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Article Summaries from the Assistant Editor
Rise of the Machines? Accountability and the Future of US Autonomous Conflict
Andrew Godfroy examines the increasing use of drones, or unmanned autonomous systems, on the battlefield, arguing that they are
not new to the military, being introduced in the latter years of the Great War, and while security and defence forums around the world
continue to grapple with their usage, it is certain that robots have arrived on the battlefields of today and tomorrow.
Bickering Between China and Japan Continues Over the Islands of the East China Sea
David Wright calls on China and Japan to end their ongoing debate over the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands in the East China Sea. The
island chain has a long history with both China and Japan claiming jurisdiction at various times. Wright concludes that both countries
need to come to an agreement as no one will benefit from a conflict in the region.
Does the Commons Have Political Control of Military Deployments in Canada? Not Yet.
Philippe Lagassé analyzes the impact of the constitutional evolution that took place on 29 August 2013 in the United Kingdom,
allowing the members of parliament to maintain control of when the Armed Forces can be deployed. The Canadian parliament does
not hold this power, instead the Executive holds the final decision of when the Canadian Forces are deployed.
The Tectonic Trade Plates are Moving: CETA, TTIP, and the TPP
Hugh Stephens concludes that Canada must refocus on the Trans Pacific Partnership talks now that the Canada-EU Trade
Agreement has achieved an agreement in principle. This refreshed engagement in the TPP is important to ensure Canada’s future with
one of the emerging trade blocks in Asia, as this offers an essential bridge to China, India and beyond.
Canada, the United States and the Future of the Arctic
Joël Plouffe and Simon Sylvester-Chaudhuri determine that both Ottawa and Washington will be propelled to examine the
Arctic as evidence of climate change continues to mount. With Canada leading the Arctic Council until May 2015 and the US to take
the chair after, both countries have a unique opportunity to work together to establish higher education in and on the Arctic as a long
term priority.
Debating a Dangerous New Age
Colin Robertson reports on the Halifax International Forum, reviewing its history and stipulating that Canada, as a bridge-builder
and useful fixer has an admirable role to play within this organization. He reminds us of the importance of understanding the
strategic forces at play in faraway places as well as the players who influence events.
The Cost of War-Weary Diplomacy
Hugh Segal concludes that Canada’s failure to act in Syria over the past two years has resulted in increased risk and complexity. He
references the United Nations Responsibility to Protect doctrine as he advocates for some kind of action in the region, including a nofly zone and full diplomatic engagement to safeguard chemical weapons.
The Shock of the Secret
John Ferris revisits the recent controversy over poor intelligence security procedures in both the United States and Canada that
arose during egregious breaches of national security in both countries. Within this he calls into question the idea of “Metadata” and
the impact intelligence organizations are making when they track this information. He concludes that much deeper analysis of this
issue is warranted as it involves complicated and constantly shifting relationships between secrecy and privacy.
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Message from the Editor-in-Chief
Written by:
David Bercuson

T

oward the end of November a socalled ”major report” was issued by
the Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade (DFAIT) announcing that henceforth
“economic diplomacy” would be the driving force behind
the Canadian foreign service. Put another way: “All
diplomatic assets of the Government of Canada would be
marshalled on behalf of the private sector to increase
success in doing business abroad.” Globe columnist John
Ibbitson wrote that “the prime minister wants trade to
become the dominant focus of Canada’s foreign policy.”
One unnamed diplomatic source claimed the new directive
was telling diplomats to “take off your tweed jacket, buy a
business suit and land us a deal.” Some diplomats were
reported to have declared that henceforth they would all
become trade commissioners.
Some of the press, in its ignorance of Canada’s diplomatic
past, dubbed the new policy “Dollar Diplomacy”, strongly
implying that henceforth, Canada’s traditional
“Pearsonian” diplomacy would wither away and that
Canada would now proceed to do any deal with any tin pot
dictator whose country had something to offer to Canadian
businesses. Parallels were sited to show how China has
allegedly been doing business around the world for the last
ten years or so by extracting resources and trading with
odious governments under the general rubric “we want
your money and your resources, we’ll build you roads and
other infrastructure, we don’t care about how you really
treat
your people.”
The Globe and Mail’s Mark
MacKinnon even wrote a story from Moscow with the
headline: “How Harper’s Foreign policy focus evolved
from human rights to the “almighty dollar.’”
It’s time for a dose of reality. One of the enduring bipartisan foreign policy objectives of this nation has been
the search for markets from as far back as the late 1840s.
From Grits in the nineteenth century Ontario to Liberals in
the 1930s to 1960s, to Conservatives under John A.
Macdonald to Progressive Conservatives under Brian
Mulroney to Stephen Harper today, business, government
and Canadians engaged in trying to sell their goods abroad
searched for markets and Canadian diplomats helped
them. Canadian diplomats were integrally involved in the
conclusion of every Canadian trade treaty of the 20 th
century including the five major agreements with the
United States and agreements with other countries.
Nothing is going to change in this regard.

Further, Canada is not China and these are political
leaders, non-government organizations, the press and
concerned citizens who will all keep reminding the
government that Canada must not and should not work
with odious partners who kill their own people or who
throw them in jail. Can anyone see Canada approaching
Syria anytime soon to broker a trade deal with Butcher
Assad while he continues to kill his own citizens? That will
never happen. Citizens may have little direct say in
Canadian diplomacy, but Canadian civil society is more
engaged than ever in voicing their views, through tweets or
on the streets, when they believe Canada is going astray in
world affairs.
Then there is the basic reality that Canada’s foreign
policies are committed in any number of treaties,
agreements and declarations to uphold basic human rights
abroad and to recognize the aim of achieving human
security. None of these commitments is being abandoned
in any way.
What the government has proposed is a change in tactics;
the strategy remains the same. As for Dollar Diplomacy, it
was first promulgated by US President William Howard
Taft just before the First World War. Aimed mostly at
Caribbean and South American countries it was a
declaration that the US government and its armed forces
would protect the interests of American capitalism in those
countries if American companies would invest there. In
Nicaragua, Haiti and other jurisdictions. The Americans
backed up the policy with military intervention to protect
American interests. The damage done to US interests by
Dollar Diplomacy was immense and created decades of
mistrust.
Whatever else Canada’s new approach may be, it is not
Dollar Diplomacy or anything like it.
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Rise of the Machines? Accountability and the Future of
US Autonomous Conflict
Written by:
Andrew B. Godefroy

O

n Sunday 8 December, 2013 the
History Channel aired a two-hour
s p e c ia l
p ro g r a m
d e s i g n ed
to
commemorate the fictional hundredth anniversary of an
event known as the Great Martian War. Drawing
inspiration from the famed tale of the War of the Worlds
by H.G. Wells as well as the lesser known yet no less
powerful 1916 poem ‘We are the Guns’ penned by British
Army officer Gilbert Frankau, the producers at History
Television succeeded in creating a powerful allegory that
surely attracted many newcomers to consider, what would
a world war against robots and machines really look
like?
Choosing to portray their fictional account against the
backdrop of the First World War was in fact rather
appropriate. The employment of remotely piloted and
semi-autonomous systems on the battlefield could in fact
trace their origins all the way back to the latter years of the
Great War, with the widespread use of unmanned
autonomous systems (UAS) – often commonly referred to
in popular social media today as drones or even ‘killer’
robots – slowly evolving over the course of twentieth
century conflict to the point where their appearance
became a common sight on the battlefields of today. As
the existence of autonomous robotics in the arsenals of
modern militaries became normalized, however, both
politicians and generals found themselves faced with the
serious challenge of determining, ‘how will these machines
be controlled, and more importantly, held to account for
their actions in future conflicts?’ The potential for disaster
was rather high. At present, for example, approximately
one in every fifty U.S. fighting soldiers in the field today is
actually a robotic system, a number that is only expected
to climb in the coming years. Even more interesting,
perhaps, is the fact that the U.S. military and defence
industry estimates suggest that UAS will almost certainly
outnumber humans on the battlefield by the year 2023.
As fantastic as these figures may seem to the casual
observer, they have instigated considerable interest on the
agendas of the world’s major international political
forums. On 29 May, 2013, for example, Jarmo Sareva,
Director of Disarmament Affairs at the Geneva Branch,
delivered a speech on behalf of the United Nations (UN)
High Representative for Disarmament Affairs to bring

attention to the emerging international concern over the
use of lethal autonomous robotics in warfare. The
message of the Disarmament community was clear.
Sareva noted, “The emergence of autonomous weapons
calls into question the adequacy of measures to implement
the rules of armed conflict that apply to the use of all
weapon systems. The purpose of these rules is clear. The
major imperative is to protect civilians from unacceptable
harm. There must also be adequate human accountability
at all times. Yet, one key question posed by autonomous
weapons is how can accountability be maintained when
humans are no longer involved in the final decision?”
The U.S. military, currently a global leader in the research
and development of military autonomous systems, is
sensitive to the fact that there will likely be little political
or public (read financial) support for substantial
technological autonomy without some level of
accountability. Recognizing this fact, in November 2012
the U.S. Deputy Secretary of Defense Ashton B. Carter
issued a directive that effectively blocked the Department
of Defense’s use of fully autonomous lethal weapon
systems for at least another ten years, citing a necessity of
retaining a ‘human in the loop’ for the time being. While
the decision doesn’t completely derail any US plans to
increase its semi-autonomous UAS forces in the coming
years, it does send a clear signal that accountability will
trump autonomy until robotic judgment, insight, empathy,
and perhaps justice, is appropriately demonstrated to its
creator.
Though security and defence forums around the world
continue to grapple with the core issues surrounding
autonomous warfare, one thing is for sure. Robots have
arrived on the battlefields of today and tomorrow and they
are here to stay. One only hopes that reason will
accompany them.
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Bickering Between China and Japan Continues Over the
Islands of the East China Sea
Written by:
David Curtis Wright

C

hinese friends insist that surely I,
as a historian, should be able to
see which side is right in the current fracas between China
and Japan over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands and do the
correct thing by siding with China. But I can't do that
because the dispute is not really about history.
That is, no historical evidence or arguments, however
intelligently presented, will ever persuade Tokyo or Beijing
to change their minds and accede to the other side's reason
and logic. (Both sides in the dispute in fact have problems
and interests that facts and logic cannot solve.) History
dragooned into the service of national agendas is really
nothing more than a conclusion in search of evidence, one
that carries with it by very definition a heavy confirmation
bias.
Neither is the dispute primarily about the natural resource
potential of these islands and jurisdictional zones based on
them. It is mostly about nationalistic primitive passion.
China suspects Japan of resurgent militarism reminiscent
of the preeminent imperialist position it enjoyed in East
Asia from 1895 through 1945. China today is determined
that no country, especially Japan, will ever again encroach
upon its territory and bully it again. Bitter historical
memories of Japan's aggression in China still flourish,
undimmed by time. And despite what some right-wingers
in Japan think, these historical memories are natural,
spontaneous, and not orchestrated or perpetuated by the
Chinese government.
Japan suspects China of wanting to recover its millenniaold traditional historical position as the hegemon of all
East Asia, one that might not require foreign diplomats to
kowtow and offer tribute to the emperor of China any
more, but nonetheless would have its neighbours taking
Beijing's desires into primary consideration in formulating
any policy, domestic or foreign.
Both suspicions are irrational. Historical circumstances
that allowed for a China-centred world order and, later,
Japanese imperialism in East Asia are gone forever.
China needs to accept and understand more than it does
that its colossal size and restive nationalism unnerve most

of its neighbours. China's antics in the East and especially
South China Seas do not help matters much.
And dammit, Japan, there is a dispute over the islands.
Get over it. Sticking your head in the sand and denying
the dispute’s existence won’t make it go away and will
probably only worsen it.
According to a Chinese proverb, "Those involved have
blurry vision; those observing from off to the side see
clearly." (Dangjuzhe mi, pangguanzhe qing.) Neither
Japan nor China is seeing or thinking clearly right now.
For this reason, both should back down.
Perhaps the two countries could use the good offices of a
major third country to help set the dispute aside. The
United States can’t play this role, and Russia, India,
Germany, France, and the UK probably can’t either, all
because of their ties, real or perceived, with the other's
allies. But what about Brazil?
A previous generation of Chinese and Japanese leaders
had the wisdom to shelve the Diaoyu/Senkaku imbroglio.
"This issue can be set aside," Chinese negotiator (and later
China's strongman) Deng Xiaoping said in the early 1970s.
"Perhaps in the next generation we will be more intelligent
and able to find a method for practical resolution."
But Deng's tentative optimism has proven premature.
China and Japan still lack the requisite smarts to resolve
the issue peacefully and should therefore shelve it again.
If its entangling alliance with Japan dragged the United
States into a fight over the islets, the world's three largest
economies would be at war! The regional (much less
global) stakes, results, and implications of this are simply
unthinkable.
So stop it, China and Japan. Stop it right now. Behave like
the responsible world powers you both are with everybody
else, but not between yourselves. Nobody will benefit if
you mix it up militarily over a few tiny and trivial isletpimples in the East China Sea.
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Does the Commons Have Political Control of Military
Deployments in Canada? Not Yet.
Written by:
Philippe Lagassé

A

significant constitutional evolution
took place in the United Kingdom
on 29 August, 2013. On that day, the
British House of Commons vetoed the prime minister's
proposal to consider military strikes against the Syrian
regime. While the formal legal authority to deploy the
British military remains a prerogative of the Crown
exercised by the prime minister and cabinet, British
members of Parliament (MPs) demonstrated that the
Commons has been granted political control of this power
by means of a constitutional convention. Except in crises
or cases of emergency, the British government must now
secure the approval of a majority of MPs before sending
the British military overseas.
Canadians may not find anything particularly surprising
about this turn of events. Canada's House of Commons
has been voting on expeditionary military deployments
since the Conservative government re-introduced the
practice in 2006. As in the United Kingdom, there is an
expectation that Canadian MPs will have a say over how
and when the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) are sent on
missions abroad. Yet it would be wrong to assume that the
Canadian practice of consulting the Commons is as robust
as the British constitutional convention.
Despite
references to the Commons 'approving' military
deployments in Canada, the actual authority of MPs is
more circumscribed. As it stands, the Canadian executive
is merely expected to give MPs the chance to express their
support or disproval for a military deployment.
In Canada, a Commons vote against a deployment would
not prevent the government from sending the CAF
overseas or from extending an existing mission. Indeed, in
2006 Prime Minister Stephen Harper noted that he would
extend the CAF mission in Kandahar, Afghanistan for at
least a year, whether or not MPs voted in favour of a
proposed two-year extension. Equally important, the
Canadian government retains the authority to send the
armed forces on operations overseas before consulting the
Commons, and MPs will only be asked to vote on a
deployment when the executive believes it is necessary.
For instance, Prime Minister Harper opted not to hold a
vote in the House when committing the CAF to a training
mission in Kabul in 2011. Further, a Canadian warship,
transport aircraft, and CF-18s were undertaking
operations against the Libyan regime while the Commons
debated and voted on the mission.

Canadian MPs and commentators, therefore, should
realize that military deployment votes are only advisory.
They represent a courtesy that the executive extends to the
House, not a form of political control over the
government's discretionary authority, as is the case in the
United Kingdom. If Canada's MPs want to mimic the
British constitutional convention, they must be prepared
to devote the time and energy that the Parliament in
Westminster did to bring about this important change in
the relationship between the executive and the elected
house of the legislature.
Over the past decade, British parliamentary committees
have produced three reports on the Commons' control over
military deployments. These studies outlined the scope
and rationale of the nascent constitutional convention, as
well as the safeguards that allow the executive to act
during crises and emergencies. In 2011, the British
executive followed suit, cautiously acknowledging that a
new convention was forming in its Cabinet Manual.
Immediately after the vote against possible strikes against
Syria, moreover, the leader of the official opposition
secured the prime minister's assurance that the will of the
Commons was binding on the government. The prime
minister stated that it was thereby establishing the
convention.
With these reports and statements in the Commons,
British parliamentarians met all three tests of a viable
constitutional convention: they explained the reason
behind the rule; they set a precedent; and the executive
acknowledged that it was bound by the norm.
None of these conditions has been met in Canada. There
have been no committee reports or official documents
outlining the scope and rationale for a convention giving
the House control over expeditionary military operations.
Although there have been votes on military deployments in
the Commons, there has yet to be a case where a majority
of MPs votes against a mission and the executive accepted
the will of the House. Nor is it evident that the
government believes a vote in the Commons is required to
send the CAF on operations abroad. The most that can be
said at this juncture is that both the executive and the
Commons believe that MPs should have an opportunity to
voice their views on military deployments when practical.
Canadians and their MPs may want the House of
Commons to exercise political control over the executive's
military deployment decisions. But they have yet to do the
work needed to make that happen.

cdfai.org

Page 9

The Tectonic Trade Plates are Moving:
CETA, TTIP and the TPP
Written by:
Hugh Stephens
(China-US Focus)

I

n a triangular world of North America,
an Asia dominated by China and
Japan, and Europe, the interplay between the three is
shifting. Canada, a medium-scale advanced and resourcerich economy, is working hard to establish a foothold in
both Atlantic and Pacific camps while consolidating its
North American base. The emerging trade architecture
across the triangle is also evolving, potentially shaping
economic trends for years to come. After four long years
of effort, Canada has finally concluded a free trade
agreement with the EU just as the US is launching its own
Trans-Atlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP)
negotiations with Europe, partially as a counterpoise to
China’s growing influence. At the same time, the TransPacific Partnership trade talks (TPP) grind on, having
completed 19 rounds with the end still not in sight, despite
optimistic statements to the contrary. Canada, originally a
skeptic, had to lobby hard to be admitted to the TPP
negotiations as a latecomer and is now an enthusiastic
supporter. Its deal with Europe will open the way to some
key concessions that will be needed to help deliver a
successful TPP conclusion. Canada needs a credible TPP
outcome both for shorter-term tactical and longer-term
strategic objectives. It is the one regional trade forum
where Canada has a seat and a place in the long game that
could eventually lead to a Free Trade Area of the AsiaPacific (FTAAP), embracing both North America and
China.
On October 18 of this year, Canada and the EU finally
reached agreement in principle on the Canada-EU Trade
Agreement (CETA). The conclusion of the Agreement,
originally expected by the end of 2012, was held up by
several sensitive issues; among these was access for
European cheese producers to the closed Canadian market
(effectively off-limits to most dairy imports due to a
longstanding system of supply management), extended
patent protection in Canada for brand-name
pharmaceuticals and access to government procurement
contracts at the provincial and municipal level. There
were also market access constraints on the EU side. The
difficult issues are of course always left for the final phases
of any negotiation but it appears that it was the
announcement of the TTIP talks this past summer that
spurred both sides, particularly Canada, to make the extra

effort to conclude CETA before EU attention turned
elsewhere. The TTIP, formally launched in July in
Washington, has a goal of early completion (“on one tank
of gas”), but if the duration of the Canada-EU talks is
anything to go by it will have to be a very large tank.
While these developments were taking place in transAtlantic trade discussions, trans-Pacific negotiators from
the 12 Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) countries were in
Brunei concluding what may be their penultimate round of
negotiations, prior to the APEC Summit in Bali in early
October. In Bali, TPP leaders proclaimed they were on
track to complete the negotiations and reaffirmed their
desire for completion by the end of this year. This is an
unlikely prospect given the range of issues to be tackled,
further complicated by the recent entry to the negotiations
of Japan and its insistence on protecting its five “sacred”
agricultural commodities (rice, wheat, sugar, beef and
dairy).
Canada, having finally completed CETA (the only
agreement of any significance it has negotiated since
NAFTA 20 years ago), will now turn with renewed vigor to
the TPP talks. The compromises necessary to achieve the
EU agreement give an indication of where Canadian
negotiators may have some flexibility. Canada has always
taken a defensive posture with regard to dairy and
pharmaceutical issues—these were the stumbling blocks
that made it less than welcome when it first lobbied for
TPP participation as a latecomer in 2011. The concessions
granted the Europeans (doubling the duty-free cheese
quota, extending the patent protection period by two years
to compensate for time elapsed during the approval
process, opening subnational procurement markets above
certain thresholds) indicate that Prime Minister Harper is
prepared to tolerate some internal political heat in order
to reach deals that bring overall economic benefit to the
country – and political benefit to his government. Canada
wants a successful outcome to the TPP negotiations not
only for domestic political reasons (a general election is
due in 2015), but also for tactical reasons such as
protecting its NAFTA access to the US market and
ensuring that it is not disadvantaged vis–à–vis the US in
any market-opening deals involving Japan.
Beyond these tactical objectives lies the longer-term
strategic play of re-establishing Canada’s Asian
credentials, which have languished over the past decade or
more. While Canada made a particular point of ignoring
China for political reasons when Mr. Harper first took
(Continued on page 10)
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power in 2005, the rest of Asia fell off the radar more by
benign neglect than design. That situation has since been
reversed, but it will take time and a sustainable
commitment to re-establish Canada’s credibility. The TPP
is one important way to do this because, if successful, it
will lock Canada into one of the emerging trade tracks in
Asia, the other being the Regional Comprehensive
Economic Partnership (RCEP), which is centered on
ASEAN but has China playing a key role. While China is
unlikely to be willing to adopt the disciplines of the TPP
any time soon, the TPP nevertheless offers a potential
bridge to China, India and beyond if the RCEP and the
TPP can eventually be brought together to form a broad
Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacific (FTAAP). According to
credible economic models, while the TPP and RCEP will
bring big economic gains ($295 billion and $500 billion
for the TPP and RCEP respectively), the real gains come
with a combination of the two in a region wide FTAAP,
where the gains will total $1.9 trillion.
China is central to these economic gains both because of
the size of its economy and the relatively high trade
barriers it still embraces. Until China is ready to take on
trade agreements with greater discipline and ambition,
North America will work on strengthening its transAtlantic ties as a counterpoise while pushing forward the
TPP as a foothold in Asia. Canada is positioning itself to
be ready, should the US-led TPP and the China/ASEAN
dominated RCEP ever come together. The tectonic plates
are moving and Canada does not want to be crushed.

CDFAI Speaker Series
Canada & the World:
Energy and North American Security

CDFAI is hosting its fifth annual four-part speaker series in
Calgary, which started in November. Net proceeds from
these events will be used to help fund annual policy
research, education and outreach programs that the
Institute provides to approximately 5000 policy-makers,
civil servants, the media, academia and the public.
Key programs include:
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foreign policy experts.
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Fellows.
A website www.cdfai.org and other social networking.
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Executive Vice-President and Vice Chairman CIBC.
Feb 12, 2014 — Duncan Hawthorne: President & CEO,
Bruce Power.
Mar 10, 2014 — John Hamre: President and CEO, Center
for Strategic & International Studies (CSIS), Washington,
DC.

Tickets $1500/person for the four-part series.
Corporate Tables of 10 $15,000 for the four-part series.
Sponsorship opportunities are available.
The dinners take place at the Calgary Golf & Country Club.
For more information, please contact Lynn Arsenault:
403-231-7605 or larsenault@cdfai.org.
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Canada, the United States and the Future of the Arctic
Written by:
Joël Plouffe and
Simon Sylvester-Chaudhuri
(Breaking Energy)

O

nce again, all eyes will turn to the
Arctic in December as Canada sets to
file its UN claim over an extended continental shelf in the
Arctic Ocean. As a signatory to the UN Convention on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in 2003, in order to obtain
exclusive rights over the upcoming claim to millions of
square kilometers of Arctic sea-floor, and to plan future
energy development in that zone, Ottawa must submit its
data relating to the outer continental shelf to the UN
Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf within
10 years of its ratification of the Convention.
But Canada – who has also been chairing the Arctic
Council since last spring – is not the only state attracting
attention when it comes to the Arctic.
Just last month, US Defence Secretary Chuck Hagel
unveiled the Pentagon’s Arctic strategy that “articulates
the balanced and collaborative approach” that DoD plans
to take as it prepares for changes in “the future security
environment” up North “due to the increased access and
activity in the region.” He did this, interestingly, while on
Canadian soil (at a security conference in Halifax), a
gesture that confirms once again that both states have a
solid relationship when it comes to continental security,
including the Arctic.
Almost a year ago, Canada and the US expanded their
security relationship in the North American Arctic by
signing the Tri-Command Framework for Arctic
Cooperation that supports enhanced collaboration
between both nations “particularly in support of safety,
security and defense operations”. The agreement also
highlighted – without much surprise considering the last
twenty years have seen a continuous progression of Arctic
cooperation – that the circumpolar world “is not a region
of conflict, but rather a place where nations can work
together peacefully.” Last summer, the US, Norway,
Denmark, and the Russian Federation all took part in
military exercises during Canada’s Operation Nanook in
the Canadian Arctic Archipelago. This was a first for
Russian-Canadian military cooperation in Canada’s Far
North.
The evolution in Canadian-American bilateral military
relations in the Arctic follows an ongoing pattern of Arctic

change. Indeed, the Arctic is changing, and much of it is
due to a warming North, receding sea ice, and an increase
in human activities across the circumpolar world where
unprecedented security challenges are now appearing.
It is also indicative of a changing Arctic where informed
policymaking and decisions from both federal and substate actors will become critical for national security.
In November, the World Meteorological Organization
(WMO) reported not only that 2013 was the “seventh
warmest year since records began in 1850”, but also that
the decade 2001-2010 has seen the “greatest average
annual melting of Arctic sea-ice on record” since the
beginning of satellite measurements in the late 1970s, and
that all seven of the lowest Arctic sea-ice extents have
occurred since… 2007!
Considering the Arctic’s changing landscape – from
growing economic activities across the North(s), growing
oil and gas exploration in the Beaufort Sea and the Barents
waters, to new incoming stakeholders such as a number of
Asian states (e.g. China, India, South Korea, Japan)
integrating and modifying the geopolitical equation – it is
not surprising at all, and rather reassuring, to see that ‘the
Arctic’ as an issue area for policymakers has made its way
onto public policy agendas across the Arctic states in the
past few years.
Secretary Hagel’s DoD Arctic Strategy therefore fits in
continuity with recent US policymaking.
Before exiting the White House in January 2009,
President Bush released the US Arctic Region Policy
(superseding a similar policy established in 1994 by
President Clinton) in which new American Arctic-related
regional energy security and foreign policy concerns were
made public, and guiding the national interest ever since.
That same year, the US Navy produced its Arctic Roadmap
providing “strategic objectives” and “desired effects
regarding the Arctic” through 2014. And most recently, in
May 2013, President Obama released a National Strategy
for the Arctic Region as a way to “advance U.S. national
security interests, pursue responsible stewardship, and
strengthen international collaboration and cooperation, as
we work to meet the challenges of rapid climate-driven
environmental change.”
Obama’s strategy signaled a renewed interest in
developing the region’s “sizable proved and potential oil
and natural gas resources” in the American Beaufort and/
or Chukchi Seas as part of the nation’s “all of the above”
(Continued on page 12)
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approach to “developing new domestic energy resources.”
It also implies an emerging situation of rapprochement
between Washington and Alaska on future opportunities
for offshore development. In President Obama’s own
words, “we will partner with the State of Alaska and Alaska
Natives, as well as the international community and the
private sector, to develop innovative solutions and new
ways of operating.” All actors must now look for new ways
to balance Alaskan economic interests, national energy
security options, and, of course, Arctic environmental
imperatives and sustainable development.
In America’s Arctic, Alaska has been moving forward with
important initiatives like the Northern Waters Task Force
that recently produced a comprehensive assessment on
‘emerging needs’ for Alaska’s Arctic development, from
infrastructure to regulatory and research investments.
Alaskans have also embarked in statewide discussions on
opportunities and risks related to increasing economic
activities in the Arctic – mostly transportation, fishing and
extractive industries. Through the Alaska Arctic Policy
Commission, commissioners have been meeting with
Alaskans with the objective of providing a statewide
appraisal on various economic, human and national
homeland security issues. This policy process seeks to
bring needed adjustments and prepare Alaskans in a way
that they might benefit from a shifting northern
geopolitical environment – a pattern visible not only
throughout the Arctic regions of the Pacific Northwest, but
also across northern communities in the Canadian
territories, provincial Norths, and elsewhere in the Arctic.
As challenging as it can and will continue to be, both
Ottawa and Washington, independently or bilaterally, are
propelled in the Arctic today by climate change. Moving
forward means that both nations must accordingly plan,
develop, coordinate, fund, and implement national
(federal and sub-state) policies in a region of North
America that definitely requires technical expertise,
innovative ideas and knowledgeable planners and regionbuilders.
Thinking of the future of the Arctic in the North American
context therefore means that both Canada and the United
States need to take into consideration in their long-term
national security and nation-building strategies how
knowledge of and on the region will be produced and
inform policymakers. Arctic policy is derived from this
knowledge. It is therefore the role of higher education
institutions to collaborate and work with local and
national organizations from government, the private
sector, indigenous peoples and non-profits to learn more
about all the different implications and scenarios that
could possibly play out, and how region-building should

be debated and implemented. As we speak, major nonArctic players like the European Union and China are
massively investing in Arctic knowledge for their own
national interests, while strategies to address emerging
social, political, economic and military issues in the Arctic
lag disturbingly behind real time events in our North
American universities.
While Canada leads the Arctic Council through to May
2015, followed by the US for the following two years, both
countries have a mutual interest and opportunity to
engage in knowledge building and to highlight their
respective and collaborative plans to establish higher
education in and on the Arctic as a long term priority; both
for their own development and for the future stability of
the Arctic.
As Arctic powers, both Canada and the US need Arctic
thinkers.
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Debating a Dangerous New Age
Written by:
Colin Robertson
(Globe & Mail)

I

f the twentieth century was about
forces competing for global
predominance, today the struggle is about sustaining
global order against chaos.
The challenges of conflicts — between states, within failing
states, with terrorists possessing weapons of mass
destruction — have ramped up with the added threats of
climate change and pandemics.
At the same time, new technology is making information
more accessible than ever before — and making privacy
much less secure.
Making meaning out of all this — finding trends and
developing solutions — is hard work. It depends on
creative thinking through understanding the forces of
history and analyzing events.
We strive to develop in our diplomats, military intelligence
officers and national security policy planners what the
Germans call fingerspitzengefuhl — literally ‘finger-tip
feeling’ or intuition based on knowledge and experience.
In this twilight world, bringing together friends and foes to
talk informally about the big issues and get to know one
another better is very useful.
These get-togethers have a history. The Munich Security
conference, which began in the mid-sixties with a transAtlantic and European security focus, brings together
political and military leaders with civil society. It was on
its fringes, in 2011, that U.S. and Russian foreign ministers
exchanged the instruments that ratified the New Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START).
Defence ministers, military leaders and senior civil
servants from the Asia-Pacific region have been meeting
since 2002 in the Shangri-La Dialogue. This year, U.S.
Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel underlined the rationale
behind the Obama administration’s pivot towards Asia.
Five years ago, at the initiative of then-defence minister
Peter MacKay, Canada began the Halifax International
Security Forum (HISF) to address the threats facing the
democracies. Initially trans-Atlantic in orientation, it now
has a respected global following.

This year, the HISF once again brought together delegates
from fifty countries — defence and security ministers,
generals and admirals, ambassadors, legislators, the
research community and civil society.
Importantly, it draws a strong delegation of U.S. senior
legislators, including Senator John McCain. Once again,
the U.S. defense secretary participated.
The Forum featured two days of discussion, formal and
informal, on and off-the-record. Most of the plenary
sessions and armchair discussions — usually moderated by
journalists — were broadcast on CPAC. For the hardy,
there is the annual run led by now-Justice Minister Peter
MacKay, along the Halifax waterfront.
The Forum’s costs are borne largely by the government of
Canada.
Any grumblings about the price-tag are
misplaced, especially when you consider that the annual
cost of keeping a soldier in Afghanistan is over a million
dollars.
The Forum has a quintessential Canadian feel and makes a
topical and important contribution to peace and security.
This year’s conference will look at the challenges facing the
West, the difficulties inherent in the Middle East, the
reality of what ‘responsibility to protect’ means, cyberthreats and drone warfare. Importantly for Canada, it will
also put a focus on the Arctic.
The Forum will be an opportunity to informally discuss
the potential successor to NATO Secretary General Anders
Fogh Rasmussen, whose term ends next year. A Canadian
has never held the top job and if Peter MacKay were
interested he would be a good candidate.
When we are on our game, Canada plays an admirable role
as useful fixer and bridge-builder. Canadians were helpful
in the construction of NATO and the other multilateral
institutions that still serve international peace and
security.
One of our leverage points lies in our ability to interpret
Washington to the world and the world to Washington.
This obliges us to sustain respect for Canada’s capacities in
Washington. That starts with a good relationship between
the president and prime minister.
It also demands an activist diplomatic service confident in
the support of its minister and prime minister. This needs
work.
(Continued on page 14)
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Finally, military force is demonstrable hard currency in
Washington. The sequester brutally cut the U.S. defence
establishment. Americans want allies that can punch their
weight.
The Harper government’s Canada First Defence Strategy
would give us this capacity — although, five years on, an
update is overdue.

Minister Stephen Harper has observed, Canada and its
economy float on salt water.
Theories and grand ideas seldom unfold as planned. We
need to better understand the strategic forces at work in
faraway places. We also need to know the players who
influence and determine events.
That’s why initiatives like the Halifax International
Security Forum are a worthwhile investment.

Its promised investments, especially those in our aging
fleet, are essential. Globalization and the ubiquitous
container makes this a maritime century. As Prime

The Board of Directors, Advisory Council,
Fellows, and staff at the Canadian Defence
& Foreign Affairs Institute would like to
wish you a very Merry Christmas and a
happy, healthy and prosperous 2014!
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The Cost of War-Weary Diplomacy
Written by:
Hugh Segal
(Canada.com)

F

rench President François Hollande
courageously decided in early 2013
that it was best to weather criticism of a
military deployment in Mali than the shame of abdication
on African stability.
Military engagement was done in a framework of
cooperation with the African Union, with both Canada and
the UK quick to support the mission by sending troops, air
transport and material. While not perfect, the recent
successful Mali elections in July are a testament to the
West’s constructive anti-terrorist engagement in time of
need. We did not turn a blind eye. We did not let warweary diplomacy – characterized more by impotence than
prudence, prevent engagement. Syria, sadly, is another
story.
Under the UN backed Responsibility to Protect doctrine,
which is designed to combat a government attacking its
own people, or aid a country unable to protect its own
people from attack, and given the zero tolerance policy
against chemical weapons under International Law, there
is a clear need to engage against the recent deployment of
chemical toxins across Damascus suburbs – the worst
chemical attack in a quarter century. However, the
Russians may wish to protect the Syrian government by
insisting on UN approval for pre-military engagement,
while ensuring it will never happen through their veto.
The West has failed to act for the past two years in Syria
while causalities have grown to over 100,000, of which
7,000 were children, while over 4 million internally
displaced people and over 2 million refugees spill into
neighbouring counties, according to the United Nations.
The numbers have been climbing since the clashes first
erupted in March 2011, around the same time Canada and
allied Western forces intervened in Libya and were
conducting counter-insurgency operations in Afghanistan.
The Americans were also orchestrating an exit from Iraq
and several months later, coalition forces would bring a
military response to Mali. The failure to engage months
ago, when Assad first used artillery and aircraft on his own
people, as Senator John McCain had advocated, has only
increased the risks and complexity of engaging now.
While war-weariness is understandable, weakness and
abdication are not. Waiting for a UN mandate will only

mean a third consecutive year of diplomatic and
humanitarian failure; however as the coming days play
out, failure to destroy Syrian command and control, along
with air and artillery assets used in chemical attacks along
with failure to impose a real no-fly zone would be a serious
miscalculation. More delay simply allows Assad to hide
assets and key artillery units in schools and other civilian
areas.
Our Turkish NATO allies, whose eastern borders are oversaturated with refugees and whose own nationals have
paid the ultimate price in cross-border clashes, know too
well the consequences of war-weary foreign policy. To the
credit of the Turkish government, Ankara has advocated
from the very beginning that the world not remain idle in
response to these crimes against humanity and recently
stated that in the event of a UN deadlock on the issue, it
would consider joining a coalition force. Canada, straightforward and clear in its support for firm action, and
among the highest per capita contributors to humanitarian
assistance for Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey, lacks the
deployable assets in the region to be militarily relevant.
It is not too late for Syria. A no-fly zone and full
diplomatic engagement to safeguard chemical weapons,
along with material and logistical support should be on the
policy agenda not only for Canada, but for all NATO
members. A coalition-led military intervention in Syria is
not about choosing one warring faction over another but
about severely weakening access to weapons of mass
destruction and preventing an even larger scale
humanitarian disaster.
Responsibility to Protect is meaningless without the
capacity and will to deploy. We must not stand down until
the job of bringing the Al-Assad regime to justice is
complete. Hezbollah, Iran, North Korea, and the Taliban
are all watching while doubting Western resolve. The
price we pay for standing down and looking away on the
Syrian front will evoke echoes from 1938, and bring
suffering and risk for decades to come.
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The Shock of the Secret
Written by:
John Ferris

A

rt historians emphasize the “shock of
the new”—how modernist artists
from the Impressionists onward,
confused, enraged, educated and
exploited their audiences. A similar phenomenon is
emerging about all things “cyber”. Poor security within
the world’s greatest intelligence bureau, The National
Security Agency (NSA), enabled the greatest intelligence
leak in history. These failures let a contractor, Edward
Snowden, steal electronic copies of hundreds of thousands
of documents on NSA practices and policies, and then give
them to activist journalists and a newspaper, The
Guardian, which longed to release material on signals
intelligence. The consequences have been sensational, yet
on closer examination they rest on ambiguities. Snowden,
for example, purports to be a whistleblower, rather than a
traitor. That case is unpersuasive, but not impossible, and
serious people accept it. These journalists and activists,
moreover, have standards, unlike Julian Assange, or
Phillip Agee. They have not dumped material despite the
risk to innocents, or sold their souls to monsters, nor are
their views without merit. They also know their game.
Since June, they have leaked material drip by drip, aiming
to create sensation, by exposing what might seem illegal,
immoral or controversial behavior: seeking to embarrass
Canadians by showing how its signals intelligence agency,
The Communication Security Establishment Canada
(CSEC), attacked the cellphone traffic of Brazilian officials,
or to enrage Germans by showing how Americans
intercepted billions of German telephone messages,
including those of Chancellor Angela Merkel. These
disclosures have presented unprecedented problems to the
“five eyes”, the alliance between the signals intelligence
agencies of Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, the
United States, and New Zealand, all born with the word
“secrecy” engraved upon their hearts.
They have
responded in different fashions: Britain’s Government
Communications Headquarters (GCHQ) bids silence from
its members, while the NSA gives them talking points, to
guide debates over dinner at Thanksgiving tables,
groaning in far too many ways.
This debate has been driven by the shock of the secret,
wielded like a razor by enemies of signals intelligence, and
by the sheer complexity of the issues involved, and the
uncertainty or ignorance surrounding them. These issues
do not involve just government surveillance.
They
embrace everything conducted on the internet, including

many activities (hobbies, business, state security, law and
law enforcement, crime, social media, intelligence),
techniques and forms of technology, and communities,
both users (academics, businesswomen, soldiers, activists,
criminals, intelligence officers, lawyers, students, hackers,
network managers, lovers of bargains or pornography) and
students (computer scientists, sociologists, strategists,
politicians and police, techies, geeks and nerds). The
constant repetition of the almost undefinable term
“cyber”, and its application as a prefix for any activity
related to the Internet, shows the mushiness around the
matter. The debate also is driven by emotion. People –
including seasoned intelligence officers or students of
signals intelligence – are outraged by the idea that any
unauthorized person , especially their own government, is
reading their mail. They also fear that is happening
whenever signals intelligence collect “metadata”. These
fears are overstated, but not without foundation. Meta
data is an electronic identifier, showing who sent a
message to whom, when and where. To view metadata
does not mean reading a message. For snail mail, the
equivalent is the addresses on the back and front of an
envelope – public information, deliberately offered to one
arm of government, a post office, but which other arms
(police or security or signals intelligence services) could
not legally acquire without requesting a warrant, through
judicial authorities. Today, those legal issues are more
complex. The routing of internet traffic across the world
overturns the older principles that signals intelligence
could be acquired at home or against one’s nationals only
through warrant, while all foreign traffic was fair game.
Today foreign traffic routinely crosses one’s country, as
our messages move abroad. Whether signals intelligence
can even collect metadata without warrant is contested.
Even if this collection is regarded as lawful, metadata
provides much information about messages and those
involved with them, which signals intelligence agencies
easily can acquire, but very few of these messages actually
can ever be examined, because of legal limits regarding the
reading of messages, and the numbers of analysts able to
do so.
None the less, if metadata is collected
systematically, our government will intercept large
numbers of our messages, some of which will be viewed
from the outside by a signals intelligence analyst, even if
she immediately backs away upon realizing the nationality
of the sender, which can only be done by looking at the
electronic envelope.
The debate on these matters has been poor, dominated by
arguments that signals intelligence is always wrong, or
else is used only against terrorists, rather than being what
it is: a normal activity for all states, against friends,
(Continued on page 17)
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neutrals and foes, which liberal democracies must keep
under firm legal control, because of the danger it poses to
liberties at home. The NSA and CSEC are no more evil
than the State Department or the Canadian Forces.
Simply because something secret is revealed, moreover,
does not mean something sensational has happened. So
far, for example, it suggests that metadata has been a
major source for strikes by drones or Special Forces
against Taliban personnel, and that the five eyes have
collected much material on the trade policy of the
European Union. For a country whose soldiers were
threatened by the Taliban, and which has just completed a
free trade agreement with the EU, these facts suggest that
taxpayer’s money perhaps has been well spent on CSEC.
Again, consider the most important reference yet made to
Canada in these documents, one which has been ignored
by Canadian media.1 According to GCHQ minutes of a
meeting regarding the sharing of metadata, held between
representatives of the five eyes in 2008, “CSEC are able to
make use of unselected metadata for developing their
capability. However, bulk, unselected, metadata presents
too high a risk to share with second parties at this time,
because of the requirement to ensure that the identities of
Canadians or persons in Canada are minimized, but reevaluation of this stance is ongoing”. Parsed carefully, this
sentence seems to mean that in 2008, CSEC could and
probably did collect metadata within Canada, and
analyzed it, but did not share even with “second
parties” (the other members of the five eyes) any such
material until that had been “minimized” (presumably by
removing any traffic involving any Canadian, following a
version of the principles defined for the exchange of raw
material with American intelligence services after the Arar
affair, and sharing only material from foreigners).
However, in 2008 CSEC also was reevaluating this stance.
Meanwhile, the Australian Defence Signals Directorate
“can share bulk, unselected, un-minimized metadata as
long as there is no intent to target an Australian national.
Unintentional collection is not viewed as a significant
issue though if a “pattern of life” search of metadata
demonstrated that a contact was Australian, before any
partner could proceed further, “there would be a need to
contact DSD and ask them to obtain a ministerial warrant
to continue”.
These statements suggest that in 2008, both CSEC and
DND followed proper (if different) legal procedures as
regards the collection and dissemination of metadata, as,
incidentally, does the NSA. The signals intelligence
agencies of the five eyes are legalistic bureaucracies,
driven by techno geek enthusiasm and guided by radical
pragmatism: they will not act illegally, but they will press
the meaning of the law as far as any lawyer can. On the

other hand, the NSA collected any metadata it could
intercept, Canadian analysts used such material, and no
doubt occasionally looked at the metadata on a message
before realizing that it involved a Canadian (at which
point, presumably, they stopped, though conspiracy
theorists will believe otherwise). Equally, CSEC could
“minimize” the metadata acquired at home and shared
with “second parties” only by first discovering which ones
emanated from a Canadian. Finally, one wonders how far
these Australian and Canadian attitudes are driving a
development that should alarm our countries – the NSA’s
heightened interest in reading the communications of
“second party persons and second party communications
systems unilaterally when it is in the best interests of the
US and necessary for US national security ”2
These issues are important and deserve a better debate
than they have received, especially in Canada. They
involve complicated and constantly shifting relationships
between secrecy and privacy, security and liberty. The
question is where the margins should lie between these
concerns. Is the collection of metadata worthwhile? Is it a
danger to civil liberties? What is privacy in the digital age?
Who really cares about privacy, and how can it be
preserved? Should we prevent CSEC from attacking the
traffic of foreign governments?
Or foreign private
individuals? Is there a difference between intercepting the
cellphone messages of Chancellor Merkel, and of Angela
Merkel? Should we work with the NSA – and if not, how
do we stop it from working against us? How far is
government surveillance even a problem? Is the real
threat to normal people attacks by cyber-criminals, or by
the data collection conducted by private firms? How far
must we rely on our government, and CSEC, to protect us
from such dangers? Should we love Big Brother?

1

Ewan MacAskill, James Ball and Katharine Murphy, “Revealed:
Australian spy agency offered to share data about ordinary citizens”, The
Guardin, 2.12.13.
2 James Ball and Paul Ferrell, “NSA considered spying on Australians
‘unilaterally’, leaked paper reveals”, The Guardian, 5 December 2013.
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CDFAI Distinguished 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.

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.

HUGH SEGAL

J.L. GRANATSTEIN

DENIS STAIRS

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

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.

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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CDFAI Senior Fellows
BARRY COOPER
Barry Cooper, FRSC, is a Professor of Political Science and
Fellow, Centre for Military and Strategic Studies, University
of Calgary. In 2009 he edited Tilo Schabert’s How World
Politics is Made: France and the Reunification of Germany.
He publishes a regular column in the Calgary Herald and
other CanWest Global papers.

DARYL COPELAND
Daryl Copeland, a former diplomat, teaches at the
University of Ottawa’s Graduate School of Public and
International Affairs and is Visiting Professor at the
London Academy of Diplomacy (UK) and Otago University
(NZ). He specializes in the relationship between science,
technology, diplomacy, and international policy.

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.

DAVID PRATT
David Pratt is an independent consultant. Most
recently he spent five months in Baghdad, Iraq as a
Senior Parliamentary Expert with the USAID
sponsored Iraq Legislative Strengthening Program.
From 2004-2008 he served as Special Advisor to the
Secretary General of the Canadian Red Cross. He
served as Canada’s 36th Minister of Defence in 200304.

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

FRANK HARVEY
Frank P. Harvey was appointed Eric Dennis Memorial Chair
of Government and Politics in 2013 (Dalhousie University),
and held the position of University Research Professor of
International Relations from 2008-2013..
His book,
Explaining the Iraq War: Counterfactual Theory, Logic and
Evidence (2011, Cambridge University Press), received the
2013 Canadian Political Science Association Book Prize in
International Relations.

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.
In November 2010, he was appointed as a director to the
Canadian Polar Commission.

PHILLIPE LAGASSÉ
Phillipe Lagassé is assistant professor of Public and
International Affairs at the University of Ottawa. His
research focuses on Canadian defence policy and politics,
civil-military relations in Westminster democracies,
machinery of government related to foreign policy and
national security affairs, and the nature and scope of
executive power in the Westminster tradition.

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

BRIAN BOW
Brian Bow, BA UBC, MA York, PhD Cornell, is an
Associate Professor of Political Science at Dalhousie
University and a Senior Fellow at American University’s
Center for North American Studies. He has previously
been a visiting researcher at the Woodrow Wilson Center,
American University, Georgetown University, Carleton
University and the Australian National University.

JAMES FERGUSSON
James Fergusson is a Professor in the Department of
Political Science and Director of the Centre for Defence
and Security Studies 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.

ANDREW GODEFROY
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).

Andrew B. Godefroy CD, Ph.D (RMC), is a strategic
analyst serving on the adjunct faculties at the Royal
Military College of Canada and the University of
Calgary. With over two decades of military service, he
is also a graduate of the Canadian Forces School of
Military Engineering, the Canadian Forces School of
Aerospace Studies, the Canadian Land Forces
Command and Staff College, the Joint Operations Staff
Course (UK).

WHITNEY LACKENBAUER
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 of the Centre Internatioal de Criminologie
Comparée and of the Canadian Research Network on
Terrorism, Security and Society.

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.

NATALIA LOUKACHEVA

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).

MARK COLLINS
Mark Collins is a former diplomat with postings in Pakistan
(1975-77), and Yugoslavia (1984-87). He retired from his
career as a public servant following a posting with the
Canadian Coast Guard from 1997-2002. He is now a
prolific blogger and contributes extensively to CDFAI’s
3D’s blog.

Natalia Loukacheva is a Research Associate at the
Munk School of Global Affairs, University of Toronto,
Adjunct Professor at Osgoode Hall Law School graduate
program on energy and infrastructure, and a Visiting
Professor of Polar Law in Iceland. She is actively
involved in numerous Arctic and Polar law activities
and projects and has been speaking/presenting and
advocating on Arctic and Polar law related topics since
1996.

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.
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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.

STEPHEN RANDALL
Stephen J. Randall, FRSC, is Professor of History at
the University of Calgary and Director of the Latin
American Research Centre, which he founded in 2000.

HUGH STEPHENS
JOHN NOBLE
John Noble is a former diplomat, having served as
Canadian Ambassador to Greece, Consul General of
Canada to Monaco, Ambassador to Switzerland and
Liechtenstein in 1998 and Permanent Observer of
Canada to the Council of Europe. After retiring in July
2001 he was named a Fulbright Scholar at Michigan
State University.

Hugh Stephens, a former diplomat, is currently
Executive-in-Residence at the Asia Pacific Foundation
of Canada and Vice Chair of the Canadian Committee
for Pacific Economic Cooperation (CanCPEC).
Previously he served as Senior Vice President, Public
Policy (Asia Pacific) for Time Warner, where he was
based at the company’s Asia regional headquarters in
Hong Kong.

DAVID WRIGHT

JOËL PLOUFFE
Joëlle Plouffe is a Research Fellow at the RaoulDandurand Chair of Strategic and Diplomatic Studies
at the Université du Québec à Montréal (UQAM), and
is currently serving as Visiting Professor at the
Jackson School of International Studies at the
University of Washington. His research focuses on the
Geopolitics of the Arctic, Regions of Circumpolar
North, Security, Defence, and Canada-IS Foreign
Policy.

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.

CDFAI Distinguished Alumni
Derek Burney OC
Mark Entwistle PhD
Brian Flemming CM, QC, DCL
Sharon Hobson
LGen (Ret’d) Mike Jeffery CMM, CD
Eric Lerhe PhD
Andrew Leslie CMM, MSC, MSM, CD
Alexander Moens PhD
MGen (Ret’d) Cameron Ross CMM, CD
Stéphane Roussel PhD
Gordon Smith PhD
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2013 Program Summary
Policy Papers
Philippe Lagassé “How Should Canada’s Parliament Decide Military Deployments? Lessons from the United Kingdom”
Tom Keenan “Can We Ever Have Technological Security”
Frank Harvey “North Korea, Ballistic Missile Defence and Canada-US Defence Cooperation”
Daryl Copeland “Diplomacy, Globalization and Heteropolarity: The Challenge of Adaption”
Ferry de Kerckhove “Canada and International Organizations: Time for a Review”
Hrach Gregorian “The Salafist Winter: Aiding Post-Conflict Statebuilding in Egypt, Tunisia and Libya”
Roland Paris “The Digital Diplomacy Revolution: Why is Canada Lagging Behind?”
Hugh Segal “Exigencies of Future Deployments: What Canada Must Exact from its Military Partners”
J.L. Granatstein “Is NATO Still Necessary for Canada?”
Ron Wallace “The Case for RAIPON: Implications for Canada and the Arctic Council”
Barry Cooper “Homegrown Jihadists and the Evolutions of al-Qaeda”
SSWG Papers
Ron Deibert “Shutting the Backdoor: The Perils of National Security and Digital Surveillance Programs”
Fraser Holman “The Future of Drones in Canada: Perspectives from a Former RCAF Fighter Pilot
Mike Jeffery “The Future of Foreign Military Training”
Eric Lerhe “The National Shipbuilding Procurement Strategy An Update”
Quarterly Dispatch—Four issues that included 38 articles.
Monthly Columns—J.L. Granatstein published 12 monthly columns in the national media.
Policy Updates
Abraham Lowenthal “The United States in the Early 21st Century: Decline or Renewal?”
David Carment, Rachel Calleja, and Yiagadeesen Samy “Canada in Focus: How Good is our Foreign Aid Policy”
Colin Robertson “A Canadian Primer to the G20 Summit in St. Petersburg, Russia”
Paul Mitchell “Full of Holes: Byers and Webb on Canada’s Submarine Programme”
David McDonough “Back to the Future: Debating Missile Defence in Canada”
Daryl Copeland “Why Don’t Diplomats Get the Respect They’ve Earned?”
Hugh Stephens “Why the ASEAN Summit Matters to Canada”
Colin Robertson “What Canadians Need to Know about the Second Obama Inauguration”
Colin Robertson “Obama’s State of the Union: A Canadian Primer”
Country Studies—West African Canaries in the Gold Mine: Investment Outlook and Challenges for Burkina Faso &
Mali by Chris Roberts
Canadian Military Journalism Course (English) - ran in May.
Speaker Series
George Friedman—Calgary (December)
John Negroponte—Calgary (November)
J.L. Granatstein—Vancouver (October)
David Bercuson—Vancouver (September)
Colin Robertson—Vancouver (June)
Yuen Pau Woo—Calgary (March)
Don Campbell—Calgary (February)
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University of Pennsylvania’s
2012
Top Canadian Think Tanks
1. Fraser Institute
2. Centre for Int’l Governance Innovation
3. North South Institute

4. CDFAI
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

CD Howe Institute
Canadian International Council
Institute for Research on Public Policy
Macdonald Laurier Institute
Atlantic Institute for Market Studies
Conference Board
Int’l Institute for Sustainable Development
Montreal Economic Institute
Public Policy Forum
Queen’s Centre for International Relations

There are two ways to donate to CDFAI.
You can either go to our website at cdfai.org and
hit the “Donate” button on the right hand side or
you may fill out and return the form below.
DONOR FINANCIAL SUPPORT FORM
Thank you for investing in CDFAI
Name:
Company:
Address:
Postal Code:

Email:

Phone:

Fax:

Yes, I would like to support the Canadian
Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute (CDFAI)
through the donation of:

What We Do

□
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□
□
□
□
□
□

45
40
35
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25

$
250
$
500
$
1,000
$
5,000
$
10,000
$
25,000
Other $ ____________

20

Each donation is eligible for a charitable tax receipt.

15
10

□
□

5
0
2009
Research Papers

2010
Policy Updates

2011
Speakers Series

2012

Cheque enclosed is payable to “CDFAI”
I wish to remain anonymous

2013 to Sept

Courses / Conferences

We hope to raise $980,000 at an estimated cost of
$67,000 (7.0%).
Charity Registration #87982 7913RR0001
Thank you for investing in CDFAI and please mail your
form and payment to:
Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute
1600, 530—8th Avenue SW, Calgary, AB T2P 3S8

Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute
CDFAI is a research institute focused on Canada’s international engagement in all its forms:
diplomacy, trade, the military, security and aid. 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 via 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 to the spread of human rights and the rule of law.
CDFAI seeks to inform and educate Canadians about 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.

