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Article Summaries from the Assistant Editor  
“Meat and Potatoes” Diplomacy 

Derek Burney addresses the Beyond the Border Action Plan announced December 7 by Prime Minister Harper and 
President Obama, which charts three broad avenues for implementation: access, for people, goods and services across 
our shared border; strengthening our shared security; and introducing regulatory actions to streamline and reduce the 
redundancies in the regulatory regimes of Canada and the US. 
 

Generating the Means to an End: Engaging the Public in the Foreign Policy Review Process 
David Carment stipulates that a foreign policy review process is essential to identifying the priorities of a government’s 
foreign policy and the ends they will pursue to accomplish those goals.  It is then essential for elected leaders to create a 
shared understanding among Canadians on the benefits, costs and risks of our foreign policy choices and priorities, 
which can only be accomplished through the creation of a dialogue between officials and citizens. 
 

Five Years and Counting: Harper’s Foreign and Defence Policy 

J.L. Granatstein commends the government’s work on revitalizing the Canadian military and showing strong leadership 
in its foreign policy goals.  He says Canada has positioned itself as a reliable ally and is ready to play a credible security 
role in the world. 
 

The Third United Nations Law of the Sea is Wearing Thin 

2012 marks the 30th anniversary of the Third United Nations Law of the Sea, and a new set of problems the crafters had 
not anticipated have arisen.  Brian Flemming encourages Canada to take a leading role in convincing the world to 
convene a new law-making international conference to ensure that many looming international legal problems will be 
settled as peaceably in the 21st century as they were in the 20th. 
 

The Aftermath of the Arab Spring 

Gordon Smith examines the unpredictability of democracy building in the Arab World following the revolutions sparked 
by social media.  He also questions what role New Media will have in the development of these countries. 
 

Time for Canada to Take Russia More Seriously 

Mark Entwistle offers three ways Canada can take Russia more seriously: first, it is necessary to remain cooperative 
Arctic neighbours; second, Canada must be aware of the rhetoric used to define the Canada-Russia relationship; and 
third, Canada should present itself as a realistic alternative broker to Russia’s strained relationship with the US. 
 

Actions Speak Louder than Words: The Importance of Values in Conflict 

Mike Jeffery explains that the recent video of four US Marines desecrating the bodies of dead Taliban fighters is an 
example of a failure in training and leadership as this act crosses a critical line, both for the military profession and 
society as a whole.  He concludes that societies must demand the highest possible moral standards of those in the 
profession of arms as lapses in conduct could mean mission failure. 
 

Tanks a Cornerstone of Canadian Military Transformation 

Bob Bergen examines Canadian Chief of Defence Staff (retired) Gen. Rick Hillier’s criticisms of now-retired Lt.-Gen. 
Andrew Leslie’s report on transformation, noting that the procurement of certain tanks, once scorned by Hillier, have 
become pivotal to the transformation process of the Canadian Forces.  He concludes that only time will tell if the rest of 
Hillier’s criticisms will be proven wrong or right. 
 

Manage the Chinese Relationship at a Personal Level 

Colin Robertson and Maureen Boyd argue that the Canada-China relationship will be the challenge for statecraft in 
this century.  Management of this relationship will require patience, perseverance and hard bargaining, but the first step 
is to get to know one another better. 
 

Security and the Arctic Council 

Whitney Lackenbauer states that the Arctic Council has become the premier forum for regional dialogue to promote 
cooperation, coordination and interaction amongst the Arctic states and Northern indigenous peoples; however, the 
Council has faced pressure in the last few years to include security questions in its mandate.  He concludes that pushing 
the Council to include hard security questions in its mandate would certainly doom the Council to fail. 
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Written by: 

David Bercuson 
 
 

J ust within the last six weeks the 
Indian Navy has begun final 

preparations to take the former 
Russian aircraft carrier, Admiral 
Gorshkov, into service on a ten 
year lease while it also prepares to 
add a Russian built Akula-class 

submarine to its undersea forces.  Australia has begun the 
process of looking for contractors to build the next 
generation of Australian submarines – there will be at least 
six.  Japan made the final decision to purchase at least 40 
F-35 Joint Strike Fighters just before Christmas.  
Singapore is close to making a decision on purchasing the 
F-35.  There was a minor clash in the South China Sea 
between the Philippines Navy and China, while news 
emerged that Manilla has opened discussions with the 
United States to re-establish a permanent US naval 
presence in the islands.  China’s new carrier has started 
sea trials.  Singapore, Malaysia, Vietnam, and Taiwan are 
all looking at upgrading their navies with more, larger, 
ships such as frigates and corvettes. 
 
It would be an exaggeration to say that a naval arms race 
is in full swing from the Indian subcontinent to Japan, but 
the increased naval building and acquisition activity is 
palpable.  The sudden resolve of the Burmese military 
dictatorship to seek to improve its relationships with the 
United States, and other western countries, as well as the 
tentative discussions between the US and Vietnam to 
establish some sort of a US presence along the 
Vietnamese coast are obviously the outgrowth of China’s 
expanding navy and, more important, its claims to virtually 
all of the South China Sea region as a core national 
interest of China.  Some observers believe China intends 
to make the South China Sea area as much a Chinese 
sphere of influence as the Caribbean is an American one.  
 
Does Canada have any stake in these strategic issues?  
Should Canada seek to play a role in these events? 
 
It is a well-known fact that Canadian trade with the Pacific 
region is already substantial but that even with current 
levels of trade there is still enormous potential for growth.  
The government has now entered preliminary negotiations 
to enter the Trans-Pacific Partnership, which could 
potentially give Canada greater access to more than 25 

Pacific nations.  Canada has also initiated discussions for 
a free trade agreement with India, which, although not a 
Pacific nation, is clearly deeply committed to maintaining 
freedom of navigation in the Bay of Bengal, the Indian 
Ocean, and the western entrance to the Strait of Malacca. 
 
The newly announced Canadian ship building program will 
not measurably increase the size of the Royal Canadian 
Navy, but it will create enough new littoral capability to 
allow the soon-to be upgraded Halifax Frigates, along with 
new oiler and replenishment vessels, to steam farther 
afield more often to take part in more visits and naval 
exercises in the far reaches of the Pacific. 
 
Canada needs to strengthen and deepen its trans-Pacific 
naval ties.  It is true that Canada doesn’t have the world’s 
largest navy by far, but it is also true that US budget cuts 
make it more necessary than ever for those nations that 
share US interests in the far Pacific to step up to enhance 
US naval and air capabilities. 
 
Everyone wants good relations with China.  But it is also in 
our interests to make sure China understands that those 
good relations can only be built on stability and the 
peaceful resolution of whatever legitimate undersea or 
territorial issues remain unsettled in the region.  The 
nations of the region, from India to Australia to Japan, can 
work to achieve these ends without us, but it is in our 
diplomatic and commercial interests to make sure that 
they know we will stand with them, and add whatever 
assets we can to theirs as events unfold in that region. 
 
 
 
 
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. 

Message from the Editor-in-Chief 



 
Written by: 

Derek Burney 
 
 

T he Beyond the Border Action 
Plan announced December 7 

by Prime Minister Harper and 
President Obama can best be 
described as “meat and potatoes” 
diplomacy adding substance, if 

not spice, to the framework issued in February of last year.   
A quick scan of the documents suggests that the 
negotiators have responded in a pragmatic fashion to 
concerns expressed by exporters, importers, shippers and 
travellers about excessive hassle at the world’s “longest, 
undefended border.”  Although negative reverberations 
about the President’s decision on the Keystone pipeline 
diluted the celebratory mood of the announcement, the 
potential benefits are real and will be welcomed by those 
most affected. 

 
The Action Plan charts three broad avenues for 
implementation: 
 
Access 
 
Included most prominently are measures designed to 
improve access for people, goods, and services across 
our shared border and intended, more generally, to 
enhance the competitiveness of the two North American 
economies.  The driving force will be new pre-clearance 
procedures at the perimeter instead of the border, 
facilitating more direct entry for cargo shipments – 
“screened once, approved twice” – applying to rail, marine 
and surface traffic.  Existing “trusted trader” and “trusted 
traveller” programs will be expanded over time to ease 
congestion at the border and allow US and Canadian 
officials to concentrate scrutiny in a more targeted and 
less universal fashion.  New express lanes for trucks will 
be added at border crossings and additional fast lanes for 
more Nexus passengers will be introduced.  It will be 
easier for business travellers and technicians to provide 
temporary, after sales service on both sides of the border.  
Importers will also have a single electronic entry point for 
customs information.  While most new provisions will be 
phased in over time, pilot projects for some will start as 
early as the new year to help validate the general 
approach.  According to the Canadian Exporters and 
Manufacturers Association, savings for Canadian business 
are estimated at $30B annually. 

Security 
 
While making the flow of legitimate people, goods and 
services more efficient across the border, the two 
governments have resolved specifically to strengthen their 
shared security.  State of the art technology and new 
entry/exit verification procedures will be deployed.  
Foreigners travelling to Canada or the US from Europe 
and other non-visa countries will be required to fill out an 
electronic form before they fly.  This is similar to a practice 
already in place in Australia and New Zealand.  Other 
measures will enable authorities to better detect  
individuals deemed to pose a security threat before they 
leave for North America, instead of when they land.    
There will also be provisions for mutual recognition of air 
cargo security programs and outbound checked baggage 
systems. Specific attention is also being given to 
commitments that will strengthen the two countries’ ability 
to protect shared, critical infrastructure, notably threats 
from cyberspace, and to respond rapidly to disasters and 
emergencies on either side of the border. 
 
Special emphasis is given to the need to respect the 
Privacy regimes of each country, although this will 
undoubtedly be castigated as insufficient by some in 
Canada who are wary of any agreement with the US. 

 
 
Regulatory 
 
Actions are being undertaken to streamline and reduce 
redundancies in the regulatory regimes of Canada and the 

(Continued on page 7) 
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US, focusing initially on highly integrated sectors like auto 
manufacturing and food processing. The Regulatory 
Cooperation Council will ensure more efficient and 
common standards aligning motor vehicle safety (crash-
test) standards, pesticide limits and the labelling of health 
care products. 
 
Greater harmonization of vehicle safety standards will 
reduce production and design costs for autos, hence costs 
for consumers.  Certification requirements for meat and 
poultry shipments will be introduced to reduce or eliminate 
redundant administrative procedures.  While being fully 
consistent  in terms of health, safety and environmental 
concerns, common approaches will evolve on food safety 
leading ultimately to a standard acceptable to both.  It is 
also anticipated that new product approvals will be 
conducted in a more streamlined fashion. 
 
Although many of the measures announced will be 
implemented over the next 2 to 3 years, there is enough to 
be implemented expeditiously to give needed credibility to 
the “Beyond the Border” initiative especially compared to 
many previous attempts that died stillborn.  
Responsibilities for actions – who, how, when – are 
identified clearly in the agreement, along with a precise 
reporting schedule. 
 
Neither earth-shattering nor radical by any means, but, for 
two economies beleaguered by a slumping global 
economy, this package of initiatives should produce 
tangible dividends, removing much of the sludge that has 
hobbled a bilateral trade relationship that is still the largest 
in the world.  It is described as a “road map”, not an 
agreement, indicating that the measures are essentially 
administrative and will not require new legislation.   
Although the wording makes for turgid reading in spots, 
that is the nature of customs and regulatory procedures.  
The Action Plan is a solid step forward, one that would not 
have happened without persistent prodding from the two 
leaders and one which will not reach its full potential 
unless that commitment is sustained. 
 
 
 
 
Derek H. Burney, Senior Strategic Advisor to Norton Rose OR LLP 
and Senior Research Fellow at the Canadian Defence & Foreign 
Affairs Institute (CDFAI), was the Ambassador of Canada to the 
United States from 1989 to 1993. 
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Generating the Means to an End: Engaging the Public 
In the Foreign Policy Review Process 

 
Written by: 

David Carment 
 
 

I n 1947, Louis St. Laurent 
introduced Canadians to their 

first real foreign policy review 
during a public lecture at the 
University of Toronto.  Since then 

the review process has been considered a crucial element 
in a new government’s contribution to public discourse.  In 
his address, St. Laurent spoke broadly of many problems 
facing Canada after World War Two, but chief among 
them was the singular need for Canada to uphold and 
defend the core values of freedom and liberty in the face 
of rising oppression within the Soviet Bloc.  In contrast, 
Paul Martin’s International Policy Statement, from about 
seven years ago, identified the core responsibilities of 
efficiency and effectiveness in fixing the problems of a 
post-Cold War world confronted by failed and failing 
states, terrorism, and economic uncertainty.  
Though facing vastly different 
problems, both leaders 
understood that to identify 
ends meant also engaging 
Canadians openly and 
directly in a discussion on 
how those ends could realistically 
be achieved.  After considerable public 
deliberation, Martin’s IPS acknowledged that a pooling of 
resources and capabilities was an appropriate means to 
tackle the complex and interrelated problems facing 
Canada and the world.  For St. Laurent, international 
organizations such as the United Nations, the 
Commonwealth, and later, NATO, were central to 
achieving Canada’s objectives.  
 
Over the six decades spanning these two reviews, 
Canada’s  foreign  policy has been captivated  by three 
ends: the establishment of peace and security through the  
rule of law, maintaining a harmonious and productive 
relationship with the United States, and ensuring 
economic prosperity and competiveness through trade 
and investment.  To these three core elements we might 
add enhancing national unity and its corollary, 
strengthening Canadian sovereignty. 
 

Should we expect anything earth shattering to come from 
the current government’s review?  We can only guess 
what it might look like since there has been little public 
engagement in the process.  The Conservatives should 
continue their prioritization of trade, economic 
development and investment, with an increasing tilt 
towards Asia.  Canada’s country priorities will include 
emerging markets such as Brazil, India, Mexico, and 
Indonesia as a way to both offset the gains these 
countries take away from Canada in terms of trade, but as 
places where Canada can achieve growth through 
investment.  
 
The Conservatives will also look to counterbalance 
China’s growing economic and political influence through 
strategic partnerships with those same countries as well 
as seek to establish stronger relations with pivotal states 
in key regions of the world.  In Africa, this would include 
Nigeria and South Africa. In Asia, India, Vietnam, 
Indonesia, Korea, and Japan might top the list, and in the 
Western Hemisphere, Brazil and Mexico.  

 
Turkey needs to be singled out 

because of the pivotal 
security role it has played 
since the first Gulf War, its 
increasing independence 

from a weakened EU, and 
as a bridge to the Middle East 

and Central Asia. More contentious 
matters, such as the weak and fragile states within the 
Middle East, Africa, Central America, and their attendant 
democratic deficits, will likely be set aside for multilateral 
engagements.  There are enough precarious states in the 
world that no aid donor is in a position to fix them on their 
own.  Similarly, the economic meltdown in Europe, while 
obviously a foreign policy priority, has yet to sort itself out 
and can only be addressed through concerted multilateral 
efforts. 
 
Regardless of which countries and issues it prioritizes in 
its review, it is vital that any strategic direction the current 
government provides to its bureaucrats is backed up by 
commensurate resources and capabilities and that 
Canadians understand how those resources will be  
allocated and used.  The Department of Foreign Affairs 
can only follow through on meaningful changes in policy 

(Continued on page 9) 

“...an open conversation on our foreign 
policy priorities is an important, if not 
essential, way of holding our elected 

officials accountable.” 
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direction if support for capabilities are actually built into the 
policy itself.  This support requires that policy analysts 
within Foreign Affairs and related departments clearly 
understand their objectives and their mandates and how 
their capabilities correspond to one another.  Provinces, 
municipalities and civil society have a critical role to play 
here as they are often more deeply engaged than the 
federal government on many issues.  
 
Matching means to ends is no simple task. Any 
government seriously contemplating a foreign policy 
review must consider how they will balance competing 
perspectives and interests, how they will gather and 
evaluate relevant information to support the review 
process and ultimately how they will engage the public in a 
discussion of those policy choices.  

 
 
No foreign policy review should purposefully divide a 
country; the policies a review espouses should speak to a 
combination of Canada’s collective interests and 
capabilities.  Further, an open review is a vital way to build 
bridges across departments, between the government and 
the people who elected them, and between the public and 
private spheres. 
 
In summary, if a review is intended to establish 
parameters, identify means, specify objectives, and 
operationalize goals in a way that the general public can 
appreciate and value, it is understandable why some 
governments might be ambivalent towards a public review 
process.  Engaging Canadians in a discussion on foreign 
policy priorities can be an extremely complex, time 
consuming task.  Yet, the effort is worth it in the long run. 

Indeed, it is incumbent on our elected leaders to create a 
shared understanding among Canadians on the benefits, 
costs and risks of our foreign policy choices and priorities. 
After all, it is the public’s tax dollars that provide the means 
to achieving a government’s proposed ends.  Simply put, 
an open conversation on our foreign policy priorities is an 
important, if not essential, way of holding our elected 
officials accountable.  In turn, there is no better place for 
that accountability to begin than during a foreign policy 
review. 
 
 
 
 
David Carment is a Fellow of the Canadian Defence & Foreign 
Affairs Institute and Editor of the Canadian Foreign Policy Journal. 
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Five Years and Counting: Harper’s Foreign 
and Defence Policy 

THE QUARTERLY REVIEW 

 
Written by: 

J.L. Granatstein 
 
 

A fter two minority governments 
and ten months of majority 

rule, we can see the outlines of the 
Harper government’s vision of the 
world.  The military side of the 
picture is very easy to discern. 

Clearly, Prime Minister Harper sees the CF as important to 
Canada and to his efforts to assure our allies, not least the 
United States, that Canada is a good and 
reliable partner once again, 
one that can be counted 
on to share in the dirty 
work.  That was why 
C a n a d a  k e p t  a 
thousand t ra iners in 
Afghanistan and did not pull out 
completely.  That is why Canada sent fighter aircraft to 
bomb Gaddafi’s Libya and continues to have an RCN 
frigate operating in the Mediterranean.  Playing our part 
matters to Harper – and to the White House and the 
Pentagon. 

 
 
Peter MacKay may not be the most sure-footed minister in 
the Cabinet nor the most beloved of his Prime Minister, but 
after Afghanistan and Libya he is popular with the troops, 

and that matters.  And while the Canadian Forces will take 
a big hit as part of the government’s spending reductions, 
DND will continue to spend at least $20 billion a year, and 
the projected massive equipment purchases, though 
slowed by almost incomprehensible procurement delays, 
seem very likely to be continued.  If MacKay was replaced 
today, his record as Defence minister would rank with the 
nation’s best.  
 
None of the CF’s high public standing amounts to the 
militarization of Canada, despite faux cries of alarm from a 
few columnists and the Opposition.  Restoring the CF to 
capability was essential, and Harper rebuilt the military 

because it simply had to be done.  Sending a 
servicewoman to a Citizenship 

ceremony is optional, of 
course, but in no way 
harmful, and if hockey 

team owners want to salute 
the troops, who could complain 

other than dyed-in-the-wool pacifists in the 
Opposition ranks? 
 
Canada’s foreign policy is also clear.  US power may be in 
decline, its leaders trapped in political gridlock, but the US 
remains Ottawa’s No. 1 priority, as shown by the security 
partnership deal outlined in December.  What will come of 
this deal, however, will be determined by the results of the 
upcoming American elections.  But there is no doubt that 
US trade will remain vital to the Canadian economy, no 
matter how much the government tries to diversify.  It is 
right to try, but even free trade deals with the European 
Community and South Korea cannot replace the US 
market – and they never will.  The government has its 
priorities right. 
 
Moreover, the Department of Foreign Affairs and 
International Trade now has a leader.  Lawrence Cannon 
was a popgun at best; trusted by Harper, John Baird is 
vocal, vigorous, and smart, pounding the Syrian regime 
with ever tougher sanctions, visiting the victorious Libyan 
revolutionaries, and making the rounds of conferences. 
Baird and Harper both are much less multilateralist than 
their predecessors, less willing to pretend the United 
Nations matters.  It was Harper’s mistake to try for a 
Security Council seat when it was clear Portugal had the 
European and African votes sewn up.  Losing was no 
disaster, but an error, Baird says, not to be repeated.  

(Continued on page 11) 
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“...the US remains Ottawa’s No. 1 
priority, as shown by the security 

partnership deal outlined in December.” 
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Showing up where it matters with a good record is worth 
more than empty posturing any day. 
 
Much more important to us than the UN, NATO is in 
disarray, the Libyan success not erasing the Afghan 
debacle of allied caveats and shirking.  The Alliance may 
yet be revived, but Ottawa now will surely look to the 
Western hemisphere and Asia more than to a Europe in 
military and financial decline. 
 
Above all, it is the economy that matters most in 2012 and 
likely into 2013 as well.  The Finance minister and the 
Governor of the Bank of Canada will have more influence 
than Baird or MacKay on how Canada operates abroad – 
and at home.  But Stephen Harper is in charge, and if his 

Canada no longer pretends to be a moral superpower, it is 
a principled, responsible ally ready to play a credible 
security role in the world.  Reality is always much better 
than pretense. It’s not Lloyd Axworthy’s foreign policy 
now. 
 
 
 
 
J.L. Granatstein is a Senior Research Fellow of the Canadian 
Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute. 

(Continued from page 10) 
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Written by: 

Brian Flemming 
 
 

T he Third United Nations Law 
of the Sea (UNCLOSIII) treaty 

turns 30 this year.  The treaty that 
was signed in Montego Bay in 1982 
was the most successful and far-
reaching international maritime law 
reform exercise in history.  And it 

kept the peace at sea in parts of the world that, without it, 
might have exploded into violence and war. 
 
Canada was one of the biggest winners from the 
UNCLOSIII negotiations when this lucky country acquired 
vast continental shelves in two oceans and took full legal 
ownership of the rich resources under and above those 
shelves. 
 
Although Canada's diplomats at the UNCLOSIII 
conference were among the best there, and although 
Canada achieved its diplomatic goals at the conference, it 
took until 2003 for Canada to ratify the treaty, a decade 
after the required number of states – 60 – had ratified and 
brought the treaty into force.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
UNCLOSIII was the third attempt the international 
community had undertaken to keep peace at sea.  The 
first attempt, in the 50s, succeeded and allowed states to 
claim some of their adjacent continental shelves.  The 
second attempt, in 1960, failed by a narrow margin to 
approve the 12-mile territorial seas then being claimed by 
many countries. 
 
The 1982 treaty succeeded in settling many thorny issues. 
But it is now looking quite middle-aged.  It is now time to 
convene a fourth international conference – UNCLOSIV? – 

to deal with the “unfinished business” of UNCLOSIII and to 
make new law in some areas of the oceans that countries 
in 1982 never imagined would be so problematic so soon. 
 
The Deepwater Horizon disaster revealed how inadequate 
national and international standards were in regulating the 
drilling for, and production of, petroleum from ocean 
depths the delegates to the UNCLOSIII conference would 
have found astonishing.  Current drilling activities far 
offshore America, Brazil, west Africa and Canada are 
today regulated by what one legal expert correctly called 
“a patchwork” of regulation that is “not working.”  A new 
treaty is desperately needed to address this and other 
international legal deficits before another Deepwater 
disaster again shocks and angers the world. 
 
Any new international negotiation must also return to the 
issue that triggered UNCLOSIII in the first place, namely, 
exploiting the abyssal ocean depths that lie beyond the 
continental shelves of the world.  Arvid Pardo, the Maltese 
ambassador to the UN who set UNCLOSIII in motion, 
called this area “the common heritage of all mankind.”  
The presence of what then appeared to be exploitable 
“manganese nodules” on the deep ocean floor drove the 
broad international community to try and keep advanced 
economies from taking these nodules for themselves, and 
not sharing their benefits with the rest of the world. 
 
The potentially exploitable resources of the abyssal depths 
now include petroleum and rare earths.  It will not be long 
before the relentless march of drillers to the edge of the 
world's continental shelves reaches the internationally-
owned seabed.  The same forces calling for better 
regulation of the outer continental shelves of the world 
also ask that more and better powers be given to the 
International Seabed Authority that was created by 
UNCLOSIII to be legal caretaker of the international 
seabed.  An UNCLOSIV conference could deal with this 
and a multiplicity of other issues. 
 
Canada was a leader in the successful negotiation of the 
UNCLOSIII treaty.  It should now take the lead in trying to 
convince the world to convene a new law-making 
international conference to ensure that many looming 
international legal problems will be settled as peaceably in 
the 21st century as they were in the 20th. 
 
 
 
 
Brian Flemming, CM, QC, is a Research Fellow of the Canadian 
Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute.  He advised the Canadian 
government at the UNCLOSIII negotiations. 
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The Aftermath of the Arab Spring 

 
Written by: 

Gordon Smith 
 
 

A t the beginning of 2012, I see a 
world with many uncertainties. 

Don’t read further if you want a 
crystal clear idea of what will 
happen.  I am, however, reassured 

after reading the book How We Decide that being 
uncertain is actually a good thing in certain circumstances. 
It seems pundits who are very sure of their predictions are 
the ones who are most often wrong.  That is certainly the 
case for the outlook in the Arab world.  If you are sure, you 
do not understand. 
 
The year 2011 certainly produced major change in the 
region.  The immolation of a frustrated fruit and vegetable 
seller in Tunisia was, unfortunately, not a first.  But the 
way the funeral procession and its confrontation with the 
police was captured on video, picked up in Marseilles, 
then sent on to al Jazeera, which put the images on 
television was a first.  The videos were widely seen both in 
Tunisia and in the region.  Who could have predicted this? 
During the Fall of 2011, reports from the US Embassy in 
Tunis were leaked.  These reports only confirmed what 
everybody knew – there was widespread corruption in 
Tunisia.  But a tipping point had been reached.  Social 
media – Twitter, Facebook – facilitated people to organize 
larger and larger protests.  Ben Ali decided he could not 
resist.  Who could have predicted? 
 
Tunisia provided the spark that ignited Egypt, then Libya, 
then Syria and elsewhere.  Who could have predicted 
Gadaffi would make such outrageous statements that he 
made it politically impossible for the international 
community not to intervene.  The outcomes are far from 
clear.  Tunisia is the most hopeful, although time will tell 
how political Islam will play out in the country. And in 
Egypt, of course, the elections are also bringing victory to 
Islamists.  Moreover the military have shown no sign that 
they will ever accept an elected government as the 
legitimate civil authority. 
 
It is also impossible to predict the outcome in Syria.  There 
is no sign that the government, or the protestors, will back 
off.  It is uncertain whether the Arab League will seek 
action on the basis of what their observers have seen and 
the videos that continue to come out of the country. 
 

Much less is said in the mainstream press about Yemen 
and Bahrain.  The first has on-going conflict, which 
includes significant numbers of al Qaeda fighters, and the 
second remains highly unstable. 
 
Libya has an enormous building job to do.  Their good 
fortune is that they have a great deal of money.  But one 
can think of other countries with revenue flowing from 
energy exports where the result has been huge wealth 
discrepancies and corruption.  There is absolutely no 
political culture in Libya to start building democratic 
institutions.  Indeed, if politics is all about who gets what, 
when and how, the existing political culture in Libya (and 
elsewhere) is perverse. 
 

 
 
How does one build a democracy in such a country as 
Libya?  We know it is much more difficult than holding 
elections.  Indeed, elections can be held too early, as we 
know.  One project I am working on is whether social 
media can be used to help root democracy; I would invite 
readers interested to contact me at gssmith@uvic.ca. 
Social media certainly facilitated the revolutions.  Can they 
do the same with democracy building and, if so, how? 
More exotically, might developments in neuroscience 
change the way we understand political development? 
 
So far these conflicts have been largely internal.  But I 
worry that may not remain the case.  (Aspiring nuclear) 
Iran will not want to see the Assad regime collapse.  How 
far would Iran go to help Syria?  Might the conflict be 
enlarged into Lebanon?  Might Assad, as a last gasp, try 
to attack Israel in an attempt to change the nature of the 
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Over the past year, CDFAI has branched out 
into the world of New Media. Our online 
presence has grown substantially through the 
use of Facebook, Twitter, Linkedin, and our 
Blog. The 3Ds Blog, moderated by Jack 
Granatstein, provides important, up to the 
minute commentary on issues relating to 
defence and foreign affairs. If you would like to 
contribute to the blog please send your 
submissions to contact@cdfai.org. We want to 
hear from you.  
 
 
You can also join the conversation by visiting our 
Facebook page at http://www.facebook.com/
CDFAI or following us on Twitter @CDFAI. You 
can also find us on Linkedin at http://
www.linkedin.com/company/canadian-defence-
and-foreign-affairs-institute.  
 
 
Thank you for your support. With your help we 
look forward to continuing to raise the level of 
debate around issues of diplomacy, defence and 
development in Canada. 
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conflict from an internal one into an Arab-Israeli 
confrontation?  Finally, will sufficient pressure be brought 
to bear on China and Russia to permit further Security 
Council action? 
 

 
 
 
My suggestion is that the readers think about these things, 
but understand the dimensions of the unknowns and also 
the importance of the outcomes. 
 
 
 
 
Gordon Smith is a Senior Research Fellow of the Canadian Defence 
& Foreign Affairs Institute and Director of the Centre for Global 
Studies with the University of Victoria. 
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Time for Canada to Take Russia More Seriously 

 
Written by: 

Mark Entwistle 
 
 

C anada and Russia will this year 
mark 70 years of their bilateral 

relationship.  It has been an eventful 
history, forged in the days of wartime 
cooperation with the former Soviet 

Union and witness to the often tumultuous political 
evolution of contemporary Russia.  There have been ups 
and downs, from past episodic spying incidents to iconic 
hockey moments to fruitful scientific cooperation. 
 
Recent media reports linking the arrest of a Canadian 
naval officer to alleged Russian espionage activities reflect 
the latest bump on the road.  This is what happens when 
the realities of the intelligence world ooze out of fissures in 
the usual secrecy.  Appropriate action of course must 
always be taken in such circumstances, but, at the same 
time, strategic decisions about the value and course of the 
relationship between Canada and Russia must not be 
taken on the basis of such short-term irritants. 
 
Russia is undergoing political evolution.  The recent and 
relatively large street demonstrations in Moscow, and 
smaller ones in other Russian cities, protesting that 
parliamentary elections held December 4, 2011, had not 
been wholly free and fair, have changed the political 
equation.  But an Arab Spring-style revolution they are not. 
They reflect principally the voice of the younger, urban 
professional class in Russia that has spent the past ten 
years focused on and consolidating their economic 
situation.  Now more secure, and with more disposable 
income, they have turned their attention to civic life, 
triggered by the complacency of the dominant political 
class.  The latter failed to recognize the social dynamic 
that was hidden behind the relative silence and mistook it 
for acquiescence.  The cries on the street are not 
generally demanding the removal of current Prime Minister 
Vladimir Putin from the scene, or even to block his 
probable return to the presidency on March 4, 2012; but 
rather to serve notice that they do not want to be taken for 
granted.  The “system” that has served as the architecture 
of Russian politics since 2000 has run its course, and the 
first casualty may well be the deal reached between 
Vladimir Putin and current President Dmitry Medvedev to 
“swap” jobs for a further 12 years to keep the “system” in 
place until 2024.  
 

Now more than ever, Canada needs to take Russia more 
seriously, and pay more careful political attention to the 
bilateral relationship at the highest levels.  There are 
several considerations at this important juncture in the 
relationship.  
 
First, the warming of the Arctic has injected adrenalin into 
the politics of being northern neighbours.  It is no longer 
sufficient to use the imagery of a shared northern 
experience to underpin the narrative of the bilateral 
relationship; the two countries are now actually butting 
against each other in the new Arctic.  There will be times 
when Canada and Russia will be economic competitors in 
the North, but, more likely, it is of greater advantage to 
both countries that we maintain a privileged relationship 
on the issues of mutual interest and concern that will 
certainly arise.  The number of other players with an 
interest in the new Arctic will increase exponentially in the 
coming years.  A mature and sophisticated capacity to 
cooperate politically is based on sufficient trust and 
understanding, which, in turn, requires an investment of 
time, energy and resources on the part of governments. 
The time to start that process is now.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Second, the sensitive domestic political situation in Russia 
requires that Canada be careful about its words and 
positions.  There is no more room for rhetorical political 
language around Russian military threats to Canada, as 
occurred earlier in the Stephen Harper period.  The 
Government of Canada must keep a careful and 
restrained watch on political developments in Russia, 
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allowing Russians to know that it cares, but is very 
respectful of the fact that their own future is rightly in their 
hands.  
 
Third, the relationship between the United States and 
Russia remains strained and marked by suspicion and 
mistrust, partly inherited and partly sown anew.  There is 
an opportunity for Canada to become the North American 
partner that Russia needs to diversify its reliance and 
focus on Europe, and in a way that does not threaten the 
United States. 

 
 
As the Arctic warms and Russian politics has grown 
interesting again, never has the need been greater for 
Canada to improve its relationship with Russia.  This 
would help manage the politics of the Arctic, which will be 
one of the key trends in international affairs in coming 
years, more effectively, as well as offer Canadian business 
enhanced opportunities in Russia itself.  
 
 
 
 
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-
2007 and is a leading expert on Cuba. 
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Actions Speak Louder than Words: The Importance 
of Values in Conflict 

 
Written by: 

Mike Jeffery 
 
 

I n early January a YouTube video 
appeared that showed four US 

Marines urinating on the bodies of 
dead Taliban fighters.  This act has 
been widely condemned, including 
many within the Marine Corps, as 

reprehensible; indeed it is.  However, it is important to 
consider why such incidents occur and their growing 
significance in conflicts of the 21st century. 
 
Desecration of the bodies of enemy combatants is as old 
as war itself and history is replete with horrific examples. 
There are cultural differences in how such acts are seen, 
but western society condemns them and imposes strict 
rules and expectations on those forces legally permitted to 
use deadly force.  Professional militaries follow a strict 
code of conduct with respect to treatment of enemy 
combatants, whether alive or dead; this code forms a key 
part of training and all soldiers are taught not to relish in 
killing and to treat the bodies of enemy soldiers with 
honour and respect. 

 
 
Societal expectations aside, there are strong forces at play 
on the battlefield.  Operating in this environment, the 
soldier must deal with significant psychological and 
emotional pressure that leads to a well known cultural 
dynamic amongst soldiers in combat.  Dehumanizing the 
enemy; feelings of disdain and contempt; a gallows 
humour; and the trivialization of death and suffering, are all 

natural reactions for human beings facing constant danger 
and who are required to hunt down and kill an opponent. 
But, the extreme form of that disdain, manifesting itself in 
acts of desecration of bodies, crosses a critical line both 
for the military profession and society as a whole.  
 
While the recently publicized incident is not unique, there 
is no indication that this is a systemic problem.  Rather it is 
likely a relatively isolated occurrence and indicative of a 
failure in training and leadership.  However, this should not 
be allowed to minimize the strategic significance of the 
event and the potential for real damage.  In this real-time 
information age, such lapses in professional conduct are 
not confined to the battlefield; they are brought into every 
living room around the world.  The image they paint of 
western culture and values, albeit incorrect, is destructive 
of the goals we are trying to achieve. 
 
While I don’t personally ascribe to the notion of a War on 
Terror, there can be little doubt that we face a growing 
global conflict.  The fight is not one against terrorism, but 
is one of values and ideas; it is a battle for the hearts and 
minds of the global community.  It is not the short, tactical 
battle of police and soldiers, but rather the strategic, long-
term conflict, of people and societies.  Victory is not the 
conquest and subordination of the societies and peoples 
from which the terrorist springs, but rather the triumph of 
those societies, choosing, of their own volition, to accept 
or even adopt the values and ideas that our society 
represents.  This conflict is one requiring patience and 
confidence.  It demands the willingness to pay the price of 
the violence-induced loss of life and disruption of order.  It 
requires a firm belief in the rightness of our approach and 
our ultimate goal.  Such an approach demands strong, 
moral and responsible leadership, the like of which the 
world has rarely seen. 
 
Such a strategy also demands that we be prepared to fight 
those who would destroy us and the values we espouse. 
Many of these groups believe we are weak; that we lack 
the moral fibre and determination to stay the course.  If we 
fail to respond, or worse, attempt to appease them, we will 
not gain their respect but only their contempt.  But in this 
conflict our approach must be focused on, and guided by, 
the values that our society represents.  For if, in engaging 
in that fight, we display conduct and values abhorrent even 
to our own society, we erode the foundation that we have 
built and ultimately contribute to the success of the enemy 
we oppose.  
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In an age where the use of force is constrained, even in 
combat, the soldier’s ability to demonstrate our value 

system may be the most important weapon in our arsenal. 
Lapses in such conduct could mean mission failure. 
Societies must therefore demand of their military forces 
the highest possible moral standards and, in turn, the 
military profession must maintain a high standard of 
conduct.  
 
For the soldier, this is the most demanding of 
expectations. Not only does he have to be a superb 
warrior, he must conduct himself to a high moral standard 
under the most difficult of conditions. While some may see 
this as an unrealistic goal, it is one society, and the 
profession of arms, must aspire to if they are to achieve 
the vital mission of defeating such a virulent foe. 
 
 
 
 
Mike Jeffery is a retired member of the Canadian Forces and a 
former Army Commander.  He is a consultant focusing on defence, 
security and strategic planning. 
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 Tanks a Cornerstone of Canadian Military Transformation 

 
Written by: 
Bob Bergen 

 
 

O nly history will tell if former 
Canadian Chief of Defence 

Staff retired General Rick Hillier’s 
criticism of the voluminous Report 
on the Department of National 
Defence / Canadian Forces 

Transformation is valid. 
 
Hillier claims the report’s recommendations, authored by 
now retired Lt.-General Andrew Leslie, would destroy the 
Canadian military if acted upon.  The report 
recommended, among other things, saving $1 billion 
annually by reorganizing the Forces and cutting 11,000 
headquarters command and control jobs.  But, as brilliant 
as Hillier was at building the Forces morale and public 
image as CDS from 2005 to 2008, he has been stunningly 
wrong before.  One only has to revisit an article he 
authored in 2003, during his early thinking on army 
transformation, when he argued that Canada’s aging 
Leopard tanks should be replaced with the US Stryker 
Mobile Gun System.  Then Chief of the Land Staff, he 
wrote: “The strong qualities of a Leopard parked in 
Valcartier and Edmonton are useless to the soldiers in 
Kabul, Eritrea, Bosnia or anywhere else we need direct 
fire.  In some cases, we can’t get it there since it is too 
heavy for the C-130 to lift, in other places (such as the 
streets of Kabul), it cannot manoeuvre and in other 
situations (e.g., on peace support operations), it would be 
de-stabilizing to deploy or employ it.” 
 
Fast forward to 2006 and 15 of those very same 30-year-
old Leopards from CFB Edmonton that Hillier had 
disparaged as “millstones” around the neck of Canada’s 
military thinking were taking up positions in Kandahar 
Province, Afghanistan.  Later, Canada borrowed 20 
Leopard 2A6Ms from Germany, also for use in 
Afghanistan in place of the aging and under-armoured 
Leopards. Not to be too critical of Hillier, the nature of the 
battle changed in Afghanistan because the government 
decided to move the military’s operations from Kabul to 
Kandahar.  Had the Forces actually acquired the much 
lighter-armoured Strykers, there is no telling what the 
consequences could have been. 
 
Clearly, the Canadian Forces thinking has moved very, 
very far from Hillier’s vision of transformation.  Rather than 

the asymmetric threats he envisioned almost exclusively 
from failed and failing states, the Leslie report is far more 
general stating that: “the future cannot be predicted but 
there is fair certainty in knowing that future operations will 
be challenging, will be plentiful, will run concurrently and 
will cover the full spectrum of military capabilities at home 
and abroad.”  While that may not seem to be a striking 
departure from Hillier’s thinking, what is an astonishing 
departure is the size and scope of the modern tank 
acquisition program the Canadian Forces has embarked 
upon. 

 
 
The Lord Strathcona’s Horse (Royal Canadians) at CFB 
Edmonton expected to take delivery of 14 Leopard 2A4 Ms 
in February 2012, followed by another 68 in three different 
variants to various units in Canada in batches through to 
2014.  By 2013, it is anticipated that Canada will have 
three 19-tank squadrons.  Each squadron will have three 
headquarters tanks and four troops of four tanks each. 
Two of the squadrons will be with the Strathcona’s and 
one will be located in Gagetown, manned by troops from 
the Royal Canadian Dragoons and the 12e Regiment 
Blindee du Canada.  The Armour School will have about 
16 training tanks.  CFB Borden will receive three.  As well, 
1 Combat Engineer Regiment in Edmonton will have 
between nine and 13 Leopard-based Armoured Engineer 
Vehicles (AEVs) and 4 Engineer Support Regiment in 
Gagetown will have four AEVs. 
 
Compared to the 42.5-tonne Leopards the Strathcona’s 
first took to Afghanistan, the new Leopard variants are 
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As we head into 2012, it is looking to be 
another banner year for the Canadian 
Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute. Over the 
past  couple of months we have continued 
to produce ground-breaking research, 
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2012 US Primaries and Caucuses.  
 
The Strategic Studies Working Group 
continues to raise the level of debate with an 
argument from Craig Stone as to why 
creating a single procurement agency will 
not solve the underlying challenges facing 
Canada’s procurement process: A Separate 
Defence Procurement Agency: Will it Make 
a Difference?  
 
In answer to Prime Minister Harper’s trip to 
China, CDFAI released a policy paper by 
Hugh Stephens, Asia-Pacific: Let’s Get Back 
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highlight issues of importance to Canadians 
through our Policy Update series, which has 
included Derek Burney’s piece, A Raucous 
Political Year for America, Ron Wallace’s 
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and a piece from David Carment and 
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Withdrawal? A Recipe for Haitian Success. 
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monsters.  The 20 Leopard 2A6Ms coming from Germany 
weigh a hefty 63 tonnes with mine protection 
enhancements.  The 20 Leopard 24As and 20 Leopard 
2A4Ms all coming from the Netherlands weigh 56 tonnes 
and 62.5 tonnes, respectively.  All have significantly more 
firepower punch with 120-millimetre main guns compared 
to the 1970s Leopards’ 105-millimetre gun.  
 
Millstones around the neck of army thinking?  Hardly. 
Tanks Hillier once scorned are one of the cornerstones of 
the Canadian military’s transformation.  Only time will tell if 
he is right or wrong about the rest. 
 
 
1 

From the Internet: http:blogs.ottawacitizen.com/2011/09/07hillier-lobs-a-
grenade-at-lt-gen-leslies-tranfor…  [Accessed January 21, 2012] 
2 Canada. Department of National Defence. Hillier, Lieutenant-General 
Rick. “Army Transformation: :Punching Above our Weight.”  The Army 
Doctrine and Training Bulletin. Vol. 6, No. 3. Fall/Winter 2003. pp. 2-3. 
3 

“The return of the Leopard.” From the Internet: http:www.canada.com/
ottawacitizen/news/observer/story.html?id=95b4c9e5-de13-4425-…  
[Accessed January 20, 2012] 
4 Canada. Department of National Defence. Report on the Department of 
National Defence/Canadian Forces Transformation 2011. p. 13. 
 
 
 
 
Bob Bergen is Adjunct Assistant Professor, Centre for Military and 
Strategic Studies, University of Calgary and a former journalist. 
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Written by: 

Colin Robertson and 
Maureen Boyd 

 
 

A s Prime Minister Harper 
prepares for his second 

trip to China, he will appreciate 
that managing the China 
relationship is as important for 

our time as managing German ambition was for the first 
half of the twentieth century.  By 
2030, China is expected to 
have the largest economy 
in the world, generating 
twice as much trade as the 
USA.  The World Bank reckons 
the Chinese ‘miracle’ has pulled 400 million from 
poverty. China leapfrogged Britain, Germany, and then 
Japan to become the world’s second largest economy.  
Hosting the Olympics in 2008 was China’s demonstration 
that it arrived.  China is now the alternate economic center 
to the United States. 
 
The miracle is not without warts.  Social unrest is an 
abiding preoccupation for China's leadership.  The fear, as 
Mao put it, is that “a single spark can start a prairie fire”. 
Domestic stability is fundamental.  This has led to 
celebrated confrontations with dissidents, Google, and 
access to information.  
 
In contrast to when Mao systematically tried to destabilize 
neighbours and spread communism, leadership since 
Deng Xiaoping has demonstrated a willingness to play 
according to ‘western’ rules.  There is still work to be done, 
especially around intellectual property and cyber-
espionage.  Yet China has behaved responsibly in the 
WTO, G-20 and climate change negotiations. 
 
Canadians have an interest and role to play in ensuring 
that the international system responds to the changing 
concert of powers and that China is accorded place, 
standing, and respect in a new order built on peaceful, 
competitive dynamism.  
 
Our geography and demography gives us cards to play. 
As Prime Minister Harper has learned, it is never easy 
dealing with the Middle Kingdom and its sensitivities.  By 
focusing on people-to-people connections, we build trust 
that will serve both our commercial interests and advance 

our ability to play constructive internationalism, especially 
in the critical Sino-USA relationship.  
 
We start with a couple of advantages.  First, our history. 
Still a staple in Chinese liturgy on Canada is the legacy of 
Dr. Norman Bethune and their remembrance that we 
defied convention by recognizing China in 1970.  Second, 
our existing people-to-people ties.  Since 2000, China has 
supplied almost one-fifth of our new immigrants and today 
1.4 million Canadians claim Chinese ancestry. 
 
Our Chinese diaspora and its ties throughout Greater 

China gives us a head start in 
deve lop ing  a  ‘ smar t ’ 

relationship.  Here’s what 
we need to do.  First, focus 

on tourism and education.  
Achieving ‘Approved Destination 

Status’ during Harper’s last visit resulted in a 25% 
increase in tourists, bumping China into fifth place.  We 
should aim to increase this tenfold but we need to improve 
our visa services and make Canadian hotels more friendly. 
For example, Chinese like their tea so put a kettle beside 
the coffee maker.  Where once we led in education, the 
Australians now set the pace.  Vest our Trade 
Commissioners with responsibility for education marketing. 
Today’s student is tomorrow’s trader, investor, or 
immigrant. 

 
 
Commerce, covering everything from forestry to financial 
services, is our other objective.  Manulife first started 
selling insurance more than a century ago.  Canadian 
companies that invested time and effort are making money 
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from sales of subway cars to potash and uranium.  China 
is on track to becoming our premier destination for our 
softwood lumber exports.  Having alternate markets 
increases our leverage as a seller, yet another reason why 
we need a pipeline to the Pacific.  
 
Trade flows two ways.  Much of the cargo that will 
eventually be carried through our North West Passage will 
be stamped ‘Made in China’.  We should put out the 
welcome mat and sponsor China for membership in the 
Arctic Council as we prepare to assume its chairmanship.  
 
The West, including Canada, has teeter-tottered between 
two conflicting approaches in its policy, one stemming 
from the missionary experience and the other from the 
realist school of interest and power.  Neither is a sound 
basis for policy-making. Dealing with China requires 
patience, perseverance and hard bargaining.  The China 
question is the challenge for statecraft in this century.  It 
starts with getting to know one another better. 
 
 
 
 
Maureen Boyd is Senior Fellow at Carleton’s Norman Paterson 
School of International Affairs and a former journalist in Hong Kong.  
A former diplomat, Colin Robertson served in Hong Kong, with 
accreditation to China.  Vice-president of the Canadian Defence and 
Foreign Affairs Institute, he is a senior advisor to McKenna, Long 
and Aldridge LLP.  
 

(Continued from page 21) 

THE QUARTERLY REVIEW 



Page  23 

 
 

Security and the Arctic Council 

 
Written by: 

P. Whitney Lackenbauer 
 
 

T he Arctic Council has become 
the premier forum for regional 

dialogue to promote cooperation, 
coordination, and interaction 
amongst the Arctic states and 

Northern indigenous peoples.  The plethora of challenges 
facing the twenty-first century Arctic – from climate 
change, to resource development and increased shipping, 
to security concerns related to developments both within 
and external to the region – have promoted some 
commentators to insist that the Council now be enhanced 
(or even fundamentally reformed) to remain relevant. 
 
When the Arctic Council was created in 1996, security 
questions were explicitly excluded from its mandate at the 
United States’ insistence.  Since then, definitions of 
security have expanded to include concepts such as 
human, environmental and food security.  Given that the 
Arctic Council already broaches many of these areas 
through its current activities, 
should its mandate be 
extended to include 
security issues writ 
large, as Canadian 
commentators such 
as Mary Simon, Tom 
Axworthy, and Rob Huebert 
urge? 
 
While this suggestion is theoretically attractive, it raises as 
many questions as it solves.  Popular audiences still 
equate security with “hard” national security and defence, 
however, many academics, and some political figures, 
would like to see the concept expanded to include “softer” 
human and environmental aspects.  Ironically, the Arctic 
states and Permanent Participants have unanimously 
downplayed the probability of armed conflict in the region.  
Does an insistence on the supposed “need” to broaden the 
Arctic Council’s mandate to include security not signal that 
defence and security issues are more central than many 
commentators allege? 
 
Furthermore, do the Arctic states really want defence 
issues debated in the Council?  Canada is averse to even 
NATO engaging Arctic security questions more fully, a 
stance consistent with our approach to continental defence 

since the end of the Second World War.  We have been 
willing to contribute to European defences in the high north 
(the Canadian Air-Sea Transportable Brigade Group 
assigned to reinforce Norway was a prime Cold War 
example), but we prefer to work with the Americans to 
defend North America.  Why would we want other states, 
particularly non-NATO members, involved through the 
Arctic Council?  More significantly, what would security 
questions at the Council mean for Russia?  Given Russia’s 
fears of NATO encirclement, security deliberations would 
be an ongoing reminder that it stands apart from the 
majority of Arctic states (and all of the other Arctic coastal 
states) in the defence realm.  This would undoubtedly 
affect behaviour around the Council table.  
 
More generally, a formal security dialogue would have 
dramatic institutional implications.  One of the Council’s 
strengths is its tradition of open and frank dialogue.  If the 
Permanent Participants (indigenous groups at the Arctic 
Council) are already worried about their voices being 
marginalized if more non-Arctic states secure permanent 
observer status, what do they anticipate will happen when 
national security issues dominate the agenda?  Hard 
security and soft security may overlap, but they are 

different creatures.  The former, 
best handled by states through 

o t h e r  b i l a t e r a l  a n d 
multilateral mechanisms, 
should have no place in 

the Arctic Council. 
 

Despite the disproportionate 
emphasis placed on the Council in 

discussions of circumpolar governance, it should not be 
expected to serve as the only forum for Arctic dialogue.  
Canada’s Arctic Foreign Policy Statement indicates that, in 
addition to the Council, we will work amongst the five 
coastal states (the Arctic-5) on Arctic Ocean issues, “and 
bilaterally with key Arctic partners, particularly the United 
States.”  This multi-layered approach is appropriate for a 
country that has to balance domestic, continental, 
circumpolar, and global interests. 
 
Although most commentators suggest that meetings 
between the Arctic-5 inherently undermine the Arctic 
Council, this is a red herring.  The coastal state meetings 
held at Ilulissat in 2008 and Chelsea in 2010 are popularly 
misconstrued as an attempt to institutionalize a private 
members’ club, designed to exclude Iceland, Sweden, 
Finland, the Permanent Participants, and the rest of the 
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“Hard security and soft security may 
overlap, but they are different creatures.  

The former, best handled by states through 
other bilateral and multilateral mechanisms, 
should have no place in the Arctic Council.” 

WWW.CDFAI.ORG 



Page  24 

world.  This distorts some basic realities.  It is reasonable 
that the Arctic coastal states, with sovereign rights to 
exclusive economic zones and extended continental 
shelves (codified in state-based international law), would 
wish to meet periodically to discuss matters unique to 
them.  This does not relegate the Arctic Council to the 
sidelines of Arctic governance – unless one mistakenly 
believes that the Council should be involved in everything 
Arctic. 

 
 
There also must be space for continued and enhanced 
bilateral cooperation.  For Canada, this will primarily 
involve the United States.  In June 2009, Secretary of 
State Hilary Clinton stated: “Obviously, there are questions 
of sovereignty and jurisdiction that have to be 

acknowledged and respected, but what we don’t want is 
for the Arctic to become a free-for-all… I think it’s in the 
Canadian and the United States’ interests to try to make 
sure we know what we’re going to do to resolve 
[transportation, resource, and security issues] before 
countries that are not bordering the arctic are making 
claims, are behaving in ways that will cause us difficulties.”  
We cannot inhibit bilateral progress for the sake of 
multilateral ideals, particularly when it comes to shared 
continental security issues. 
 

The Arctic Council is a successful, creative, and flexible 
experiment that has rightfully become the primary forum 
for Arctic cooperation – but it is not a panacea for all Arctic 
challenges.  In its current form, the Council continues to 
improve our awareness of soft security and safety issues 
facing the Arctic and its peoples.  Pushing to broaden its 
mandate to include hard security issues, however, risks 
setting it up to fail. 
 
 
 
 
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. 
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CDFAI Senior Research Fellows 

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

DEREK BURNEY 
Derek H. Burney is Senior Strategic Advisor to Norton 
Rose, Chairman of the Board of GardaWorld’s International 
Advisory Board, a director of TransCanada Pipelines 
Limited, a Governor of the Ottawa Hospital Board of 
Governors and a member of the Advisory Board of 
Paradigm Capital Inc.  He is also a visiting professor and 
Senior Distinguished Fellow at Carleton University and 
served as Canada’s Ambassador to the United States from 
1989-1993. 

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

COLIN ROBERTSON 
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.  

DAVID PRATT 
David Pratt is Senior Vice President of Public Affairs for GCI 
Canada. He is the former Advisor to the Secretary General 
and Special Ambassador for the Canadian Red Cross and 
former Minister of National Defence.  

ELINOR SLOAN 
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.  

GORDON SMITH 
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.  

DENIS STAIRS 
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.  

FRANK HARVEY 
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).   

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



CDFAI Research Fellows 

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

DAVID CARMENT 
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).  

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

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.  

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.     

JOHN FERRIS 
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.  

BRIAN FLEMMING 
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.  

SHARON HOBSON 
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.  

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.  

ANDREW GODEFROY 
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.  
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AURÉLIE CAMPANA 
Aurélie Campana is Associate 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. 

GAVIN CAMERON 
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). 

HRACH GREGORIAN 
Hrach Gregorian is President of the Institute of World 
Affairs (IWA) a non-governmental organization 
specializing in international conflict management and 
post-conflict peacebuilding and Associate Professor, 
Graduate Program in Conflict Management, Royal 
Roads University.  

FERRY de KERCKHOVE 
Ferry de Kerckhove has served as Canada’s High 
Commissioner to the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, 
Ambassador to the Republic of Indonesia, Director 
General, International Organizations with the Department 
of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, and most 
recently served as Ambassador to the Arab Republic of 
Egypt. 



STEPHEN RANDALL 
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.  

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 
Dr. Sarah Jane Meharg is President of Peace & Conflict 
Planners Canada and serves as Adjunct Professor at 
the Royal Military College of Canada.  She is Canada’s 
leading post-conflict reconstruction expert.  

ALEXANDER MOENS 
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.  

CAMERON ROSS 
Major-General (retired) Cameron (Cam) Ross holds the 
honorary appointment of the Colonel of the Regiment of  
Lord Strathcona’s Horse (Royal Canadians). He is the 
President of HCR Security International Ltd., a private 
company which provides strategic advice to 
governments and the private sector.  

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.  
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WHITNEY LACKENBAUER 
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.   

MARIE-JOËLLE ZAHAR 
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. 
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DAVID WRIGHT 
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. 

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. 



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. 
 


