

must be the top priority for the government of Canada. Furthermore, the re-alignment of other

internal commands within Canada (air, land and sea), should be focused on ensuring efficient

and effective linkages with Northern Command.

In this regard, the government does not need to re-invent the wheel. The NORAD

experience provides a basis for both Canada Command and the new institutional relationship

with the United States. Like NORAD, Canada Command should be a supported Command

whereby other commands within Canada generate forces for its operational requirements.

Like NORAD, Canada Command should also entail regional sub-commands, each with

its own headquarters outside of Ottawa, to avoid the diversion of the Command’s attention from

its only mission—the operational defence of Canada in North America alongside Northern

Command, whose operational mission is the defence of the United States in North America.

The need to establish a new relationship centered upon a formal bi-national command

structure between Canada and Northern Command, especially given the government’s

assigned priority to the national (and by default North American) mission, follows logically from

the realities of geography. During a crisis, natural or man-made, a coordinated response on a

north-south axis is simply more practical than east-west. A hypothetical subordinate Canada-

Pacific sub-command could respond much more quickly through cooperation with its Northern

Command equivalent than with a hypothetical Atlantic equivalent.

Of course, the North American logic of Canada Command and deepening and

broadening the relationship may well be the ‘unspoken’ goal. The government may be simply
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too reluctant to state this clearly to the Canadian public, or tip its negotiating hand to its partner.

Certainly, the Canadian political dilemma, especially after the missile defence experience, may

call for such subterfuge. Alternatively, unsure of American intentions, the government may not

want to get out ahead of its ally and face embarrassment if it has gone too far. Or perhaps the

government truly does not know what its intentions are beyond reassuring the United States that

Canada will do what is necessary to ensure that it does not become a security liability in North

America.

Regardless, even the minimalist interpretation sets in motion a process that will lead to

further integration; the very process that led to the creation of NORAD in 1958 as the

culmination of roughly a decade and more of air defence cooperation in North America.

Unfortunately, as NORAD’s creation and other similar developments in the relationship indicate,

the result is usually politically divisive. The Canadian public is caught by surprise, resulting in an

embarrassing and counter-productive debate within the country after the fact. Such a process,

conscious or not, is also an anathema to the principles of leadership, especially given the

government’s commitment in the DPR to defence and security at home. It only serves to feed

images of Canadian dependency upon, and subservience to the United States.

Leadership is essential, and the DPR fails as the mechanism to provide leadership on

North American defence. As in the past, Canada always appears to establish policy as a

reaction to American initiatives. To take the initiative in the relationship would truly be a

transformative act for a Canadian government.

The problem of leadership and initiative is nowhere more evident than in the recent

Ballistic Missile Defence decision, which also has ramifications for the relationship, especially in

colouring American interpretations of the DPR. The Canadian ‘about face’ is clearly evident in

comparing the text of the Minister of National Defence’s letter to Secretary of Defence Rumsfeld

in January 2004 with the decision not to participate. While one may speculate at length about

the government’s actual motives for the reversal (not least of all because the government has

never articulated a reasonable explanation), the actions of the government between the letter

and the decision demonstrate a complete lack of leadership and raises the issue of Canadian

reliability and credibility.

Simply, if the government reversed course as a function of the vagaries of domestic

politics, then how reliable will it be in the future? Given the single importance attached to

security south of the border, whether Canada can be relied upon as a defence partner becomes

an open question. While not eschewing future cooperation, the missile defence decision-making
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process creates incentives for the United States to prepare to act unilaterally in the defence of

North America.

Already, the government has ceded part of the defence of North America, and thus

Canada, to its ally to the south. In so doing, the government has violated one of the foundational

principles of Canadian defence since the extension of a unilateral security guarantee to Canada

by President Roosevelt in 1938; ensuring Canadian input into, and influence upon the manner in

which the United States would undertake this guarantee to defend Canada.

Canada has no input into the defence of North America from a ballistic missile attack.

The employment of missile defence is an American-only mission. Canada’s agreement to allow

NORAD to pass early warning information on to the US missile defence command does not

allow for any Canadian input or influence. This is likely a temporary arrangement pending

further evolution of the American system, and at best, in the future will be a redundant capability

for the missile defence command.

Above all else, this NORAD mission is possible only through access to US early warning

assets. Outside of the need to meet its obligations to provide early warning of a missile attack to

Ottawa (which is not deemed a threat in the DPR), the United States will be able to operate the

missile defence system without NORAD or Canada.

NORAD’s explicit mandate is not to respond to aerospace threats. It is only to respond

(in active defence terms) to air threats. As such, the exact future of the space side of the

aerospace equation is at issue. Furthermore, having not addressed space as a defence and

security issue at all (except for passing reference to a possible space-based national

surveillance capability), and ignored ballistic missiles as a potential threat to Canada, the

government by default appears to accept NORAD’s limitation of responding only to air threats.

Naturally, defence and security as it concerns space are not strictly a Canada-United

States or North American issue. But Canada’s entry into space as far as defence and security

are concerned (including defence against ballistic missiles) has always been linked to our

relationship with NORAD.

If the government is moving to a new defence and security strategy for Canada in space,

this needs to be articulated. If not, then the existing strategy, with the Joint Space Project as

part of its core, needs to be presented to the public. Importantly, this is also not just about

defence and security. It is also about Canada’s future role in space relative to Canadian

investment and technology.
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Conclusion

The two terms most applied to the DPR are vision and transformation. Unfortunately,

little vision and transformation is found in the discussion concerning Canada-United States

defence relations, especially as it concerns the future of North American defence cooperation.

Certainly, as recommended in To Secure a Nation, the government does recognize North

American security as indivisible.5 This is an important step. However, it does not recognize

threats to North America as indivisible. On the contrary, only “most of the new dangers to the

United States are no less risks to Canada.”

Allies are not going to always agree on threats. But allies who recognize the indivisibility

of security have little choice but to accept threats perceived by the other and act cooperatively.

Canadians may not believe that ballistic missiles pose a threat to Canada. But such a

perception by the United States means that Canada cannot ignore this threat. Conversely, “the

United States’ more assertive role on the world stage and growing sense of vulnerability at

home… ” may be interpreted as a perceived threat to Canadian security.
6 The United States,

like Canada, if such a perception truly exists, also cannot ignore it and needs to act

cooperatively.

This is, in essence, the heart of a true strategic partnership, as also recommended in To

Secure a Nation. This should be the vision of Canada and the foundation for transformation in

the relationship. It is a vision that goes beyond North America to recognize that the indivisibility

of security is a global condition. It is not a vision of Canada as a satellite or dependency, but as

a true partner based upon shared values and interest. Such a vision requires leadership, rather

than marginal change in a geographic relationship.

Summary of Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION #1: Canada Command should be treated strictly as an operational

command for Canada in North America and the institutional foundation for Canada’s defence

relationship with the United States.

RECOMMENDATION #2: NORAD should be the template for re-organizing Canada’s internal

defence commands under Canada Command.
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RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should take the initiative to boldly lay out a vision for

a new North American defence relationship.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The government needs to closely examine and articulate a national

defence and security strategy for space which is linked to Canada’s defence relationship with

the United States.
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Failed and Failing States:

The Core Threat to Canadian Security?

Rob Huebert

The 2005 International Policy Statement (IPS) begins:

“At the dawn of the 21st century, Canada faces a complex array of security

challenges. The world remains an unpredictable and perilous place, where
threats to our well-being, our interests and our values persist. Failed and failing

states dot the international landscape, creating despair and regional instability

and providing a haven for those who would attack us directly.” (Italics added)1

Though the IPS, and its accompanying policy statements on Diplomacy, Development,

Defence and Trade, is not officially labelled a White Paper, it is, in fact, the long-awaited

document that replaces the 1994 Defence White Paper. The IPS makes clear that Canada is

faced with a changed, and changing, international security environment. Specifically, the

Defence Policy Statement (DPS) asserts that the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001

fundamentally altered the threats facing Canada.

The root cause of these threats, as defined throughout the IPS, is “failed and failing

states.” The international chaos they are said to create forms the predominant context for

defending Canadians at home, assisting the Americans in the defence of the North American

continent, and taking action overseas. But is this rationale correct? More specifically, is the

Defence Policy Statement on the mark in focussing Canadian security concerns primarily on the

impact of failed and failing states in the world?

To begin with, although the policy statement provides some examples of failed and

failing states—Somalia, Afghanistan, Haiti and Sudan—it does not provide a comprehensive

definition of the term. The statement does define these states as countries in which

governments are unable to “maintain political authority, to provide security and other basic

services, and to protect essential human rights.”
2 But what does this mean? The four states

cited by the report clearly fit the definition, but what about states that border on the definition?

For example, political authority in Pakistan is clearly weak in certain regions, and there is a

decided lack of security especially in some areas that border Afghanistan. Is Pakistan a failed or

failing state? North Korea cannot feed its population. Is it a failed or failing state? Is Robert

Mugabe’s Zimbabwe a failed or failing state? Or Sudan?
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The Defence Policy Statement also asserts that:

(f)ailed and failing states pose a dual challenge for Canada. In the first instance,

the suffering that these situations create is an affront to Canadian values.

Beyond this, they also plant the seeds of threats to regional and global security.

They generate refugee flows that threaten the stability of their neighbours, and
create new political problems for their regions. More ominously, the impotence of

their governing structures makes them potential breeding grounds or safe havens

for terrorism and organized crime.3

Thus, failed and failing states are perceived to be the direct cause of the most

dangerous threats to Canadian security today. They are said to be responsible for creating the

conditions that lead to terrorists and terrorism. They also create regional instability that could

eventually pose a direct threat to Canadian security. The logic then follows that if Canada wants

to protect its citizens from this threat, it needs to address its root causes.

The second explanation given for focussing on failed and failing states is rooted in more

traditional Canadian approaches to international peace and security. From the 1964 Defence

White Paper onward, Canadian defence policy has been portrayed as going beyond providing

for Canadian security. As the Policy Statement says, “Canadians are proud of the role their

military has played in protecting people who cannot protect themselves.”
4 Thus the desire to do

good is also a core requirement for Canadian defence policy. Responding to the problems

created by failed and failing states allows Canada to help the people who live within those

states.

This concern about failed and failing states outweighs virtually all other non-North

American defence considerations; it sets the stage for the rest of the Defence Policy Statement

to virtually ignore even the possibility that Canada might be called upon in the next decade or so

to fight in a state-vs.-state conflict. It lays the basis for transforming the Canadian military into an

organization that will specialize in fighting asymmetrical wars.

The question arises—is the rationale for focussing on failed and failing states justified?

Terrorism is a growing threat to the security of Canada and Canadians. Religious

fundamentalist terrorist organizations willing to inflict mass casualties, combined with potential

access to weapons of mass destruction, have created a global threat to all western states,

including Canada. The attacks on New York, Madrid and London demonstrate the terrorists’

determination to strike western states. However, is it the political chaos of failed and failing

states that leads to these attacks, or are there other explanations?
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Though the policy statement asserts that failed and failing states create terrorism and

contribute to international chaos, it is not at all clear that this is the, or even a, core reason for

terrorism.

Canada’s experience with terrorism preceded the attacks of 9/11. In June 1985, over

280 Canadian citizens and/or landed immigrants were killed in the Air India bombing. An

unknown number escaped death when a second bomb exploded in a Japanese airport. The

terrorists were presumably a combination of Canadian and Indian nationals; they were not from

a failed state. The organizers and perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks, including Osama Bin Laden,

the leader of al Qaeda, were largely from Saudi Arabia. By the loose definition offered in the

International and Defence Policy Statements, it is not a failed state. The attacks on Madrid and

London were carried out after the Afghanistan bases of al Qaeda were physically eliminated.

Most of the terrorists identified so far in the 9/11, Madrid and London attacks were young, male,

well educated, disassociated from their immediate society, and drawn to both violence and

radical ideology. While this does not discount failed and failing states as one factor in the

creation of modern, fundamentalist terrorism, it is clearly not the only variable and is probably

not the most important.

In many respects, these new terrorists are close copies of the neo-Marxist terrorism that

plagued Western Europe in the 1970s and 1980s. If this is the case, then attempting to explain

contemporary terrorism only as a result of failed and failing states is incomplete at best and

simply wrong at worst.

An inherent problem of focussing on failed and failing states is the question of why

some, but not all such states, give rise to modern terrorism. Why has there not been a rise of

international terrorism emanating from Haiti, Sierra Leone, Congo or any other failed or failing

African state? Why is it that the failing or failed states that seem to produce such dangers have

associations primarily with Islam?

The IPS and DPS foster the expectation that if Canada can successfully respond to the

threats posed by failed and failing states, it adds to Canadian security. That is, quite simply, too

simple an expectation.

Why then this preoccupation with failed and failing states? This leads to the other

rationale given in the Defence part of the IPS—that they are an affront to Canadian values.

Canadians do not want others to experience the pain and suffering caused by failed and failing

states. Canadian foreign and defence policy has a legacy of wanting to do the “right thing.”

Since the Pearson era, Canadian peacekeeping is the best known example of this, and the

subsequent development of anti-landmines treaties and other associated elements of the
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human security agenda illustrate the importance that Canadians place on normative elements of

their foreign and defence policy. Although commendable, such action as a core element of

defence policy leads to dangerous problems. What if this preoccupation prevents Canadian

officials from recognizing new threats to Canada? Although there are no state-based threats to

Canadian security today, should one develop, a military that is designed to respond to failed and

failing states may not be sufficient. The focus on transforming the Canadian forces to meet the

threats posed by failed and failing states may run the risk of placing all of Canada’s eggs in one

basket.

A second possible explanation for the Canadian Government and its military leadership’s

focus on failed and failing states is that it may be perceived as the only reason that the

Canadian public will support the Canadian forces retaining a military capability. With the end of

the Cold War some Canadians questioned the need for a combat capable force. For those

Canadians the collapse of the USSR represents a total and complete victory over military

threats to Canada. While such a view may be naive, its effect is that any effort by the Canadian

Forces to retain a combat capability is viewed with suspicion by a part of the Canadian

population. Given the mythologies that have arisen around Canadian peacekeeping history, the

senior leadership may deem it necessary to justify the need for combat capability with a

modernized version of peacekeeping.

In summary, there are serious conceptual flaws with the focus on failed and failing

states. The concept of failed and failing states does not comprehensively frame the threat of

terrorism. It also raises expectations that Canada do the “right thing” without necessarily

preparing Canadians for the costs of such a policy. However, these need not be fatal flaws. If

the government is prepared to develop its understanding of what a failed and failing state is, it

may be developed into a better tool of analysis. As it stands now, such an approach may lock

Canada into a security posture that cannot respond to new and different threats.

Summary of Recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should provide a comprehensive definition both of

the concept of “failed or failing states” and of the possible circumstances in which the existence

of such states poses such a threat to Canadian security as to warrant Canadian military

intervention.
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RECOMMENDATION #2: The Government should develop, at the highest level, a threat

assessment unit tasked with continually evaluating and assessing short-term, medium-term and

long-term international security threats to Canada. This would give Canada the ability to

continually monitor, evaluate and prepare for threats that move beyond those produced by failed

and failing states.
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Restructuring for Task Force Deployment

J.L. Granatstein

Paul Hellyer was the Minister of National Defence who unified the Canadian Forces (CF)

in the 1960s over the strenuous protest of veterans, serving members of the military, and the

Opposition. Recently, Hellyer, a youthful 82-year-old, spoke at the Canadian Forces College in

Toronto and pointed out cheerfully that his name was not spelled H-I-L-L-I-E-R.

Hellyer is entitled to grin because, under the Defence Policy Statement (which strongly

reflects Chief of the Defence Staff General Rick Hillier’s outlook), the present-day Canadian

Forces seems set to create “a fully integrated and unified”1 command structure deploying joint

forces around the world and at home. The global threat may be different in 2005 than in 1968,

but the Canadian response may look—or sound—very similar. That qualifier is needed in the

previous sentence because the success or failure of General Hillier’s plan depends totally on

the government’s willingness to give him the budget funds it has pledged, the equipment the CF

so desperately needs, and the increase in strength of 5000 regulars and 3000 reservists Ottawa

has promised to recruit. (The number of new recruits, in fact, will need to be much higher

because up to 10,000 retiring Canadian Forces members must be replaced in the next few

years.) The Defence Policy Statement lays these promises out in detail. If they are fulfilled,

Hillier may be able to change the CF for the better; without the promised funding, equipment,

and personnel, only ruination and further military weakness and embarrassment awaits. Given

the track records of Canadian governments, and the unstable political environment, obliging

Ottawa to do what it has pledged will not be easy.

Hillier’s Canada Command, brought into being on June 28, will create six regional

commands by 2006 with the defence of Canada and North America as its number one priority.

The first regional command, Joint Task Force (JTF) Atlantic, is finding its feet now, bringing

together the army, navy and air units and assets in the region. The others, including one in the

north (where the CF deploys almost nothing), will follow. The JTF Headquarters (HQs) will have

responsibility for responding to crises at home ranging from terrorist attacks with WMD to civil

disorder to natural disasters; they will also be able to call on the army’s task forces that are

being created (four per year) for domestic employment. (The army task forces will also be on

call for overseas deployment.) Modeled on the Americans’ NORTHCOM, Canada Command will

need to liaise closely with US forces whenever a crisis is cross-border in nature. (The ends and



In the Canadian Interest? Page 75
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

means of this cooperation, formal or informal, remain to be determined at the political level and

will almost certainly not be announced until after the next federal election.)2

Canada Command also intends to eliminate many single service headquarters (the Land

Force Areas will disappear, for example), but precisely how support functions will be handled

remains to be decided. The exact role of the Environment chiefs in the new structure, whether it

be strategic planning or force generation, similarly is yet to be determined.

For overseas deployments, the command structure also remains unclear. What seems

likely is that there will be a Canadian Expeditionary Force Command (the name is notional thus

far) that will be a mini-version of the Americans’ CENTCOM. At its disposal will be Canada’s

rapidly deployable military assets: a Special Operations Group (SOG), based on JTF2; and the

CF’s “special ops” unit, supported by special operations air and sea forces. The SOG will

operate on its own, or in conjunction with “other joint force structures.”
3 There will also be two

Standing Contingency Task Forces (SCTFs)—“light” forces that can operate on their own in

carefully chosen situations or back up the SOG. They too will operate in conjunction with other

appropriate elements—land, sea and air. They are to be ready to deploy abroad with 10 days

notice.

Each of the services has been given specific objectives in support of overseas

operations. The army’s central mission is to prepare and maintain two Standing Contingency

Task Forces (SCTF) at one time (the term “task force” has been chosen because task forces

can flexibly group together different capabilities). Ordinarily these task forces will consist of from

700 to 1,200 soldiers and other CF personnel. They will be “stood up” for six months each, for

employment at home or deployment abroad. Each will likely contain a headquarters and three

sub-units, usually of light or mechanized infantry and engineer, artillery, and other specialist

sub-units, the exact organization dependent on the mission. Thus the army must sustain four

such task forces per year. In a pinch, a third SCTF could be deployed in any six month period,

but not sustained. That is all the army’s shrunken strength will permit even with the proposed

new recruitment.

Why such limited capacity? Because in the last decade the army has gone from the

nominal capacity to deploy a brigade group of 5,000 soldiers to its current ability to deploy only

two task forces every six months. The decline is obvious, and it is a direct result of

governmental budgetary and policy decisions. At the same time, General Hillier’s plan aims to

get the maximum possible use of his forces and to achieve sustainability. The army, in other

words, will now offer what it can, but not necessarily what anyone may want. As it is, some 15 to

20 per cent of each task force’s strength will need to be made up of reservists but there is no



In the Canadian Interest? Page 76
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

provision whatsoever in the task force concept for Mobilization Planning which has completely

dropped off the CF radar.

The central mission of the Air Force will be the provision of both strategic and tactical lift

to support Special Operations Group or Standing Contingency Task Force deployments. The

support would be provided in the form of Air Expeditionary Units (AEU), one for each Standing

Contingency Task Force. Each AEU would include a mission-appropriate mix of reconnaissance

and patrol aircraft, medium lift helicopters, an Airbus tanker and six CF-18 fighters configured

for air-to-ground missions.

The Navy too will be organized to support Special Operations Group or Standing

Contingency Task Force deployments. The latter task will be assigned to two four-ship task

groups, each of which will include a command component. These naval task groups will be

capable of “precision fire and support to forces ashore.”
4

Given the weaknesses of the CF’s present air transport and sea support forces, the

ultimate speed of response depends on the acquisition of the necessary heavy air and sea

resources to deploy the SOG and the SCTF. Currently, the CF is almost completely devoid of

the lift capability these plans require.

Just how the Defence Policy Statement (DPS) goal of “fully integrated units” of maritime,

land, air and special operations forces will work remains to be seen. General Hillier’s timeframe

for the full implementation of a transformed CF is a very short five years. Given the extremely

slow and complicated procurement cycle of the CF, there may not be much “teeth” to show the

world by 2010.

The limited forces envisioned in the DPS can only suffice if Canadian governments will

accept strict limitations on military deployments in the future. Will they? Recent history indicates

that they will not. Both Prime Minister Brian Mulroney and Prime Minister Jean Chretien had no

hesitation in over committing, over using and, consequently, virtually breaking the Canadian

Forces to serve their foreign policy aims. The Martin government’s commitment, made last

spring, to send a small contingent of troops to Darfur, Sudan, is not a promising omen that it will

resist the temptation to over-deploy for political reasons. Neither is General Hillier’s agreement

to the deployment.

The Darfur announcement raises the key question of what role the CDS ought to play in

decisions to deploy these task forces. Certainly the CDS is the chief military advisor to the

Prime Minister and thus bound to carry out government policy so long as he agrees with it; if he

does not agree, he can resign. It is, however, long past time that Canada modernize the

decision-making process leading to troop deployments. In the early 21st century, Canadians,
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through their Parliament, ought to have a much greater say in where their troops go, and when

they go, instead of leaving such decisions totally in the hands of the Prime Minister.

To achieve the operational capacity which the Defence Policy Statement envisages, the

Army will adopt a three-tier readiness scheme. The two task forces (on, or prepared to go on,

deployment overseas or domestically) will be at the top tier. Below them will be two more task

forces training for employment or deployment in the succeeding six months, while the two

previously employed/deployed task forces will be regenerating. In effect, a soldier now will have

some certainty about his future role, and some understanding of what he/she might be expected

to do 18 to 24 months in the future, depending on the nation’s overseas and domestic

commitments. The CF also intends to maintain the capability to deploy a formation-level

headquarters (essentially a brigade HQ), much as it did in Bosnia and Afghanistan and is about

to do once more in Kandahar.

Training of the task forces will be intensive, making full use of the new Canadian

Manoeuvre Training Centre (CMTC) at Wainwright, Alberta. Soldiers will train to a certain

readiness at the sub-unit level, and then, over a four week exercise, each task force will be

brought to full readiness to fight the “three block war” that General Hillier (echoing the United

States Marine Corps’ present dogma) foresees. A single task force simultaneously might need

to meet different operational requirements (high intensity combat against well-armed militia

forces, stabilization operations, or humanitarian relief and reconstruction) within a small

geographic area. Even more risky, operations can change, as the Defence Policy Statement

notes, and “the lines between war and peace” can quickly blur.
5 There will be little time to react.

The CMTC aims to prepare the CF for such operations. Equipped with its own “enemy forces”

and “hostile civilians,” and with modern weapons simulation equipment available so that every

soldier and each vehicle will carry transponders. It also appears that the intent is to run the

“Team Canada” civilians who will deploy with the task forces through the CMTC. Alongside the

soldiers of the task force will be law enforcement, diplomatic, and development specialists. The

training centre at Wainwright is hugely expensive to build and will be very costly to operate. If it

works as hoped, it will be worth every penny, providing a level of realistic training that the CF

has never had before.

In a recent speech, General Hillier pointed out that 20 years ago the Canadian Forces

had trained to fight “the Bear”—the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies. Now the enemy is

“the Snake”—the post Cold War enemy of terrorists, extremists, and non-state militias that are

the new threats to international security. These snakes, wrote Brigadier-General Stuart Beare

as he left command of Land Forces Western Area, “do not organize, equip, and act in historical
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military fashion. Instead, they attack the unarmed and the vulnerable.” The CF is now training to

take them on. “The security effect we are seeking to create,” Beare said, “is one that not only

supports the innocent but one that enables the development and incubation of those institutions

of governance, law enforcement, commerce and security that we are lucky enough to take for

granted here at home.”6 In other words, Canada wants simultaneously to fight the bad guys and

help the good guys. This is a tall order in Afghanistan or Darfur. It may well be beyond our

capacities as the American experience in Iraq illustrates.

In any case, Canada’s practitioners of the 3Ds of defence, development, and diplomacy

will be tested and trained at Wainwright before they hit the ground. How the “dips” from Foreign

Affairs and Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) will react to the CMTC—and,

more important, to the strains of deployments in the field—remains unclear.

In fact, much remains unclear. The Canadian Forces are moving forward on very

uncertain ground. General Hillier seems to know where he wants to go and, for now, he has the

government’s full backing. If he is heading in the right direction, if he can keep his political

masters’ support, the Canadian Forces a decade hence will look very different than those of

2005.

Summary of Recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION #1: The Canadian Forces should reinvigorate the mobilization planning

process.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should move immediately to replace the CF’s

current medium air lift capability (the Hercules fleet) with new aircraft and procure strategic air

and sealift by the quickest, most practical, and most economic means.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should undertake to seek Parliamentary approval for

any significant overseas deployment of the Canadian Forces.
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Multinational Operations

Eric Lerhe

No one can expect a single Defence Policy Statement (DPS) to capture and then

respond to all the factors that influence multinational operations. While the 1994 Defence White

Paper provided a clear assessment of the strategic changes that influenced operations in the

post Cold War era, it did nothing to alter the basic structure or organization of the Canadian

military. The 2005 DPS reverses that emphasis by providing sweeping force structure changes

without, however, providing much in the way of any strategic rationale for them. Nevertheless,

the centerpiece of those structural changes—an expeditionary joint task force—seems

particularly well suited to the changed nature of today’s multinational operations. Before

rejoicing in what may be a pleasant bit of happenstance, however, the government will be well

advised to return to, and expand, its strategic analysis.

The Past

In 1994 there was little motivation to readjust our traditional approach to multinational

operations. Canada’s continued support to both UN and NATO operations extended a

successful tradition, and both contributions directly supported multilateralism “the cardinal

organizing principle of Canadian foreign policy” for the last half of this century.1 NATO

membership also gave us a strong voice both in the development of international military

standards and, more importantly, in when and how NATO military forces would be employed.2

Moreover, NATO’s rule by unanimous consensus procedures gave us and every other ally a

veto on any NATO plan of action irrespective of the size of our force contribution. The 1994

White Paper did note, however, that the UN had “serious problems” in such areas as the

direction of peacekeeping operations and, as a result, called for NATO to make “a greater

contribution to UN operations.”3

With that continuing endorsement of NATO, there was no pressure to alter the Canadian

Force’s structure or readiness. The stationing of our air and land units in Germany for much of

the Cold War, and the semi-permanent nature of our peacekeeping efforts in Cyprus and the

Golan Heights, allowed both lower response times in our units’ readiness to deploy and the use

of slower and less assured chartered air and sea lift. Other peacekeeping missions were

optional, allowing Canada to select the missions and dictate the timing as to when she would



In the Canadian Interest? Page 81
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

show up. Those studying the issue in 1994 obviously must have believed that if ever a situation

arose requiring a rapid response, relying on our ally’s lift assets implied no significant loss to

national independence. A large NATO command structure with multiple alliance headquarters

also seemed to obviate the need for a deployable Canadian command capability or for a robust

ability to process in-theatre intelligence.

While the US was moving towards a more joint orientation, Canadian policy makers in

1994 confidently rejected that reform. NATO did not seek joint contributions and so Canadian

land, air and naval forces worked within larger NATO or Canada-US (CANUS) land, air and

naval task forces throughout the Cold War. This single service approach continued into the

2001-2003 period with our air, land, naval and special force contributions working for separate

US air, land, naval and special force commanders during Operation Enduring Freedom, the

campaign against terrorism in the Middle East.

The Erosion of Multilateralism

The fact that our multinational contributions relied on deploying isolated pockets of

Canadians, usually working under foreign commanders, was not viewed as dangerous to

Canadian sovereignty because NATO increasingly led the largest operations; our membership

on the North Atlantic Council guaranteed consultation, and in extremis, a veto. Yet this benefit, if

misused, brought with it the potential to weaken the multilateral construct Canada so favoured.

The rule by consensus approach also gave us (and every other NATO representative) a veto on

the actions of other allies. The most public of these involved President Chirac’s announcement

that France had vetoed several US-selected bombing targets during the Kosovo campaign.

(Several other nations vetoed targets their own aircraft had no possibility of reaching to the

dismay of General Naumann, the retired German Chairman of NATO’s Military Committee.)
4

These limitations on military action and the slow pace of consensus decision making

chafed most in the US who saw its actions delayed or vetoed by those who had the least ability

to contribute militarily. While this view is most entrenched in the current Bush administration, it

was widely held during Clinton’s watch. The International Institute of Strategic Studies predicted

that because of the constraints NATO had placed on it, Kosovo would be “the last war fought by

US forces under NATO rules.”5

They were proven right, and the increasing US tendency to operate outside of the

traditional multilateral ‘rules’ became official policy under the Bush administration. From the

point of view of multinational operations, the most critical aspect of this new posture has been
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the overriding US preference for ad hoc ‘coalitions of the willing’ where they dominate in lieu of

the more formal and consensual multinational arrangements where all theoretically have an

equal vote.6

As a result, the US “spurned” NATO’s immediate offer of help after September 11, 2001

and then “disparaged” its offer of assistance in Afghanistan.7 Indeed, the organization itself was

described as “less of a boon than a booby trap,”8 and it has recently come under some pressure

to accommodate the coalition of the willing approach. The US and others have increasingly

described the alliance as a “toolbox” from which coalitions—and such alliance capabilities as its

Airborne Warning and Control Aircraft—can be temporarily ‘borrowed.’9 German Chancellor

Schröder has protested stating:

NATO has lost its role as a strategic actor and no longer serves as the main

arena in which leaders discuss, compromise, and agree on foreign and defence
issues. NATO now functions as a military toolbox from which member states

draw assets for military missions. Today, the alliance only supports Donald

Rumsfeld’s “coalitions of the willing.”10

Despite such protests, in 2004 the US Senate voted 96 to zero to force the Bush

Administration to begin negotiations within NATO to end its consensus—that is unanimous

voting-procedures in favour of simple majority votes.11 France, not surprisingly, was most critical

of this approach and argued that these actions would convert NATO into “an avenue of

‘expanded unilateralism’ for the US.”12 Ominously, Belgium, Luxembourg and Germany have

agreed with France and joined it in advancing a European Union (EU) defence planning

headquarters in Brussels—a move that violates an earlier agreement to not duplicate or

challenge NATO functions.13 In truth, however, the EU itself has relied on coalitions of the willing

in Macedonia and the Congo, the latter under French leadership. The trends are

clear—coalitions of the willing are becoming more common; and NATO is being drawn towards

that approach as is its new European competitor. Even NATO peace support operations are

starting to embrace that construct.

Coalitions of the Willing

In looking at coalition warfare more precisely, the key issue is one of influence or

dominance. Stewart Patrick, a former US State Department planner, argues the American

government preferred the coalition of the willing approach over the multilateral construct for the
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War on Terror because it assured “complete US control over initiatives and military

operations.”14 Other US observers agree:

Washington had no desire to put up with the inevitable delays created by the

need to forge a consensus in Brussels, nor to let those governments share the

political objectives of the war. Given the US military’s overwhelming superiority,
Washington has no desire – or need – to share views on how to conduct

warfare.15

Traditional allies, on the other hand, have refused to participate in major US-sponsored

coalitions unless given some influence in the key decisions.16 Other nations have chosen to join

and remain in US-led coalitions where they have either accepted the low levels of consultation

or found new avenues of influence. Some are simply not happy about it and have complained.

Spain’s former Prime Minister Aznar, a very strong US supporter of the Iraq war, publicly called

for “a lot of Powell and not much of Rumsfeld,” who is generally acknowledged as the Bush

administration’s lead architect for the coalition of the willing approach.17 Poland was equally

unhappy with the level of consultation. Marek Siwiec, the recently retired national security

advisor to the Polish president, claimed the US coalition leaders “did not react” to the serious

complaints they had raised over flawed US occupation policy in Iraq. As a result he felt Polish

forces “had to pay for their mistakes.”18

One common option is to not join, or to later withdraw from a coalition with weak

consultation provisions. Thus, casualties and strong adverse domestic opinion have resulted in

several nations departing the Iraq war coalition; the stability of that coalition is problematic. As a

result “Coalition members leave almost as readily as they join, and that frequently means

replacing a wheel on a cart while the cart is in motion.”19 Unlike alliances, coalitions of the willing

also lack a history of “sustained cooperation” gained through past exercises, the “networking”

skills that develop over time, and the “shared experience” of past successful operations.20 As a

result coalitions lack the mechanisms as well as the culture that has allowed alliances to reach

consensus on such difficult issues as rules of engagement or the legal regime for prisoners of

war.

During Operation Enduring Freedom each nation had different rules of engagement and

most could not act as robustly as US forces could.21 For example, many contributing nations

lacked the rules of engagement to forcibly board ships or to capture terrorist leaders and would

only assist in such secondary tasks as providing maritime surveillance. Within Operation Iraqi

Freedom today, one nation has been welcomed into the coalition even though a condition of its

joining was that its troops would not venture from their fortified garrison.22
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Nations like Canada and the United Kingdom have explored various routes to influencing

the coalition leader. During Operation Enduring Freedom Canada contributed highly

interoperable forces and was given coalition command responsibilities at the task group and

task force commander level. At those levels, Canada found she could both influence daily

operations significantly and successfully push for more judicially sound prisoner search and

detention procedures.23 The United Kingdom, on the other hand, is reported to have assessed

that “decisive” influence rests on contributing an armoured division-sized force, and it is now

making a massive investment in replacing it with an expeditionary joint force.24 This investment

precisely matches the current US view that an ally’s force must be both joint and highly

interoperable if it wishes to continue to enjoy its share of coalition leadership.25

The International Policy Statement (IPS) and Coalitions of the Willing

Faced with the same broad coalition attractions as the U.K., Canada often chose a

different path. Canada continues to wholeheartedly support the Operation Enduring Freedom

coalition with regular naval patrols,26 steadfastly rejects pressures to join Operation Iraqi

Freedom, and has shifted its land forces in Afghanistan from a US coalition to a NATO led one

that operates closely with the US one it just abandoned.

One would have expected some discussion within the 2005 Defence Policy Statement of

the criteria that guided those choices and those that will confront Canada when new coalitions

seek our participation. But there is no discussion. While the DPS recognizes that some

unspecified multilateral institutions are being challenged as to their “relevance and legitimacy,” it

stops there.
27 It specifically does not recognize the fundamental shift that has occurred towards

coalitions of the willing in the conduct of multinational security operations. Nor does it recognize

that Canada, as a medium power, has the most to lose when operations run by established

multilateral institutions are replaced by coalitions of the willing. There is thus, no description of

the serious pitfalls that await the junior coalition contributor—our likely situation—or how that

partner might seek to gain some influence over these operations.

Instead of tackling the problems posed by the emergence of coalitions of the willing as a

dominant form of modern alliance building, the IPS presents the unhelpful observation that

multilateralism remains “an essential tool” and that without multilateral fora “we risk subjecting

ourselves to the wishes of those who may not act in accordance with our priorities.”
28 Whether

the UN, NATO or the developing EU security structure will receive more Canadian attention to

offset this is not made clear. Rather, the previously moribund and still irrelevant Organization of
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American States will receive a higher Canadian priority, and it is that body, and not NATO, that

is included in our “Key Initiatives” under the “New Multilateralism” espoused by the IPS.29 NATO

is only mentioned in passing within the IPS Overview.30 Finally, and after insisting on the fact

that Canadian foreign policy will put “outcomes ahead of process,” the remaining efforts

mentioned in the IPS to bolster multilateral institutions and our influence in them are all process

oriented. These involve vague efforts to “promote cooperation” and “strengthen our presence” in

selected institutions combined with the creation of a new forum—the G20.31 It is difficult to

imagine how this grouping will ever challenge the UN Security Council or NATO in its security or

coalition-building role.32

A solution to the problems Canada may encounter in pursuing coalition warfare emerges

from the Defence part of the IPS. Rather than sending individual single service elements to be

dispersed over some future theatre, each under a different foreign commander, henceforth

Canada will send a single integrated force commanded by a Canadian. Equally significant is the

identification of the integral sealift that will carry and support it. This standing joint expeditionary

capability is a superb response to the challenges of coalition warfare. A self-contained, self-

transporting “Standing Contingency Task Force” that includes all of its promised elements will

be a more visible contribution, and one that will merit Canada receiving higher coalition

command responsibilities.
33

As we have found, coalition command is often the only route to influence. A single joint

Canadian force is also more easily commanded and held to national standards. This is a critical

factor today as the lack of corporate experience, stability and coherency found in most coalitions

usually results in widely different rules of engagement and interpretations of international law.

Co-location of the Canadian Force in its own sector also speeds decision making in times of

crisis and reduces the chance of fratricide for isolated elements operating in the midst of forces

which may not enjoy the same high levels of interoperability. Canadian civil police, nation

building teams and development assistance can also be better coordinated and protected if they

operate within a distinctly Canadian sector. Since the force has its own sealift assets it can also

reinforce itself rapidly or be withdrawn if, for example, our views on critical issues are ignored or

a higher priority task calls for us elsewhere.

If the full capability and the some $13 billion required to create it is actually delivered, it

will achieve even more. Certainly, it was the lack of effort shown by most NATO allies in

upgrading their military that reinforced the US initial inclination towards unilateralism. As Michael

Ingatieff also made clear, you cannot talk the multilateralist “talk” unless you are “prepared to

walk the walk” and that means investing in the military capability that underlies successful
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multilateral security.34 This new capability also has a better chance of creating the “New

Multilateralism” and regaining Canadian influence than the process-oriented efforts outlined in

the IPS.

If the government fails to deliver this joint expeditionary capability, the options for

Canada appear limited. The traditional multilateral approach to operations is no longer available,

as the UN does not have the capacity to direct operations, and NATO’s peace support missions

are increasingly taking on a coalition of the willing character. Even the EU mimics them in this.

The difficulties being encountered by America’s allies today in Iraq would also suggest an

alternate Canadian role or niche in post-battle reconstruction and nation building will likely

present the same unpleasant combination of high risk and low influence.

Therefore, the new joint expeditionary direction capability expressed in the IPS Defence

section appears very sound. Yet this is only the mechanical response to the modern problems

presented by coalition warfare and the IPS should also have addressed the strategic or

institutional aspects of this problem. In this regard, all it has indicated is that Canada will

continue to contribute to NATO and UN operations and “consider participating in less formal

coalitions of like-minded states.” The latter will occur, however, only if the “international legal

norms” and “will of the international community” are clear.”
35

This is inadequate and the Statement needs, at least, to address a series of key

questions of which some should center on an expanded criteria for joining coalitions. Will we

join one where we have not contributed to defining the mission, or one where no common rules

of engagement are held? The answers are not obvious as we indeed joined Operation Enduring

Freedom without these elements, but that should not necessarily guide our future choices. More

centrally, does Canada favour NATO continuing its progression towards becoming a more

flexible “toolbox” ready for out of area operations or does it wish the alliance to remain a

“strategic actor” where ministers decide the key international security issues? The IPS’s call for

the alliance to be transformed “to play a more effective role in peace support operations and

counterterrorism” shows it may have plumped for the toolbox option without understanding the

cost to our vote and veto that this choice may imply.
36 The Defence part of the IPS also states

we will “ensure” we can participate in future EU operations, but it does not explain why we

would want to join, even temporarily, with an EU force structure designed, in part, to confound

both NATO and the US.37 The IPS does not seem to recognize that the level of consultation will

necessarily be weak, that we have no vote, and that EU participation has to come at some cost

to our influence in either NATO or the US and potentially both. To most of these questions there

is no inviting middle ground or obvious compromise available, but what is most disconcerting is
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the fact that the IPS reveals that the Canadian government was frequently unaware it had hard

choices to make.

Summary of Recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government must address the profound changes which will be

brought about by the transition from multilateral, alliance-based, operations to those conducted

by coalitions of the willing.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should outline the consultation expectations Canada

will seek when contributing to coalitions of the willing.

RECOMMENDATION #3: As a matter of priority, the Canadian government must examine

whether its interests are best met if NATO takes a more flexible “toolbox” form or whether it

should retain its “strategic actor” status.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The International Policy Statement treats the UN, NATO and the EU

equally in their capability for directing multinational operations that could involve Canadian

Forces. These institutions are not equal in capability. Thus the Canadian government should

clearly spell out in the Defence Policy Statement its preferences regarding conditions that must

be met before the government will assign forces to any of these institutions’ military operations.
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The Defence Policy Statement and Procurement

Sharon Waymont Hobson

The April 2005 Defence Policy Statement (DPS) has raised the hopes of all those who

have long argued for a revitalized Canadian Forces (CF). The government has recognized the

importance of a robust, combat capable military force both domestically and internationally, and

now, together with a plain-speaking, strong-willed Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS), has

produced a defence plan that, if implemented, will rebuild the Canadian Forces' combat

capabilities.

The DPS, however, is just a statement of intent. It contains no details on implementation,

no guidelines for capability development. There are no priorities, no timelines, no cost

estimates. Nor is there any commitment to sustaining a defence industrial base which is key to

supporting the re-equipped CF.

The government's intent to re-equip the CF includes some major weapons platforms and

systems, many of which were, until now, just a gleam in a planner's eye. These include an

amphibious ship or two for the Standing Contingency Task Force, naval fire support weaponry,

single class surface ship combatants to replace the Iroquois and Halifax classes, satellite-

guided air-to-ground weapons for the CF-18, medium to heavy-lift helicopters, tactical and

strategic air transport aircraft, unmanned air vehicles, air surveillance radars, indirect fire

systems, and army logistics trucks.

Because there are no procurement details beyond the naming of these projects, it's not

clear how the Department of National defence (DND) can afford them, over what period of time

they are to be acquired, what priority they are to be accorded, and how they will affect the

current capital plan.

Additional Funding for New Projects

Four of the projects on the government's list were mentioned in the February 2005

budget and were provided with funding. The government has allocated $2.8 billion of the $12.8

billion it plans to add to the defence budget over the next five years (2005-2006 through 2009-

2010) for the acquisition of new medium capacity helicopters, medium logistics trucks, utility

aircraft to replace the Twin Otter, and new Joint Task Force 2 (JTF2) facilities.



In the Canadian Interest? Page 92
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

Brigadier General Joe Hincke, Director Force Planning and Program Co-ordination, says

the $2.8 billion "is adequate to fund those capital investments." Essentially the CF received

"their own new money and so they are not an additional burden" on the capital plan.1 Of course,

it's not clear what kind of flexibility the Department of National Defence has with that money. For

example, if a project is delayed, will the funding slip with it? Or if the cost escalates, will the

funding be increased?

Moreover, that's only four projects out of a lengthy list, leaving several large projects that

will need funding, either through additional funding from the government or from within the

department's own resources.

While the DPS mentions the government's plan to increase the defence budget by $12.8

billion over the next five years, it does not contain any information on what funds will be required

or provided beyond that time period. The 2005 budget does, however, identify $3.8 billion of that

$12.8 billion for "post defence policy review investments." Brigadier General Hincke says most

of that will be for capital funding, but as of yet, it's not specified for any particular projects.

Current Acquisition Projects

In the section, "Implementing the Vision: Canadian Forces Transformation," the DPS

says the CF will "evaluate their force structure on an ongoing basis to ensure that capabilities

remain relevant" and notes that "this process will require clear priorities and the reallocation of

budgets." The beginning of that process will be the production of two key documents.

The DND's capital acquisition priorities, timelines, and estimated cash outlays will be

outlined in: 1) a defence capabilities document which is being prepared now by senior staff and

will detail the capabilities and force structure required to implement the DPS; 2) the Strategic

Capability Investment Plan (SCIP), which will align the various aspects of the military's capability

planning—experimentation, replacement, upgrading, infrastructure, support, and personnel—in

an attempt to provide a comprehensive picture of the resource requirements of major systems

over their life cycles.

The SCIP, introduced in 2003, and focusing just on capital equipment needs,
2 is

supposed to be reviewed and updated every spring, but the most recent one was compiled in

May 2004. In preparation for the 2005 SCIP, the DND validated all the capital programs in the

2004 document but decided against issuing the update because it does not yet reflect the

impact of the DPS, and will not until the capabilities-based planning team completes its work

and assigns priorities to the various capital requirements.



In the Canadian Interest? Page 93
Assessing Canada’s International Policy Statement

General Hincke says "we know enough to continue some of the work—probably 75, 80

per cent of what's already in SCIP2004/2005—and we'll carry on with that." The 2006 SCIP will

not be ready until late 2006, but "that will hopefully do the plan for the whole future, taking into

account the capabilities that we believe we're going to need to implement the CDS's vision and

the DPS."3

But as the planners work to establish the requirements and priorities for the new vision,

they have to be mindful of a budget that has to cope with most of Canada's major military

weapons systems and platforms which are coming to the end of their operational lives over the

next 15 years, including area air defence ships, fighter aircraft, and artillery systems.

For 2004-05, when the last SCIP was prepared, only $2.4 billion (17.2 per cent) of the

total defence budget was allocated to capital spending (equipment and construction). The DND

estimated that, over the next 15 years, the defence budget would provide a total of $27.5 billion

for investment in capital projects. That baseline assumption has not changed.
4

However, that assumption that the military will have $27.5 billion for capital through 2019

should be read in conjunction with a 2002 report by the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff that

forecasts the military's capital requirements as totalling $30.6 billion by 2012. That's before the

new capabilities are added.

The defence planners, however, are confident that by prioritizing, they can cover the

costs of the most needed projects.5 The SCIP over-programs by 13 per cent in the near term,

and by over 30 per cent in the long term. In October 2004, the then-Director General Strategic

Planning, Major General Doug Dempster said the DND had found that it was necessary to "over

program by very significant amounts, recognizing that not every project you plan will ever come

to exist or get all the approvals needed, and not every project that you get approved will spend

as quickly as you hope it will, so we found that 30 per cent is not too conservative at all, in fact

you could argue that it should be even higher."

Significantly, the 2004 SCIP shows that over $30 billion worth of large projects are

scheduled to begin post 2010. But General Dempster says "it was not our intent" to push

projects into the future in the hopes that more funds might become available. "What we did was

to define what we needed and then define a logical sequence for delivery of those needs." He

says there are 13 large projects that are absolutely critical to the future of Canada's defence

capabilities, such as the $2.1 billion Joint Support Ship, the $1.9 billion C-130 Hercules

replacement or modernization, the $9.9 billion Single Class Ship Combatant, and the $6 billion

new fighter capability.
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But what happens to the priorities now? Why, in the absence of a defence capabilities

document, were the four projects named in the February budget selected for special

funding—and presumably fast tracking—over some of the other projects in the SCIP such as

the Hercules replacement or the Halifax class radar upgrades? Will the amphibious ship take

precedence over the Joint Support Ship, or will both programs be run at the same time? Does

the navy, in fact, have the people to run two major ship acquisition programs at the same time?

General Rick Hillier, CDS, has indicated he wants to move quickly on the CF

transformation which entails moving quickly on the acquisition projects. He has said, that for the

Standing Contingency Task Force, "I really would like to see the first exercising and validation of

it in 2006 with the initial operational capability immediately to follow that." He concedes that the

DND will not be able to buy the necessary ship in that timeframe, but "we can cobble together

the necessary pieces to do the joint evaluation of the concept."
6

But something will have to give. With procurement times from 10 to 15 years, and with

limited personnel to handle program management, how will the DND juggle the programs? What

capabilities will be dropped or delayed to make room for the new procurement projects?

Current Upgrade Projects

Delaying equipment projects to make resources available for higher priority acquisitions

will bring additional costs. When equipment is not replaced in a timely fashion, the current

systems must be kept operating beyond their normal operational lives, which increases the

strain on the maintenance portion of the budget and thus further limits the amount of money

available for new equipment.

Aging equipment not only requires more repair—resulting in less time available for

operational use—but it also requires expensive upgrades to maintain its capability. For example,

the first of the Navy's 12 Halifax class frigates was delivered in 1992 and will be 15 years old in

2007. The Navy has a series of modernization projects planned for the class, for a total cost of

approximately $2 billion, but unfortunately, those upgrades are already being delayed.

Moreover, the upgrades will have to come at more frequent intervals because of the

rapid pace of technological change.
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Other Costs

Additional capital funding alone won't be enough for the DND to manage the SCIP and

accomplish the CF transformation. In addition to maintaining and upgrading older equipment,

the defence budget is also under pressure from costs of maintaining the new equipment being

acquired. Dempster said "our classic cost model on defence systems is predicated on, in simple

terms, that for every $1 you spend on procurement, you probably spend 10 cents a year for the

entire life of that system to keep it going. What we're finding with very old systems and very new

systems, that it is more than that. So what happens is the in-life costs become a greater part of

the life cycle costs and initial acquisition."

As well, there is the personnel cost of operating and maintaining the new equipment.

Although the CF is being expanded by 5,000 regular force personnel and 3,000 reserve force

personnel, most of the new recruits will go to the army. Meanwhile the air force and the navy are

experiencing shortages of qualified personnel, which will become even harder to deal with as

the new equipment becomes operational. For example, General Hillier says he is not planning

an expansion of the navy at this time and crewing of the amphibious ship(s) will therefore be a

challenge. "Clearly we're going to have to figure out a way to do it with people, and we will," said

Hillier. "We don't have the details yet," he said at the April 19 press conference.

Conclusion

The devil is in the details. The government has produced a defence policy statement that

raises the expectations of both the military and the public. But a key component of the new

vision is missing—the procurement plan.

Without procurement details, it is not possible to determine the feasibility of the

government's new defence policy. The funding increases unveiled in the government's February

2005 defence budget are loaded into the out years of the five-year plan, with very little

increased funding available in the near term. That raises questions about the government's

sincerity.

General Hillier says he "will need every cent of that [promised in the budget] to

transform" the CF. "As we walk through the next 12 to 18 months or so here, the detail that we

get to and what we are and what capabilities we have, will allow us to determine whether that's

enough funding."
7

Chances are very good that it won't be.
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Summary of Recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government must provide long-term predictable and assured

funding for a sustainable defence program.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government and the DND must speed up the procurement

process. Ten to 15 years is far too long, adding costs and complicating planning. The

improvements needed include more personnel dedicated to program management, less

bureaucracy (both inter- and intra-departmental), less Canadianization of equipment, and more

money for capital acquisition.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The DND's defence capabilities document should include priorities,

timelines and cost estimates for equipment projects. This information should be specific and

clear, and available to the public.

End Notes

1. Interview with Brigadier General Joe Hincke, DFPPC, July 28, 2005.

2. The 2003 and 2004 versions of the SCIP deal exclusively with capital acquisition. The DND

intends to expand future versions of the document ultimately to include all investments

required to achieve a capability (hence, it is the Strategic Capability Investment Plan, not the

Strategic Capital Investment Plan).

3. Interview with Brigadier General Joe Hincke, DFPPC, July 28, 2005.

4. Interview with Brigadier General Joe Hincke, DFPPC, July 28, 2005.

5. Interview with Major General Douglas Dempster, DGSP, October 25, 2004.

6. General Rick Hillier, CDS, press conference, April 19, 2005.

7. General Rick Hillier, media luncheon, July 14, 2005.
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The Overview:  A New Approach to Canadian Foreign Policy?

David Bercuson

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should mandate regular public reviews of

diplomatic, defence and development policy, at intervals no longer than every five years.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The International Policy Statement of April 19, 2005, should form a

template for subsequent international policy reviews.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should coordinate a public education policy to

explain the International Policy Statement to Canadians and to ensure that appropriate

government departments hew to the same policy objectives.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The government needs to reengage the US in BMD discussions.

RECOMMENDATION #5: The government must begin preparing Canadians for an extension of

NORAD to the land and sea environments.

RECOMMENDATION #6: The government should revise its promised allocation of some $12

billion to the CF by 2010 to get the funds flowing faster starting with the 2006 federal budget.

RECOMMENDATION #7: Although it is entirely appropriate today that Canada focus on fighting

“limited wars” in their various forms, especially to bring security to failed or failing states,

Canada must not entirely lose capacity to participate in larger military actions alongside our

traditional coalition partners.

RECOMMENDATION #8: Canada should strive to be a world leader in reform of the United

Nations and in the reform or creation of other international bodies that can lay the groundwork

for effective multilateralism which must, by definition, have the support of the United States.
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Canada-US Relations: Promise Pending?

D.H. Burney

RECOMMENDATION #1: While taking the need for balance in our international relationships

fully into account, the government should recognize that Canada’s most important bilateral

relationship by far is with the United States, and that repairing and improving it will require the

concerted and continuing attention of the political leadership, including the Prime Minister.

RECOMMENDATION #2: In its conduct of Canada-US relations generally, the government

should ground its policies in constructive dialogue, and in direct and systematic engagement,

while avoiding knee-jerk anti-American reactions.

RECOMMENDATION #3: In the security field in particular, the government needs to rebuild a

platform of mutual trust, reliability and respect, and in this context should take the initiative in re-

negotiating NORAD, re-engaging on Ballistic Missile Defence, and investing in innovative

technologies to better secure the border and reduce the congestion of border traffic.

RECOMMENDATION #4: With respect to Canada-US commercial relations, urgent steps are

required to end the foot-dragging on trade disputes and restore both the spirit and the

obligations of existing agreements.

RECOMMENDATION #5: Instead of being mesmerized by fundamental differences over the

Kyoto Protocol, Canada and the United States should chart common commitments to reduce

greenhouse gas emissions in North America.

RECOMMENDATION #6: The government should explore with the United States the need for

new institutions to bolster and de-politicize some of the challenges in the day-to-day

management of the Canadian-American relationship, possibly drawing inspiration from the

experience of the European Union.
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Mexico and the International Policy Statement: Building the Right Relationship

George Haynal

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should foster the establishment of fora and other

mechanisms to enable more intensive co-operation among Canadian and Mexican business

organizations, academic institutions and sub-national governments.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should intensify government-to-government co-

operation through structured co-operation between national defence establishments in areas of

common interest such as peacekeeping, North American territorial defence and emergency

preparedness, and also through programmes related to enhancing the efficiency and

effectiveness of public institutions.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should include Mexico in the list of countries where

Canadian development co-operation is to be focussed, with a particular emphasis on helping to

correct regional imbalances and foster sustainable development of natural resources.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The government should work with the provinces to broaden

programmes for temporary workers from Mexico and initiate a considered programme to

facilitate immigration from Mexico.

Strengthening Overseas Networks

Reid Morden

RECOMMENDATION #1: In pursuing its relations with countries outside North America, the

government should accept that there is as much need for a concentration of effort in the conduct

of its foreign policies generally as it has conceded there is in the allocation of its development

assistance programming.

RECOMMENDATION #2: In identifying China, Brazil and India as rising powers with which

Canada needs to build stronger relationships, the government should recognize that it has been

doing this for some time in the case of China, that whether because of long-standing historical

issues or more contemporary problems, a visible and sustainable relationship with Brazil will not
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be easy, and that the problems in Canada’s official relations with India are wounds of Ottawa’s

own making. Policy and expectations alike will have to take full account of these realities.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should be wary of exaggerating the importance of

Europe to the Canadian economy, or the opportunities it represents for complementing, much

less countervailing, Canada’s substantially more important relationship with the United States.

RECOMMENDATION #4: While over the longer term the relationship with Asia may hold out

considerable promise, the government should act on the understanding that its initiatives in the

region need to be consistent and constant for long periods if they are to have any hope of being

effective. “Stop-go” strategies will not work.

RECOMMENDATION #5: While Canadian economic and security interests may be affected

indirectly by developments in the Middle East, the government should recognize that Canada’s

credentials for playing a useful and distinctive role in the region are extremely limited, and it

should be cautious about becoming too directly involved except occasionally as an auxiliary

player in coalition activities.

RECOMMENDATION #6: In the case of Africa, the problems are both many and daunting, and

the government would be well-advised to concentrate its effort on matters upon which it can

hope to have a constructive impact.

Striving to Influence Canada’s Role in the World through Development

Jean-Sébastien Rioux

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should reconsider its failure to commit to a target of

0.7 per cent of GDP by 2015 in its development assistance budgeting, and it should certainly

make every effort to avoid back-sliding from the commitment it has actually made, which is to

double its development assistance allocations by 2010.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government needs to define much more precisely than it has

done thus far the fields in which it intends to concentrate its development assistance effort,
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since the areas identified in the International Policy Statement still appear too broad to have any

disciplining effect on the types of expenditures it makes.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should do more than it has done thus far to diminish

the gap between what it says about its development assistance programming and what it

actually does. In particular, it needs to reconcile its rhetorical commitment to the promotion of

democracy and human rights and the fact that much of Canada’s development assistance

actually goes to countries with authoritarian regimes.

The Responsibility to be Honest

Kim Richard Nossal

RECOMMENDATION #1: In defining its responsibilities abroad – what it calls its

Responsibilities Agenda – the government in future should avoid identifying objectives that are

beyond both its real capacity and its political will to take the action required (even in concert with

others), and concentrate instead on purposes that can be taken seriously by domestic and

international observers alike as realistic and practicable.

RECOMMENDATION #2: In communicating its foreign policy objectives, the government should

recognize that “honesty is the best policy,” since it is a prerequisite for restoring the credibility of

its diplomacy in the international community at large, and for containing the dangers that can

come from cultivating an inflated and unfounded vanity among Canadians at home.

Life in 3D:

The Challenges Facing an Integrated Approach to Canadian Security Policy

Michel Fortmann and Frédéric Mérand

RECOMMENDATION #1: In advancing its integrated “3 D” (Defence, Diplomacy and

Development) approach to Canadian security policy, the government needs to develop further

its command and control structure with a view to clarifying which department will be in charge,

and how the lines of accountability will be drawn.
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RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should also give more detailed thought to the

question of what sorts of co-ordination mechanisms will be necessary to ensure that in practice

“3 D” action is efficiently carried out.

RECOMMENDATION #3: In addition, further consideration needs to be given to the real

objectives of “3 D” operations, there being wide gaps between the long-term purposes of

development programmes, the more immediate stabilization aims of military intervention, and

such Canadian strategic interests as are reflected in the government’s foreign policy.

Easier Said than Done

Gordon S. Smith

RECOMMENDATION #1: Foreign Affairs Canada should continue to see its resources

increased so that it is better able to reflect the increasing interests of Canada abroad.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Foreign Affairs should push forward with the development of country

strategies, engaging all interested departments in a serious process of priority setting and

resource allocation.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Foreign Affairs should receive the support it requires from the Privy

Council Office in providing leadership across the breadth of Canadian activities abroad.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Foreign Affairs should then be pushed to be more objectives-oriented

and to play the role as leader within the federal government.

RECOMMENDATION #5: The selection of Heads of Post should all be decided strictly on the

basis of merit. The individuals selected, that is, should be demonstrably the best qualified.
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Domestic Operations—Canada Command

George E.C. Macdonald

RECOMMENDATION #1: The specific mandate of Canada Command should be changed to

focus on force employment issues and integrated, joint training, as opposed to the inclusion of

force generation overall.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Canada Command should be established as a reorganization,

realignment and refinement of existing command and control functions, so as not to become an

additional layer. Redundant HQs should be eliminated where possible.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Work done to implement Canada Command must take into account

the need for everyone to fully understand the details of the new structure. A continuous

communications effort to dispel concerns throughout the CF will enable a smoother transition

and better acceptance.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The CF should take care to retain its predominant role of support to

first responders to ensure that military capabilities are used to the best effect.

RECOMMENDATION #5: Where they have a unique capability to take the lead in

interdepartmental/interagency cooperation and collaboration, the CF should do so aggressively.

RECOMMENDATION #6: The formation of Canada Command presents an opportunity to re-

examine our continental defence relationship. Every effort should be made to build on the

success of NORAD to achieve greater cooperation in other areas.
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Canada-United States Defence Relations

James Fergusson

RECOMMENDATION #1: Canada Command should be treated strictly as an operational

command for Canada in North America and the institutional foundation for Canada’s defence

relationship with the United States.

RECOMMENDATION #2: NORAD should be the template for re-organizing Canada’s internal

defence commands under Canada Command.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should take the initiative to boldly lay out a vision for

a new North American defence relationship.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The government needs to closely examine and articulate a national

defence and security strategy for space which is linked to Canada’s defence relationship with

the United States.

Failed and Failing States: The Core Threat to Canadian Security?

Rob Huebert

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should provide a comprehensive definition both of

the concept of “failed or failing states” and of the possible circumstances in which the existence

of such states poses such a threat to Canadian security as to warrant Canadian military

intervention.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The Government should develop at the highest level a threat

assessment unit tasked to continually evaluate and assess short-term, medium-term and long-

term international security threats to Canada. This would give Canada the ability to continually

monitor, evaluate and prepare for threats that move beyond those produced by failed and failing

states.
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Restructuring for Task Force Deployment

J.L. Granatstein

RECOMMENDATION #1: The Canadian Forces should reinvigorate the mobilization planning

process.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should move immediately to replace the CF’s

current medium air lift capability (the Hercules fleet) with new aircraft and procure strategic air

and sealift by the quickest, most practical, and most economic means.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The government should undertake to seek Parliamentary approval for

any significant overseas deployment of the Canadian Forces.

Multinational Operations

Eric Lerhe

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should address the profound changes which will be

brought about by the transition from multilateral, alliance-based, operations to those conducted

by coalitions of the willing.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government should outline the consultation expectations Canada

will seek when contributing to coalitions of the willing.

RECOMMENDATION #3: As a matter of priority, the Canadian government should examine

whether its interests are best met if NATO takes a more flexible “toolbox” form or whether it

should retain its “strategic actor” status.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The International Policy Statement treats the UN, NATO and the EU

equally in their capability for directing multinational operations that could involve Canadian

forces. These institutions are not equal in capability. Thus, the Canadian government should

clearly spell out in the Defence Policy Statement its preferences regarding conditions that must

be met before the government will assign forces to any of these institutions’ military operations.
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The Defence Policy Statement and Procurement

Sharon Waymont Hobson

RECOMMENDATION #1: The government should provide long-term predictable and assured

funding for a sustainable defence program.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The government and the DND must speed up the procurement

process. Ten to 15 years is far too long, adding costs and complicating planning. The

improvements needed include more personnel dedicated to program management, less

bureaucracy (both inter- and intra-departmental), less Canadianization of equipment, and more

money for capital acquisition.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The DND's defence capabilities document should include priorities,

timelines and cost estimates for equipment projects. This information should be specific and

clear, and available to the public.
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