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Permanent Allies? The CanadaUS Defence Relationship
in the 21st Century:

Andrew Richter

Canada and the United States have been close defence allies for 70 years. That
cooperation has spanned participation in World War Two, the Korean War, the Cold War,
the creation (and half-century maintenance) of a bilateral air defence command (NORAD),

the first Gulf War, and most recently, the war on terrorism.? However, there are

1 The author would like to thank the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada
(SSHRC) for providing a grant that has funded the larger project upon which this paper is based. I also
wish to thank the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (Washington, DC), where I
undertook much of the initial research for this paper. I would also like to thank, for their suggestions and
advice, David Biette; Christopher Sands; the audiences at sessions at both the 2008 Canadian Political
Science Association conference in Vancouver and the 2009 Midwest Political Science Association
conference in Chicago, where I presented earlier drafts of the paper; the two anonymous reviewers of this

2 Readers might note that the Obama administration has stopped using the terminology of the Bush

administration with regards to the US effort against global terrorism. Indeed, the very use of the word
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Secretary of Homeland Security, Janet Napolitano. In response to a question about whether terrorism still
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wants to move away from the politics of fear toward a policy of being prepared for all the risks that can
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- E x O 0 b Bridy€d OtermationalMarch 16, 2000, (www.spiegel.de/international/world.htm, accessed

September 5, 2009),
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indications that the relationship today is weakening. This paper will examine two critical
issues -- the 2005 Canadian decision to reject participation in the US missile defence
x UOT UEOOWEOEwW" EOEEEZUwxT UUDPUUI OU0wOO Heat @bty OwOI
low spending has had on the Canadian Forces (CF) -- that combined suggest a significant
decline in the relationship. At the same time, the paper notes that there are some recent
positive signs, in particular the current increase in Canadian defence spending and
mission in Afghanistan,® that indicate a possible improvement, albeit one that may be tied
to the electoral prospects of the Conservative government of Stephen Harper, which could
face another election as early as this fall.* Ultimately, the paper argues that the bilateral
defence relationship is essentially a barometer of the larger political one, and a decline in

the former is normally reflective of a weakening in the latter.

Before examining the specific issues, though, some context should be established.
While I believe that the bilateral defence relationship is waning (and has been for some
time), that is not to say that the security alliance is nearing its end.® Canada and the US
have one of the most complex and multi-faceted relationships in the world, and it is to be
expected that the defence component of it would ebb and flow over time. Indeed, the

bilateral relationship has so many other aspects to it -- including a complex and enormous

3 %OUWEWEOOXxUITIT OUDPYI woOOOOwW EUW " koksBSteil ard uEuRée aepy Th@T OUOw Ul
Unexpected War: Canada in Kandghgforonto: Viking Canada, 2007). Also see Alexander Moens,
?2 I TTEOCPUUEQWEOGEWUT T w1l Y OOUUBtéiiomoungvoOlEcE, B3 @Guntherl BT OQw/ O

2008) and Jim Keeley, ? 2 T OUOE w61 w2 UEawOU w21 OUOE w6 | Jo&r@lyoiMiiardané E wE OE w
Strategic Studigsvol. 10, no. 2, (Winter 2008), (www.jmss.org, accessed December 6, 2008).

Early in the month, Liberal leader Michael Ignatieff announced that his party would no longer support

the Conservatives, and would vote against it at the first opportunity. Given that both the NDP and the

Bloc Quebecois had previously announced their intention to vote against the government (dating from

the time of their coalition agreement with the Liberals in December 2008), it seemed virtually certain that

the government would be defeated early in the fall session of Parliament. However, on September 18, the

government survived a confidence motion with the surprise support of both the NDP and the BQ. That

said, there are several other confidence motions planned for the fall, any one of which could trigger an
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5 Canada and the US have signed 80 treaty-level defence agreements and more than 250 memoranda of
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Canadian Studiesrol. 37, no. 1, (Spring 2007); Bernard Stancati, "The Future of Canada's Role in Hemispheric
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Policy for Canada? Challenges and Choices for the F(lianento: University of Toronto Press, 2008).
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trade relationship, vast social and cultural ties, a common history and language, etc. -- that
it often seems to operate outside of any governmental control or regulation. Thus, while
the defence alliance is declining, I do not believe that either it or the larger relationship

upon which it is based is in danger of permanently rupturing.

In addition, it should be emphasized that the defence relationship has never
remained static in the post-war period, having gone through periods where it was
particularly strong (ie., the Pearson years and the Mulroney decade) and those where it
was rife with tensions and disagreements (ie., the Diefenbaker and Trudeau periods).®
31T UUOWUTT Ul wbUwWOOUT POT wbOT 1 Ul OUOawW? UOUUUEOG? WE
that the trust and sense of mutual cooperation and understanding that are at its centre is
not violated. I am convinced that this trust has not been breached, and thus it is likely --
perhaps certain -- that the downturn will eventually be reversed. Indeed, as noted, there
are reasons to believe that this process has already begun, although it is rather tenuous,

and open to disruption by developments in either country.

That said, the decline in the defence relationship has not emerged out of a vacuum
for, in point of fact, the broader bilateral relationship declined during the tenure of former
Prime Minister Jean Chrétien. Chrétien came to office determined to maintain some
distance between Ottawa and Washington, the (supposed) lack of which had been the
primary criticism of his predecessor, Brian Mulroney.” Thus, from 1993 until 2005
(including the two year tenure of his Liberal successor, Paul Martin), the relationship grew
increasingly strained, reaching its low point when Canada decided to stay out of the Iraq
war. In general, the US had little time or patience for the Canadian policies of "human
Ul EOUUPUAFWEOEWEUOI OwxOPl U? OWOOUWEPEwWPUOwUUxxOU
during this decade -- including a treaty on landmines and the establishment of an

International Criminal Court -- that seemed to pit the US against many of its traditional

¢ For a recent account of these periods, see Brian W. Tomlin, Norman Hillmer, and Fen Osler Hampson,
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Agendas, Alternatives, and Politic€on Mills:. R 1 OUE w4 OPYIT UUDPUaw/ Ul UUOw! YYWAS ww?2
Friendly Agreement in Advance: Canada-4 2 w#1 I 1 OETl w1l OEUPOOUw/ EWObwe UT UI OU

Institute Commentar® wO 08 whut + Owep) UOT wl YYI AWEOEwW) O OQw2Hvath he) Oa Ow? 31
4001 Ew20EUI UO?» wbOuw# EY D E-Brovineds), PEOEHEQBDw# BYDPDOEUSHOOE6O W
(Scarborough: Prentice-Hall Canada, 1995).

7 Andrew Richter, "From Trusted Ally to Suspicious Neighbour: Canada-US Relations in a Changing Global

Environment," The American Review of Canadian Studies. 35, no. 3, (Autumn 2005), p. 486.
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allies.®

Further, it was not only specific issues that suggested a weakening of the
relationship. A series of Canadian public comments around the time of the Iraq war
strongly hinted at tensions between the two countries. These statements® reflected a
growing sense of disdain towards our southern neighbour, feelings that could not help but
complicate the defence relationship (in addition, Canadian public attitudes toward the US
were changing as well®?). While anti-Americanism has long been a staple of Canadian
political culture, the shrillness of some of the comments was startling. And while military
historian Jack Granatstein has noted that "on one level, a modicum of anti-Americanism is
necessary for Canadian survival,"!! I believe the comments reflected something novel, a
Canadian sense of superiority combined with scorn for both (former) President George W.
Bush and (at least for some) the country he led. There can be little doubt that the
statements stung many Americans, and may have contributed, in turn, to an altered sense

of how many of them viewed Canada.

s%OUWEwWUI YDl pwOi w" EOEEPEOwI OUI DT Owx OOPEawlUOE]I Uw" T UBUDI
"TUBUDPI Oz Uw %OUH BYTYO wh QuBiss B DNMNdr Hampson, and Norman Hillmer

(eds.), Canada Among Nations 2004: Setting Priorities StrajgiMontreal: McGill-0 Ul 1 Oz Uw4 OBYI UUDPUau
| YYKASwWwwHOUWEWEPUEUUUDPOOWO!I wiUT T weEPIi i1 UDOT wEOOEI xUUEO
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Carment, Hampson, and Hillmer (eds.), Canada Among Nations 2003: Coping With the American Colgssus

(Don Mills: Oxford University Press, 2003).

9 Three comments stood out: (1) Liberal Member of Parliament Carolyn Parrish said she "hated” American

calling US President Bush a "moron" at a NATO forum; and (3) Herb Dhaliwal, the Minister of Natural

Resources, said that President Bush was letting the world down by not being a "statesman".

10 A 2005 PEW Research Center study revealed that the percentage of Canadians with a favorable view of the

US declined from 72 per cent in 2002, to 63 per cent in 2003, to 59 per cent in 2005. The study noted that the

?x000wi DPOEUwW" EOEEPEOUwWT OOEDOT wbOEUI EUDOT Oawdl T EUDYI wyYD
Pew Global Attitudes Project "US Image up Slightly but Still Negative," June 23, 2005,
(http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php, accessed September 20, 2009). More surprisingly, a 2008 BBC poll

found that only 27 per cent of Canadians had a positive view of the US, while 62 per cent had a negative one.

211 w) 6+0wW&UEOGEUUUI POOwW? +000DPOT w$ E U U yThesGlotd @nd M&iNlay26E OE EE z U L
| YYWS wwnOUWEEEDPUDOOEOwWUI El OVwET UEPOUwWOOw" ECEEg&EOWEUUDU
bl zUl w Ol UPEEZz Uw! 1 U0w%UD]I OEOwWOT | az Ul wol GalapOgifidpdvalE w3 i Ul E |
30, no. 4, (April 2009).

11 J L. Granatstein, Whose War is it? How Canada can Survive in the fd$t World (Toronto: Harper Collins

Publishers, 2007), p. 86.

12 A 2004 PEW study found that American attitudes toward Canada had changed quite dramatically between

2002 and 2003. In 2002, 83 per cent of Americans had a favourable opinion of Canada, but that number
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An additional complicating factor in the bilateral relationship was the tendency
toward unilateralism in the Bush administration, a preference that was essentially
proclaimed in both Presidential speeches and official documents like the National Security
Strategy of the United Stat¢2002 and 2006'%). Indeed, even before the events of September
11, 2001, President Bush had dismissed international agreements including the Kyoto
accord on global warming, the Biological Weapons Convention, and the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. In the post-9/11 environment, this unilateralist tendency grew
stronger, with the US government demonstrating that it would not be restrained by either
international law or established norms from taking actions that it believed would protect
the US homeland from further attacks.

With regard to the continental defence relationship, American scholar Bernard
Stancati has written that in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks, the Department of
Defense (DoD) moved aggressively to take the lead in determining how the US would
behave and operate with regards to its security alliance with Canada.’> While DoD has
made some attempts to involve Canada in post-9/11 security architecture, there are
questions about how genuine these efforts have been. Combined with decades of
spending cuts that have left the CF in a badly weakened position (see Part II below), the
US tendency toward unilateralism in continental defence raises additional doubts about

the future of the security alliance.!® That said, given the wide-ranging criticism directed

slipped to 65 per cent the following year. See Pew Global Attitudes ProjgctAmericans and Canadians: The

North American Not-so-Odd Couple,” January 14, 2004, (http://pewglobal.org/commentary/ display.php,

accessed September 17, 2009). Reflecting this shift, a 2004 poll conducted by , E E O Ifdmrfalhat 12 per cent

of Americans reported that their view of Canada had worsened over the previous year. Of these, 47 per cent

said this was because Canada had not supported the US in Iraq and did not seem committed to fighting

Ul UUOUDUOG waurzul 1l TuPE (EBDEGEW/ 00O & HOEMEDRIW0T | w/ UOUI 02 w

13 See President George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America
(Washington: The White House, 2002) and President George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the

United States of AmericgWashington: The White House, 2006). Reflecting the option of unilateralism in

US security policy, the 2002 NSSOOUT Uw 0T EQw? PT DOI ilh ébhstantiy sBrBeltd dnlist2Hé E U1 Uw b
support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our
rightofself-ET 1 1 OUI & »

14 See, for example, Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, America Unbound: The Bush Revolution Foreign

PolicyOw 6 EUT POT U006 w31 1T w! UOOOPOT Uw( OUUPUUUPOOOW! YYt ABdwuw
foreign policy, see Robert Swansborough, Test By Fire: The War Presidency of George W. Bl$éw York:

Palgrave Macmillan, 2008).

15 Stancati, p. 108.
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against American unilateralism over the past several years, there is a strong likelihood that
President Barack Obama will be more agreeable to bilateral/multilateral approaches, and
there is a widespread expectation that the new administration will attempt to mend
relations with allies that may have been damaged during the Bush years. This expectation
is particularly strong in Canada, where anger and frustration toward the Bush

administration was quite intense.!”

While this paper will not examine all of these developments, they help form its
backdrop. It should also be noted that the broader bilateral relationship has, in fact,
improved considerably over the past few years, largely coinciding with the Harper
government's tenure in Ottawa. Prime Minister Harper came to office in January 2006
determined to strengthen the relationship and reverse some of the damage that had been
done under the previous Liberal government(s).’® In that regard, he has largely succeeded
-- the tone of the relationship has changed, some long-standing disputes have been
resolved (foremost among them softwood lumber), and at the public level the relationship

seems to be on increasingly solid ground."

continental security and toward a unilateral one, or a lopsided partnership with Canada assuming a
UUEOUEDOEUI wxOUDPUDPOOGE »#ulu D0z W @6 I IEGOuu/H4OWs YD WH waswd T w  x x UL
- . 1 #PolicwOptions vol. 29, no. 1, (December 2007 ¢ January 2008), p. 80.

17 For recent accounts of how the Obama administration is likely to approach Canada (and vice versa),
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September 2009, (www.cdfai.orgO WEEET UUT Ew21 x Ul OET UwKOwl YYNAOw) O Ow, EOC
I'1 1 0O Omiizy Optians vol. 30, no. 4, (April | YYNAOQw#1 Ul Ow' dw! UUOIRoleyu ? $ O1T ET
OptionDw YOO8 wt YOwOOS wKOwm xUPOw! YYNAO WSRHatiothsdhi® e 2 OEDUU O
. EEOEw $ Uhe ODispatch vol. 6, no. 4, (Winter 2008), (www.cdfai.org/newsletters/
newsletterwinter2008.htm, accessed January 22, 2009). It might also be noted that many of the

with both friends and foes, and a move away from the widespread perception that under President Bush

OT 1l w2 wWEPEWOOUWUEOTI wOUT T UWEOUOUUazUwOxpODOOUWDPOUOWEEE
allies, President Obama has given speeches across Europe (for example) where he has emphasized the

need to craft new policies that take European interests into account. And regarding foes, the President

has called for formal talks with Iran and announced a new chapter in US-Russia relations, both of which

are intended to symbolize a new US approach to international relations.
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That said, the new Democratic government in Washington will undoubtedly bring
with it some new concerns and challenges, particularly given some of the statements that
candidate Obama made during the lengthy election campaign (recall, for example, his
comments calling for significant changes to NAFTA, remarks that sparked controversy in
both Canada and the US®). Indeed, within weeks of the president taking office, the
Democraticallyg-E OOUUOOOI Ew" OO0T Ul UUwxEUUI EWEWOEUUDYIT wUl

Ol UDPEEO?> wuxUOYPUDOOOWEWEI YI 0OxOI O0wUT ECwHOO

relationship, and posed the first real test between Prime Minister Harper and the new

President.?! At the same time, though, it is also clear that given the enormous popularity

of President Obama in Canada,? the door seems open to a new chapter in bilateral

[Canada-4 2 ¢ wUT OEUDOOUT Dx uDUwWEOI EUGawET UUI U2 wOT EOwPOwi EEWE
?, DPET El Owe DOUOOwWPOw" O00YI UDE O IEemitzd £ 2009) O Ow&l EET U0~ w
20#0U0UDPOT wOT 1 w#1 OOEVUEUPEwWxUPOEUDPI UwbPOw!l YYAWEDEwWws YWOWEOU
Senator Hillary Clinton, said that the US should consider withdrawing from NAFTA unless parts of the

treaty were re-negotiated. However, in March 2008, the Associated Press released details of a memo that

POwUI xOUUI Ewi EEwWET 1 OwpUDPUU] OwEawEw" EOEEPEOwWI OEEUUVawOI
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before the crucial Ohio primary (which Senator Clinton won), the memo threaUl Ol EwUOwWEI UEDPOuw. E
campaign. Facing opposition calls that the leak constituted a major diplomatic embarrassment, Prime

Minister Harper established an internal committee to investigate, but its report in May of 2008 proved
DOEOOEOUUDYI 6 w wi20 0 uuRUTEIOEE®ED. EEOEZ Uw - %3 w" 0001 000wy
CBCcOw, EUET wt Owl YYWOWEOE w? 2 D1 O Ulheé TODrio(StatViay @7, 2008 DDy - %3 w+
event, since taking office in January, President Obama has not given any indication that he is interested in

re-Ox1 OPOT w- %3 Sww2ll w?- Ow/ OEOwWUOwW1 Thé FdrobtauStarApal 2@ w U E a U w 4
2009.

21 In February 2009, the US Congress passed a $787 billion stimulus bill that contained provisions that

banned foreign companies from being awarded steel and manufacturing contracts. Almost immediately,

Canadian Trade Minister Stockwell Day warned that if the provisions were to become law, Canada

would have no choice but to take legal action. Over the summer, talks aimed at giving Canada an

exemption began, but little progress was reported. However, at a meeting between President Obama and

Prime Minister Harper in September 2009, details of a possible compromise emerged. The two sides

appointed negotiators to explore the possibility of an agreement that would give American companies

access to provincial and municipal contracts in Canada, in exchange for opening state and local contracts

POwWUT l wa2wUOOw" ECEEPEOwi PUOUSGww21 T w?. EEQEwW. i iTUUw1l EUL
IssU1 Ohewlational Podw 21 x U1 OET Uwht Owl YYNOWEOEwW?*1 1 xw! Ukew OI UDE
Globe and MajlSeptember 17, 2009. Recognizing that even if an agreement can be worked out it would

need the approval of House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, Prime

Minister Harper held meetings with both during the same September visit.
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easily win a federal election (an Obama-led Liberal Party would have 33 per cent support, compared to 18
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relations, as the traditional Canadian wariness toward the US seems to have largely

disappeared ¢ at least for the time being.

This paper will be divided into two sections, corresponding with the issues
identified above. The first will examine the Canadian missile defence debate, which
culminated with the decision to reject involvement in the US program. The second will
focus on Canadian defence expenditures, and the effect that low spending has had on
military capabilities and the CF more generally. The study will conclude with a section
outlining recent developments to both NORAD and the Bi-national Planning Group
(BPG), a Canada-US defence study group formed in 2002 to enhance bilateral cooperation.

A final note of caution should be added, though. This paper focuses on Canadian
actions and decisions that have adversely affected the bilateral defence relationship. As
noted, this does not mean that the US is without responsibility for the downturn, and
perhaps a subsequent study on American actions that have contributed to the decline will
be written in the future. This paper, however, does not address that question, and thus

readers should be aware of its specific focus.

Part I The Canadian Missile Defence Debate

The Canadian decision to decline involvement in the US missile defence program
was one of the most important decisions in the history of the bilateral defence relationship.

Unlike the nuclear weapons decision in the early 1960s? or the decision over cruise missile

per cent for the Tories, while an Obama-led Conservative Party would lead the Liberals 32-15). See

?. EEOEwPOUOE w6 B O wbdhe Torobt®FdMatchuy] 2008 O\@elldommissioned shortly after

Mr. Obama became president revealed continuing strong support, as 41 per cent of respondents said they

wanted closer ties with the US, an enormous change from the Bush years when Canadians rated

/ UT UPEIT OUw! UUT zUwOI EET UUT bxwET OOPwUT E0wOil w1UUUPEzUwS5C
attitudes have not appreciably changed, with 52 per cent of Canadians saying that they viewed Mr.

. EEOEZUwxUI Ul OETl wbOwUi 1 wei PUOT w' OUUI wEVWEwWwxOUPUDYI wEIT YI
while 39 per cent of respondents had said in October 2008 (ie., at the end of the Bush presidency) that

Canada needed to maintain its distance from the US, that number has now declined to just 13 per cent.

21T w?. EEOEzUw/ OxUOEUDUa w' DI The Natidhdl EoSSeiehbe20 200" EOEEE O w/ O
23 For reviews, see Andrew Richter, Avoiding Armageddon: Canadian Military Strategy and Nuclear Weapons,

19501963 (Vancouver: UBC Press and Michigan State University Press, 2003); Sean M. Maloney, Learning

OOw+OY!I wUT 1T w! OO0OEo w" EOEEE z Uw- ,(Bulkk, Fitkini: IPdom@Bobiks#2000)0 OT wlT 1
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testing in the early 1980s,* in this case the Canadian government chose to reject
cooperation with the US. While I believe that Canada made the wrong decision, that
judgement is not based on the importance that the US attached to the issue (which was
considerable), or the possibility (now largely discounted) of long-term political fallout.
Rather, I believe that the US offer was in Canada'spolitical and military interest, and
would have sent a clear signal that Ottawa remains committed to cooperating in North
American defence, a long-standing tenet of Canadian security policy, and one which

successive governments have supported.?

It is not necessary to review the entire history of the decision, as several studies
have been written that deal with many of the basic issues.?* Rather, the following account
will focus on the critical period in the debate, beginning in late 2003 and lasting until the
final verdict was announced in February 2005. It was during this 16 month period that

most of the major developments took place, and the dynamics of the Canadian debate

became clear. Indeed, the carefully cutPYEUI EwWEOEDPT UPUawUT ECwi EEWE

initial debate unravelled during this period, and a series of statements and developments
strongly suggested eventual Canadian participation. It was largely because of this
impression that the final decision was met with such surprise and disappointment in

many quarters.

In brief, though, it should be noted that Canada first began to consider cooperating

and most recently, Patricia . McMahon, $ UUT OET w Ol w( OEI EPUDPOOO w # NI6S
(Montreal: McGill-0 UT 1 Oz Uw4 OBPYI UUPUaw/ Ul UUOwI YYNKA

2 For a review, see John Clearwater, Just Dummies: Cruise Midle Testing in Canada(Calgary: University
of Calgary Press, 2006).

25 In fact, just two months after the missile defence decision was announced, the government released its

I OEEOI L

International Policy Stateme@tw b1 DET wUIl Ei | PUOI EwUT E U w 2doderatioOwith €hk w- OUUT u
40PUTl Ew2U0EUI U» wUI OEPOT EwOO! woOl wOT 1 wOT Ul 1T w?EUOEEWUOOI

Statement: A Role of Pride andfluience in the World [Defengg(Ottawa: Department of National Defence,
2005). It might be noted that these roles have remained largely unchanged since being first identified in

the 1964 White Paper on Defenesd were most recently re-U U E U1 E w BOGEuEE w %X'U0 w# 1 1 1 OET w2

a 20 year defence plan released in June 2008 (see note 82 below).

26 See, for example, James Fergusson, "Shall we Dance? The Missile Defence Decision, NORAD Renewal, and
the Future of Canada-US Defence Relations," CanadianMilitary Journal, vol. 6, no. 2, (Summer 2005) and
David McDonough, "BMD and US Strategic Doctrine: Canadian Strategic Interests in the Debate on Missile
Defence," Journal of Military and Strategic Studigsol. 9, no. 3, (Spring 2007), (www.jmss.org, accessed October
7,2008).
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in the US missile defence program in 1997, and despite strong support from within the
Department of National Defence (DND), the Chrétien government adopted a cautious
?PpE®@GUI | » WEUUDPUUETI ww/ EUUPEUOEUOCawWwDOxOUUEOUWE
was the role played by Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd Axworthy, who issued a series of

statements that downplayed the possibility of Canadian involvement, and indicated that

unless Canadian concerns - P DET wOEUT | Qawi OEUUUI EwOOwUT |
UxEEI 2 WEOCEwWUT T wxUOUxI EOVUwi OUWEwUI OF -pdouldbé& U
satisfied, CanadEz Uwx EUUDPEDXxEUDPOOWPEUWUOODPOI Oad ww/

role in the process, for two years following his resignation from politics in 2000, the

— O
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Chrétien government essentially stopped talking about missile defence altogether.

However, this self-imposed silence ended in early 2003, when conflicting signals
Ul TEUEDPOT w"EOEEEZUwxOUUPEOI wxEUUDPEDxEUDPOOwWI Ol
McCallum and Foreign Affairs Minister Bill Graham made statements that indicated that
Ottawa was leaning toward involvement in the US program. And yet, just a few days
after Graham made his initial statement, he made a second one that suggested that such
participation was primarily intended to prevent the American weaponization of space,
hardly an unambiguous declaration of support.?® Shortly after, it was reported that the
Liberal government had decided to postpone a final decision, likely reflecting a political
calculation that the risks associated with any judgement favouring participation were
simply too great in an environment where a federal election was approaching and public
support toward missile defence was unclear UwEwUIl UUOUOw" EOEEEZ UwUO

7 Additional concerns included that missile defence would de-stabilize an already volatile international

environment, that the system was not technologically feasible, and that it would be prohibitively

with the Swedish Foreign Minister Anna Lindh) that was sharply critical of the US, and of its perceived

willingness to forego multilateralism in orE 1 Uw U0 Owx OUUUT wbOUwHOUI Ul UOUwUODPOEUI
, PUUDOI w/ OE Owb O w2 Fnk Kabidndl RostMiy3,20®. | Readersinight note that this letter

was published during the final months of the Clinton presidency, one not generally regarded to have

acted in a unilateral fashion.

s, E"EOOUOwWOOU] EwUil E0Qw. OUEPEWUUDPOOWT EEWEOW?O0x]1 OwODOE~
PT DOl w&UET EOwDOPUPEOOCAWUEPEWUT EQwUI 1 Ul wPEUWEW?O000T wiL
togetheron U1 T wET I 1 OET wOi w- OUUT w Ol UPEEOwWET EEVUUT wbPUz UwbOwbU
UDUOG2>ww2l 1T w?y.x1 Ow, POEz wOO w1 OTheuNatidnal,P&Jadid® 272000 E 06 w, E"
EQEW?-.1 #w" OUOEWE] wbOw) | Ox EDBHYOOI w¥ E © E HiePetabbroughdO £ & @ D6
ExamineOw, Eawt Owl YYt B ww»OUW&E&UET EOzUwUI EOOEwWUUEUUThed®! OUOwU
Ottawa Citizen May 7, 2003.

2 Throughout the missile defence debate, public opinion on the issue was divided. For example, a poll
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deliberate ambiguity was continued.

If one was to predict the likelihood of Canada's eventual decision at this time, then,
one could have reasonably argued that the odds were roughly 50-50, with the net result
being that the final decision was still very much in doubt. That sense of uncertainty was
exacerbated by the internal split the issue was causing for the Liberal Party, especially
with regards to its Quebec and Women's caucuses, where opinion ran strongly opposed to

involvement.30

As noted, however, this ambiguity began to end by late 2003, and particularly with
the emergence of Paul Martin as the successor to Jean Chrétien. The first indication of this
was an interview that Martin gave in April 2003 when he was still campaigning for the
+DEI UEOwOI EEIT Wuéstdn BeriopMEQU"DOGRUEW E wUT E0w? ( WET UUE
see Canada isolated from any moves the United States might take to protect the
EOOUDPOI QU686 (T wUi 1 Ul weUl wi OPOT wOOwWET wODPUUDOI Uwl
UT DOOwUT ECwPI wk E &0 The éhatemdntunasihe hdst defibifve e néade
EawEwUI OPOUw" EOEEPEOwWw xOOPUPEPEOOWEOEwWUI | Ol Ew
participation. That sense was dramatically strengthened several months later, in
November on the day that Martin assumed the Liberal leadership. When asked in a press
conference whether Canada should cooperate more closely with the US, Martin said that
PPl wadbUzUl wOEOCODOT wEEOUUOwWUT T wET T 1 OET wOi w- OUUT

seemingly unambiguous declaration of support.®> Combined, the two statements strongly

completed in May 2003 revealed that 60 per cent of Canadians supported involvement in the project,

PT DOl wtt wxi UwWwETI OVwOxxOUI EGww2l 1l w2$2w, | EPEwll O EUI OQw?.
May 27, 2003, (www.nanoresearch.com/main.asp, accessed January 10, 2008). An additional poll

conducted in February 2004 similarly found 64 per cent of respondents favouring participation. See

?" EOEEDPEOUW 6 EOU w-CabddOSefita I € @Bt Ehe Qatienal Post (February 11, 2004).

However, in these and other polls, there was a regional element at play, with opinion in Quebec sharply

opposed to the program. In any event, by 2005 public opinion had moved strongly against participation.

Thus, a March poll (conducted in the days following the announcement) found that 57 per cent of

Ul UxOOET OUUwOxxOUT EwOUT T wxUOT UEOOwWPPUT wOOOawl t wxl UwET OC
OOw, B UUD OICIMch Mdrdd 2] 2M5. w

%0 Regarding Quebec attitudes toward missile defence, DaviEw ' ET OUOEwW T EVUw 0601 Ew U1 E!
noteworthy is the unanimity on display in the Quebec discussions, with near-total agreement that missile

E1 11 O0OEl wOUUUWETI wEEEOWUT T wOOOawhUi OVwOi wEDUET Ul 1 01 OUwWE
cited in Nossal, p. 26.

31 As quoted in Stein and Lang, p. 161.

32 Martin quoted in David T. Jones, "When Politics Trumps Security: A Washington Vantage Point," Policy
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to cooperate with the US on this issue.

In January 2004, the Martin government surprised observers when it agreed to a
formal bilateral exchange of letters which outlined Canada's willingness to negotiate an
agreement on missile defence (this followed an earlier May 2003 decision to begin bilateral
negotiations aimed at defining the possible Canadian role in the missile defence
program?®), thereby again suggesting that the key decision had essentially been made.
While the government immediately denied that the negotiations signified a final
pronouncement to support Washington's plan, the sense that Canada had passed a critical
threshold was strengthened. As Janice Stein and Eugene Lang have noted, "the purpose of
the letter was clear. It was a strong signal that the new prime minister would no longer

dither and that Canada would participate in [missile defence]."3

In April 2004, The Globe and Maiteported that the government had decided to
participate, but was waiting until after the upcoming federal election before making a
formal announcement.®® In August, a critical amendment to NORAD ensured that it
would share information with the new US Northern Command®® (an American military
command established in 2002 that shares some of the air defence responsibilities of
NORAD) and the American ground-based ballistic missile defence system on missile

warning and detection -- known as Integrated Tactical Warning and Attack Assessment,

OptionDw YOO3 w!l t OwdOO3 wKOw®, Eawl YYKAOwWwxd wKt 8§ ww20BC.caEOUOW ? .
November 15, 2003.

3" EOEEEZ UwOENT EUDPYI UwbOwli | wOil T OUPEUDPOOUwWPI Ul wUi xOUUI E
that NORAD remains central to continental defence planning; and (3) to prevent the weaponization of space.

See? " EOEEEWPOW3 EOOUwWUOw) O orbeudtteve) CitepMay 50} 200B.OET w2 aU 01 00~ w

3 Stein and Lang, p. 126.

35 "Martin Government Will Sign Bush's Missile-Warning Program," The Globe and MailApril 29, 2004. In

2005, the CBC similarly reported that the Martin government had decided to join the missile defence

program in the prior year, but had concluded to make the official announcement following the election, a
decision that was re-considerl EWE| U1 UwUT T wYOUI wEOEwWUI I wOEUUOPwW+PEI UEOuw
, PUUDOT w#i i1 OET w/ UONT ECw! 1CBQ) Jarudryyly, 2006$ O1 EUDOOo w# OEUOI 60U L
3% After 9/11, the US government moved quickly to create a new military command that would be

responsible for homeland defence. Upon activation in 2002, US Northern Command (NORTHCOM)

assumed responsibility for an enormous geographic area that includes the US, Canada, Mexico, and parts

of the Caribbean. According to the NORTHCOM web site, the comOE OEZ UwODPUUDPOOwWPUwUOw? EI
EOQEwWEI I 1 EQwUOT Ul EOVUWEOEWET T Ul UUDPOOWEDOI EwEUwWUOT T waODUI E
-.13"" ., wi UOOwEwW" ECEEPEOwWYDI pxODPOUOWUI | w/ T DOBxx1 w+ET EU
of Canada-USDefl OE T w1 | @Endda® ildadyJaurnglvol. 4, no. 1, (Spring 2003).
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or ITW/AA -- a move critics suggested indicated that Ottawa was already cooperating in
missile defence in everything but name. The following month, the new Defence Minister,
Bill Graham (who had been shuffled into the position after the June election), stated that
OPUUDPOI wel i1 OET w?PUWEOwWDOx OUU RAGUuWA WETUWE@UWEDG uulEl

indication that a decision favouring participation was likely.?”

It was at a Bush-Martin bilateral summit in November 2004, however, where the
UlTEQwOi w" EOEEEZUwODPUUDPOI wiel i1 OET wUI YI UUEOQWOE:
political firestorm when it was reported that despite Canadian efforts to keep the missile
defence issue off the agenda, President Bush directly raised it in both his discussions with
the Prime Minister and in a speech the President gave in Halifax (and at a joint press
conference).’® Given the President's low public approval ratings (in both Canada and the
US), and continuing Canadian anger over the war in Iraq, the timing could scarcely have
been worse.* There can be little doubt that the American interjection into the Canadian
EI EEUI wEOOXxOPEEUI EwUI 1 wi OYT UOOIT OO th&)leallef O OD OT O

rather shaky minority government*’ -- would now have to be acutely aware of the political

7?2, DPUUDOI w#i 11 OET w3 EOOU w( O crDcaseptehibed 26) 004" EOEEEO W& UET EOQO~?
38 In actual fact, the language used by President Bush was quite innocuous. In his press conference, Bush

UEPEw? Pl wWEOUOWEDPUEUUUI EwPEaUwOOwWUOUI O1T UOT1 Owli 1 wUl EVUD
helped to keep this continent peaceful and secure. We talked about the future of NORAD, and how that

organization can best meet emerging threats and safeguard our continent against attack from ballistic

OPUUPOI Ub~?ww( Owi PUw' EODPI ERwUx1 T ET OwUOT 1 w/ Ul UDEI OVUWUEDE
missile defence cooperation to protect the next generation of Canadians and Americans from the threats

Pl wOOOPwPDOOWEUDUI 672 wuwrhd Glabe?ahd Mabw HIOF IwREIOOWI O Wy Y KOw E O
6 OUOEWBEVUW( ( Ow! UUT The Gldbd anduNaiDecEnkbex B, Q0O Despite the mildness of

these words ¢ a point that an editorial in The Globe and Mailrecognized ¢ the reaction was incredibly

fierce, with3 1T 1 W& POETI gUaw2pPOxUOOwWUEaADPOT wUI ECw?, UBw! UUT wUOPEW
EOOUOOPUUW) O1T Ow( EEPOUOOwWPUOGUT wli ECw/ Ul UPET OwwEUUPOE B Hu
OEx 872 w

3 Stein and Lang, p. 164. It might be noted that in the press conference, the Prime Minister emphasized

UT EQw?" EOEEEwWPPOOWOEOl wEwWEI EPUDOOwWwDOwW" EOEEEZUwDHOUI UI

"EOEEEzZ UwbhOUI UDDWOotwE@mOt VOEBUBLOOWOUOwWOT EOwWOT T wbUUUIT wi |
3EOI Uw' I EUwOO w, TheXBlbBeGhduyigiDdcemBei2], 2004. w

40 The outcome of the June 2004 election resulted in a divided House of Commons. The Liberals won 135

seats, the Tories 99, the Bloc Quebecois 54, the NDP 19, and one independent was elected. The Liberal

minority government was particularly precarious because the combined seat count of the Liberals and the

NDP (parties that could normally be expected to support one another) totaled 154 seats, the exact same

number as the combined count for the Tories, BQ, and the one independent (Chuck Cadman, a former

Conservative). Thus, the government was in danger of being defeated at virtually any time, a point

Prime Minister Martin was obviously aware of, and resulted in him looking for political advantage at all
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though by this time the issue had been on the Canadian radar for years). In effect, by

publicly commenting on the issue, the President dramatically changed the political

dynamic of the decision. It is thus entirely possible that this was a key turning point in the

EIT EEUI OwOT 1T wOOOI OVUwpkpiT 1 OWEWODOI Oaw" EOEEBMEOw? al L
PEOCEwWUOUDPORUI QawEwW? 002 A8

In December 2004, in a year-ending interview, Prime Minister Martin revealed
three key considerations for Canada's eventual decision -- ie., there could be no missile
interceptors on Canadian soil, there could be no weaponization of space, and there would
be no Canadian money for the program. Despite the appearance of significant objections,
the introduction of these three criteria did not interject anything new into the debate, as all
were consistent with an eventual decision to cooperate.*> Around the same time, the
Quebec wing of the Liberal Party adopted a resolution calling for the government to
decline the US invitation, or any other initiative that would lead to the possible
weaponization of space, another political dynamic at play in a decision that suddenly had

no shortage of such considerations.

On February 22, 2005, Canada's incoming ambassador to the US, Frank McKenna,
appeared before the House of Commons Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and
stated publicly that Canada was effectively alreadyparticipating in missile defence as a
result of changes made to NORAD the previous summer. As he noted to reporters after
his testimony, "we are part of [missile defence] now, and the question is what more do we
need to do?"* The media, assuming that an in-coming ambassador would have been well
briefed before appearing in front of a Parliamentary committee, quickly concluded that
McKenna's comments constituted Canada's long-delayed 'official® decision, and
immediately began reporting this (these stories appeared widely in newspapers on
February 23). It thus appeared that a decision in favour of participation had finally been

UPOI U ww»OUWEWEDUEUUUDPOOWO! wii 1 wi O EUPOOwWUI UUOUUOWUI T
21 OUT wOi wOT T wl YYKw" EOE E b KanadiaJoimabpORolitical (Stidnédt Bowd.(,] ET E 0?2 w
(March 2006).

4 Prime Minister Martin himself has argued this. In a 2007 interview with authors Janice Stein and

Eugene Lang, Martin said that after President Bush made his public pronouncement on Canadian

EOOx1 UEUDPOOOwWI 1 wOUUOT EwUOOw! UUT wEOCEWUI OEUOI Ew? Pl wEUI wdC
ET 082 ww20]l POWEOEwW+EOT Owx 8 whit K8

42 Fergusson, p. 18.

4 As cited in Stein and Lang, p. 172.
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made.

And yet, the next day, Foreign Affairs Minister Pierre Pettigrew announced in the
House of Commons that Canada would not participate in the US program, saying that
PT DOl w"EOEEEwW ?2UI UxT E0OUwW U1 T w UPT T Ow O wUTl w40
x1 OxOl 66 EEOODUUPEW OPUUDOI w EITT T OEl w DUw 0060w PI
concentrate [its defence] el | O# UUidlow, POPUUI Uwi UUUT T UwUUEUIT Ew !
decision was partly based on a desire to spend Canadian resources on other defence
programs (despite the fact that Ottawa had never been asked to make a financial
contribution to the program). Indeed, in the very same speech, Pettigrew announced a
substantial increase in the defence budget, thereby signalling that a "no" on missile

defence was not meant as a "no" toward defence in general.

61 DOl wi BxOOUDPOT wUOT T wUl EUO O Udecksioni falOontuidd T 1 wi O
the scope of this paper, it seems likely that a combination of public doubt (while popular
opinion was mixed, missile defence critics did a better job of attracting attention), strategic
ambiguity (there were legitimate questions about what Canada was being asked to agree
to*), political considerations (many saw missile defence as a proxy for the unpopular Bush
government to decline the offer. Furthermore, the Martin government, having won a
narrow election victory in 2004, recognized that it was likely going to face a new vote in
the near-future, and agreeing to missile defence could result in diminished support
(particularly in Quebec).* ThusOWEUwW# EYDEw, E#OOOUT T wi EUwOOUI E

42" EOEEEwW2EaVUwy - 0z w0 O w ,CoUtytddany 25] 2006. OET 6 w, EUUDOO? w

# Stein and Lang assert that despite repeated Canadian attempts to get answers to basic questions, US

officials either could not or would not provide clarity. As the authors ask (referencing questions that the

/ UDOI w, DOD U Unissileldétdnad]@yph EhBkeaponization of space? What control or influence,

if any, would Canada have over the development of the system? Would it be designed to cover Canadian

cities if Ottawa signed on?..Would the United States ever seek the use of Canadian territory to base

UEEEUUwOUwWDOUI UEI xUOUUy 666 OEOwi POEOOCaOwi OpwbOUOEwWUIT 1 v

164-hut K KB w w201 POWEOEW+EOT w@UOUl w2EOUUwW1]l PEOw, EUUPOZ Uw
Ol UPEEOQwOI | BggdihgOrabilityFdantitulate What [missile defence] was, and what we were
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Ministers John McCallum and Bill Graham (affiliations that are mentioned only ambiguously in the

book), and thus is hardly an impartial observer in the matter.

4 Roy Rempel, # Ul EOOEOEoO W' Obw" EOQOEEEZUw/ Ul Ul OFE w %O Momrtabw / OODE 3
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senior members of the Paul Martin government were swayed, not by any careful analysis
of Canadian strategic interests vis-a-vis missile defence, but rather for reasons of sheer
x OOPUDEE Oufl 30 (E@A uERBOE OE D O1 wHdsted Qaba@ianpdlitical 4 2 wd U w

strategy, and one that numerous governments have adopted over the years.*

3iTw"EOEEPEOWEDPUUDOEUDPOOWUT EVWEW? 00?2 wOOw O
defence in general or to the US in particular, however, was not necessarily received in
Washington. While official response was muted (Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice
quickly cancelled a long-planned trip to Ottawa, a decision the State Department insisted
had nothing to do with the decision), the US ambassador to Canada, Paul Cellucci, said
that "we simply cannot understand why Canada would, in effect, give up its sovereignty --
its seat at the table -- to decide what to do about a missile that might be coming toward
Canada."® And among the community of Canadian defence observers in the US, the
reaction was similarly negative, with long-time defence analyst Dwight Mason noting that
"the basic partnership policy underlying the US-Canadian defence relationship" is now in
question, while former State Department official David Jones noted that Ottawa's decision
was "just another in a series of decisions that have perplexed or disappointed
Washington."®® For his part, defence analyst and observer Christopher Sands told an

UUEPEwWEUEDI OEl wUT EOw" EOEEEZUwi ECEODOT woOi wil |
Washington who favour treating Canada as a protectorate, rather than as an independent

state.5!

Canada's tortuous missile defence debate and final decision reveals Ottawa's

tidal wave of opposition within the party organization in Quebec, and everyone understood that the
province was gODOT WUOOWET wEUPUPEEOwWDPOWUT T wOI BOwi T ET UEOQwI O EU

OO0UDPOI OUEOQuw#1 11 OET w" 60x1 UEahadadrmwignPOidwol! 16,0& U Bpridgd w! , # 02 L
2009), p. 57. For a recent look at Quebec attitudes toward defence and foreign policy issues, see Jean-
"TUPUUOxT T w! OUET T Uw EOEwW 201 xi EOCl w 10001 OOw ?2%UOOw (11 E
/' TEUOEOOOwWOiI w" EOEEPEOwWw»OUI DT OWECEwW#1 11 OET w/ OOPEaO? wbl

Canada Among Nations 2007: What &0 for Manoeuvrg?(Montreal: McGill-0 Ul | Oz Uw 4 OBPYI UUDPUa w
2008).

4 McDonough, p. 3.

48 Granatstein examines this point at length in Whose War is it?2 1 | OwbOwx EUUPEUOEUOwW" T Ex O]
PPUT w6 EUT DOT UOOWEOEwWUT 1 w/ 1 OUET 006~

4 "Canada Won't Join Missile Defence Plan," CBC.caFebruary 25, 2005.

% Mason's quote is taken from Rempel, p. 12. For Jones, see p. 47.

51 Christopher Sands, Remarks at the Conference of Defence Associations Annual Meeting, Ottawa,

March 3, 2005.
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general reluctance to agree to any proposal that calls for closer defence relations between
the two countries.® Ultimately, in my opinion, the most important consideration is not
whether the decision was poorly articulated and defended (which it was), or whether the
Canadian government misled its US counterpart (which it did); rather what was most
significant was the message the decision sent, and what it said about Canada. Regardless
of intent, the message sent was that Ottawa was no longer interested in cooperating with
Washington in North American security. On an issue of critical importance to the US, and
one which most allies supported (see below), Ottawa effectively said "thanks, but no
thanks." Coming just a few years after the Canadian government had infuriated the Bush
administration with its inconsistent decision making on Iraq ¢ where the government had
similarly straddled both sides of the participation fence, before finally deciding not to get
involved® -- the response on missile defence further confounded and disillusioned
Washington.>*

+EU0O0aOwbUwli OUOEWEOUOWET wOOU1 EwUT ECw" EQEE!
to what most other US allies have decided. Countries including the UK, Japan, Australia,
Poland, and the Czech Republic have all negotiated agreements with the US to allow
components of the missile defence program to be stationed on their soil (although the

missile architecture for the latter two countries has recently been altered®). Indeed, such

52 Brian Bow has recently written an article that looks at the dynamics at play when the US makes a
request for closer Canadian defence cooperation. Looking at four specific issues ¢ whether to arm
Bomarc missiles with nuclear weapons in the early 1960s, the 1983 decision on whether to allow cruise
missile testing over northern Canada, the 1985 decision on whether to cooperate in the Strategic Defense
(OPUPEUDYI wp?2U0EU W6 EUU? AOWE O E-wBdlv drgubs thit knuck depeBdd @O wOOwoO D U
stUl OT U1 woOi wOT T wi 6Y1 UOOTI OUWECwWUOT T wODPOT ww3i UUDie,l 1 WEOOE
have majorities in Parliament and sport unified cabinets ¢ they are more likely to make quick decisions,
while those that are politically weak will tend to delay and avoid putting themselves at political risk. As
a result, Trudeau (1983) and Mulroney (1985) made decisive decisions, while Diefenbaker (1960-63) and
Martin (2004-05) proved indecisive. That said, Bow largely overlooks the larger strategic question of what
factors might favour closer cooperation with the US, and instead focuses primarily on political dynamics.

5211 w1DET U1 UOw?%UOOwW3UUUU0I Ew OO0awUOw2 Biok®dnd Kittosiu - 1 DT T E

Globalizel Terrorism and the lllusion of Multilateral SecurjtyToronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004).

3 Most of the studies that have been done on the decision agree on this point. See, for example,

%l UT UUUOOOwW) 601 UOw! Opb OwE O E titgd Sthtd and Canddd, i0 Nttt Avhetic@&n® OT wUT 1 w
E U O EPHIiGy-Options vol. 26, no. 4, (May 2005).

35 President Obama announced major changes to the European missile defence program in September

2009. Most significant was the decision to cancel construction of a radar site in the Czech Republic and
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support also includes the broader NATO alliance, which in April 2008 formally endorsed
the US program® (thereby putting Canada in the awkward position of having rejected
participation in a program which the larger alliance of which it is a member supports).
While, to be sure, there were elements within each of these actors/countries that shared the
same misgivings about US foreign policy under President Bush that Canada did, their
respective governments evidently concluded that the benefits of cooperation on missile
defence outweighed the costs. That said, while there remains a slim possibility that the
Canadian decision will ultimately be reconsidered® -- one scenario would be a request
from Liberal leader Michael Ignatieff to re-open the debate, while a second involves a
possible Conservative request in the aftermath of a majority electoral win--. UUEPEz Uw? OO+

can be expected to remain firm.

Part II: The Decline of Canadian Defence Expenditures and Military Capabilities

It has become a virtual truism to note that Canadian defence capabilities have

declined sharply over the past few decades.®® This decline has taken several forms --

the placement of missile interceptors in Poland, and instead deploy smaller missiles on ships. With an

initial deployment date of 2011, the revised plan is intended to have an operational system several years

earlier than the one proposed by the Bush administration. The stated rationale for the change is that the

previous architecture was designed to counter long-range Iranian ballistic missiles, but recent intelligence

I EOUWEOOEOUEI EwUIT EU w3 IsdcHnkisSilesthas Elowed, Ol i ipOdeass O short and

medium range missiles has accelerated. Anticipating criticism that the changes made the US look weak,

President Obama stressed that the decision was based on the unanimous recommendation of Defense

Secretary Robert Gates and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That said, the move generated strong negative

reaction in Poland and the Czech Republic, was supported by Russia (a reaction that fed domestic

criticism), and closer to home Republicans immediately dl OOUOET EwUT | wOOYI dww21 1 w?61 D

'UUT zUw xxUOEET w Uhea New Yorl Drmeau2 2 103 OIEQE wU w hWOw |l YYNOWEOE w -
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57 While there was considerable early speculation that Prime Minister Harper would re-open the debate,

that seems increasingly unlikely. A recent article examined this very question, and concluded that

Canada shouldOwD Owi EEVOWEOWUO8 ww2i 1 wwU E-ekhntineg its Pési@dn GraMadsi® w? 21 OU O

#1 1 1 O Edngd@rm Miitary Journalvol. 9, no. 2, (Summer 2008). It might also be noted that in October

2006, the Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence similarly called on the

government to re-E OOUPET UwPUUWET EDUPOOOWE OOE OUE b O topethte kvithw? DU wd U
Ol UPEEWUOWET I 1 OEwUT | webOUDPOI QU ww2UxxOUUDOT wgdDPUUDOI w

38 See, for example, J.L. Granatstein, Who Killed the Canadian MilitaryAToronto: Harper Collins, 2004) and

Douglas Bland (ed.), Canada Without Armed Forces®Montreal: McGill-0 Ul 1 Oz Uw4 OPYI UUDPUa w/ Ul L

should be noted that this paper does not examine the strategic environment that Canada currently faces
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reduced personnel, outdated and obsolete equipment, funding concerns -- but the net
result is that Canada has grown increasingly limited in what it can do militarily, which has
serious implications for the bilateral defence relationship, especially considering that the
US is the world's pre-eminent military power and fields the most technologically

sophisticated force.

A review of the numbers tells much of the story. In 2008, Canada spent $18.3
billion on defence, or about 1.25 per cent of its Gross Domestic Product (GDP).* While the
former number has increased significantly over the past decade, the latter has not, and as a
in comparison, the US spends 3.5 per cent of its GDP on defence, while both the UK and
France spend 2.3 per cent. The alliance average is 1.8 per cent, with Canada in a group
that includes Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Spain, Hungary, Lithuania, and Luxembourg

as the only members with figures at or below 1.3 per cent.*

In terms of the size of Canada's defence force, the numbers are similarly
unimpressive. From a post-war peak strength of 120,000 in the 1960s, the CF today claim a
nominal strength of 62,000, although as Jack Granatstein has noted, the actual force is
closer to 53,000.°" The reserves -- part-time soldiers, sailors, and airmen and women -- as
well as the Canadian Rangers together total an additional 25,000 or so. And while the
Harper government initially promised to add 13,000 troops to the regular force, and 10,000

personnel to the reserves, over the past three-and-a-half years the government has steadily

nor the roles that DND can be expected to perform in the future, and thus is not concerned with
examining the kinds of military forces and defence capabilities that Canada should be pursuing. Such
concerns, while important, are tasks better left for a different paper. This study does, however, assume
that readers recognize the importance of military forces for any sovereign state, and that attempting to
maintain three distinct services (ie.,, army, navy, and air force), as Canada has for much of the past
E1 O0UUaOwbOxOUI UwOEYDPOUUwWi POECOEPEOWEOUUUSGww( OwEOUOWEU
interest to retain such forces, as they provide a range of capabilities that can be used in a broad array of
missions.

% While most media accounts pegged defence spending for 2008 at $18 billion, official figures indicate
the amount was slightly higher. See Treasury Board of Canada, National Defence: Report on Plans and
Priorities 20082009 (www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rpp/2008-2009/inst/dnd, accessed December 15, 2008). It might be
noted that $18.3 billion represented 7.6 per cent of total federal government expenditures in 2008.

60 Defence Policy and Planning Division, NATO International Staff, NATO-Russian Compendium of Financial
and Economic Data Related to Deferidecember 20, 2007, (www.nato.int/docu/pr/2007/p07-141.pdf, accessed
November 2, 2008).

61 Granatstein, Whose War is it?p. 40.
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backtracked from these goals, which has raised doubts about whether the force will grow

at all in the near-to-medium term:.%?

As for the CF's equipment, the problems are so severe that pessimistic predictions
and accounts abound. While, to be fair, the Conservative government has embarked on an
aggressive plan of capital equipment spending® (which, in many respects, builds on
projects first announced by the Liberals), it is unclear whether the recently announced
projects will significantly lessen the crisis that is now well underway. In this regard, one
of Canada's foremost defence scholars, Douglas Bland, concluded in a 2004 study that the
CF were on the brink of "rapid collapse"”, and that "even if the government were to act
immediately and aggressively to halt the decline, many defence capabilities cannot be
recovered before they become militarily ineffective."®* Bland argued that this was the
Ul U0O0wOi wlOTT w?2UU0T 1 x2wOEUUUT woi w-bkild atodiigE OD O1 O
capabilities. Essentially, Bland put the government on notice that the CF's problems were
so severe that a breakdown was likely regardles®f what actions were taken in the near-
term, a prediction that may yet come true as more of the CF's equipment is withdrawn

from service due to either use or obsolescence.%

While each of these problems is worthy of examination, I plan to focus on one in

particular -- expenditures -- because I believe the crisis in funding has led to most of the

62 In 2007, the Harper government delayed the plan to increase the size of both forces, and reduced the

size of the increases to 6,500 for the regular force and 1,000 for the reserves. The following year, the
?"EOEEEwW%PUUCOw#1 11 OEl w20UEUI T a»wl UOEEODUT T EwOIl pwl OEOU
P YOYYYwi OUwUT T wUT UT UYT UOWUOWET wbpOwx OEETl w?REaw!l Y| W? d ww'
T UOPUT wb O w Udtrengtl) B2peirddly Prangisddiby both the Liberals and the Conservatives is all

EOOwi ubail 062 w2l 1 w)d6+8w&UEOCEUUUI b O @nRABNohthly#Cblimn@pril w! UET 1 O
2009, (www.cdfai.org/Columnmonthly.htm, accessed September 10, 2009)

63 In 2006, the government announced four major capital projects: strategic air transports, tactical transports,

Chinook helicopters, and Joint Support Ships (this project was effectively cancelled in August 2008, although

a replacement vessel is still expected). Other recent re-equipment programs include naval helicopters,

Arctic/off shore patrol vessels, fighter aircraft, and warships (the latter two are still in the prepatory stage).

The total cost of these projects has been estimated at between $25 and $40 billion, although the latter figure

seems more realistic.

¢¢ Douglas Bland, "The Fundamentals of National Defence Policy are not Sound," in Bland (ed.), Canada

Without Armed Forces. 2.

65 Reflecting this possibility, Lt.-& 1 O6 w OEUI pw+1 UODPI Owl0i I wi 1l EEwOi w" EOEEEZ
EUUI UUOT O0wUl xOUO0wUi EQw?2U0T 1T w UOawPUwOOPwUUUI UET 1 EwWEOO(
to have to give if [the Army is] to be sustainable over the short and medium-Ul UO& » ww2 i T w? UOaw/ U
1! Ul EOPOT w/ Oblaitawa @itizé@u© DA WD Quu NOw ! YYWS ww&dYT Owlil ECw" EO
will continue until 2011, the Army crisis is likely to worsen over the near-term.
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problems in Canadian defence today. While length restrictions preclude a detailed
I REOPOEUPOOWOI w"EOEEEZUWEI I 1 OEl wUx1 OEDPOT wi UL
(adjusted for inflation) began to decline in the 1960s, and since that time it has oscillated
sharply, moving from brief periods of fairly rapid growth (ie., the late 1970s and the past
three or four years) to lengthy periods of stagnation or decline (ie., most of the 1980s and
1990s). That said, I will focus on developments since the 1993 decision of Prime Minister
Chrétien to slash the defence budget in response to Canada's financial situation, a decision

that began the most intensive period of defence cuts in the post-World War Il era.

However, a note of caution is required. The process of determining the "correct”
amount of money to be spent on defence has always been problematic in Canada. This is
founding, Ottawa has allied itself with more powerful countries committed to its
security.® In addition, as Douglas Bland and Sean Maloney have argued, successive
Canadian governments have concluded that defence is effectively subordinate to other
domestic priorities, and unrelated to other programs and goals.” Given that issues like
health care and education consistently rank near the top of most voters' list of concerns --
while defence perennially sits near the bottom® -- defence has frequently been regarded as
a type of government "slush”" fund, to be raided whenever fiscal conditions warrant.*
And while it appears as if DND has been spared this fate in the current economic
downturn (see below), there can be little doubt that if the recession was to be prolonged,
pressure will build in many quarters (indeed, such pressure is already building) to

dramatically cut the military budget.

additional widely cited historical work is Jon B. McLin, Canadg Uw" T EOT DOT w# 1 -196DEke w/ OODE;
Problems of a Middle Power in Alliang@altimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1967). For a historical overview,

see Desmond Morton, Understanding Canadian Defeng@oronto: Penguin Canada, 2003).

7 Douglas L. Bland and Sean M. Maloney, Campaigns for International Security: Canada’'s Defence Policy at the

Turn of the Century(Montreal: McGill-Queen's University Press, 2004), p. 156.

68 The 2008 federal election effectively revealed the relative priority of these issues, as defence - and even the

broader topic of foreign policy - was largely ignored during the campaign. See ) 6 + 8 W& UEOEUUUI DOO
Policy—%U 11 w$ OTh&NainfeOROsQutober 17, 2008.

© Uw! UPEOQw! Obpwi EVwUI ET OUOa wOfdthd @efurkdbudgisl ats Brid af MO WET EOT £
very few places where a government can actually make significant cuts without encroaching on

Partisanship® Ow" EOE E D E O w# Infernadidhal dotn30d. B4ar0.?, Winter 2008-09), p. 79.
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By the time Jean Chrétien was elected Prime Minister in 1993, it was widely
accepted that Canada's financial situation required immediate attention, as more than
twenty consecutive years of government deficits had resulted in an enormous
accumulated public debt. As Brian Tomlin, Norman Hillmer, and Fen Hampson have
noted, "quantitative indicators showed that Canada was on the brink of insolvency....[and
it was] understood that a massive reduction in federal expenditures was necessary to save
Canada from international ruin."” True to form, defence was quickly singled out as being
largely discretionary, and it thus fell to National Defence to withstand the largest and
most painful cuts of any government department. Between 1993 and 1999, the defence
budget was reduced by 30 per cent in real terms, an unprecedented decline.” As a result,
DND was forced to borrow money from re-equipment projects to simply fund current
operations. The net effect was a deferred defence train wreck, one which while not

immediately apparent, was to become more pronounced in future years.

Throughout the mid-to-late 1990s, spending continued to decline even though
deployed missions increased and changing fiscal dynamics made the business of
managing the defence budget more difficult. CF bases were closed, capital equipment
purchases were delayed and/or cancelled (the contract to replace the Sea King helicopters
being the one that received the most public attention), and personnel strength was
reduced. Re-engineering studies were conducted that were aimed at improving the
efficiency and cost-effectiveness of many activities, while the "contracting out" of some
services began.”> The total cuts amounted to $5 billion from the capital equipment budget
and about $3.5 billion from personnel, operations, and maintenance. These reductions
were intended to divert resources to the operational force, and away from bureaucratic
and administrative activities,” but their long-term consequence was to significantly (and

systematically) weaken the Canadian military.

From its lowest point in 1999, the defence budget has increased every year. Indeed,
over the past decade, the budget has more than doubled -- from $9 billion to an expected
$19.1 billion in 20097 -- an average annual spending increase of about 7.5 per cent. Given

70 Tomlin, Hillmer, and Hampson, p. 108.

7t Rempel, p. 89.

72 Bland and Maloney, p. 165.

73 Ibid., p. 165.

74 Curiously, the budget speech of January 27, 2009, was noticeably silent on the issue of defence
expenditures. However, in March, DND released its annual Report on Plans and Priorities, which placed
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that inflation over this period has averaged just three per cent per year, it is clear that
defence spending has been growing quite rapidly. That said, as noted earlier, Canada still
spends only 1.25 per cent of its GDP on defence (up from a low of 1 per cent in 2000), and
of the entire defence budget, only 17 per cent is spent on capital equipment, a low
percentage in comparison with most NATO countries, and one that suggests that

Canada's total defence expenditures are still not nearly large enough.”™

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, had a significant impact on defence and
security spending in Canada. The 2002 federal budget allocated an additional $6.5 billion
to security-related activities, of which DND received $1.2 billion in new funding.” The
following year, the Afghanistan mission as well as on-going terrorism related activities
resulted in an additional increase of approximately $500 million. And in both 2003 and
2004, a baseline funding increase of $800 million was announced.”” Furthermore, by this
time pressure from Washington to increase defence spending even more was likely having
an effect. Upon his appointment as US ambassador to Canada, Paul Cellucci was given
one primary directive from Secretary of State Colin Powell -- to encourage Ottawa to
invest more in its military.”® In combination with an array of both official and unofficial

studies that warned of an impending crisis at DND,” along with the demands of the

defence spending for the 2009 fiscal year at $19.1 billion. For fiscal year 2009/10, defence spending is
estimated at $20.9 billion, for 2010/11, $20.5 billion, and for 2011/12, $19.6 billion. The declining estimates
Uli O1 EQwOT 1 weopl Bx1 ECOI EAwl OEwOi w" EOEEEZVUwODPUECMMBWDOwW i1
National Defence: Report on Plans and Priorities 20020 (www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/rpp/2009-
2010/inst/dnd/dndtb-eng.asp, accessed September 7, 2009). Useful expenditure information is also

P6EPUDPOT wi OUw#1 11 OET w! UETT Uwl YYNOwDDUUOwWOI wUOT T w" EQOEEE
Defence Associations, CDA Commentary 12009 January 19, 2009.

75 In comparison, France spends 22 per cent of its defence budget on capital equipment, the UK 24 per

cent, and the US 26 per cent. See NATO-Russian Compendium of Financial and Economic Data Related to

Defencé ww EEOUEDOT w UBOMUWIwi #uh 7 " EO&GH BIR2WW EUT T a2 wOO0Oawhl wxi UwE
spent on capital equipment over the period 2008-2028, a figure that suggests that it will simply not be

possible to acquire much of the equipment that the CF will need. It might be noted that over the past 50

years, the only time that the capital budget has consistently been that low was during the 1970s, a period

UT EOwUOUDPOEUTI OawlOl EwUOOWEWEUDUDPUwWDPOwW" EOCEEEZ UwODPOPUEUAG
76 Bland and Maloney, p. 166.

7 #1 x EUUOT OU0w O w - EUDOOE O ets 11999-10OFY A00eviititbed. g @/Eite/Beporth E

[budget05, accessed November 20, 2008).

78 Tomlin, Hillmer, and Hampson, p. 129. See also Paul Cellucci, Unquiet Diplomacy (Toronto: Key Porter

Books, 2007), pp. 81-82.

79 Among official reports, see WOUWEOwWw$ RUUEwW3 hut Yw! UEOU684xEEUTI wOOw" EOEEE
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rampaging Revolution in Military Affairs,® a political consensus began to emerge that the

military needed a significant infusion of new money.

Thus, in the same 2005 speech in which Canada said "no" to the US on missile
defence, Foreign Affairs Minister Pettigrew announced that Ottawa would allocate an
additional $12.8 billion on defence to be spent over five years. Not to be outdone, the
opposition Conservatives quickly announced a further $5 billion in spending, bringing the
combined pledged amount to almost $18 billion. These announcements were
unprecedented, and defence spending (in percentage terms) began to rise at a rate not seen
since the 1950 decision outlining Canada's involvement in the Korean war and subsequent

decision to station military forces in Europe.

And yet, despite the increase in funding that has taken place, the CF remains in a
precarious position. In comments that were seen by some as being politically motivated --
although clearly true -- the (now retired) Chief of the Defence Staff, General Rick Hillier,
said in the fall of 2006 that the Canadian Forces were "still very much on life support" after
"a decade of darkness" where all of the forces' focus was "designed to constrain, reduce,
close, get rid of, stop doing, or minimize."$! The bluntness of the message surprised many
observers (particularly Liberal supporters), but Hillier's likely purpose in making the
statement was to ensure that the CF's dire position was widely understood, and that

Canadians needed to recognize that the increase in funding was badly needed.

In the 2008 federal budget, defence spending was increased from $16.9 billion to
$18.3 billion, an increase of about seven per cent. Subsequently, the Conservative
T OYT UOOI OUwWUI O EUT EwUT T ud "aP @EEERWERFEUNO] udA0iwi UlT EAJI w

From the Bottom Up(Ottawa: Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence, 2002) and Facing
Our Responsibities: The State of Readiness of the Canadian Fd@gswa: Standing Committee on National
Defence and Veterans Affairs, 2002). Among non-government reports, see David Bercusson et al., To Secure a
Nation: Canadian Defence and Security in thet Zenury, (Calgary: Center for Military and Strategic Studies,
University of Calgary, 2001).

80 For a Canadian view, see Elinor Sloan, The Revolution in Military Affairs: Implications for Canada and
NATO, (Montreal: McGill-0 Ul 1 Oz Uw4 OPYI1 UUDPUaw/ Ul UUOwI YYI KB

81 As cited in Granatstein, Whose War is it?pp. 209-210. It might be noted that in April 2008, Hillier
announced his retirement from the CF, effective July 1, and he has now been succeeded by General Walter
Natynczyk. Furthermore, in January 2009, rumors circulated that Hillier might be interested in succeeding
201 xT 1 Ow' EUx1 UwWEUwWOIT EET UwOl wOT T w" OOUI UYEUDPYI w/ EUUaoOwuUC
EOI UOz Uwé E O U urmelNdtioralPgstanuhr 2B, Q09
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year defence program with the goal of a $30 billion budget in 2028.82 And in 2009, defence

spending has continued to grow, to an expected $19.1 billion (an almost 4 per cent increase

from last year). And yet, there are several signs that the period of major annual defence

spending increases may be over. The most obvious one is the 2009 expenditure number,

which features the smallest percentage increase in the past decade. Perhaps more
importantly, the additional funding pledged to DND in 2005 will soon be fully allocated,

which will make further increases difficult (particularly in a period of slow economic
TUOPUT ABwwwOUUT T UOwWUT T wi UOEDPOT wi OUOUOEWDET OUD
I UUEEODUT | BuwH wOEDWIT w®BDEUI EUT wOi wOOOawlUpOwxi U
likely to be belowthe average annual inflation number.®® As a result, there is a widespread

expectation that the defence budget will shortly top out ¢ perhaps as early as 2010 -- at
approximately $20 billion, and then level off (although it will continue to grow slowly

given inflation).34

With regards to why Canadian defence spending seems likely to revert to its
traditional pattern of small scale increases/stagnation, there is one principal explanation
that, while rarely publicly stated, seems clear enough -- Canadians have a limited
tolerance for defence spending, and at some point they will not accept further investments

in the country's military ahead of programs like health care and education, both of which

82 It should be noted that given the expected effect of inflation, this number is not impressive, and will
almost certainly constitute a reductionin defence spending as a percentage of GDP, down from the
EUUUI O0whié!l kwxi UwET OU w U ORI ol 1 U uOEET 1 QU0 1T @ 2 'O
June 2008, can be downloaded from the main CF web page (www.forces.gc.ca, accessed November 18,
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from the Top(Report of the Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence, 2008). Indeed,
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74 above, recent Treasury Board estimates confirm this, as spending is expected to peak in fiscal year 2010

at $20.9 billion, and then begin declining. See Treasury Board of Canada, National Defence: Report on Plans

and Priorities 20022010
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seem to be perpetually in need of more funding. In addition, there are electoral
considerations at play, especially in the province of Quebec, where public opinion runs
strongly opposed to anything that suggests of militarism (an observation that held
particularly true in the 2008 campaign).®> This implies that as long as Quebec remains a

AAAAA Uwx O
PUUUI UDWEEUUDPOUUOaOWEOEWE] QuoEDA@OE wEx~& |1 EUDOT wU

Indeed, while a consensus that defence spending needed to be increased was
apparent in the immediate post-9/11 environment, that consensus appears to have broken
down, with both the Liberals and the New Democrats openly questioning the requirement
for continued spending increases. While the commitment of the NDP to higher defence
spending was always doubtful (given its long history of pacifism and opposition toward
the military), recent statements by high profile Liberals similarly indicate that their party
believes that the defence budget has effectively already peaked (although the signals have
been decidedly mixed?®®). Furthermore, both the Bloc Quebecois and the Green Party also
oppose defence spending increases, with the result that among " EOEEEZ UWwOENOU w x C
parties, only the Conservatives favour increasing the defence budget. However, given
that Prime Minister Harper requires some opposition support to keep his minority
government in office, it seems unlikely that such backing will cover substantive defence
spending increases.’” Indeed, in an on-going economic downturn and with battles over
scarce government resources taking place, the Conservatives will likely be perfectly
content to let the defence budget languish, although there is also a possibility that, as in
previous downturns, the budget will be cut to free up finances for other programs that
have greater popular appeal. That said, should the Liberals form a government in the next

51 OUET I UwEOEwW1O0UUUI OwxEUUPEOOCawEl EOCOI OT1T wUT PUwWDOUI UxU
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defence -- indicated the Liberals were committed to maintaining defence spending at projected levels,

comments made by former Defence Minister John McCallum revealed significant party divisions over the

issue. In a conference call with reporters, McCallum said that he thought further spending increases were
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in its defence expenditures, such will be the demands for massive investments in economic stimulus in a
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Globe and MajlDecember 10, 2008.
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year, pressure will be intense to cut defence Ux 1 OE D OT w E U w BWing woudU U a z U w
strongly prefer to allocate additional funding to environmental policy and health care (for
his part, Mr. Ignatieff has been largely silent on the issue, although his views prior to

running for public office were decidedly hawkish).

Further reflecting the changing political dynamics at play, in 2007 left-leaning
Canadian interest groups began to aggressively challenge Ottawa's spending priorities,
indicating that they were not happy with DND's new-found budgetary importance. Thus,
in October of that year two such groups -- the Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives and
the Rideau Institute ¢ jointly released a study that argued that Canadian defence spending
was quite high when compared with most other countries, and that spending had reached
a post-war peak. Steven Staples, the director of the Rideau Institute, noted that "Canada is
the 13th highest military spender in the world, yet the popular perception persists that
Canada is a low-military spender."® Staples and his project partner, Bill Robinson, further
suggested that, even taking inflation into account, the (nearly) $17 billion defence budget
(in 2007) was the most that Canada had everspent on defence. The story was immediately
picked up by many media organizations in Canada, and quickly sparked further comment

that suggested that Canadian defence spending was spinning out of control.

Continuing their public advocacy in September 2008, in the middle of the federal
election campaign, the Rideau Institute commissioned a public opinion poll that suggested
UT EQwk! wxl UwETI O0wOi w" ECEEPEOUWOxxOUT EwOT 1T w" OC
x OEOUWEUVUwWOUUODPOl EwDOwWUT T w?" EOCEEEW%DUUOw#1 i1 OFE

make sense to commit [so much money] on defence spending, given that [the government]
OEawll 1l EwlOl EOwOOO! awi OUwUOE BE Whiles 43 Adtetd), Hefehkeu O U w0 O u

88 "Canada: Big Military Spender," The Toronto StarOctober 29, 2007. The title of the report is More Thanthe

Cold War: Canada's Military Spending 202008 and it can be downloaded from the CCPA web site
(www.policyalternatives.ca, accessed November 16, 2008). As an aside, Staples was also one of the leading

critics of Canadian participation in missile defence. For his account of that debate, see Missile Defence: Round

Oneg (Toronto: J. Lorimer, 2006).
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did not figure prominently in the election, the poll was clearly intended to influence both
the voting choices of Canadians and the policies ¢ or, at a minimum, the relative priorities
-- of the parties, and to remind everyone of where defence stood vis-a-vis other issues.
And while it is unclear how much support advocacy groups like the Rideau Institute have,
it shares such support with several other established groups on the left, groups like Project
Ploughshares and the Canadian Peace Alliance, each of which calls for reduced defence

spending and a larger and more expansive network of social programs.*

Leaving this matter aside, this section will conclude by noting that while the
spending increases of the past decade are obviously welcome, they remain insufficient to
provide for the type of defence force that the government of Canada wishes to maintain
and operate. Thus, even at $20 billion per year, there will be a significant spending
shortfall, the precise size of which remains unclear. Commenting on this prospect, retired
Commodore Eric Lehre has warned that "the CF has a force structure that will cost, to
maintain all its current capabilities, $30 billion a year," and that the existence of this
(roughly $10 billion) shortfall raises a danger "that capabilities will disappear, not by any
plan, but simply because their time is up."”? Similarly, Douglas Bland has noted that the
CF face a capital budget shortfall of approximately $30 billion, or $2 billion per year for 15
years (let alone an additional shortfall for the larger budget).”> Most other analysts of the
CF accept the reality of a funding shortfall, despite the recent spending increase.”® There is
thus a broad consensus that $18-20 billion (or its equivalent future figure adjusted for
inflation) is simply not nearly enough money to supply and maintain a military that aims
to fight, in the words of the 1994 Defence White Papé&slongside the best, against the best."

In a final analysis, then, an examination of Canadian defence expenditures can lead

one to reach both positive and negative conclusions. On the positive side, this discussion

estimates, personnel costs are expected to account for 51 per cent of that figure (ie., $250 billion), or that,

adjusted for inflation, defence spending will actually decline over the course of the program.
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91 As cited in Jane's Staff, "Country Briefing: Canada," p. 32.

9 Senator Colin Kenny, Chair of the Senate Committee on National Security and Defence, said in May
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has revealed that the numbers have improved considerably over the past decade, and as a
result a series of equipment projects have been announced that should go a long way
toward building a more capable defence force. Unfortunately, though, the reality is that
even after a doubling of the budget, the CF remain underfunded and limited in terms of
the operational missions they can undertake. In addition, as discussed, there are clear
signs that the period of large annual defence spending increases is coming to an end, and
in its aftermath, it appears as if the Canadian government will, once again, authorize the
defence budget to increase by a rate that may ¢ or more likely may not ¢ keep up with
inflation.

As far as the bilateral defence relationship is concerned, the US cannot help but
notice that Canada's military capabilities have been declining for some time, and that
many core missions have either already been lost (for example, the Arma 7 Uw D OEEDOD U 2
conduct high-intensity combat operations) or are likely to be lost in the near-future (for
example, naval command and control capabilities with the upcoming retirement of the
Iroquois-class destroyers). The effect of this decline on the relationship is clear. As
Dwight Mason has noted, "the less Canada brings to the fight, the less Canadian influence
there will be on how the fight is conducted. The less Canadian participation there is in
North American defence, the less US-Canadian cooperation there can be to that end."*
This paper will conclude with a brief section outlining some recent developments

impacting the defence relationship.

Findings and Conclusions

Canada and the US formalized their defence alliance during the Second World
War, and established institutions that ensured that there was a cooperative approach to
continental defence. In the war's aftermath, the primary threat to the US became the
possibility of a nuclear aerial attack by the Soviet Union. There was thus a requirement for
rapid warning as well as pre-planning for a timely and effective response, recognizing that
there would no longer be time to negotiate and plan a joint reaction to specific events. The
result was the establishment of a new defence command that made use of the air defence

9% Dwight Mason, "The Canadian-American North American Defence Alliance in 2005," International Journal
vol. 60, no. 2, (Spring 2005), p. 391.
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forces of both the US and Canada as appropriate.”> While over the years the security
threat to the continent gradually diminished -- and with the dissolution of the USSR in
1991 the Cold War itself came to an end -- military cooperation had become so entrenched
that Canada and the US maintained their close alliance even as geo-political conditions

changed.

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, however, led to a complete rethinking
by the US of how to best organize its defences both at home and abroad. As noted, one of
the reactions was a tendency toward unilateralism, and while this practise was much more
pronounced outside of North America, it naturally affected the Canada-US defence

relationship as well.

The Canadian government was, not unexpectedly, caught off guard by this
development, and initially seemed unsure of how to respond. As Stancati has written, in
April 2002 the US offered Canada a seat at the table of a new defence command that was
being designed, Northern Command, but when the Canadian government did not
respond within the desired time frame, which was no longer than a few months, the US
simply moved ahead unilaterally.”® The message was clear -- a new era had begun, and
the old practises governing North American defence no longer applied. If Canada wished
to remain a close defence partner of the US, it would need to re-consider established
procedures and re-think political considerations, which for decades had complicated plans
for cooperation. As James Fergusson has also argued, though, in the post 9/11 period the
42w?PEVUwWOx] OwUOwEwWi U60awbOUI T UEUI EwETI 11 OET wEC
the onus ¢ especially following the NORTHCOM affair -- would be left on Ottawa to both
identify possible measures and make the initial overture to Washington.” & DY OQw. UUEPE 2
traditional caution in continental defence matters, however, it was predictable that few

initiatives were to be proposed.

Since that time, the results have not been particularly impressive, thereby

% Ibid., p. 387.
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ever-cautious Chrétien government was not preparl Ew UOw U U1 ganabdiv NQRAD2 19572007: A
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(www.cdfai.org/newsletters/ newsletterspring2009.htm, accessed September 15, 2009).
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contributing to the sense of drift in the defence relationship. In December 2002, Canada
and the US signed a Diplomatic Agreement for Enhanced Military Cooperation, which led
to the formation of the Bi-national Planning Group (BPG). The BPG's mandate was to
improve defence cooperation and arrangements to defend North America against
maritime threats, and to respond to land-based threats and natural disasters.”® With a full-
time staff of 50 Canadian and US defence personnel, and a broad mandate, over the next

four years the BPG intensively studied the future of the defence alliance.

The group's final report was released in 2006, and while it made several
interesting recommendations, actions to date have been minimal. Specifically, the BPG
recommended that while both countries have articulated the need for cooperation in their
respective national strategy documents, there is a requirement for a comprehensive
defence and security agreement. Such an agreement could replace the "ad hoc"
arrangements that have held sway for decades with more formal "systemic" approaches.!®
The report further found that recent changes in the defence commands of both countries --
ie., the creation of NORTHCOM in the US and Canada Command in Canada'®! (both of
which, it should be emphasized, are national defence commands) -- had rendered old
strategic and operational plans obsolete, thereby adding to the feeling that new

approaches are needed in continental defence planning.

The BPG outlined four concepts that could implement a new defence and security
strategy, although it (perhaps regrettably) did not identify the specific option that it felt
was most desirable. Nonetheless, three of the four options were based on a higher level of
cooperation than is the case at present, and throughout the report there was an unstated

assumption that NORAD needed to be either transformed and expanded, or conversely,

% Mason, p. 389.

9 Bi-National Planning Group, The Final Report on Canada and the United States (CANUS) Enhanced

Military Cooperation (Peterson AFB, Colorado: 2006).
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Center for ScholarQ006).

101 In the 2005 Defence Policy Statement, a new national command focused exclusively on domestic and

continental operations was announced. Canada Command is the national operational authority for the

defence of Canada and North America, and is also the primary military link with NORTHCOM and

NORAD. See" EOEEEz Uw( OUI UOE UfFé& @ békut/thd foBtiodship2 befiveeh Mid varibus
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diminished and its tasks replaced by other commands.’® As noted, though, in spite of the
BPG's efforts, its recommendations have so far been largely ignored, and the group's
report seems to have been shelved.'® 3T UUOwPT DOT wUT T wi UOUxz UwpbpOUOuU
thinking on continental defence - certainly an achievement on its own in a difficult
political environment - the lack of results must be considered a disappointment. For his
part, Stancati has argued that the biggest obstacle in getting the BPG's recommendations
adopted is that the US is increasingly questioning the bilateral defence relationship, and
with it the value and desirability of joint approaches to North American defence

problems.1%

A further cause for concern are changes to NORAD that have taken place over the
past few years. As noted, NORTHCOM has taken on some of the same responsibilities as
NORAD (such as air defence), and the new command's responsibilities include maritime
and land operations, and management support to civil authorities. In spite of this, in 2006
NORAD was renewed, and for the first time its mission was extended to include
"maritime warning", likely a nod to the BPG that had worked extensively on this issue.!%
However, the renewal did little to reassure observers who have started to wonder if
- . 1 # z U whknigsion thaly b nearing its end.

Most critical is the fact that NORTHCOM is reportedly unhappy with the current
division of responsibilities between it and NORAD, and in the future can be expected to
favour changes that will strengthen it.'% In addition,- . 1 #zZ UWEOUI wi UOEUDOOuU
and assessing of a ballistic missile attack on North America is gradually being conducted
by the US on its own, and over time this will likely threaten the very existence of the
command. This development has obviously been aided by Canada's decision to decline
involvement in the US missile defence program. Given that both Canada and the US have
developed new defence commands whose responsibilities encroach on those of NORAD,
there is a growing belief that, in the words of Joseph Jockel and Joel Sokolsky, "it is easy to

102 Jockel, Canada in NORAD,19572007,pp. 181-182.
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Journa) vol. 7, no. 4, (Winter 2006).

104 Stancati, p. 111.

105 Joseph Jockel and Joel J. Sokolsky, "Renewing NORAD: Now if not Forever," Policy Options vol. 27, no. 6,

(July/August 2006), p. 57.

106 Tbid., p. 54.
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imagine NORAD being replaced by a task force."'”” For his part, James Fergusson has
OEEI OOl Ew- .1 #wWEOwW?EOOOEOa» OwbOwli ECwPUwDPUWEW

both Canada and the US have moved toward national institutions.%8

All that being said, there are grounds for optimism in the defence relationship. The
tirst was the October 2008 re-election of Prime Minister Harper, an outcome that
suggested that a Canadian government would remain in office that valued the bilateral
relationship and was committed to ensuring that diplomacy would be relied upon in any
future disputes. As noted in the introduction, the larger tone of the bilateral relationship
has a significant effect on its defence component, and the general improvement over the
past few years ¢ and in particular, the seriousness with which Canada is taking the
relationship, not to mention the absence of the name calling and posturing that had
become hallmarks of the Chrétien government ¢ cannot help but improve all facets of the
relationship, defence included.'”® Combined with a new administration in Washington,
and a new President who is enormously popular in Canada (which dramatically changes
the political dynamics of bilateral relations here at home), the stage seems set for an

extended period of positive ties.

A second development has been the significant increase in Canadian defence
spending that has occurred, particularly since 2005. The boost in dollars has allowed
DND to announce a series of equipment purchases, which will ultimately have an effect
on the types of missions that the CF will be able to undertake. Thus, for example, the
introduction of new helicopters on-board Canadian frigates (which are themselves to be

eventually replaced), new tactical and strategic airlift capabilities, new supply ships, and

107 Ibid., p. 57.
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111 PEPI OEawEOCEwWI O1 1 ECEl OwEUI wx UOEOI OEUPEwWUOWUEawOT | wol
109 This paper thus disagrees with a recent article by Brian Bow, which argues that political parties do not

matter much in Canadian defence policy (although Bow qualifies his argument by saying that parties can
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Conservatives have staked out a different position than the Liberals on matters of defence and Canada-

US relations. Having said that, it will be interesting to see whether the Liberals under Michael Ignatieff

start moving to the right (as many expect), or whether the party holds its ideological centrist ground.
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new battle tanks will result in the CF having many of the capabilities required of an RMA-
relevant defence force, and will allow it to cooperate with the US (and other allies) in a
broad range of missions. While, to be sure, total spending is still not where it should be,
the improvement in the past decade has been considerable (and to long-time observers,
GUPUI wUUUxUDUDPOT ASGww OEwbi DOIT wUT 1 wi OOUUI w?EE
long-term funding framework for DND, a welcome development for a department that
has frequently been unable to plan for future procurement given ever-changing budgetary

(and political) dynamics.

In addition, a further cause for optimism -- although one naturally tempered by
sadness and regret -- is Canada's mission in Afghanistan, one which the US has been very
supportive of. While there is no need here to review the history of Canada's involvement,
the deployment of 2,500 troops to the volatile southern part of the country has
demonstrated a level of military commitment and resolve that has not been seen in some
time. In fact, the arrival of the main contingent of Canadian forces in the Kandahar region
in February 2006 coincided with the expansion of the Taliban insurgency in southern

Afghanistan and the importation of insurgent tactics from Iraq.''°

Canada's participation has come with a heavy price -- as of September 2009, 131 CF
personnel had died -- making Canada's casualty rate the highest in the alliance on a per-
EEXxDUEWEEUPUwWPEOEwWPT PET WOEaAawlT EYI WEI T OwUOl 1 wEI
decision to end the mission in 2011'""). And while Canadians sometimes think (with good
reason) that their contributions to international security go largely unnoticed in the US,
that has certainly not been the case with this mission. Presidents Obama and Bush,

110 Nossal, p. 30.

111 In March 2008, a motion was passed in Parliament (by a vote of 198 to 77) to extend the Afghanistan

mission to 2011, provided some conditions were met. However, in subsequent statements, Prime

Minister Harper appeared to suggest that Canadian troops could stay in the country after 2011, as long as

they were in a less violent region (ie., outside of Kandahar). In September 2008, Harper announced that
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The Globe and Maillanuary 21, 2009. And following his meeting with President Obama in September
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(former) Secretary of State Rice, and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have all thanked
Canada publicly.!? Although it is widely expected that the US (and NATO) will press
UUEPEwUOwWI RUI OEw" E OE E E'Zthe atddding Grd ¥rédbilitP Batiba& U0 wl Y |
been rel EDPOI EwDOwWG6EUT DOT UOOWEUWEW UI UUO0w O wUT B
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Despite these positive developments, though, the defence relationship continues to
suffer from the long-term effects of Canadian indecision (and fiscal stinginess) and
American indifference. There is certainly no shortage of academic comment in either
country about the current problems in the bilateral defence relationship. In Canada, one
Ol wUOT T w E O-thlirentt defetteusehbldrs, James Fergusson, noted this past spring
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equipment of the Canadian Forces have atrophied so much that they are no longer
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defence for forty years and more, failing to pay their share to defend their North American
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extraordinary, and to all the families that have borne the burden in Canada, we all have a heartfelt
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made an extraordinary commitment, and proportionately none has worked harder or sacrificed more

than the Canadians. They have been outstanding partners for us and all I can tell you, as has been the
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Afghanistan unless additional troops are sent, pressure on Canada can be expected to build, although a
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However, it bears noting that, if anything, it is American observers and scholars
who are even more pessimistic in their outlooks. Thus, Dwight Mason, a former deputy
ambassador to Canada as well as a former Chairman of the US section of the Permanent
Joint Board on Defence, noted in 2005 that the decline in Canadian military capabilities
"ought to give the US pause in thinking about the future of NORAD and how to manage
North American defence generally."'® Similarly, David Jones, a former US diplomat and
political minister-counsellor at the American Embassy in Ottawa in the 1990s, noted that
same year that "the US defence establishment is on the verge of giving up on Canada....by
making it more and more difficult to find ways to cooperate...the Canadian government
discourages further military-to-military initiatives.""” Lastly, Bernard Stancati concluded
in 2006 that "looking into the future, Canada's role as a trusted partner in continental
defence is being seriously re-examined....[Canadian defence weakness and questionable
policy decisions] could drive the US to seriously question whether its northern partner has
the political will to pull its share and to do its part to secure the continent from attack."!18
"Ol EUOaOw " EOEEEZUw Ul E1 OUw EEUPOOUwW EQEw EIl EPUDC
concerns, and it will take a concerted effort, as well as time, before (and if) these attitudes
are to change. That said, it is worth noting that each of these comments date from a few
years ago, and it will be interesting to see if future American studies on the bilateral
defence relationship will be similarly pessimistic, or whether recent developments will

lead to a change in outlook.

In sum, the Canada-US defence relationship is at a crossroads. That juncture has
been brought about by several developments, including the Canadian decision to decline
DOYOOYI Ol OUw B Ow OB UUD Olowu leveliof MiktdryuekpenidituresChbdE b E 7 U w
declining defence capabilities. In addition, the post-9/11 security environment, combined
with the Bush administration's preference for unilateralism, has further complicated the
alliance. As the smaller of the two states, Canada stands to lose more if the relationship
continues to weaken, and will be faced with an array of difficult choices should it do so.

Thankfully, though, this prospect seems unlikely, at least in the near-term. For its part, the

115 Granatstein, Whose War is I1t?pp. 99, 104.
116 Mason, p. 393.

117 Jones, pp. 49-50.

118 Stancati, p. 114.
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Harper government recognizes and appreciates the importance of the defence
relationship, and seems committed to further strengthening both it and the larger political
relationship upon which it is based. And in the US, the Obama administration has
demonstrated that it is less inclined toward unilateralism (at least in terms of its foreign
policy). Thus, although the storm clouds of the recent past remain visible, the prognosis

is at least partly encouraging.
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