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Article Summaries from the Assistant Editor
No Need to Apologize
Jack Granatstien argues that First Nations have skilfully used the weapon of fear to bully federal and provincial
governments into giving them what they want. He argues that the government should not apologize once again for a
reference to the Mohawk Warrior Society in a counter-insurgency draft manual.
Debate Over Canadian Stealth Fighters Ought to Include Strategic Needs and Sovereignty Issues,
Not Just Costs
Bob Bergen contends that the debate over the Canadian government’s purchase of the F-35 Stealth Joint Strike
Fighters is ignoring Canada’s strategic needs and sovereignty issues. Only after these aspects have been considered
should the debate begin.
Afghanistan and the Regional Blindspot Hampering Mission Success
David Carment argues that Canada lacks a clear understanding of, and policy toward, Pakistan for several reasons.
Unfortunately, he argues, without a clear understanding of regional dimensions, Canada and its allies will never be able
to bring peace and stability to Afghanistan.
Legislative Oversight: Enhanced National Security
Hugh Segal points out that, in comparison to its major allies, Canada lacks active, real-time legislative oversight. He
contends that this must change in order to better support our intelligence and security establishments and protect the
Canadian public.
Wikileaks and the Dreams of Transparency
Barry Cooper argues against the assumption of some lawyers that Julien Assange is today’s Daniel Ellsberg, the man
who leaked the Pentagon Papers in 1971. He also contends that Assange and Wikileaks are not geopolitical game
changers, as some attest.
Arctic Security, Public Opinion, and the Canadian Agenda
Whitney Lackenbauer examines a recent Ekos Research poll on Canadian attitudes towards the Arctic that revealed
that Canadians see the Arctic as an area of public policy significance. He argues, however, that the public may only have
a superficial understanding of the issues surrounding the Arctic and public opinion should not dictate foreign and defence
policy in the region.
The Rise of China: Military Implications for Canada
Elinor Sloan outlines the Chinese and American interpretations of China’s growing military capabilities, especially in
regard to China’s navy. She presents two possible implications for Canada based on these interpretations.
The Missing Link in Humanitarian Effectiveness
Sarah Jane Meharg notes that a major obstacle to the operational success of humanitarian and crises management
groups is the lack of a common operational platform. Canada, she argues, is in the perfect position to create a made-inCanada solution.
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Message from the Editor-in-Chief
Written by:
David Bercuson

L

ast month, the Strategic
Studies Working Group
(SSWG) published an essay by
former Canadian diplomat Colin
Robertson (also Vice President of
CDFAI and Ottawa Branch
president of the Canadian International Council) on
options for the future of Canada-US relations. This month
the SSWG will publish a comprehensive study by former
Minister of National Defence, David Pratt on the state of
Canada’s army reserve.

Group are first approved by CIC and are co-published or
co e-published according to CIC standards.
The Strategic Studies website is, in effect, a dual venture
with mirror sites found in both the CIC and CDFAI
websites. The next project to be undertaken by the
Strategic Studies Working Group is a study of issues
relating to the Canadian Navy and the Canadian Coast
Guard by Vice Admiral (ret’d) J.Y. Forcier, former
Commander of Canada Command. A book will also be
published this year consisting of essays by prominent
Canadian defence and security analysts laying out a future
national strategy for Canada.
The Strategic Studies Working Group is an exciting new
venture; CDFAI is proud to be part of it.

But just who is the Strategic Studies Working Group
anyway?
SSWG is a unique group that is both a working group of
the Canadian International Council, headquartered in
Toronto with nationwide branches, and a partnership
between the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute
(based in Calgary) and the CIC. The Strategic Studies
Working Group was born of the merger in 2008 of the
venerable Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies (CISS)
and the Canadian International Council, which was
founded by Jim Balsillie to inject new life and resources
into the Canadian Institute of International Affairs (CIIA)
and create a national voice for the study of Canadian
international issues.
CIC was intended to take over the national membership
and branch structure of CIIA and add to it a new and more
vigorous administrative structure intended to broaden
scholarship and public education in the Canadian foreign
policy field. The Strategic Studies Working Group was
created as a condition of the merger of the Canadian
Institute of Strategic Studies and CIC to ensure that then
new CIC would not lose sight of defence and security
issues.
Shortly after CIC was founded an arrangement was
concluded between it and CDFAI to make the Strategic
Studies Working Group a partnership between the two
organizations. In effect, CDFAI undertook to administer the
Strategic Studies Working Group and to undertake
research and publication on security and defence issues
on behalf of the Canadian International Council. All
projects undertaken by the Strategic Studies Working

David Bercuson is the Director of Programs at CDFAI, the Director
of the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies at the University of
Calgary, and the former Honorary Lieutenant Colonel of the 41st
Combat Engineer Regiment.
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No Need to Apologize
Written by:
J.L. Granatstein

G

overnmental apologies are
in. Since Pierre Trudeau’s
government (which refused to
issue them), Canadian
governments have stated their
regrets for past ill-treatment,
among others, to Japanese-Canadians, ChineseCanadians, Ukrainian-Canadians, and First Nations. Some
of these apologies have been accompanied by cash
payments to individuals, others by creating anti-racism
institutes or other “good things”. I believe in apologizing
for my own errors; I do not believe that present-day
governments should apologize for the sins previous
governments made in the wholly different circumstances of
years long past. The only real governmental apology is to
try to avoid making such errors today and in the future.

target. The Minister later apologized in the House of
Commons for the reference in the draft. That apology was
apparently not enough. Now General Walter Natyncyk, the
present CDS who was not in his post when the draft
manual was prepared or leaked to the media, will
apparently offer his own formal regrets.
Why? Why now? Why is any apology needed? We had an
insurrection at Oka, Quebec in 1990 where heavily armed
Mohawk Warriors sited machine guns and dug trenches
and tank traps to hold off 3700 Canadian Forces troops
from Valcartier, Quebec armed with artillery, armoured
vehicles, infantry weaponry, helicopters, and using aerial
surveillance. The Oka crisis, sparked by a golf course
development on land claimed by the Mohawks, happily
ended without additional bloodshed (other than a Sureté
du Quebec officer killed at the very beginning) but it was a
near-run affair. Matters were even more dangerous during
the same period when natives from Kanehsatake blocked
a bridge over the St Lawrence used by commuters to
Montreal and angry white citizens reacted with violence.1

If these were the only recent crises in First NationsSometimes, the mania for apologies reaches
government relations we might accuse the
ludicrous extremes. Just before
Canadian Forces of overreacting in
Christmas, the Canadian Forces
its drafting; however, there
“Such an apology once more will
indicated that the Chief of the
have been violent and illegal
Defence Staff would issue a
reinforce the bogus idea that First
protests aimed at blocking
formal apology in the New
Nations are sovereign entities above
road and rail traffic, at the
Year for a draft counterthe law of the land.”
Olympics, at various claims of
insurgency manual that labelled
alleged mistreatment, and most
groups such as the Mohawk Warrior
notably at Caledonia, Ontario.
Society a “radical Native American
Peaceful protest is permitted in Canada and it is often
organization” and an insurgent group. The rise of
necessary; armed protest and flagrant breaking of the law
organizations, “such as the Mohawk Warrior Society, can
is not.
be viewed as insurgencies with specific and limited aims,”
the draft manual stated. “Although they do not seek
Why then do the federal and provincial governments not
complete control of the federal government, they do seek
intervene to uphold the rule of law? The only reason,
particular political concessions in their relationship with
frankly, is that governments are frightened stiff. Christie
national governments and control (either overt or covert) of
Blatchford’s recent book Helpless: Caledonia’s Nightmare
political affairs at a local/reserve ('First Nation') level.”
of Fear and Anarchy, and How the Law Failed All of Us
Such organizations, therefore, “are insurgencies because
includes an extraordinary quotation (p. 200) from Julian
they are animated by the goal of altering political
Fantino, then the Commissioner of the Ontario Provincial
relationships...through the threat of, or use of, violence.”
Police and now a recently-elected Conservative Member
of Parliament. Caledonia, the officer who had the
The manual, apparently drafted in 2005, had become
responsibility for law enforcement there said, “is not an
public in late March 2007 when the Globe and Mail
isolated, stand alone issue. Caledonia is connected with
secured a copy. Within days of the draft being reported on,
all these other First Nation issues not only across the
however, Minister of National Defence Gordon O’Connor
province but country-wide. Everyone’s watching what goes
explained that the document was simply making reference
to past examples of insurgencies and was not meant to
(Continued on page 7)
suggest that natives in Canada were a potential military
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(Continued from page 6)

on in Caledonia and one misstep in Caledonia will result in
a flare-up right across the country of conflict and
confrontation.”2

Page 7

Who cares if the counter-insurgency manual stated the
truth? Apparently not the Canadian Forces or the police;
apparently not the governments.
We all know that members of First Nations have endured
and still endure discrimination. We know that the
conditions on most reserves are shameful, despite billions
spent every year by our governments. We know that offreserve Indians too often live in squalor and are
incarcerated at very high rates. We also all know that
many band chiefs and their corrupt friends, along with far
too many lawyers and consultants, have skimmed off huge
sums of the Canadian taxpayers’ money and continue to
do so. Something must be done to remedy all these
abuses, and the sooner the better for all Canadians.
But we do not need an apology for a few demonstrably
correct paragraphs in a 2005 draft of a Canadian Forces
manual. We do not need an apology for something that the
Minister of National Defence already apologized for in
2007. And we most certainly do not need an apology by
the Chief of the Defence Staff. Such an apology once
more will reinforce the bogus idea that First Nations are
sovereign entities above the law of the land. It will also
weaken the public’s regard for the Canadian Forces as the
one arm of the national government that demonstrated it
had the will, personnel, training, and equipment to face
down the Oka insurgency two decades ago. Enough is
enough.
1

Mohawk Warrior Society
Photo Source: wiinimkiikaa.wordpress.com

In other words, if the police or the military intervene to
uphold the law, First Nations militants all across Canada
will rise up. That, I think, is the definition of an insurgency
waiting to happen, and so far the First Nations, using the
weapon of fear with great tactical skill, have simply
buffaloed federal and provincial governments and their
police forces across the country in order to get whatever
they want – including an apology for a draft manual. Who
cares if citizens on the south shore suburbs of Montreal in
1990 suffered or if the citizens of Caledonia suffer today?

The best account is Oka: A Political Crisis and Its Legacy, by Harry
Swain, the Deputy Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs from 1987 to
1992.
2
I am indebted to Douglas Bland for pointing out this quotation. Bland’s
book, Uprising: A Novel, lays out one frightening scenario of how a First
Nations insurgency might develop. The book is political fiction, but very
realistic. Cf. Bland’s column, “Merely Stating the Obvious,” Ottawa
Citizen, December 30, 2010

J.L. Granatstein is one of Canada’s most distinguished historians
focusing on 20th Century Canadian national history.
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Debate Over Canadian Stealth Fighters Ought to Include
Strategic Needs and Sovereignty Issues, Not just Costs
Written by:
Bob Bergen

T

he debate whether Canada is
getting the best value for its
dollar acquiring 65 F-35 stealth
Joint Strike Fighters is missing two
crucial elements: What are
Canada’s strategic needs and what sovereignty issues are
involved?
Like laser guided bombs were the way of the future in the
1960s, no one should doubt that stealth warplanes are the
way of air forces’ futures this millennium.1 Russia is
embarking on building them and so is China. In that
regard, the case for acquiring the F-35 at an untendered
cost of some $9 billion – up to $16 billion including
maintenance – has been advanced by no less than
Canada’s top soldier, Gen. Walter Natynczyk, the Chief of
the Defence Staff: “The cost per unit is the cheapest for
any fourth – or fifth – generation aircraft,’ said Gen.
Natynczyk, explaining that any attempt to buy older jets
might actually cost more money.”2 Predictably, Liberal
Opposition Leader Michael Ignatieff promised he would
scrap the F-35 deal and hold an open competition to
replace the CF-18s, complaining that the deal wasn’t
tendered: “The process is going to get worse and worse
and worse, with more waste of taxpayers’ money unless
we get a truly competitive bid.”3
Nowhere in the debates are the issues of strategic needs
and future threats, which is where the discussion ought to
start. They were just as absent in the 1970s when Canada
considered acquiring the CF-18s. The strategic needs for
next-generation aircraft to replace the CF-18s are
relatively straightforward: the defence of Canada’s
sovereign airspace, “to remain a strong and reliable
partner in the defence of North America through NORAD,
and to provide Canada with an effective and modern air
capability for international operations.”4
The future threats Canada may face are thornier and
come initially from a familiar place in Canadian military
history, but don’t expect the Canadian government to
open that can of worms. Leave that to Australian defence
experts who have a chilling argument. They concentrate
on Russia and, in the first instance, the SU-35S Flanker

E+, which – according to Dr. Carlo Kopp, head of
capability and analysis for Air Power Australia – is a
conventional fighter in development that will outperform all
other American and European Union aircraft, including the
F-35s, except the F-22A Raptor.5
The American Raptor is a stealth air superiority platform
that currently stands alone as the dominant warplane in
the skies. It has been reported that one Raptor could
shoot down 40 or 50 older generation fighters in a single
dogfight;6 however, at a contested cost of somewhere
between $150 million7 and $339,000,000 per aircraft,8
American production has been curtailed at between 183 to
187 aircraft with 91 in active duty.9 The Raptor is also not
for export, which means the best stealth aircraft Canada
can acquire is the F-35.

F-35
Photo Source: defenseindustrydaily.com

Despite the F-35’s stealth technology, according to a
study by Wing Commander Chris Mills for Air Power
Australia, it is still no match for the conventional Russian
Su-35S Flanker: “At the end of the kill-chain, it seems,
prima facie, that the Su-35S has all the right stuff for air
combat, while the F-35 JSF (Joint Strike Fighter) does not.
This should come as no surprise, because the design brief
for the JSF was that the F-22A would ‘sanitize’ airspace
and deliver air dominance, making it safe for the Joint
Strike Fighter to deliver follow-up strike capabilities.”10
(Continued on page 9)
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There is worse news. The Russians also unveiled their
own exportable stealth fighter, the Sukhoi PAK-FA, in
January 2010 that is meant to compete with the F-22 and
could go into production in 2015, two years before Canada
is supposed to take delivery of its F-35s.11 It makes sense
that the Russians should be able to design their own
stealth fighter because it was the Moscow Institute of
Radio Engineering’s chief scientist, Pyotr Ufimtsev, who
unearthed a trove of Scottish and German scientists’
calculations and then predicted how to “accurately
calculate radar cross sections across the surface of the
wing and at the edge of the wing”12 and put them together
for a total. In other words, his calculations enabled
Lockheed engineers to computer model and then build the
world’s first stealth aircraft, the F-117 Nighthawk.
Ufimtsev’s calculations were so obtuse that no one in
Russia paid attention to them at the time.

“Nowhere in the debates are the
issues of strategic needs and
future threats, which is where
the discussion ought to start”

That history is interesting, but the Canadian future could
be grim say the Australians: “If Canada does deploy the F35 JSF as its primary fighter aircraft, the Su-35S and PAKFA could operate and fly through Canadian sovereign
airspace with complete impunity.”13 Would Russia overfly
Canadian airspace if it could? Ask that another way: Did
America fly over Russia and photographically map it with
its U-2 and its SR-71 Blackbird spy planes precisely
because it could? If the Australians are correct, only the
American F-22 Raptors could successfully defend
Canadian airspace. That has tremendous implications for
Canada’s sovereignty. The F-35s could still contribute to
future NORAD and NATO missions in a secondary role, as
the CF-18s did during the 1999 Kosovo air war. Perhaps
that may be enough to convince our American ally that we
deserve the F-22’s help in our own airspace if they can
find the time. That needs to be discussed.
Let the F-35 debate begin now that there is some meat on
its bones other than its cost.

1
Lambeth, Benjamin S. The Transformation of American Air Power
(Ithaca: The Rand Corporation/Cornell University Press, 2000) pp. 155158.
2
Simpson, Jeffrey. “There’ll be no stealth in touting the F-35: Get ready
for a PR campaign designed to silence critics, spread good cheer and
enhance the government’s message of prosperity.” The Globe and Mail.
January 19, 2011, p. A14.
3
“Ignatieff vows to scrap F-35 jet deal.” CBC News. October 27, 2010.
From the Internet: http://www.cbc.ca/politics/story/2010/ignatieff-f35jets.html.
4
Canada. National Defence. Canada First Defence Stategy, 2008. p. 17.
5
Kopp, Dr. Carlo. “F-35 JSF: Can It Meet Canada’s Needs?” Air Power
Australia. From the Internet: http://www.Ausairpower.net/APA-NOTAM191010-1.html. For exceptional video of the Flanker’s demonstration
flights, search Su-35S Flanker on YouTube.
6
Koring, Paul. “China flexes military might ahead of key U.S. visit.” The
Globe and Mail. January 7, 2011. p. A1, p. A12.
7
Ibid. Koring, Paul.
8
Ferris, John. “Arms and Power.” The Dispatch Quarterly Review of the
Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute. Winter 2010. p. 14-15.
9
From the Internet: www.airforce.com/technology.hanger.
10
Mills, WGCDR Chris. “How? The Deadly Question for the F-35 Joint
Strike Fighter.” Air Power Australia. From the Internet:
http:\\wwwausairpower.net/APA-NOTAM-05072010-1.html.
11
Isachenkov, Vladimir. “Sukhoi T-50: Russia Unveils Stealth Fighter
Jet.” From the Internet: http://huffingtonpost.com/2010/01/29/sukhoi-t-50russia-unveil_n_441849.html.
12
Rich, Ben. R. and Janos, Leo. Skunk Works (New York: Little Brown
and Company, 1994) pp. 19-20.
13
Op. Cit. Kopp, Dr. Carlo. “F-35 JSF: Can It Meet Canada’s Needs?”

Bob Bergen is Adjunct Assistant Professor, Centre for Military and
Strategic Studies, University of Calgary, and a former journalist.
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Afghanistan and the Regional Blindspot Hampering
Mission Success
Written by:
David Carment

A

recent issue of the
Canadian Foreign Policy
Journal has taken up the
challenge of explaining the
impact that India, Pakistan and
Iran are having on Canada’s
mission in Afghanistan, a topic that until recently was
rarely discussed by Canadian policymakers. Various
contributors to the issue tackle the regional dimensions
from a variety of perspectives. Several authors argue that
so far Pakistan has shown resilience, but economic
collapse and civil war are real possibilities. Others show
that India’s foreign policy goals and objectives remain
largely misunderstood in the West, while one author
demonstrates that Iran’s presence in the region is for the
most part ignored by virtue of our unwillingness to properly
engage the country.
For Canada and its allies,
understanding the regional dimensions are essential to
bringing peace and stability to Afghanistan.

were also made available to policy makers. There is,
unfortunately, no evidence that any of this information
informed the Manley Report released in 2008. In fact, the
Manley Report devoted just a few short sentences to
Pakistan.
Conversely, USAID, the FCO, the State
Department, Rand and DFID were long aware of
Pakistan’s destabilising influence. A conference organized
in 2003 in Berlin by the Marshall Foundation and the
Carnegie Endowment brought together experts from these
organizations to examine the impact Pakistan was having
on the region. Canadian representatives, apart from one
academic, were notably absent.
So how does one explain the blindspot in Canadian
policy? There are several possibilities. One is that
Canada’s representatives “on the ground” knew all along
that Pakistan mattered, but their views did not impact the
policy process back in Ottawa. This could have been
because parliamentarians themselves were only partially,
or ill-informed. A 2007 report produced by Gordon Smith of
CDFAI did reference the effects that Pakistan was having
on stability in Afghanistan, but these views, if they did
trickle up from below, also had no immediate impact on
policy.

I believe the policy blindspot is actually
In particular, Pakistan’s influence on
a function of more fundamental
“If one reviews how much Canada
Afghanistan has been all but
problems. The first is that
ignored. In all aspects of
commits to supporting Pakistan’s
military operations were
policy making from strategic
stability, it becomes quickly
neither equipped nor
analysis to public debate
apparent that our leverage with
mandated for a regional
and intergovernmental
the country’s leaders and its
approach to stablising
cooperation, Canada appears
peoples is quite minimal.”
Afghanistan and were, as a
to have had no significant internal
result, slow to adapt to changing
evaluation of, or policy on, the region
regional dynamics. Our original mission’s
until it introduced a rather undersized and somewhat
goals were focused on a “small foot print” support
superficial CBSA-led border training programme in 2008
operation to the government in Kabul. In terms of a
and initiated and supported the Dubai Peace process
mission statement, there is no evidence to indicate that
around the same time. The Canadian government also
our original strategy was analytically or otherwise
supports the proposed development of a Pakistanequipped to incorporate or adapt to changing regional
Afghanistan super highway. To be sure, a 2009 CSIS
influences. Nor were our policymakers prepared to explain
report on Pakistan indicated that Canada was at least
to Canadians how and why a key ally on the GWOT
analytically, “on top of things,” but the situation had
(Global War on Terror) could in fact be working against our
unraveled long before.
interests.
Several years ago, a series of very clear warnings,
including one from the CIIA and another in the Economist
noted that Pakistan had quickly become the world’s “most
dangerous country.” Similarly detailed reports,
commissioned by the Canadian government, tracking the
historical risks Pakistan posed to itself and its neighbors

Second, the key Canadian party responsible for assessing
the regional aspects of the conflict and working through
policy options is the Department of Foreign Affairs. As one
of the three legs in the 3D approach to “rebuilding states,”
(Continued on page 11)
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DFAIT played its hand only at the latest stages of the
game and largely only after the government declared its
intention to redraw our presence in Afghanistan, circa
2011. We should not expect CIDA, for example, to have a
comprehensive appreciation for regional dynamics since
its operations and focus are primarily internal to
Afghanistan. By the same token, the military mindset was
primarily focused on winning the “war” in Afghanistan.
To be sure, DFAIT’s recognition of the problem and its
answer in the form of the Dubai process may well bear
fruit. One must ask, however, where was the broader
regional diplomatic effort from 2001-2008? Where was the
strategic assessment prior to the Manley Report? Where
was the guiding hand? The overarching strategic analysis?
The preventive foresight?

This takes me to my third and most controversial point. If
one reviews how much Canada commits to supporting
Pakistan’s stability (democracy promotion, education and
human rights), it becomes quickly apparent that our
leverage with the country’s leaders and its peoples is quite
minimal. Even if one were to raise the idea that Pakistan
was a dangerous influence, there is likely little that Canada
could (on its own) do to influence it. What we have here
through inaction is a tacit understanding of how
overwhelming the prospects of fixing a complex failed
state is, but that indeed is the task we now face.

David Carment is Editor of the Canadian Foreign Policy Journal and
CDFAI Fellow. Readers can access various risk analyses on
Pakistan, Afghanistan and the region here: www.carleton.ca/cif

Map of Pakistan
Photo Source: merriam-Webster.com
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Legislative Oversight: Enhanced National Security
Written by:
Hugh Segal

T

here is a difference between
legislative oversight and post
factum review and in terms of
national security and military policy,
that difference is important. Canada
is an outlier among the US, UK,
and other allies in the absence of active real time
legislative oversight. This is a status that may well serve
established bureaucratic interests and even the secrecy
biases often found in most governments. It does not serve,
in any way, the interests and exigencies of our armed
forces or our security and intelligence infrastructure, or the
public they seek to protect. It is a situation that can and
should be improved.
In talking about legislative oversight, we should be clear
on existing practices which we should not be trying to
change: Ministerial responsibility to parliament for day-today departmental operations and; disengagement from, or
political non interference with, operational implementation
through the chain of command. To do so would obscure
lines of authority, accountability and responsibility in a way
that would be unhelpful and unconstructive.
But legislative oversight is not about interference. It is
about a more active awareness on the part of more than
representatives from only one political party (the
government) on vital national security issues on something
other than a well-after-the-fact basis. That awareness will
make parliamentary judgments and deliberation on
everything from funding operations, the impacts of treaty
and alliance obligations, kit and material procurement to
broad directional policy priorities in defence, security and
intelligence better informed and more rational. It will help
build a body of expertise among all political parties on
sensitive issues vital to our national security. It will also
broaden a disciplined connection between the people
Canadians elect and the security, military and intelligence
apparatus and people sworn to protect Canada. This is
altogether a good thing.
The Retroactive Burden
Present legislative connect with ongoing security and
military engagement is little and way less than meets the
eye. Parliamentary committees meet more in camera to
discuss their own respective agendas than they do to hear
meaningful testimony from our military command, police,

security or intelligence services. This is because there
would be no point to them now doing more of the latter.
Without appropriate security clearance and status, the
high command of our military, security or intelligence
services are prohibited from sharing any information with
parliamentarians. Committee hearings take place in public
and testimony is only about what can be put into the public
domain. The military and security leadership appearing
have higher security clearances than those in front of
whom they are testifying; their oaths of secrecy and signed
commitments prohibit their disclosing information of certain
kinds to people at a lower security status, elected or
otherwise. The present system gives them little room to
manoeuvre, however they might wish to. As committees of
our parliament no longer have pre-spending budget control
and have not for some time (the "deemed rule" in our
system has, since the early 1970's provided that should
estimates not be passed by a certain date, say at the
defence committee, they are deemed to have been
passed by the committee and sent back to the House of
Commons), any real time examination of challenges,
issues, threats, in defence and security is about actual
politesse on both sides, not real legislative oversight.
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In the US and UK, there is actual oversight by legislators.
In the UK, a parliamentary system just like ours, Sir
Malcolm Rifkind MP (Kensington-Chelsea) chairs a
parliamentary committee that, on a real time basis,
examines MI5 and MI6, Military Intelligence, and the
Intelligence operations of the Cabinet Office. A former
Defence Minister and Foreign Secretary, he and his
colleagues from other parties have the necessary security
(Continued on page 13)
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clearances essential for them to do their job, as do their
American congressional colleagues on a myriad of special
purpose US legislative committees devoted to oversight of
security and armed forces matters.
In Canada we have one body, established by law, that is
neither legislative nor involved in active legislative review.
"SIRC," the Security and Intelligence Review Committee,
reviews the activities of CSIS on an after-the-fact basis,
dealing with complaints and concerns, and issues a
thoughtful and comprehensive annual report. Members
who have been distinguished former political, business
and community leaders are chosen in consultation with
opposition parties in the federal House. They are
appointed Privy Councillors with the associated secrecy
oath; SIRC has been populated by former premiers, health
ministers, retired provincial cabinet ministers of different
kinds and, despite often having no security or military
experience, does good work. Its staff is independent,
rigorous and competent, but it is not active legislative
oversight.

“National security,
intelliegence and defence
challenges in Canada are
becoming more complex, not
less.”

mistakes. Our American neighbours has, for example,
subjected their Department of Homeland Security to 100
different congressional committees and subcommittees
and there are 36 Committees and subcommittees who
focus on the US Department of Defense. This is excessive
and counterproductive.
A Strategic Oversight Parliamentary Committee on
National Security – which should encompass in its purview
National Defence, CSIS, the Communications Security
Establishment and the National Security Advisor and
support analysis on operations government wide (border
security, military and immigration related intelligence, privy
council office) – would be a quick reference
and
constructive test point for priorities, strategic decisions and
trade-off discussions. Its members would require high
security classification and clearance. Real time legislative
oversight would pursue terrorism analysis and counterintelligence, the quality of information sharing between
agencies both local and national, real and projected
resource needs, cyber-security and other challenges.
A study by Hironori Yamamoto, published by the InterParliamentary Union in 2007 and financed by the World
Bank Institute's Parliamentary Strengthening Programme,
underlines the purpose of parliamentary oversight as
follows: "the review, monitoring and supervision of
government and public agencies, including the
implementation of policy and legislation". That study,
which reviewed 88 parliaments worldwide, listed certain
key functions of parliamentary oversight as follows:

Active legislative oversight means that present
parliamentarians meet regularly in a structured committee
framework to be briefed on, and discuss, real time, present
challenges and planning and policy choices faced by our
Armed Forces and intelligence services. Those legislators
would have to have enhanced security clearances.
Retroactivity by a non-legislator group narrowly focused on
CSIS and the signals monitoring agency is not in and of
itself bad. It is simply insufficient. Looking back at what
should or should not have happened is helpful, but it is not
the same as looking ahead. Government and parliament
have a duty to do so and to support our security,
intelligence and defence forces by doing so constructively
and consistently.
A Coherent Legislative Oversight Design
Dutch allies have senior anti-terrorist officials brief elected
parliamentarians, designated by their parties, in a real time
context with the Minister present. In Canada, while
learning from our allies, we can also learn from their
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"To detect and prevent abuse, arbitrary behaviour, or
illegal and unconstitutional conduct on the part of
government and public agencies."; "To hold the
government to account in respect of how taxpayers'
money is used. It detects waste within the machinery of
government and public agencies. Thus it can improve
efficiency, economy and effectiveness of government
operations”; and, “To ensure that policies announced by
the government and authorized by parliament are actually
delivered."
National security, intelligence and defence challenges in
Canada are becoming more complex, not less. Those
challenges connect at their core with the responsibility to
keep Canada and Canadians safe from intimidation and
fear, and from subversion and terrorist or other violent
acts. Those challenges are about controlling our borders,
protecting due process and our parliamentary democracy
– all central to the rule of law.
Legislative oversight should be an active, responsible,
relatively non-partisan contributor to the process, reflecting
that we are a parliamentary democracy.
There will be some in the bureaucracy, perhaps some in
the chain of command and some ministers' offices, who
will oppose this proposed coherence between legislative
oversight in Canada and that of our major allies.
Fortunately, and to his credit, the Prime Minister has
expressed an openness to consider how this might best
work in the national interest. Various military and security
officials have privately expressed a similar disposition. It is
high time Canada took the steps necessary, in a multipartisan parliamentary context, to move to a real time
legislative oversight of our security and intelligence
engagement. This would serve parliamentary democracy
and our robust national security requirements well.

Hugh Segal, a Senior CDFAI Research Fellow, chairs the Special
Senate Committee on Anti-terrorism, and is a member and former
Chair of the Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs and International
Trade.
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Wikileaks and the Dreams of Transparency
Written by:
Barry Cooper

A

whistles to alert their colleagues. The term was extended
to cover civilians raising concerns about wrongdoing who
could expect to be protected because of the even stronger
expectation that the person against whom the whistle is
blown has violated some law or regulation.

generation or so ago C.P.
Snow advanced the thesis
that in the university as in society
at large there were “two cultures,”
one literary, one scientific.
“Between the two,” he said, lies “a
gulf of mutual incomprehension.” A similar gulf stretches
between the ways lawyers and political scientists
understand the conduct of international politics.
Of course, this is nothing new. During the fall and winter of
2001 there was an extensive debate over whether the
terrorist attack of September 11 was a criminal act or an
act of war, that is, a political act. Back then I took part in a
discussion with some law professors who maintained the
former position. I thought I made a devastating point when
I stated that none of them suggested dispatching a bailiff
to the Hindu Kush to serve papers on bin Laden.
Earlier this year I had a similar experience when the
Alberta Civil Liberties Research Centre, which is
associated with the University of Calgary law faculty,
asked CDFAI (who asked me) to take part in a discussion
in the Moot Court regarding the “Wikileaks” event –
“cablegate” as Julian Assange called it. The assumption of
the organizers was that the Wikileaks event was an
example of whistle-blowing and that Assange was this
era’s Daniel Ellsberg, who leaked the Pentagon Papers to
several American newspapers in June, 1971. Discussants
were then asked to consider the impact of the Internet and
whether Wikileaks (the organization) was a news
organization and so entitled to the legal defence of
freedom of expression.

Julian Assange outside an extradition hearing at Belmarsh Magistrates Court
Photo Source: keystone USA-ZUMA/Rex Features

By this more or less commonsensical understanding, what
Assange and Wikileaks did was not whistle-blowing but
political action. Indeed, Assange explicitly indicated he
acted in order to bring about “regime change” in the US,
which he thinks is “an authoritarian conspiracy.” Some of
his supporters – John Perry Barlow, former lyricist for the
Grateful Dead and founder of the Electronic Frontier
Foundation, for example – went so far as to say the
Wikileaks event was an act of war, “a war of data,”
whatever that is. Even discounting their hyperbole, the
Wikileaks personalities had something grander than
whistle-blowing in mind.

There are, no doubt, some interesting technical arguments
regarding the Internet and its impact on international
politics. They are similar to discussing whether non-state
actors such as al Qaeda were legally capable of declaring
war on the US. Such questions and the associated
ambiguities are comparatively insignificant compared to
the political action taken on September 11, 2001 and the
political response to it.

Both Wikileaks and the Pentagon Papers caused
embarrassment to some officials by making public
classified information. Beyond that, differences strongly
outweigh similarities. The Pentagon Papers told a
coherent story that began in 1945 and relied on high-level
documentation from the White House, the military, the
CIA, and State Department. It had a consistent theme:
successive administrations had deceived Americans about
successive wars in Vietnam.

Likewise with respect to whistle-blowing. The original
whistle-blowers were London Bobbies who used their
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In contrast, the content of the raw intelligence and afteraction reports of “significant activities,” SIGACTS as the
Americans say, from Afghanistan and Iraq are practically
context-free and devoid of any coherent message. Nor do
they contradict either official statements or observations
that informed observers have been making for years.
In addition, Ellsberg behaved much more honourably than
Assange. He worked within the system, including the US
Senate, and voluntarily turned himself in, saying he would
take his medicine. Assange has gone to considerable
effort to avoid being punished. Ellsberg said he did not
publish four volumes of diplomatic cables so as not “to get
in the way of diplomacy;” the only thing Assange said he
kept secret was a “thermonuclear” threat that he would
release if he were harmed.
Assange’s attitude towards secrets makes his claim to be
a journalist suspect. Quite aside from whether he solicited
information from Pfc. Bradley Manning, which may make
Assange indictable under the American Espionage Act, it
is clear that he is perfectly willing to keep government
secrets to benefit himself.

Page 16

as a game-changer is either hopelessly naïve or evidence
of considerable megalomania. Geopolitics amounts to a
set of constraints that limit the strategic options available
to states; diplomacy, intelligence-collection, military and
political activity are ways of dealing with these constraints.
It may be that the political action undertaken by Assange
adds another constraint to the way that states do
business, but it is relatively trivial –akin, for example, to the
invention of the photocopier. When I quoted US Defense
Secretary Gates that Assange’s claims were
“overwrought,” I saw again how wide the gap of
incomprehension was between political scientists and at
least some lawyers.

Barry Cooper, FRSC, is a Professor of Political Science and Fellow,
Centre for Military and Strategic Studies, University of Calgary.

In public, Wikileaks would reveal information for no other
reason than that the government wants it to be secret,
which reflects Assange’s dream of “transparency.” As
many people have pointed out, such an attitude would in
fact make diplomacy, which might include plea bargains
for the likes of Julian Assange, impossible. This is what
made his release of State Department cables so
irresponsible. Responsible journalists do not publish
materials that they know, or could reasonably expect,
would harm others.
Curiously enough, the students at the law school
discussion found precisely this notion of selective
“transparency” attractive. It seemed entirely acceptable for
Assange to leak classified military and diplomatic material,
but keep his own activity confidential. Wikileaks is an
organization that leaks, not that is leaked upon. When it
was pointed out to them that the chief consequence would
be for diplomats to refuse to write anything down and
conduct their deliberations in even greater secrecy, the
response was increased indignation, not reflection on the
unreality of their initial expectations.
Possibly the most interesting aspect of the Wikileaks
event, as well as the discussion of it in the U of C law
school, was the expectation by Assange, which seemed to
be widely shared in the Moot Court, that, as he put it,
“geopolitics will be separated into pre-cablegate and postcablegate phases.” In fact, thinking of the Wikileaks event
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Arctic Security, Public Opinion, and
The Canadian Agenda
Written by:
Whitney Lackenbauer

A

rctic security has emerged
as a topic of heated debate
and speculation. Climate change,
resource issues, undefined
continental shelf boundaries,
potential maritime transportation
routes, and security issues factor
significantly into the domestic and foreign policy agendas
of the Arctic states. The region has also attracted the
attention of non-Arctic states and organizations, some of
which assert the need to protect the Arctic “global
commons” from excessive national claims and allegedly
covet Arctic resources. Whether these geopolitical
dynamics constitute an inherently conflictual “Arctic race”
or a mutually beneficial “polar saga” unfolding according to
international law remains contentious. While CDFAI Fellow
Rob Huebert leads the charge of those calling for robust
military capabilities to meet the “perfect storm” brewing in
the region, others suggest that the emphasis on
sovereignty and security challenges encourages the
misallocation of scarce resources and belies the peaceful
cooperation that is drawing the region together.

Recently, the Walter & Duncan Gordon Foundation and
the Munk School of Global Affairs commissioned a poll
from Ekos Research to interview 9000 people in northern
Canada, southern Canada, and other Arctic coastal states
on their understandings of security and their priorities for
the Arctic region. Their conceptualization of security is
obviously broad, weighing environmental, social,
economic, and “cultural and language” dimensions
alongside national security. Respondents were asked to
rate their quality of life and health issues prior to
discussing the most important issues facing the Arctic.
Given this schema, it is not surprising that the economy,
governance, health care, and environment came out
ahead of “traditional” security and national defence issues.
Equally telling, however, were the mixed messages
emanating from the Canadian public.
The poll results reinforce that Canadians see the Arctic as
a “corner stone of national identity” with sweeping
symbolic and public policy significance. No surprises
there. More interesting, however, was the consensus
between Northern and Southern Canadians on many
Arctic issues – and their strikingly different views on
border and resource-sharing issues than those held by
residents of the other Arctic littoral states. It seems that
Canadians are less open to compromise on core issues:
the Northwest Passage as internal waters; the Beaufort
Sea dispute; and expanding Arctic Council membership to
non-Arctic states. If the poll data is interpreted correctly,
Canadians are second only to Russians in their
“militaristic” view of circumpolar affairs. While the report
laments Canadians’ firm stand on sovereignty and
comparative unwillingness to compromise, this indicates
strong resonance and support for the Harper
Government’s “use it or lose it” message. Most
Canadians, it seems, want to protect the environment and
support a healthy Northern population, as well as augment
the military’s presence in the region. This seems to fit with
the government’s Northern Strategy more generally.
Sovereignty and security issues are more important for
southern Canadians – 60% agree that Canada should
strengthen its military presence, with the highest support
in Alberta – but not at the expense of human security and
environmental priorities. The analysts report that
Northerners offer comparatively tepid support for military
presence and sovereignty-related issues (52% favour
more military presence), but show “extremely strong
support for a ‘professional’ and more muscular Northern

Photo Source: kalyansuman.com

(Continued on page 18)

WWW.CDFAI.ORG

Page 18

(Continued from page 17)

Ranger cadre which was viewed as a way to deal with
what are seen as gaping holes in infrastructure” (one
presumes relating to emergency response). Indeed, 82%
of Northerners and 71% of southern Canadians support
“an expanded role” for the Rangers “with additional
personnel and resources.” What does this reveal? How
many of the people polled could actually describe the
Rangers’ official role, mission and tasks? How many would
be able to report that practically every community in the
territorial north that can sustain a patrol already has one?
How many know that there are more than 4500 Rangers in
170 patrols, with an authorized ceiling up to 5000? Are
respondents aware of whether Rangers want a more
“professional” or “muscular” role? Public opinion polls
might cause politicians to take pause, but vague phrases
like “expanded role” provide policy-makers with lots of
latitude to interpret “public will” however they want.

The majority of Canadians seem to believe that the “Arctic
should be the most important focus of our foreign policy,”
and a much smaller percentage believe “we should
concentrate on parts of the world beyond the Arctic in our
foreign policy.” If this is an accurate gauge of public
opinion, then emotions seem to trump good sense.
Climate change shows the interconnectedness between
what happens in the Arctic and the rest of the world. Our
foreign and defence policies must do the same.

Whitney Lackenbauer is Associate Professor of History at St.
Jerome’s University and a CDFAI Fellow.

The Ekos Arctic Security public opinion survey is an
interesting snapshot of public opinion on a range of
questions raised by a research team seeking to reevaluate the existing political policy agenda. But public
opinion is just that: opinion. It does not demonstrate a
robust understanding of the issues or a clear vision for the
best path to follow. The poll certainly confirms that
Canadians attach a general interest and importance to
Arctic issues, and invites a deeper examination of (mis)
conceptions about core debates and possibilities. It should
not, however, be taken as evidence that respondents have
more than a superficial understanding of circumpolar
affairs and security priorities.

Canadian Rangers flag
Photo Source: www.militaryimages.net
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The Rise of China: Military Implications for Canada
Written by:
Elinor Sloan

T

here is no shortage of
information on China’s
growing military capabilities.
China’s stated intentions
behind these capabilities are
sparse but not entirely
absent, while America’s assessments of Chinese
capabilities and intentions are readily available in places
like the Pentagon’s annual report to Congress on China;
however, there is little or no discussion in the public
domain about what the military rise of China may mean for
Canada. This article marks a small step towards filling that
gap. It briefly touches on China’s military capabilities and
the Chinese and US perspectives on the intentions behind
these capabilities, before focusing on the implications for
Canada.
China’s Military Capabilities
China is in the process of transforming all components of
the People’s Liberation Army (PLA), with the goal of
building a modern force based on the application of
information technologies to military operations. The PLA
Army is being made smaller, more professional and
expeditionary in nature, and is being equipped with
advanced technologies and equipment. The PLA Air Force
(PLAAF) has purchased fourth generation fighters from
Russia, indigenously produced a fourth generation
multirole fighter, is farther along in the development of a
fifth generation stealth fighter than was previously thought,
and is believed to be developing an unmanned combat
aerial vehicle for the suppression of enemy air defences.
The PLA Navy (PLAN) has significantly expanded its
conventional submarine fleet with Russian and
indigenously produced platforms, and also has a number
of new nuclear powered ballistic missile carrying
submarines based at a major new naval base on Hainan
Island. It has acquired new Russian-built destroyers with
anti-ship cruise missiles, launched a new series of
amphibious ships with stealth characteristics, and taken
the decision to acquire at least one aircraft carrier. Finally,
and significantly, China’s Strategic Missile Forces is
testing a new medium range, precision-guided anti-ship
ballistic missile.

China’s Intentions – Chinese Perspective
China’s Defence White Paper of January 2009 gives a
mixed picture of the intentions behind these capabilities.
On the one hand it argues China is pursuing a national
defence strategy that is purely defensive in nature. The
PLA follows a military strategy of active defence, adhering
to the principle of self-defence after an enemy strike, while
the PLAN is implementing an offshore defence strategy
limited to a Taiwan crisis scenario. On the other hand, the
document alludes to a more offensive strategy. The PLAN
is developing the capability to conduct operations in
distant waters, the Army is moving from regional defence
to trans-regional mobility, and the Air Force is transitioning
from territorial air defence to offensive and defencive
operations, including the execution of long-range precision
strikes. Chinese political and military leaders stress the
need to be able to project power well beyond Chinese
shores in order to safeguard the sea lines of
communications (SLOC) through which resources and oil
are shipped from Africa and the Middle East to China to
fuel its growing economy.
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China’s Intentions – US Perspective
The United States sees China’s military transformation as
focused, at least in the immediate future, on Taiwan
scenarios for each of the three services; however, the
(Continued on page 20)
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Pentagon also interprets the PLAN as being at the
forefront of efforts to extend China’s operational reach
beyond the areas surrounding Taiwan. New capabilities
are suited to missions eastward to the Western Pacific, up
to and possibly beyond an island chain that includes the
American territory of Guam. In the US view, China is
attempting to push away ever further the boundaries of the
US Navy’s access to the Taiwan theatre by developing
advanced submarines, destroyers, and precision ballistic
missiles that could hold US ships and carriers at bay
hundreds of kilometers offshore. New Chinese naval
capabilities also point to areas south and west of China,
through the South China Sea and into the Indian Ocean.
The location of the naval base on Hainan Island alone
indicates a focus on the South China Sea, the Straits of
Malacca, and perhaps the Indian Ocean. Basing the
nuclear propelled ballistic missile submarines here
suggests wider ambitions than Taiwan, and both a
possible carrier and the new amphibious ships are suited
to enforcing claims in and beyond the South China Sea.
Implications for Canada
China’s actions and stated intentions, and America’s
interpretation of Chinese intentions, point to possible
Canadian contributions to two types of missions. The first
is a potential warfighting scenario involving state-to-state
conflict. The 2008 Canada First Defence Strategy refers to
the ongoing buildup of conventional forces in Asia- Pacific
countries, arguing this may have a significant impact on
international stability. But for detailed strategic thinking we
need to look to an unclassified, draft document produced
by the Canadian Navy in 2010. Horizon 2050: A Strategic
Concept for Canada’s Navy draws attention to “the everlatent possibility of conflict among great states,” which, in
its judgment, is likely to grow. It argues the maritime
domain will become increasingly contested over the
coming years and decades, and it expects we should
anticipate the possible re-emergence of inter-state
maritime armed conflict, including the possibility that
certain states will seek to deny others access to their
maritime approaches. The document speaks in
generalities, without reference to any specific country, but
it is not difficult to read “China” between the lines. “Some
adversaries,” it states, “will have the ability to employ more
sophisticated area denial capabilities…using ‘high-end’
conventional or asymmetric capabilities such as advanced
missiles or submarines.”
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There is, to my knowledge, no Canadian government
position on Canada’s role in the event of a conflict
between China and the United States. That said, the draft
Navy concept does indicate that our country would not be
expected to be a bystander. “Canada,” it states, “can
contribute meaningfully to the joint and combined
campaign with maritime forces that are prepared to wage
and win the war at sea.” The requirement is for credible,
combat-capable maritime forces that can make a
contribution to coalition or alliance maritime operations,
and the goal would be to control events in contested
waters and contain or isolate conflict.

China’s Navy
Photo Source: newworldorderwar.com

Canada is well placed to contribute to a warfighting
scenario involving state-to-state conflict in the Western
Pacific region. For decades our Navy has worked closely
with its US counterpart, so much so that our ships can be
integrated seamlessly into a US carrier battle group.
Future war at sea will likely require ever-higher degrees of
interoperability at the technical, tactical and doctrinal level
– exactly what the Canadian navy has achieved over
years of training and exercising with the US Navy. In a
conflict situation it is most likely that individual Canadian
vessels would be inserted directly into the coalition force,
as opposed to operating as a task group. Having said that,
an entire task group could “plug into” a broader allied or
coalition joint network.
The second potential mission area is Canadian
contributions to a cooperative security regime designed to
secure the global maritime commons. Canada’s Chief of
(Continued on page 21)
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Maritime Staff has spoken of ensuring a regulated ocean
commons, a situation “in which the seas are open for all to
use freely and lawfully.” There is a certain state-on-state
element here – China is concerned the US could block its
use of the SLOC in the event of a Taiwan crisis. The idea
of securing the global commons, however, refers primarily
to responsible state powers addressing challenges posed
by rogue states, terrorists and extremists, proliferators of
weapons of mass destruction, pirates, and human, drug
and conventional weapons traffickers. An example is the
sorts of criminal and terrorist elements seen off Somalia
today.
All trading nations are dependent for their economic
prosperity on secure access to the maritime highway. In
this regard, American and Canadian interests do not
compete with those of China; rather, they overlap. It
makes sense that national maritime forces work together
to constrain transnational threats, providing security and
stability in the maritime domain. Not surprisingly, much of
Horizon 2050 is devoted to securing the global commons
and it is raised as an enduring task of the Canadian
Forces. Canada’s Navy has extensive experience in the
sorts of operations applicable to securing the global
commons, particularly anti-piracy and maritime
interdiction. In contrast to the warfighting scenario just
discussed, for this mission Canada’s contribution would
likely be in the form of an independent naval task group, or
as the lead or command element of a multinational force.
Conclusion
Objective facts indicate a growing Chinese military
capability. China’s stated intentions range from a
defensive stance to the need to focus well beyond its
shores. America’s interpretation of Chinese actions is that
in the long run China seeks to implement an anti-access
strategy stretching into the Western Pacific, and that China
is also looking to secure the sea lines of communication
south and west of its country. Both interpretations have
implications for our country. Should it be asked, and
should it accept, Canada is well placed to contribute
military forces to a coalition operation in the event of stateto-state hostilities, and to a multinational mission designed
to secure the global commons against rogue and nonstate threats in the maritime domain.
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The Missing Link in Humanitarian Effectiveness
Written by:
Sarah Jane Meharg

A

dominant theme has
emerged during the last five
years of my research work in
crisis management and peace
operations. I have conducted over
a hundred field interviews with leading policy-makers,
military personnel and humanitarian practitioners and most
have suggested that a major hurdle in their operational
effectiveness is the lack of a common operating platform
for civilian stakeholders.
The humanitarian and crisis management sector has no
interoperable communication standards, or supporting
technologies and infrastructure, for a cohesive cocoordinated approach to crisis management, peace
operations, and disaster mitigation. Other stakeholders in
the security and defence sectors do have standardized
communications hardware, software and interface
dashboards. This allows them to communicate through a
‘chain of command’ process to facilitate information
sharing. Most notable is the Land Command and Control
Information System (LC2IS) which is part of NATO's
overarching Bi-Strategic Commands Automated
Information System (Bi-SC AIS).

Photo Source: doctorswithoutborders.com

In comparison to the significant developments in the
security and defence sector, organizations within the
humanitarian and crisis management sector are using free
share-ware social networking websites like Facebook,
Twitter, Linked-in and Google Groups to manage their
intervention operations. It has been proven that these web

-based tools are capable of harnessing the power of
people, such as during the emergency response during
the Haitian earthquakes of 2010; however, the
humanitarian and crisis management community needs to
move to the next stage of development by adopting
interoperable systems to support situational awareness;
the execution and management of operations; the
exchange of information both within and beyond
headquarters; and provide decision making tools to
support leaders.
Obstacles to adopting such a technology platform among
this disparate group of civilian and humanitarian
stakeholders are many, yet Canada is positioned to make
a significant contribution to increasing the effectiveness of
humanitarian and crisis management sector stakeholders.
It could achieve this by providing technical, infrastructure,
and financial support of a similar sophistication and
robustness as that used within the defence and security
sectors. Provision of a low cost, sustainable, cooperative
operating framework that assists this disparate community
in working together through information sharing would be
an industry-changing contribution.
A major challenge for missions using the comprehensive
approach to operations is that non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) are often unable, or unwilling, to
communicate within security and defence structures, such
as military, gendarmerie and police. Cited as the primary
reason for non-integration, humanitarians have observed
militaries gathering data from civilian sources to inform the
‘military intelligence’ cycle, and using it against civilian
populations in a host nation. Civilian organizations are
then compromised against civilian populations, which
causes them to become political targets within localized
conflicts. This process has affected the willingness of
NGOs to actively share their field information and share
communications systems for fear of having the information
used for military gain.
Despite these obstacles between humanitarian and
military actors, there remains under-development within
this sector as a whole. For example, unlike their military/
defence counterparts, humanitarian stakeholders
experience:
·

Poor emergency planning, support, security,
logistics and overall pre-deployment coordination;

(Continued on page 23)
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(Continued from page 22)

·

·
·

A lack of coordination and communication among
stakeholders working in the field towards similar
objectives;
Little or no pre-deployment training or simulation
available; and
little or no funds available to support regular
training/simulation of field situations.

The Security and Defence Advantage
The security and defence sector does enjoy an unfair
advantage in the field. They are the beneficiaries of billions
of dollars of R&D funding that support their common
operating systems, which allow them to communicate,
make decisions and improve their effectiveness.
Most organizations within the humanitarian and crisis
management sector do not have adequate financial
resources to develop or purchase technology to support a
cohesive approach to operations; nor a representative
organization that supports them through the sharing of
information between and among stakeholders within their
respective industry. The security and defence sector holds
this advantage.

offered through a public-private sector initiative called CAN
-AID, mandated to accomplish this task. With the further
development of the comprehensive approach and joinedup efforts for mitigating crises and disasters, the
availability of co-coordinated communication is ideally
timed.

“Canada is positioned to make a
significant contribution to
increasing the effectiveness of
humanitarian and crisis
management sector stakeholders.”

The economic downturn coupled with a noted increase in
disaster and crisis management interventions could
position CAN-AID to be widely adopted by under-funded
stakeholders. NGO and humanitarian organizations
struggling financially would benefit from unprecedented
governmental and private sector support through
equipment and infrastructure upgrades to match those of
military capabilities.
CAN-AID could provide solutions to the existing
challenges as a supplier of technology and
communications to the wider crisis management
community. Funding could be arranged as a ‘trust’ model
with low interest financing loans to NGOs and other underfunded organizations.
CAN-AID would contribute to industry standardization by
crowd-sourcing and co-developing solutions relevant to
industry stakeholders. This 3D+Technology approach
could be a ‘made in Canada’ solution to one of the most
complex challenges impeding operational effectiveness for
civilian stakeholders.

Sarah Jane Meharg is the Senior Research Associate at the Pearson
Peacekeeping Centre in Ottawa and is Adjunct Professor at the
Royal Military College of Canada. She is Canada’s leading postconflict reconstruction expert.
Photo Source: cbc.ca

CAN-AID
There are some possible solutions to overcome the
challenges identified in my field research. As NGOs and
humanitarian agencies continue to “cluster” their efforts in
the field, the timing is ideal to provide technological
supplies, support and a common operating platform to
their efforts. Canadian government support could be
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Announcements
Canada & the World: China

Operations Security and the Public’s
Need to Know
Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute,
in partnership with Carleton University’s
School of Journalism and Communication,
presented “Operations Security and the
Public’s Need to Know” on 10 March. Sharon
Hobson’s new research paper for CDFAI
provided the background for this symposium.
In the paper she asked, is there “a disconnect
between the public’s need to know and the
military’s culture of secrecy”? She says yes.
The event featured four esteemed individuals
from the worlds of media and defence,
including
Sharon
Hobson,
Canadian
correspondent for Jane’s Defence Weekly;
Murray Brewster, parlimanetary defence
reporter and senior war correspondent for the
Canadian Press news agency; LieutenantColonel J.M.C. Lemay, Canadian Expedionary
Force Commander (CEFCOM) Chief Public
Affairs Advisor in Ottawa; and Chris Waddell,
Associate Professor of Journalism and
Communication as well as Director of the
School for Journalism and Communication at
Carleton University, who acted as moderator.

In 2010 and 2011, CDFAI hosted a four-part
speaker series on Canada’s relations with
China at the Calgary Golf & Country Club. This
highly successful series featured: Ralph
Sawyer, a specialist in Chinese military,
technological and intelligence issues, who
discussed how Sun Tzu’s Art of War continues
to affect China’s military and international
policies; Pierre Fournier, a geopolitical analyst
with the Bank of Canada, who discussed
China’s investment strategy in Canada; David
Wright, a specialist in Imperial Chinese and
Mongolian history, who discussed China’s
Arctic ambitions; and Margaret Cornish, Senior
Advisor
(China)
and
Beijing
Chief
Representative of Bennett Jones Commercial
Consulting Inc., who discussed China’s role in
Canada’s global energy leadership.

New Paper Releases
In a report released in advance of Harper and Obama’s face-to-face meeting in February, Colin
Robertson, CDFAI Vice-President and President of the CIC Ottawa branch, outlined what a successful
deal between the two nations would encompass: “a security perimeter that embraces people and
goods entering by land, sea or air”; “mutually enhanced competitiveness through coordination of
infrastructure investments and regulatory compatibility”; and “joint stewardship of our ‘commons’,
especially in the management of resources and climate change.” This report is now available on
CDFAI’s homepage www.cdfai.org.
Being released very shortly is a groundbreaking study by the Honourable David Pratt on Canada’s
Army Reserve Force. “Canada’s Citizen’s Soldiers—A Discussion Paper” will highlight some of the
most important issues facing the Canadian Army Reserves and is “an important first step in
promoting what is hoped will be a wider ranging examination of the Reserve and its role as part of an
effective and modern Canadian military.”
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CDFAI Senior Research Fellows
DAVID BERCUSON

COLIN ROBERTSON

David Bercuson is Director of the Centre for Military and
Strategic Studies at the University of Calgary and Program
Director for CDFAI.

Colin Robertson is Senior Strategic Advisor for the
US-based law firm of McKenna, Long and Aldridge.
A former foreign service officer, he was part of the
team that negotiated the Canada-US FTA and
NAFTA. He is also President of the Canadian
International Council: National Capital Branch.

DEREK BURNEY

HUGH SEGAL

Derek H. Burney is Senior Strategic Advisor to Ogilvy
Renault LLP in Ottawa, Chairman of the Board of CanWest
Global Communications Corp, and a Visiting Professor and
Senior Distinguished Fellow at Carleton University. He also
served as Canada’s Ambassador to the United States from
1989-1993.

Hugh Segal served in the public and private sector
for thirty-three years before being appointed by
Prime Minister Martin to the Senate, as a
Conservative, in 2005. He is an Adjunct Professor
(Public Policy) at the Queen’s School of Business.

J.L. GRANATSTEIN

ELINOR SLOAN

J.L. Granatstein is one of Canada’s most distinguished
historians focusing on 20th Century Canadian national
history.

Elinor Sloan is Associate Professor of International
Relations in the Department of Political Science at
Carleton University, specializing in US, Canadian,
and NATO security and defence policy. She is also
a former defence analyst with Canada’s
Department of National Defence.

FRANK HARVEY

GORDON SMITH

Frank P. Harvey is University Research Professor of
International Relations at Dalhousie University. He held the
2007 J. William Fulbright Distinguished Research Chair in
Canadian Studies at the State University of New York
(Plattsburg).

Gordon Smith is Director of the Centre for Global
Studies, and Adjunct Professor of Political Science
at the University of Victoria. He is a former Deputy
Minister of Foreign Affairs Canada and
Ambassador to the European Union and NATO.

MIKE JEFFERY

DENIS STAIRS

A retired member of the Canadian Forces and a former
Army Commander, Mike Jeffery is a consultant focusing on
defence, security, and strategic planning.

Denis Stairs is Professor Emeritus in Political
Science and a Faculty Fellow in the Centre for
Foreign Policy Studies, Dalhousie University. He
specializes in Canadian foreign and defence policy,
Canada-US relations and similar subjects.

DAVID PRATT
David Pratt is currently a consultant. He is the former
Advisor to the Secretary General and Special Ambassador
for the Canadian Red Cross and former Minister of National
Defence.

THE QUARTERLY REVIEW
Page 26

CDFAI Research Fellows

BOB BERGEN
Bob Bergen is Adjunct Assistant Professor, Centre for
Military and Strategic Studies, University of Calgary and a
former journalist.

JAMES FERGUSSON
James Fergusson is Deputy Director of the Centre for
Defence and Security Studies, and an Associate
Professor in the Department of Political Science at the
University of Manitoba.

GAVIN CAMERON

JOHN FERRIS

Dr. Cameron received his Ph.D. in 1998 from the
University of St. Andrews. He is an Associate Director of
the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies at the
University of Calgary and a member of the Executive
Board of the Canadian Association for Security &
Intelligence Studies (CASIS).

John Ferris is a Professor of History, and a Fellow at
the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies at the
University of Calgary. He is a specialist in military
and diplomatic history, as well as in intelligence.

AURÉLIE CAMPANA

BRIAN FLEMMING

Aurélie Campana is Assistant Professor in Political Science
at Laval University, Quebec City. She holds the Canada
Research Chair in Identity Conflicts & Terrorism. She is
also a member of the Institut Québécois des Hautes
Études Internationals.

Brian Flemming, CM, QC, DCL, is a Canadian policy
advisor, writer and international lawyer. He established
the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority
(CATSA), and served as its Chairman from 2002 to
2005.

DAVID CARMENT

ANDREW GODEFROY

David Carment is a Professor of International Affairs at the
Norman Paterson School of International Affairs, Carleton
University. In addition, he is the principal investigator for
the Country Indicators for Foreign Policy Project (CIFP).

Andrew Godefroy is a strategic analyst and historian
specializing in Canadian foreign, defence, and
technology affairs. He has been a member of the
Canadian Army Primary Reserve since 1993 and
currently holds the Canadian Visiting Research
Fellowship in the Leverhulme Programme on the
Changing Character of War at Oxford University.

BARRY COOPER

SHARON HOBSON

Barry Cooper, FRSC, is a Professor of Political Science
and Fellow, Centre for Military and Strategic Studies,
University of Calgary.

Sharon Hobson has been the Canadian correspondent
for Jane’s Defence Weekly since April 1985. For the
past decade she has also been a regular contributor to
Jane’s Navy International and Jane’s International
Defense Review. She is also the 2004 recipient of the
Ross Munro Media Award.

DANY DESCHÊNES
Dany Deschênes is an Assistant Professor at L’École de
Politique Appliquée de l’Université de Sherbrooke,
specializing in international security. He also is a
columnist for Le Multilatéral.

MARK ENTWISTLE
Mark Entwistle is currently Vice-President, International
and Government Affairs with ExecAdvice Corporation. A
former diplomat, he served as Canada’s Ambassador to
Cuba from 1993-1997 and is a leading expert on Cuba.

ROB HUEBERT
Rob Huebert is Associate Director of the Centre for
Military and Strategic Studies and Associate Professor in
the Department of Political Science at the University of
Calgary.

ANNE IRWIN
Anne Irwin is an Adjunct Assistant Professor of
Anthropology at the University of Calgary and was the
university’s first CDFAI Chair in Civil-Military Relations. A
graduate of the Canadian Land Forces Command and
Staff College’s Militia Command and Staff Course, she
served in the Canadian Forces Reserves from 1972 to
1987, retiring as a Military Police officer with the rank of
Major.
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TAMI JACOBY

STEPHEN RANDALL

Tami Amanda Jacoby is Deputy Director of the Centre
for Defence and Security Studies and Associate
Professor in the Department of Political Studies at the
University of Manitoba.

Stephen J. Randall, FRSC, is Professor of History at the
University of Calgary. He is a specialist in United States
foreign policy and Latin American international relations
and politics.

WHITNEY LACKENBAUER

CAMERON ROSS

Whitney Lackenbauer, Ph.D., is Associate Professor and
Chair of the Department of History at St. Jerome’s
University.
He specializes in Arctic security and
sovereignty issues, modern Canadian military and
diplomatic history, and Aboriginal-military relations.

Cameron Ross is the President of HCR Security
International Ltd. Prior to 2003, he served with the
Canadian Forces in command and operational
appointments, as well as overseas.

ERIC LERHE
Eric Lerhe is a retired naval officer who served as the
Commander Canadian Fleet Pacific from 2001 to 2003.
Cmdre. (Ret’d) Lerhe is currently completing his doctoral
degree at Dalhousie

GEORGE MACDONALD
George Macdonald retired from the Canadian Forces as
Vice Chief of the Defence Staff in 2004. He then joined
CFN Consultants in Ottawa where he continues to deal
with defence and security issues.

SARAH JANE MEHARG

STÉPHANE ROUSSEL
Stéphane Roussel is Assistant Professor at the
Department of Political Science, Université du
Québec à Montréal (UQAM) and the Canada
Research Chair in Canadian Foreign and Defence
Policy.

RON WALLACE
Ron Wallace recently retired as Chief Executive
Officer of a Canadian-US defence manufacturer. He
has worked extensively internationally, including the
Arctic regions of Canada and Russia, where he
gained experience in northern engineering and
environmental research.

DAVID WRIGHT

Sarah Jane Meharg is the Senior Research Associate at
the Pearson Peacekeeping Centre in Ottawa and is
Adjunct Professor at the Royal Military College of
Canada.
She is Canada’s leading post-conflict
reconstruction expert.

David C. Wright is an Associate Professor of History
at the University of Calgary specializing in imperial
Chinese and Mongolian history. Dr. Wright graduated
magna cum laude with baccalaureate degrees in
History and Chinese language. He went on to
complete his M.A. and Ph.D. in East Asian Studies
from Princeton University.

ALEXANDER MOENS

MARIE-JOËLLE ZAHAR

Alexander Moens, the author of Foreign Policy of
George W. Bush, is a Professor of Political Science at
SFU and a Senior Fellow at the Fraser Institute in the
Centre for Canadian American relations.

ROLAND PARIS
Roland Paris is the University Research Chair in
International Security and Governance, and Founding
Director for the Centre for International Policy, at the
University of Ottawa. His research interests are in the
fields of international security, international governance
and foreign policy.

Marie-Joëlle Zahar is Associate Professor of Political
Science and Research Director of the Francophone
Research Network on Peace Operations at the Centre
for International Research and Studies at the
Université de Montréal. She is a specialist of militia
politics and war economies; she also researches the
dynamics of post-conflict reconstruction.

Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute
CDFAI is a research institute focused on Canada’s international engagement in all its
forms: diplomacy, the military, aid and trade security. Established in 2001, CDFAI’s
vision is for Canada to have a respected, influential voice in the international arena
based on a comprehensive foreign policy, which expresses our national interests,
political and social values, military capabilities, economic strength and willingness to be
engaged with action that is timely and credible.
CDFAI was created to address the ongoing discrepancy between what Canadians
need to know about Canadian international activities and what they do know.
Historically, Canadians tend to think of foreign policy – if they think of it at all – as a
matter of trade and markets. They are unaware of the importance of Canada engaging
diplomatically, militarily, and with international aid in the ongoing struggle to maintain a
world that is friendly to the free flow of goods, services, people and ideas across
borders and the spread of human rights. They are largely unaware of the connection
between a prosperous and free Canada and a world of globalization and liberal
internationalism.
In all its activities CDFAI is a charitable, nonpartisan organization, supported financially
by the contributions of foundations, corporations and individuals. Conclusions or
opinions expressed in CDFAI publications and programs are those of the authors and
speakers and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Institute staff, fellows,
directors, advisors, or any individuals or organizations that provide financial support to
CDFAI.

