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UNE NATION VULNÉRABLE :
LE DÉCLIN DES FORCES CANADIENNES

A NATION AT RISK:
THE DECLINE OF THE CANADIAN FORCES
Preface

Préface
The Conference of Defence Associations (CDA) is
Canada’s leading pro-defence organization,
representing thirty groups with a membership of
some 600,000 from all parts of the country. CDA’s
mandate is to study matters of national security and
defence and to bring recommendations forward to
the Government. The mandate also includes an
undertaking to inform the public of issues affecting
Canadian security and the state of the Canadian
Forces. CDA’s objectives are achieved in part
through the activities of the Conference of Defence
Associations Institute (CDAI), a non-profit and nonpartisan organization, which provides public
information services by conducting studies, seminars
and symposia, and publishingtheir results in print and
on the CDA/CDAI website: www.cda-cdai.ca

La Conférence des associations de la défense (CAD)
constitue l’organisme principal du Canada pour la
défense formé de 30 groupes qui sont représentés par
environ 600 000 membres de tous les coins du pays.
Le mandat de la CAD est d’étudier les questions de
sécurité nationale et de défense et de présenter des
recommandations au gouvernement. Le mandat
comprend aussi l’engagement de renseigner le public
concernant les questions qui ont une incidence sur la
sécurité des Canadiens et sur la situation des Forces
canadiennes (FC). Les objectifs de la CAD sont
atteints en partie par les activités de l’Institut de la
Conférence des associations de la défense (ICAD),
un organisme sans but lucratif et neutre qui fournit
des services de renseignements publics en menant
des études, des colloques et des symposiums et en
publiant leurs résultats dans des études et sur le site
Web de la CAD : www.cda-cdai.ca.

This study confirms and extends the results of a
CDA document published in September 2001,
Caught in the Middle: An Assessment of the
Operational Readiness of the Canadian Forces. Its
main conclusion is that the Canadian Forces are only
marginally capable of achieving the roles and
missions assigned to them in the 1994 White Paper
on Defence. This follows from the severe cuts in the
budget of the Department of National Defence,
starting in the mid-1990s. Recent increases in funding
have been too little, too late, to rescue the Canadian
Forces from a continuing steep decline in operational
capability.

Cette étude confirme et rend accessibles les résultats
d’un document de la CAD, publié en septembre
2001, intitulé Coincé entre les deux : Une évaluation
de la capacité opérationnelle des Forces
canadiennes. La principale conclusion était que les
FC ne sont plus en mesure d’accomplir les rôles et
les missions qui leurs ont été assignés dans le Livre
blanc sur la défense de 1994. Cela constitue le
résultat des compressions importantes dans le budget
du ministère de la Défense nationale qui ont débutées
au milieu des années 90. Les augmentations récentes
du financement ont été trop minimes et sont arrivées
trop tard pour sortir les FC d’un déclin abrupt et
continu.

A Nation at Risk explores this unsatisfactory situation
in greater detail, using much information from the
Department of National Defence, obtained through
the Access to Information process. This evidence
shows beyond doubt that a crisis exists in Canadian
defence, and that the armed forces will unravel if
funds are not provided in the forthcoming budget to
address a mounting list of deficits in accounts that

Une nation vulnérable examinera cette situation
insatisfaisante de façon plus détaillée en utilisant de
nombreux renseignements du ministère de la Défense
nationale obtenus à l’aide du processus d’accès à
l’information. Cet élément probant prouve sans
aucun doute qu’une crise sévit au sein de la défense
canadienne et que les forces armées poursuivront leur
déclin si les fonds nécessaires ne sont pas alloués
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support current operations, training, and replacement
of ageing equipment and infrastructure.

dans le prochain budget pour éponger une liste
d’accumulation de déficits en ce qui concerne les
dépenses de fonctionnement actuelles, de formation
et de remplacement d’infrastructure et d’équipement
vieillissants.

History has shown that if a nation’s armed forces fall
into a state of disrepair, the nation itself is placed at
great risk. This applies in particular to Canada, a
nation whose prosperity and well-being rely upon a
fragile environment arising from a concentration of
trade with the United States, a large national debt,
and a weak currency. Instability anywhere in the
world could trigger results that would plunge the
entire nation into a crisis. Credible and effective
armed forces provide a stable foundation to mitigate
such risk.

L’histoire prouve que si les forces armées d’un pays
tombent dans un état de délabrement, le pays luimême devient très vulnérable. Cela s’applique en
particulier au Canada, un pays dont la prospérité et le
bien-être reposent sur un environnement fragile
provoqué par une concentration commerciale avec
les États-Unis, une dette nationale importante et une
monnaie faible. Toute instabilité, n’importe où dans
le monde, pourrait provoquer des résultats qui
mèneraient à une crise ressentie dans le pays tout
entier. Des forces armées efficaces et crédibles
permettent une fondation solide afin d’atténuer un tel
risque.

This study also reflects opinions from a broad range
of Americans in government and in security advisory
bodies. The cumulative outlook from their
perspective is that Canada has damaged its relations
with its chief ally and trading partner, the USA. This
is the result of intemperate anti-American statements
made by members of the Canadian Government and
other senior officials, and the sharp decline of the
Canadian Forces over the past decade – most
recently visible in the withdrawal of the PPCLI Battle
Group from Afghanistan before the end of the war in
that country. Concerns of this sort on the part of the
United States do not bode well for the resolution of
trade disputes and, most importantly, raise the issue
of erosion of Canadian sovereignty, as the Americans
undertake security responsibilities that Canada should
in part share.

Cette étude présente aussi les opinions de nombreux
Américains membres du gouvernement et
d’organismes de consultation sur la sécurité. La vue
d’ensemble de leurs perspectives est que le Canada
a brisé ses relations avec son allié et partenaire
commercial principal les É.-U. Cela constitue le
résultat de déclarations anti-américaines
malencontreuses faites par le gouvernement canadien
et par d’autres hauts fonctionnaires et du déclin
marqué des FC durant la dernière décennie, prouvé
encore récemment avec le retrait d’Afghanistan du
groupement tactique Princess Patricia’s Canadian
Light Infantry (PPCLI) avant la fin de la guerre dans
ce pays. De telles inquiétudes de la part des É.-U.
sont de mauvais augure en ce qui concerne le
règlement de différends commerciaux et, plus
important encore, soulèvent la question de l’érosion
de la souveraineté canadienne, étant donné que les
Américains doivent assumer les responsabilités
relatives à la sécurité qui devraient être partagées
avec le Canada.

The Conference of Defence Associations urges the
Government, in conjunction with the Defence Policy
Update currently being conducted, to apply an
immediate allocation of
$1.5 billion to the
Department of National Defence budget to slow the
rate of decline of the Canadian Forces’ operational
capabilities. At the same time, CDA urges the
Government to undertake a full defence policy
review, with input from other Government
departments and from the public and Parliament,
resulting in the publication of a new Defence White
Paper in 2003. Only in this way can the serious risks
to national sovereignty and well-being be avoided.

La Conférence des associations de la défense
demande avec insistance, conjointement avec la mise
à jour de la politique de défense actuellement en
cours, d’allouer immédiatement 1,5 milliard de
dollars au budget du ministère de la Défense
nationale pour ralentir le déclin des capacités
opérationnelles des FC. En même temps, la CAD
insiste pour que le gouvernement procède à un
examen complet de la politique de défense et que cet
examen bénéficie d’un apport parlementaire et public
considérable pour l’élaboration d’un nouveau Livre
blanc sur la défense de 2003. Il s’agit de la seule
façon d’éviter les risques importants pour la
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souveraineté nationale et pour le bien-être de la
nation.

This study was conducted under the direction of
Sean Henry, Senior Defence Analyst CDA, assisted
by contributing authors: Robert Morton, Dr. Richard
Gimblett, Dr. Donald Macnamara, Howard Marsh,
John Selkirk and Hugh Smith. Questions and
comments are invited through any of the means listed
in the letterhead.

Cette étude a été réalisée sous la direction de Sean
Henry, analyste principal, CAD, avec la collaboration
des auteurs suivants : Robert Morton, Richard
Gimblett, Donald Macnamara, Howard Marsh, John
Selkirk et Hugh Smith. Vous pouvez faire parvenir
vos questions ou vos commentaires par l’entremise
des moyens présentés à l’en-tête de ce document.

Le président
Le Lieutenant-général (Ret) Richard J. Evraire, CMM, CD

Richard J. Evraire, CMM, CD
Lieutenant General (Retd)
Chairman

Ottawa, September 2002

Ottawa, septembre 2002
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SOMMAIRE EXÉCUTIF

Background

Contexte

In September 2001, the Conference of Defence
Associations published Caught in the Middle: An
Assessment of the Operational Readiness of the
Canadian Forces. The document lists the major
weaknesses of the Canadian Forces, concludes that
they could only meet their commitments at home and
overseas in marginal fashion, and that this capacity is
diminishing.

En septembre 2001, la Conférence des associations de
la défense publiait une étude intitulée Coincé entre les
deux : une évaluation de la capacité opérationnelle
des Forces canadiennes. Cette étude dresse la liste
des principaux points faibles des Forces canadiennes
et conclut que celles-ci ne pourraient respecter leurs
engagements au Canada et à l’étranger que de façon
marginale, et que même cette capacité va en
s’amenuisant.

A Nation at Risk presents evidence to reinforce that
conclusion, and goes a step further. It shows that the
decline of the Canadian Forces is putting the entire
nation at risk in terms of losing its security against
domestic and international threats, its economic
prosperity, and especially its sovereignty.

Une nation vulnérable présente des preuves qui
étayent cette conclusion, en allant même un peu plus
loin. Ce document montre que le déclin des Forces
canadiennes met la nation entière en péril pour ce qui
est de la perte de sa sécurité vis-à-vis les menaces
domestiques et internationales, sa
prospérité
économique, mais particulièrement sa souveraineté
nationale.

Since the end of the Cold War, Canada has been a
contributor to many overseas military operations,
ranging from combat to humanitarian assistance. It
has also had to deal with a number of emergencies at
home -- and the commitment of armed forces to that
role will increase as Homeland Defence becomes
active.

Depuis la fin de la guerre froide, le Canada a pris part
à de nombreuses opérations militaires à l’étranger,
allant du combat à l’aide humanitaire. Il a aussi dû
composer avec diverses situations d’urgence sur son
propre territoire, et l’engagement des forces armées
dans ce rôle croîtra tandis qu’entrera en œuvre la
défense intérieure.

The number, intensity and repetitiveness of these
missions, combined with neglect of defence over
decades, has strained the Canadian Forces to the
breaking point. Today they are in a state of crisis. The
following key question must therefore be asked, and
answered by informed and responsible Canadians:
What kind of armed forces, for what kind of Canada,
in what kind of world?

Le nombre, l’intensité et la fréquence de ces missions,
combinés à des décennies de négligence de la défense,
ont exercé sur les Forces canadiennes des tensions
presque insoutenables. Aujourd’hui, les Forces
canadiennes sont en état de crise. La question clé doit
donc être posée et doit recevoir réponse de Canadiens
informés et responsables : quel type de forces armées,
pour quel genre de Canada, dans quel genre de
monde?

The Conference of Defence Associations firmly
believes that the Defence Policy Update now
underway in the Department of National Defence will
not adequately address the governance, technology
and security challenges this decade is likely to witness.
What is needed is a major national security and
defence policy review.

La Conférence des Associations de la Défense (CAD)
est de l’avis que le Bilan de la défense, lequel a été
entamé par le Ministère de la Défense, n’adressera
pas d’une façon satisfaisante les défis que cette
décennie est susceptible d’apporter aux plans de la
gouvernance, de la sécurité et de la technologie. Un
examen fondamental des politiques de la sécurité
nationale et de la défense est requis.
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This study, A Nation at Risk, provides detailed
evidence of the crisis in which the Canadian Forces
find themselves. Most of the material contained herein
was obtained through Access to Information from
Department of National Defence documents. Other
sources include personal interviews with Canadian
experts, and with a range of officials and experts in
the United States.

Le présente étude, Une nation vulnérable, décrit en
détail les raisons qui font que les Forces canadiennes
sont en crise. La plus grande partie de l’information a
été obtenu du ministère de la Défense nationale par le
biais du processus d’accès à l’information. Parmi les
autres sources, citons des entrevues personnelles avec
des experts canadiens et avec un éventail d’agents
publics et d’experts des États-Unis.

A Nation at Risk

Une nation en péril

As of September 11, 2001, Canada could no longer
be considered a ‘fire-proof house.’ It can safely be
said that national risk will increase in inverse
proportion to the degree to which national armed
forces are starved of the resources they need to
counter threats to national security. Risks to Canada
may be categorized as follows:

Depuis le 11 septembre 2001, le Canada n’est plus
une «maison ignifuge». Le péril pour la nation
augmentera en proportion inverse à la mesure dans
laquelle les forces armées nationales seront privées
des ressources dont elles ont besoin pour faire face
aux menaces contre la sécurité nationale. Les risques
pour le Canada peuvent être classés par les catégories
suivantes:

•

•

Economic risk: Over-dependence on trade
with the United States. Instability at home or
overseas could damage trade relations – the
lifeblood of Canada;

•
•

•

Risk from diverse threats: In the aftermath
of the Cold War, threats range from
conventional attacks to terrorism. The
Canadian Forces need to have capabilities to
defeat diverse threats (Chart 1);

•

Risk to Sovereignty: If Canada cannot, or
will not, maintain credible armed forces,
others will fill the void, causing a loss of
sovereignty and influence.

le risque économique: Une dépendance
exagérée sur le commerce avec les
États-Unis. L’instabilité au pays ou à
l’étranger pourrait faire du tort aux relations
commerciales – la source de vie du Canada;
le risque de diverses menaces: À la suite de
la guerre froide, les menaces vont des
attaques conventionnelles au terrorisme. Les
Forces canadiennes doivent avoir les
capacités nécessaire pour faire échec à
diverses menaces (Graphique 1);
le risque pour la souveraineté: Si le
Canada ne peut, ou ne veut entretenir des
forces armées crédibles, d’autres combleront
le vide, provoquant une perte de
souveraineté et d’influence.

Budget fédéral de 2001
Federal Budget 2001
La cause fondamentale du déclin des Forces
canadiennes est l’échec du gouvernement fédéral à
leur assigner des ressources suffisantes pour mettre

The fundamental cause of the decline of the Canadian
Forces is the failure of the Canadian Government to
provide sufficient resources to implement the 1994
Defence White Paper.

en œuvre les résolutions du Livre blanc sur la défense
de 1994.
The Federal Budget 2001 misleads the public on
defence spending. Of the $ 1.2 billion allocated to

Le Budget fédéral de 2001 trompe le public lorsqu’il
traite de dépense pour la défense. Sur les
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“security,” only $ 510 million were assigned to
“supporting Canada’s military” -- over a period of two
years. Of that amount, $ 210 million had already
been spent on the war against terrorism, leaving $ 300
million for other purposes – a pittance, given that the
Auditor-General has reported that the deficit in the
Operations and Maintenance account alone runs over
$ 1.3 billion per annum!

1,2 milliard de dollars attribués à la «sécurité»,
510 millions de dollars seulement étaient réservés au
«soutien des forces militaires du Canada» - sur une
période de deux ans. Sur cette somme, 210 millions
de dollars avaient déjà été dépensés pour la lutte
contre le terrorisme, ce qui laissait 300 millions de
dollars pour d’autres fins – bien peu quand on pense
que la vérificatrice générale du Canada a déclaré dans
son rapport annuel que le déficit du compte
d’exploitation et de maintenance à lui seul monte de
1,3 milliard de dollars par année!

The Government also noted that it had allocated
$ 5.1 billion to defence since 1999. What it did not
say is that most of that amount had been assigned
either to non-military objectives, or to service the
Operations and Maintenance deficit. Only $ 750
million of the total has been added to the DND budget
base over the same period, to support core operational
military capabilities. A budget analysis is presented at
Annex A.

Le gouvernement a aussi souligné avoir octroyé
5,1 milliards de dollars à la défense depuis 1999. Ce
qu’il n’a pas dit, c’est que la plus grande partie de
cette somme avait été attribuée soit à des objectifs
non militaires, soit au service du déficit du compte
d’exploitation et de maintenance. Une part de
750 millions de dollars seulement du total s’est ajoutée
à la base budgétaire du MDN au cours de la même
période, pour soutenir la capacité opérationnelle de
base. Voir l’Annexe A pour une anlyse du budget.
Le déclin des Forces canadiennes

The Decline of the Canadian Forces
Une idée fausse circule selon laquelle les Forces
canadiennes n’ont pas de plan cohérent pour aller
vers le futur. C’est faux; depuis 1999, la planification
va bon train à la suite de la définition des orientations
dans Façonner l’avenir de la défense canadienne :
une stratégie pour l’an 2020 (Stratégie 2020). À leur
tour, chacun des services armés et autres grands
intervenants du MDN ont publié leurs propres plans
de mise en œuvre de la Stratégie 2020.

There is a misconception that the Canadian Forces
have no coherent plan for moving forward into the
future. This is incorrect; since 1999, planning has
been underway following the guidance provided in
Shaping the Future of the Canadian Forces: A
Strategy for 2020 (Strategy 2020). In turn, each of
the armed services and other major players in the
Department of National Defence, have published their
own follow-on plans to implement Strategy 2020.

Ce qu’il faut souligner, c’est qu’il n’y a pas assez
d’argent pour réaliser ces plans. De plus, les Forces
canadiennes qui existent aujourd’hui sont en déclin
pour la même raison. Les paragraphes qui suivent
décrivent ce déclin.

What must be pointed out here is that there is not
enough money to implement the plans. Moreover,
today’s Canadian Forces are in decline for the same
reason. The following sections provide details of this
decline.
The Navy. The crisis in the navy flows from a range
of deficiencies spread across funding, equipment,
personnel and support functions. With its
overwhelming focus on the war against terrorism in
the Middle East and South Asia, the Canadian Navy
is on a war footing, but remains critically underresourced to sustain that level of activity.

La marine. La crise, dans la marine, découle d’une
série de lacunes allant du financement à l’équipement
en passant par le personnel et les fonctions de soutien.
Avec le fort accent qui est mis sur la lutte contre le
terrorisme au Moyen-Orient et en Asie du Sud, la
marine canadienne est sur le pied de guerre, mais les
ressources lui manquent gravement pour soutenir ce
degré d’activité.
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The need to divert resources from the “change”
(modernization) agenda to the “sustain” (current
operations) agenda results in a mortgaging of the
Navy’s future. Internal economies were exhausted at
least two years ago, and the current external pressures
present insurmountable challenges within a
‘peacetime’ budget framework.

La besoin de divertir les ressources du programme du
«changement» (modernisation) pour couvrir le
programme de «maintien» (des opérations actuelles)
hypothèque l’avenir de la marine. Les économies
internes se sont épuisées il y a au moins deux ans, et
les pressions externes actuelles soulèvent des défis
insurmontables avec un budget de «temps de paix».

The forced abandonment of the Naval Task Group
concept is imminent. As a consequence, Canada will
no longer have the capability for independent national
presence in multinational operations at sea. Within
three to five years, the Canadian Navy stands to be
reduced from a Rank 3, “world-class force”, to a
Rank 6 “offshore territorial defence navy.” That
would be incompatible with Canada’s self-described
status as a medium power with global interests.

L’abandon forcé du concept de groupe opérationnel
naval est imminent. En conséquence, le Canada
n’aura plus la capacité d’assurer une présence
nationale indépendante dans les opérations
multinationales en mer. D’ici trois à cinq ans, la
marine canadienne se verra rétrograder du
3e rang, celui force «de classe mondiale» au 6e rang,
c’est-à-dire celuid’une «marine de défense territoriale
au large des côtes». Cela serait incompatible avec le
titre que s’est donné le Canada de puissance moyenne
avec des intérêts mondiaux.

The negative implications for Canadian sovereignty
are enormous. The Canadian Navy would have no
alternative but to concentrate on Homeland Defence,
and even that would have to be conducted under the
direction of the United States Navy.

Les implications négatives de cet état de fait, pour la
souveraineté canadienne, sont phénoménales. La
marine canadienne n’aurait d’autre choix que de se
concentrer sur la défense de son propre territoire, et
même cela devrait se faire sous l’égide de la marine
américaine.

Overall, any military or diplomatic leverage enjoyed as
a result of credible naval contributions would be lost.

Dans l’ensemble, toute influence militaire ou
diplomatique dont nous avons pu jouir grâce à nos
incroyables contributions navales serait perdue.

The Army. As a result of restricted financial
allocations, the army is becoming less and less
operationally capable. This situation is made more
critical since it is occurring at a time of growing risk
and growing commitments.

L’armée de terre. Les affectations financières
limitées forcent l’armée à une capacité opérationnelle
réduite en une ère de risque croissant pour la
sécurité.La situation en est plus critique en ce que
cette situation coincide avec une période de risques
accrus et des engagements qui augmentent
constamment.
Les opérations excessives et le rythme des missions
sont susceptibles de faire du tort à la réputation
professionnelle de l’armée du Canada au cours de la
décennie. Aucun montant d’argent ne pourrait rectifier
les décisions prises relativement au personnel depuis
une dizaine d’années. Les dés sont jetés. Les
principaux dirigeants ont peu, collectivement,
d’expérience de la formation. Le nombre d’officiers
d’état-major baissera certainement et les chefs
subalternes sont en petit nombre. Cet état de chose

The Army’s excessive operations and tasking tempo
is likely to adversely affect the professional character
of Canada’s Army in this decade. No amount of
money can rectify personnel decisions of a previous
decade. The die is cast. Senior leaders have little
collective training experience. The number of qualified
staff officers is likely to shrink and junior leaders are
in short supply. This state of affairs could result in a
30% reduction of capability to conduct operations.
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Within 18 months (in 2004) 40% to 50% of the
army’s weapons and vehicle fleets could be grounded
because the purchase of spares has been neither
consistent nor adequate.

pourrait résulter en une réduction de 30 p. 100 de la
capacité de réaliser des opérations.
D’ici 18 mois (en 2004), de 40 à 50 p. 100 des armes
et de la flotte de véhicules de l’armée de terre
pourraient être inopérationnels en raison du fait que
l’achat de pièces de rechange n’a été ni constant, ni
adéquat.

A number of key technical trades are far below their
required manning level. For example, the Coyote and
LAV III (the Army’s newest and most technically
sophisticated vehicles) are heavy users of highly
qualified weapons technicians. Because of the severe
shortage of these personnel, only some 50% of the
weapons systems on these vehicles (a generous
estimate) will be ready for operations.

Plusieurs fonctions techniques n’ont pas le nombre
requis d’effectif. Par exemple, les Coyotes et LAV III
(les véhicules de l’armée les plus récents et les plus
perfectionnés au plan technique) sont de grands
utilisateurs de techniciens d’armement hautement
qualifiés. La pénurie de tels techniciens fait que
50 p. 100 seulement des systèmes d’armement de ces
véhicules (une évaluation généreuse) seront prêts pour
les opérations.

Overall, available skilled labour and spare parts can
only sustain one half of the Army force structure in
this decade. Army combat capability is likely to
experience a similar erosion in its capability to deploy
overseas.

Dans l’ensemble, le personnel spécialisé disponible et
les pièces de rechange peuvent seulement soutenir la
moitié de la structure des forces armées au cours de
cette décennie. La capacité de combat armé devrait
subir une érosion semblable dans ses capacités de
déploiement à l’étranger.

The army has been forced to practice deficit
accounting in all of its accounts for most of the past
decade. The accumulated debts in command,
personnel, training, sustainment, equipment,
infrastructure, environment remediation, force
generation, operations and maintenance are staggering.

Five billion dollars and ten years are considered a
reasonable estimate of the resources and time required
to stabilize the Army at about 70% of its present
capability, and commence recovery. Deferring
reconstitution is likely to result in the Army shrinking
further to about one half of its current capability at the
end of this decade.

There should be no illusions as to the immense size of
the cumulative impact of constant and repetitive
deployment stresses on Canada’s small Army. In
short, there is not enough Army to sustain its tasks,
but too much for its budget.

L’armée a été forcée de pratiquer le déficit comptable
dans tous ses comptes la plus grande partie des dix
dernières années. Les dettes accumulées aux postes
budgétaires de commandement, personnel, formation,
soutien, équipement, infrastructure, restauration de
l’environnement, mise sur pied d’une force,
opérations et maintenance sont écrasantes.

Cinq milliards de dollars et dix ans sont considéres
comme une évaluation raisonnable des ressources et
le temps qui seraient nécessaires pour stabiliser
l’armée de terre à environ 70 p. 100 de sa capacité
actuelle avant qu’elle ne puisse se rétablir. Le
retardement de la reconstitution est susceptible de
donner lieu à une réduction supplémentaire d’environ
la moitié de sa capacité actuelle d’ici à la fin de la
décennie.
Aucune illusion ne devrait subsister sur l’immensité de
l’impact cumulatif des tensions constantes et répétées
du déploiement de la petite armée du Canada. Bref,
l’armée n’est pas assez grande pour faire face aux

In this new security environment Canada finds its
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Army in a fragile state. Crystal clear direction on
future force structure and stable funding are essential
pre-requisites for the Army to re-build its manpower,
equipment, infrastructure, logistics stocks and training
levels.

The Army is unaffordable as it stands.
The Air Force. The Air Force faces an immediate
and critical short fall of some $ 18 million in its key
capabilities (there is a further shortfall of $ 50 million
in other functions). If this deficit is not removed by
additional funding, it will need to be offset by
diverting resources from other areas.

The most critical limitation faced by the Air Force
today is a lack of trained and experienced personnel.

Air Force equipment holdings were sharply reduced
during the 1990s. The number of CF-18 fighters is
being reduced from 122 to 80. Similarly, the maritime
patrol fleet is being reduced from 24 to 16 aircraft.
In both cases, upgrades have been approved for the
remaining aircraft, but to date sufficient money has
not been identified to fund the full program. Overall,
Air Force aircraft holdings have fallen from over 700
to under 300.
The Air Force has lost its strategic refuelling capability
and sharply reduced its electronic warfare training
capability.
Flying hours have been reduced significantly, and the
number of trained pilots for each class of aircraft is
declining – raising the level of risk.

The Air Force will compensate for some of its
shortfalls by over-programming, and this will
represent a gap in force generation capability and
infrastructure support that will have to be mitigated
locally at wing and unit levels. Examples of negative
effects are:

missions, mais trop grande pour son budget.
Dans son nouvel environnement de sécurité, le
Canada trouve son armée de terre en bien triste état.
Une orientation claire comme le cristal sur la structure
future des forces armées et un financement stable sont
des préalables incontournables si l’on veut que
l’armée puisse reconstituer son effectif, son
équipement, son infrastructure, ses stocks logistiques
et son niveau de formation.
L’armée de terre, telle qu’elle est, est inabordable.
La force aérienne. La force aérienne est confrontée
à un manque à gagner immédiat et critique de quelque
18 millions de dollars au plan des capacités essentielles
(en plus d’un manque à gagner supplémentaire de
50 millions de dollars dans d’autres fonctions). Si ce
déficit n’est pas comblé par un financement
supplémentaire, il devra être neutralisé par le
détournement de ressources d’autres secteurs.
La contrainte la plus grave à laquelle est confrontée la
force aérienne est le manque de personnel compétent
et expérimenté.
Le stock d’équipement de la force aérienne a été
grandement réduit au cours des années 1990. Le
nombre d’avions de combat CF-18 s’amenuise,
passant de 122 à 80. De même, la flotte de la
patrouille maritime est réduite de 21 à 18 aéronefs.
Dans les deux cas, des mises à niveau ont été
approuvées pour les aéronefs restants, mais jusqu’à
maintenant, aucune somme suffisante n’a été réservée
au financement du programme intégral.

La force aérienne a perdu sa capacité stratégique
d’avitaillement et grandement réduit sa capacité de
formation pour la guerre électronique.
Les heures de vol ont fortement été réduites et le
nombre de pilotes d’expérience pour chaque catégorie
d’aéronef est en baisse – ce qui fait monter l’élément
de risque.
La force aérienne comblera certaines de ses lacunes
au moyen d’une surprogrammation, et cela
représentera un écart entre la capacité de mise sur
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•
•
•

•

Maritime surveillance on both coasts will fall
below the commitment to 24 hour / 7 days a
week coverage.
There will be no aircraft flying hours
available for patrols over the Canadian North.
There will be no aircraft flying hours
available to support Department of Fisheries
and Oceans High Seas Driftnet operations on
the west coast.
Search and Rescue commitments will be
maintained, albeit at a reduced level in some
areas. Overall support will be reduced and
crews will not be able to meet operational
training requirements.

A significant budgetary problem for the Air Force is
related to the rising cost of aviation fuel. Fuel costs
exceed the budget intended for that purpose, which
remains based on Fiscal Year 99/00 prices.

It will be necessary to shift some funds from the
Capital account to meet requirements in National
Procurement. In addition costs for the War on
Terrorism have not yet been factored in to National
Procurement costs, and they will be significant.

Without additional resources, the Air Force will have
to curtail important force generation activities and
reduce support to infrastructure.

The effects of trade-off will likely only be felt in the
longer term; in lowered responsiveness, reduced
flexibility, infrastructure rust-out and degradations in
human performance.

The Reserves (Militia). During a period when less
funding, as a percentage of the national budget, was
committed to defence than at practically any other

pied d’une force et le soutien de l’infrastructure qui
devra être comblé localement par les diverses escadres
et unités. Voici des exemples d’effets négatifs :
•
•
•

•

la surveillance maritime sur les deux côtes
tombera en dessous de l’engagement d’une
surveillance tous les jours 24 heures sur 24;
il n’y aura pas d’heure de vol disponible pour
les patrouilles au-dessus du Nord canadien;
il n’y aura pas d’heure de vol disponible pour
appuyer les opérations de repérage de filets
dérivants en haute mer du ministère des
Pêches et des Océans sur la côte Ouest ;
les engagements d’opérations de sauvetage
seront maintenus, bien que la capacité sera
réduite dans certaines régions. Le soutien
global sera réduit et les équipes ne seront pas
en mesure de faire face aux exigences de
formation opérationnelle.

L’un des grands problèmes budgétaires de la force
aérienne vient du coût croissant du carburant aviation.
Les coûts de carburant excèdent le budget prévu à
cette fin, lequel reste fondé sur les coûts de l’exercice
1999-2000.

Il sera nécessaire de transférer des fonds du compte
de capital pour répondre aux besoins
d’approvisionnement national. De plus, les coûts qu’a
entraînés la lutte contre le terrorisme n’ont pas encore
été comptabilisés dans les coûts d’approvisionnement
national, et ils seront importants.
Sans ressources supplémentaires, la force aérienne
devra suspendre d’importantes activités de mise sur
pied d’une force et réduire le soutien de
l’infrastructure.
Les effets de ces compromis ne seront très
certainement ressentis qu’à long terme et se
manifesteront par une moins grande faculté de réagir,
une flexibilité réduite, la détérioration de
l’infrastructure et la détérioration du rendement
humain.
Les forces de réserve (la milice). Pendant une
période où un financement réduit, en tant que
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time in Canadian history, it is ironic that one of the
most cost-effective assets available to defence
planners, the Militia was nearly destroyed.

pourcentage du budget national, était attribué à la
défense comparativement à tout autre période de
l’histoire du Canada, il est ironique que l’un des biens
les plus efficients à la disposition des planificateurs de
la défense, la milice, ait presque disparu.

Today, the Militia is an undervalued asset that
nonetheless harbours the potential to meet a large
share of Canada’s defence needs in the 21st century in
a most cost-effective manner.

De nos jours, la milice est un bien sous-évalué qui,
néanmoins, présente le potentiel de pouvoir répondre
en grande partie aux besoins de défense du Canada au
XXIe siècle d’une façon plus rentable.

The number of Militia personnel serving on overseas
commitments is rising. In Bosnia it has averaged 20%
of the total. An expanded Militia would allow more
augmentation of the Regular Force, relieving pressure
on them.

Le nombre de membres de l’armée de réserve qui
participent à des engagements à l’étranger est en
hausse. En Bosnie, ils composaient 20 p. 100 du total.
Une milice élargie permettrait une plus grande
augmentation de la Force régulière et la soulagerait de
pressions qu’elle subit.

Because Militia units are located in 125 communities
across the nation, they are well suited to providing
resources for Homeland Defence, a labour-intensive
mission.

La milice, en raison de la situation de ses unités dans
125 collectivités du pays, est bien placée pour la
défense du territoire, une mission à forte intensité de
main-d’œuvre.

When augmenting Regular Force units overseas, the
cost differential between a regular and a reservist is
small, especially in terms of pay alone. However, in
all-inclusive terms, it has been calculated that the
differential per person per year is $ 112, 658 vs
$ 32,064.

La différence des coûts, lorsque l’on augmente les
unités de la Force régulière à l’étranger, entre un
membre de la Force régulière et un réserviste, est
mince, en particulier a ce qui a trait aux salaires.
Cependant, en termes plus généraux, d’après les
calculs effectués, la différence de coût par personne
par année est de 112,658 $ comparativement à
32 064 $.

Raising the Militia ceiling from its current level of
15,500 to a proposed level of 45,000 (over five years)
would increase cumulative reserve funding from $497
million per annum to approximately $ 1 billion per
annum.

La hausse du plafond de la milice de son niveau actuel
de 15 500 membres au niveau prévu de
45 000 (sur cinq ans) augmenterait le budget cumulatif
annuel de la réserve de 497 millions de dollars à
environ 1 milliard de dollars.

The increased spending (for 45,000 Militia members)
represents a 4% increase over the current defence
budget, while providing almost as many Militia
soldiers as the effective strength of the whole
Canadian Forces today. A rehabilitated Militia should
be assigned a larger share of defence responsibilities.

La dépense accrue (pour 45 000 membres de la
milice) représente une hausse de 4 p. 100 sur le
budget actuel de la défense, tout en constituant un
effectif de la milice quasi équivalant à l’ensemble des
Forces canadiennes d’aujourd’hui.Une plus grande
part des responsabilités de la défense devrrait être
assignée à la milice.

Logistics. Today the Canadian Forces Logistics
System cannot sustain the requirements of the 1994
Defence White Paper. A lack of personnel and
equipment is at the root of the problem.

Logistique. Le système de soutien logistique des
Forces canadiennes d’aujourd’hui ne peut répondre
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What are currently lacking are the necessary
deployable operational level support forces and
materiel. Today units deploying on operational
missions must be augmented by reservists and/or
borrow personnel from a unit with a lower priority
mission.

Combat Service Support units need to carry out
cohesive training for the same reasons combat units
do. The current disarray caused by lack of personnel
precludes unit training, and could be contributing to
increases in stress-related casualties.

Delays in replacing fatigued, outdated equipment as
well as the inability to maintain adequate levels of
spare parts has likewise reduced operational
capabilities, and saddled the military with a huge
increase in maintenance costs.
The supply system can rarely meet urgent demands,
and there is a shortage of maintenance personnel.

The lack of spare parts not only leads to more down
time for equipment but also increases the workload on
already heavily taxed maintenance crews who are
required to rob parts from one vehicle, aircraft, etc to
render another one serviceable.

There are two main reasons for the unsatisfactory
situation of the logistics system:
•
•

Lack of money; and,
The progressive replacement of military
logistics units and facilities by the application
of the concepts of Alternative Service
Delivery (ASD) and Direct Contractor
Support (DCS), which replace military
members by civilians.

aux exigences citées dans le Livre blanc sur la
défense de 1994. Le manque de personnel et
d’équipement est à la source du problème.
Ce qui nous manque actuellement, c’est le niveau de
forces et de matériels opérationnels déployables
nécessaires. De nos jours, les unités déployées dans le
cadre de missions opérationnelles doivent être
augmentées de réservistes, et/ou il faut soustraire des
membres à d’autres unités dont la mission est moins
prioritaire, ou même les deux.
Les unités de soutien logistique de combat doivent
offrir une formation uniforme pour les mêmes raisons
que les unités de combat. Le désordre actuel que
suscite le manque de personnel fait obstacle à la
formation de l’unité et pourrait contribuer à la hausse
du nombre de victimes du stress.

Les reports de remplacement de l’équipement fatigué
et dépassé ainsi que l’incapacité de maintenir un stock
adéquat de pièces de rechange ont, eux aussi, réduit la
capacité opérationnelle et impose aux forces armées le
lourd fardeau d’augmentation des coûts de
maintenance.
Le système d’approvisionnement peut rarement
répondre aux besoins urgents, et il y a une pénurie de
personnel de maintenance.
Le manque de pièces de rechange non seulement
prolonge les périodes de panne d’équipement, mais
aussi alourdit la charge de travail d’équipes de
maintenance déjà très chargés, qui se voient obligées
de soustraire des pièces à un véhicule ou un aéronef
pour en remettre un autre en état.
Il y a deux raisons principales de situation
insatisfaisante du système de soutien logistique :
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•
•

le manque d’argent; et
le remplacement progressif des unités et des
installations de soutien logistique militaire par
l’application de concepts de la diversification
des modes de prestation des services et de
soutien direct par l’entreprise privée qui

There is concern regarding how long contractors can
sustain their work forces. They rely heavily on retired
military personnel to obtain satisfactory levels of
qualification and experience. There are two pitfalls to
this: it causes a higher rate of attrition from the
military, as contractor benefits are attractive; and, the
supply of former military people is finite. When they
are gone, the level of support will drop.

The Canadian Forces must ensure that core logistics
capabilities, particularly combat service support
capability, are maintained in the military force
structure. There is an increasing reluctance in
Government to accept the fact that the armed forces
are different from other federal agencies.

Implementation of ASD and DCS still does not ensure
the logistics support required to meet the 21 day and
90 day readiness deadlines stated in current policy for
overseas deployments of the Canadian Forces. The
capability to generate, deploy and sustain combat
support and combat service support for overseas
contingency operations is critically deficient.

Budgetary shortfalls and a demanding range of
operational activities have meant the Canadian Forces
have been required to live beyond their means in
resource terms. Results include a demand for people
that exceeds capacity and stresses the logisticalsystem
not only to support deployed operations but also
domestic operations at home. The practice of
contracting out is not producing the financial savings
originally forecasted and may be contributing to early
release of qualified military personnel, thus
exacerbating an already serious staffing problem.

Alternative measures to supply logistics support to the
Canadian Forces are not working. They apply some
relief to over-taxed people in operational theatres, but

prônent le remplacement du personnel
militaire par des civils.
Des préoccupations sont exprimées quant à la durée
pendant laquelle les entrepreneurs peuvent maintenir
leur effectif. Ils se fient grandement à d’anciens
membres de l’armée pour offrir des niveaux
satisfaisants de compétences et d’expérience. Cela
comporte deux pièges : un plus haut taux d’attrition du
personnel militaire, les avantages qu’offre l’entreprise
privée étant alléchants; et le bassin d’anciens militaires
a ses limites. Lorsqu’ils ne seront plus là, le niveau de
soutien chutera.
Les Forces canadiennes doivent s’assurer que les
capacités de soutien logistique de base,
particulièrement la capacité de soutien du combat,
soient préservées dans la structure de la force
militaire.
Le gouvernement est de plus en plus réticent à
reconnaître le fait que les forces armées sont
différentes des autres organismes fédéraux.
La mise en œuvre de la diversification des modes de
prestation de service et le soutien direct par
l’entreprise privée n’assure toujours pas le soutien
logistique nécessaire pour respecter les échéances de
21 et de 90 jours de délai de préparation
opérationnelle établis dans les politiques actuelles pour
le déploiement à l’étranger des Forces canadiennes.
La capacité de constituer, déployer et maintenir
l’appui tactique et le soutien logistique au combat pour
les opérations de contingence à l’étranger est
gravement déficiente.
Les lacunes budgétaires et une gamme exigeante
d’activités opérationnelles ont fait que les Forces
canadiennes ont dû vivre au-dessus de leurs moyens
en ce qui concerne les ressources. Il en résulte une
demande de personnel qui dépasse les capacités et fait
pression sur le système de soutien logistique, non
seulement pour qu’il appuie les opérations déployées,
mais aussi les opérations intérieures. La pratique de
l’impartition n’entraîne pas les économies prévues à
l’origine et peuvent en fait contribuer à la libération
précoce du personnel militaire, ce qui ne fait
qu’exacerber un problème de dotation déjà grave.
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do not address the fundamental problem of a shortage
of military personnel. The Canadian Government
continues to make military commitments without
allocating sufficient funds for personnel, training and
materiel to implement those commitments.
Canada – United States Relations
General. The Canada – US relationship is unique in
its complexity and scope. The two nations share an
extensive web of ties in areas ranging from free trade,
to defence, to the environment.
They also enjoy a similarity of interest in economic,
foreign policy, and national security matters. There
are, however, areas of difference in policy between
the two nations and these require ongoing attention.
More than any other factor Canadians perceive that
their sovereignty is at stake in relations with the US.

Canadian trading relations with the US are the most
significant in the world. They account for more than
$1 billion per day in two-way trade. Some 87% of
Canadian exports and over 70% of imports are with
the US. Canada is increasingly dependent upon
exports to the US to maintain its prosperity and wellbeing.

Canadian defence arrangements with the US are more
extensive than between any other two countries. The
Permanent Joint Board on Defence provides policylevel consultation on bilateral defence matters, and
there are over 250 individual bilateral agreements
ranging from Canada/US naval, land and air defence
plans to mutual weapon test facilities. Operational
coordination is achieved through the Military
Cooperation Committee. The North American
Aerospace Command (NORAD) is a bilateral entity
responsible for aerospace defence of North America.

Les autres mesures pour fournir un soutien logistique
aux Forces canadiennes sont sans succès. Elles
soulagent quelque peu le personnel surchargé des
scènes opérationnelles, mais ne règlent pas le
problème fondamental de la pénurie de personnel
militaire. Le gouvernement du Canada continue de
prendre des engagements militaires sans attribuer des
fonds suffisants pour le personnel, la formation et le
matériel pour la réalisation de ces engagements.
Relations Canada – États-Unis
Généralités. La relation entre le Canada et les
États-Unis est unique au sens de sa complexité et de
sa portée.
Les deux pays ont en commun un vaste réseau de
liens dans des domaines allant du libre-échange à la
défense en passant par l’environnement. Ils ont aussi
des intérêts similaires en matière de politique
économique et étrangère ainsi que sur les questions de
sécurité nationale. Il existe cependant des politiques
sur lesquelles les deux pays ne s’entendent pas, et ce
sont elles qui exigent une attention constante. Plus que
tout, le facteur général de préoccupation, pour les
Canadiens, est leur perception selon laquelle leur
souveraineté est en jeu dans les relations de leur pays
avec les États-Unis.
Les relations commerciales du Canada avec les
États-Unis sont les plus importantes du monde. Les
échanges bilatéraux se chiffrent quotidiennement à
plus de 1 milliard de dollars. Quelque 87 p. 100 des
exportations du Canada et plus de 70 p. 100 de ses
importations sont avec les États-Unis. Le Canada est
de plus en plus dépendant des exportations aux
États-Unis pour préserver sa prospérité et son
bien-être.
Les attentes du Canada avec les États-Unis en matière
de défense ont plus d’ampleur que tout autre attente
entre deux pays. La Commission permanente mixte de
défense Canada-États-Unis fournit des conseils sur les
politiques en matière de défense bilatérale, et il existe
plus de 250 accords bilatéraux, allant de plans
canado-américains de défense maritime, continentale
et aérienne à des installations mutuelles d’essais
d’armement. La coordination opérationnelle est
effectuée par l’entremise du Comité canado-américain
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In response to terrorist attacks, the US will constitute
a new Northern Command (NORTHCOM) on
October 1, 2002. (Chart 3) Its principal mission will
be to support civilian agencies in emergencies. It will
also be responsible for coordination and cooperation
with Canada and Mexico for military operations.
Contrary to current misinformation, NORTHCOM
does not constitute a threat to Canadian sovereignty.

The real issue for Canada arising from changes in the
US command system is the merger of US Space
Command with Strategic Command. Whereas in the
past Canadian Forces members have been employed
in space operations and planning functions of US
Space Command, they have now been displaced from
their jobs – even in advance of October 1. This is a
consequence of Canada sitting on the fence as big
issues pass by. Much the same could be said for
Canadian reluctance to deal with the subject of
Ballistic Missile Defence. These issues should be
considered in a full defence policy review.

In the post-September 2001 environment, defence
issues and anti-terrorism measures have moved to
centre stage in Canada – US relations. In this respect,
a growing number of influential Americans have
joined with Canada’s major allies in NATO to be
strongly critical of the sharp decline in Canadian
military capabilities and contributions to common
defence over the past decade. The US ambassador to
Canada has publicly criticized the unsatisfactory state
of Canada’s defence establishment a number of times
– most recently in September 2002.

The American Outlook on Canadian
Contributions to Defence. In the last week of July
2002, a broad cross-section of officials and defence
experts in Washington was questioned on the state of

de coopération militaire. Le Commandement de la
défense aérospatiale de l'Amérique du Nord
(NORAD) est une entité bilatérale responsable de la
défense aérospatiale de l’Amérique du Nord.
En réponse aux attentats terroristes, les États-Unis
élaboreront un nouveau Commandement du Nord
(NORTHCOM) le 1er octobre 2002 (graphique 3). Sa
principale mission consistera à appuyer les organismes
civils pour les situations d’urgence. Il sera également
responsable de la coordination militaire et de la
coopération avec le Canada et le Mexique.
Contrairement à la mésinformation diffusée
récemment, NORTHCOM ne constitue pas une
menace pour la souveraineté canadienne.

La véritable question dont le Canada doit se
préoccuper, à la suite des changements apportés au
Système de commandement des États-Unis, est la
fusion qui a eu lieu entre le Commandement spatial et
le Commandement stratégique de son allié. Alors
qu’auparavant les Forces canadiennes ont participé
aux opérations spatiales et aux activités de
planification du Commandement spatial des ÉtatsUnis, elles en ont maintenant été écartées, même
avant l’échéance du 1er octobre. La raison en est que
le Canada n’a pris aucune position sur les grandes
questions de l’heure. On pourrait dire de même pour
ce qui est des tergiversations du Canada sur la
question de la défense contre les missiles balistiques.
On devrait tenir compte de ces questions lorsque la
politique en matière de défense fera l’objet d’un
examen complet.
Dans le climat postérieur aux évènements du 11
septembre 2001, les questions de défense et les
mesures antiterroristes ont pris la vedette dans les
relations du Canada avec les États-Unis. À cet égard,
un nombre croissant d’Américains influents se sont
joints aux principaux alliés du Canada au sein de
l’OTAN pour durement critiquer la chute de la
capacité militaire du Canada et de ses contributions à
la défense commune depuis une dizaine d’années.
L’ambassadeur des États-Unis au Canada a
publiquement fait la critique à plusieurs reprises de
l’état insatisfaisant de la structure de la défense du
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Canada-US relations against the background of the
war on terrorism, and Canadian contributions to it.

Canada – la plus récente de ces occasions ayant été en
septembre 2002.
La perspective américaine des contributions du
Canada à la défense. Au cours de la dernière
semaine de juillet 2002, un large éventail de
représentants officiels et d’experts de la défense ont
été interrogés à Washington sur l’état des relations
canado-américaines, sur fond de lutte contre le
terrorisme, et sur les contributions du Canada à cette
lutte.
De façon générale, la conclusion a été que la meilleure
description que l’on puisse faire de ces relations est
qu’elles sont tendues. Il est significatif que toutes les
sources aient convenu que les contributions du
Canada aux activités collectives de défense
continentale et internationale étaient inférieures à ce
que l’on aurait attendu de l’un des principaux pays
industrialisés du Groupe des huit, et un pays en
deuxième place seulement dans le monde au plan de
sa masse terrestre et qui a la plus longue ligne de côte.
Toutes les sources ont exprimé des préoccupations à
l’égard du déclin des Forces canadiennes depuis une
dizaine d’années.

In general, it was found that relations might best be
described as strained. It is significant that all sources
agreed that Canadian contributions to continental and
international collective defence were below what
would be expected form a leading industrial nation of
the G-8 group, and a nation which has the second
largest land mass in the world, and the longest coast
line. All sources expressed their concern over the
decline of the Canadian Forces in the past decade.

For the US, the question is how do you deal with a
friendly country that does not have effective defence
capabilities – especially if that weakness will impinge
on US security interests? There is frustration in the
US over Canadian reluctance to resolve that
weakness.

Canadians should be concerned about how security
issues negatively impact on Canada – US trade
relations. The US perceives that Canada does not
recognize the security problem, let alone assign
adequate resources to resolve it. The US bases trade
policies on ‘balance.’ Hence, greater effort in defence
would be seen as a Canadian concession that could
assure its sovereignty and resolve some of the current
trade problems.

Pour les États-Unis, la question qui se pose est de
savoir comment composer avec un pays ami qui n’a
pas de capacités de défense suffisantes –
particulièrement si cette faiblesse a une incidence sur
les intérêts américains pour la sécurité? La frustration
règne aux États-Unis devant la réticence du Canada à
résoudre cette faiblesse.
Les Canadiens devraient se préoccuper de la manière
dont les questions de sécurité nuisent aux relations
commerciales canado-américaines. Les États-Unis ont
l’impression que le Canada ne reconnaît pas le
problème de sécurité, et est encore moins disposé à
consacrer des ressources adéquates à sa résolution.
Les États-Unis fondent leurs politiques commerciales
sur l’«équilibre». C’est pourquoi un plus grand effort
concernant la défense serait perçu comme une
concession du Canada qui pourrait assurer sa
souveraineté et résoudre certains des problèmes
commerciaux actuels.

The ultimate arbiter of trade issues, includingdisputes,
is the White House. A poor Canadian defence effort
could be a negative influence in that realm. American
Ambassador to Canada, Paul Celluci, has done much
through his public statements to advance the US
position that Canada increase defence spending.
Neither the President, nor the Secretary of State, have
denied or qualified his statements, and this is
significant.

L’ultime arbitre des questions commerciales, dont les
conflits, est la Maison-Blanche, et un piètre effort de
défense du Canada pourrait avoir une influence
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Initial Canadian contributions to Homeland Security
and operations in Afghanistan were useful and
appreciated by the US. However, the fact they could
not be sustained beyond six months undermines much
of the good will. The US also knows that these early
contributions were a “façade,” designed to mask
general Canadian military weakness.

négative dans ce domaine. L’ambassadeur américain
au Canada, Paul Celluci, a tout fait, dans ses
déclarations publiques, pour exprimer l’avis des
États-Unis selon lequel le Canada devrait accroître ses
dépenses pour la défense. Ni le président, ni le
Secrétaire d’État, n’ont nié ou commenté ses
déclarations, et cela est révélateur.

North American continental security embraces many
non-military functions such as immigration policy, and
the US perception is that Canada is not really
addressing this situation satisfactorily. Most members
of the US Congress believe that Canada is a haven for
terrorists.

Les contributions initiales du Canada à la sécurité du
territoire et aux opérations en Afghanistan ont été
utiles et appréciées des États-Unis. Cependant, le fait
qu’elles n’auraient pu être maintenues plus de six mois
sape en grande partie la bonne volonté affichée. Les
États-Unis savent aussi que ces contributions précoces
n’étaient qu’une «façade» pour masquer la faiblesse
militaire générale du Canada.

There is considerable ill-will towards Canada in the
US, resulting from anti- American statements by
senior Canadian politicians and officials. This helps to
shape a poor view of Canada in the eyes of the Bush
administration. There is real animosity between
political Washington and political Ottawa.

La sécurité continentale nord-américaine englobe de
nombreuses fonctions non militaires, comme les
politiques d’immigration, et la perception qui règne
aux États-Unis est que le Canada ne fait pas assez
pour régler cette situation. La plupart des membres du
Congrès américain sont convaincus que le Canada est
un havre pour les terroristes.

The US can easily afford to provide equipment,
materiel and personnel in Afghanistan (and in
continental defence, including non-military entities
such as joint border patrols and port security) to cover
Canadian shortfalls. What they find objectionable is
the perception of ‘freeloading’ as a national policy –
reinforced by statements of the Prime Minister and
others.

Les déclarations anti-américaines par des politiciens et
fonctionnaires canadiens ont suscité aux États-Unis
considérablement de mauvaise volonté à l’égard du
Canada. Cela contribue à former une piètre opinion du
Canada au sein de l’administration Bush. Il règne
entre les cercles politiques de Washington et d’Ottawa
une véritable animosité.

As well as eroding sovereignty, defence freeloading
has an impact on national influence internationally.
Because of its weak defence efforts, Canada no
longer has a seat at many tables. It is now often in the
third rank as a ‘note taker.’

Les États-Unis peuvent facilement se permettre
d’envoyer de l’équipement, du matériel et du
personnel en Afghanistan (et d’en fournir pour la
défense continentale, y compris aux entités
non-militaires comme les patrouilles frontalières
mixtes et la sécurité portuaire) pour combler les
lacunes du Canada. Ce à quoi ils s’objectent, c’est à
la mentalité de «parasite» qu’affiche la politique
nationale – renforcée par les déclarations du premier
ministre et d’autres personnes.
En plus d’éroder la souveraineté, cette attitude de
parasite a un impact sur l’influence du pays sur la
scène internationale. La faiblesse des efforts du
Canada en matière de défense lui a fait perdre sa place

It may be a slow process, but lack of credibility
grows. The March 2002, Canadian newspaper
headline, “PM says no more money for defence,” is
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the worst type of negative propaganda in undermining
Canadian credibility in the US.

If the US has evidence that Canada is not achieving
a satisfactory level of effectiveness in continental antiterrorism measures, it will compensate unilaterally.
This would be a worst case scenario for Canada in
terms of damage through border restrictions to its
crucial trade relations.

Americans cannot understand why the Prime Minister
seems not to be taking advice on foreign affairs and
defence effort. They think it is inconceivable his
advisors would overlook the damage he is doing. The
US does not understand how Canada can do this to
itself, and the US is slowly responding to the antiAmerican rhetoric.

It is perceived in the US that the Canadian Forces are
probably past the point of no return in terms of
recovery to effectiveness. US citizens understand that
security is the number one priority of government;
apparently Canadians do not, and they cannot see the
danger to sovereignty of contracting-out their defence
to the US.

Eyebrows were indeed raised in the US when Canada
decided to withdraw from Afghanistan after only six
months, and before the war was over. Canada needs
a thorough review of defence policy and proper
funding of its defence establishment. The US knows
where it is going in terms of armed forces’
capabilities; Canada does not.

The only way that the Prime Minister and his close
advisors could be convinced to increase defence
spending would be if a major national embarrassment

à de nombreuses tables. Il est souvent au 3e rang,
avec les «preneurs de notes».

Cela peut être un lent processus, mais le manque de
crédibilité s’amplifie. Les gros titres des journaux
canadiens en mars 2002, «Selon le premier ministre il
n’y a plus d’argent pour la défense» est le pire genre
de propagande négative qui puisse miner la crédibilité
du Canada aux États-Unis.
Si les États-Unis découvrent des preuves selon
lesquelles le Canada n’a pas un niveau satisfaisant
d’efficacité en matière de mesures antiterroristes, ils
appliqueront celles-ci unilatéralement. Cela serait la
pire des situations pour le Canada, concernant les
dommages aux relations commerciales vitales que
pourraient avoir de nouvelles restrictions aux
frontières.
Les Etats-Unis ont de la difficulté à comprendre que
le premier ministre semble ne pas écouter les conseils
qui lui sont prodigués en matière d’affaires étrangères
et d’effort de défense. Il est inconcevable,d’après eux,
que ses conseillers puissent faire peu de cas des
dommages qu’il cause. Les États-Unis ne
comprennent pas comment le Canada peut ainsi se
nuire. Les États-Unis commencent doucement à réagir
à la rhétorique anti-américaine.
Les États-Unis ont l’impression que les Forces
canadiennes ont probablement déjà atteint le point de
non retour en fait de rétablissement de son efficacité.
Les Américains comprennent que la sécurité soit la
plus grande priorité de leur gouvernement; ce n’est
pas le cas des Canadiens, ils ne peuvent pas percevoir
le péril qui guette le souveraineté s’ils confient leur
défense aux États-Unis.
La décision du Canada de se retirer de l’Afghanistan
au bout de seulement six mois et avant la fin du conflit
a effectivement fait froncer des sourcils aux
États-Unis. Le Canada devra revoir en profondeur sa
politique de défense et déterminer ce qu’est un
financement approprié de sa structure de défense. Les
États-Unis savent où ils vont, en fait de capacité des
forces armées; le Canada, lui, ne le sait pas.
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were to occur because of weak Canadian Forces. In
the present situation this is possible.
The situation regarding unsatisfactory Canadian
defence is analogous to parents who sign-up their
children for a sport, then won’t buy them equipment
to play.
Canada is avoiding approval of a concise bi-lateral
threat assessment of North America, because
Canadian politicians do not want to admit there is a
threat, since this would require spending more money
on defence.
The US, the United Kingdom and Australia have all
reviewed their defence policy, and have joined France
and Spain in increasing defence spending. Canada has
done neither.

Overall, the US view of Canada is moving from
‘benign neglect’ to ‘emerging hostility.’

Defence Policy Update, Defence Policy Review,
and Recommendations

La seule façon de convaincre le premier ministre et
ses proches conseillers d’accroître le financement de
la défense serait que le Canada subisse une grande
humiliation nationale en raison de la faiblesse des
Forces canadiennes. Dans l’état actuel des choses,
c’est tout à fait possible.
La situation relative à l’insuffisance de la défense
canadienne est analogue à celle de parents qui
inscrivent leur enfant à une activité sportive sans lui
acheter l’équipement dont il a besoin.
Le Canada évite l’approbation d’une évaluation
concise et bilatérale de la menace parce que les
politiciens du pays ne veulent pas admettre que la
menace existe, puisque cela nécessiterait l’octroi de
fonds supplémentaires à la défense.
Les États-Unis, le Royaume-Uni et l’Australie ont
tous fait ou sont en train de revoir leur politique de
défense et se joignent à la France et à l’Espagne qui
augmentent le budget de la défense. Le Canada ne fait
ni un ni l’autre.

The Defence Policy Update now underway in DND
is in danger of being perceived as a charade designed
to justify more cuts to Canadian Forces’ operational
capabilities, and eliminate the need for more defence
spending.

Dans l’ensemble, la perspective qu’ont les États-Unis
du Canada, passe de «négligence bénigne», à celle
d’«hostilité croissante».

Instead, the Update should be used to support an
emergency addition of $ 1.5 billion to the DND
budget base to arrest the decline of the Canadian
Forces, and provide a stable foundation for
rehabilitation.

Le bilan de la politique de défense qu’a entrepris le
MDN risque d’être perçu comme une manœuvre pour
justifier des réductions supplémentaires des capacités
opérationnelles des Forces canadiennes et de cette
façon éliminer le besoin d’augmenter le budget de le
défense.

The Canadian government should then initiate a full
foreign and defence policy review, with a view to
publishing a new White Paper on Defence in 2003,
with assured funding to implement the policy.

Bilan de la politique de défense, examen de la
politique de défense et recommandations

Au lieu de cela, le bilan devrait servir à appuyer
l’ajout d’urgence de 1,5 milliard de dollars à la base
budgétaire du MDN pour mettre un terme au déclin
des Forces canadiennes, et constituer une assise solide
pour leur rétablissement.
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Emerging factors for consideration are discussed at
Annex B.
Selected recommendations on defence and the
Canadian Forces submitted by various organizations
are listed at Annex C.

Le gouvernement du Canada devrait alors
entreprendre un examen intégral de ses politiques
étrangères et de défense, en vue de publier un
nouveau Livre blanc sur la défense en 2003 avec
l’assurance d’octroi de fonds pour la mise en œuvre
de ses politiques.
Les nouveaux facteurs à examiner font l’objet de
l’annexe B.
Un éventail de recommandations sur la défense et les
Forces Canadiennes soumises par différents
organismes font l’objet de l’annexe C.
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CONFERENCE OF DEFENCE ASSOCIATIONS

A NATION AT RISK
THE DECLINE OF THE CANADIAN FORCES

INTRODUCTION AND CONCLUSION
Background
The Canadian Forces are in a state of crisis that has been deepening over the past decade. Today
they are at a fork in the road. Unless they are provided with more resources to execute the
missions assigned to them by the government, they will be forced to close-down entire
operational capabilities. If that occurs, Canadian security and well-being, including national
sovereignty, will be placed at significant risk.
The withdrawal of Canadian military forces from Eritrea and Kosovo after six month tours, and
sharp reductions in the number of military personnel serving in Bosnia, offers tangible proof of
the crisis. The worst case occurred in July 2002 when Canadian troops in Afghanistan were
called home before the war was over.
In September 2001, the Conference of Defence Associations published a report entitled, Caught
in the Middle: An Assessment of the Operational Readiness of the Canadian Forces. It lists
major weaknesses of the Canadian Forces, and concludes that they could only meet their
commitments at home and overseas in marginal fashion. That capacity continues to diminish.
A Nation at Risk reinforces that conclusion, and goes one step further. It shows that the decline
of the Canadian Forces is putting the entire nation at risk in terms of economic prosperity and
well being, but especially in terms of loss of national sovereignty. This loss is evident with
respect to Canada’s relations with the United States, its ability to influence international affairs,
and its ability to contribute to international peace and stability.
Armed forces are an important cornerstone of a nation. Most nations recognize this when
establishing their spending priorities. Armed forces assure peace and security, and without these
assurances a nation cannot prosper and provide its citizens with the benefits expected in a
modern democratic society. In this respect, funding the armed forces does not take money from
health care and education. On the contrary, reasonably sufficient armed forces provide the
nation’s insurance that allows society to generate wealth and progress peacefully.
Therefore, the aim of this study is to present a dossier of evidence to the Canadian people so that
they may confront their Government with the facts and demand action to remove this serious risk
to their national security.
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The Nature of Armed Forces
All members of the Canadian Forces may, at any time and at no notice, be placed in harm’s way
and as a result forfeit their lives or suffer incapacitation, injury or illness. The Canadian Forces
are the ultimo ratio Regis of the State – the last power of coercion available to enforce its
sovereign writ either unilaterally, or more likely, in conjunction with like-minded allies. This
essential role of the military is the controlled application of the maximum force, under the
authority of the State, and under unlimited liability.
The unlimited liability of the soldier, sailor and airman must, however be matched by the
unlimited responsibility on the part of the government to ensure that members of the Canadian
Forces, if placed in harm’s way, can achieve their mission at as low a risk as possible. This
demands the right tools, in terms of modern equipment and high levels of training, to carry out
justifiable missions directed by the Canadian political authorities.

Why Does Canada Need Armed Forces?
As Canadians see members of their armed forces being deployed abroad in numbers that peaked
recently at just under 5000 people in 18 different coalition, NATO and UN military operations, it
is legitimate and appropriate for them to ask, “Why?”
Air Chief Marshal Sir John Slessor, of the Royal Air Force, provided insight on the
matter when he said, “It is customary in the democratic countries to deplore expenditures on
armaments as conflicting with the requirements of social services. There is a tendency to forget
that the most important social service a government can do for people is to keep
them alive and free.” After September 11, 2001, many Canadians concluded that without
national security, nothing else mattered – a sentiment expressed over and over in media around
the world. But, at the same time, the limited capabilities of the seriously under-funded and overtasked Canadian Forces also became a topic for discussion.
Canada, the second largest country in the world in area, with the longest coastline, and but 34th in
population, is essentially incapable of defending itself against all but minimal incursions. It must,
however, provide for its own internal security, and be capable of providing aid to the civil power
or assistance to civil authority. Beyond that, it is appropriate and necessary that Canada maintain
alliances with countries of common values and interests for collective defence – the United
States for the defence of North America, NATO for the defence of interests principally in
Europe, and other coalitions for worldwide operations.
Canada’s national political and military leadership have, therefore, a double responsibility. The
first is to ensure that the Canadian Forces have the resources necessary to be trained and
equipped for the missions assigned to them. This includes ensuring that the military leaders
are educated, trained and responsive to the nation’s needs, and grounded in the nation’s
fundamental values of democracy, freedom and social justice. The Canadian Forces do represent
Canada, and are expected to be effective and professional in conduct, ethics and leadership.
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The second responsibility is that neither the Canadian political nor the military leadership will
permit the capricious commitment or deployment of the Canadian Forces, or otherwise place the
nation’s young people ‘in harm’s way’ either when the nation’s interests are not being served, or
if the Forces do not possess the training, experience and equipment necessary for the
assigned missions.
The responsibilities of all citizens in a democracy include being part of an informed electorate.
This should comprise an awareness and consideration of the nation’s interests that must be
defended – from the immediate physical defence of the homeland and its sovereignty, to the
capability to contribute to the protection of its interests far from its borders. The latter contributes
to international stability in the defence of political and economic interests, and reduces the need
for greater homeland defence.
Since the end of the Cold War, Canada has been a contributor to many overseas military
operations, ranging from combat to humanitarian assistance. The number, intensity and
repetitiveness of these missions, combined with the neglect of defence over decades, has
strained the Canadian Forces to the breaking point. The Army is in especially dire straits,
but neither the Navy, nor the Air Force, nor the logistics system possess the equipment and
people to support the deployment and sustainability of the Canadian Forces abroad.

Conclusion
The key defence question then must be asked and answered by informed and responsible
Canadians. What kind of armed forces, for what kind of Canada, in what kind of world?
A Defence Update based on tweaking the 1994 White Paper is not adequate for the approaching
governance, technology and security challenges that this decade is likely to witness. A quick
defence ‘update’ cannot assuage the requirement for a deliberate, fundamental defence policy
assessment. Sometime in the near future Canada will be forced into a major national security and
defence policy review; emerging threats and new strategic determinants will demand no less. A
2002 Defence Update might endure only to 2005.
Contributing to that conclusion is the interplay of time, passivity and future military capabilities.
For example, avoiding decisions is actually a decision not to have something in, say, twenty
years. This would apply from the inability to demonstrate sovereignty over the Arctic, to the
inability to deploy overseas combat-capable armed forces – reducing Canadian contributions to
constabulary functions by default.
With the Canadian Forces in decline, the US will step in to fill the void at home and overseas,
with all the risk of negative consequences that would impose for Canadian sovereignty,
prosperity and well-being.
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PART I
A NATION AT RISK
General
The common concept in all definitions of risk is uncertainty of outcomes. In matters of national
security risk calculations are, for the most part, bounded by parameters of probability and extent
of consequences. Canadians have traditionally seen themselves as one of the most secure nations
in the world – occupying a ‘fire proof house,’ to use the analogy of Senator Raoul Dandurand.
The nation is isolated from conventional threats by three oceans, the Arctic, and a benevolent
super-power neighbour.
Hence, probability and consequences receive low ratings among Canadians and they thereby
deduce that the risk is also low, and that the requirement for effective armed forces is not
essential. However, the advent of the ‘global village,’ along with its opportunities and threats
precludes Canadian pursuit of an isolationist stance. International terrorism means that the
fireproof house is now likely to have arsonists within.
A security risk is a threat or an event, issue or trend that will have an adverse impact on the
fundamental values and goals of a society, if not its very existence. For Canada, these values
include democracy, freedom and social justice. Threats may also apply to national interests, such
as prosperity and security within a global framework, and promotion of Canadian values.
For each risk or threat there are measures which can be categorized as risk avoidance, risk
reduction, and risk prevention. The military capabilities inherent in the Canadian Forces, and
guided by defence policy, represent a paramount means of national threat prevention or
reduction. Armed forces alone, however, can seldom provide risk avoidance. It is evident,
however, that national risk will increase in inverse proportion to the degree to which
national armed forces are weakened and enter a stage of decline – largely by starving them
of the resources they need to counter threats to national security.
Canada has long chosen to reduce risk to its security interests by undertaking contributions to
military alliances at home and overseas: two world wars, Korea, and the Cold War come to mind
– with Kosovo and Afghanistan the most recent examples. The payoff in the earlier instances
was that by the 1950s, Canada had emerged as an important player on the international stage,
with all the benefits that came with that status, and had contributed directly to reduction of risk to
its security.
Today, because of the continued existence of the potential for conventional war, the emergence
of asymmetric threats such as terrorism, and Canada’s severely depleted military capabilities, its
security displays new vulnerabilities in terms of risk.
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Economic Risk
One of Canada’s most significant vulnerabilities is its heavy dependence on foreign trade to
assure its prosperity. Both exports and imports are equivalent to 90% of Canadian GDP –
compared to 39% for the United States, and 25% for Japan. This vulnerability is made
potentially greater because of Canada’s small domestic market, and its overwhelming
dependence on the large American market – 87% percent of its foreign trade.
Further economic fragilities which threaten the well-being of Canadians include a huge national
debt (Chart 1) and a weak national currency. Instability at home and abroad could trigger a
crisis in these areas as interest rates rise, and investment in Canada is reduced. Credible armed
forces are an insurance policy to reduce the scope of such risks – by dealing effectively with
instability and aggression. Professional armed force counters chaos and buys time for
reconstruction.

Risk From a Proliferation of Threats
With the sudden end of the Cold War and the collapse of its bi-polar framework, the world has
entered a period of great uncertainty and risk. Alliances shift and threats arise or recede as actors
attempt to identify their new roles in international affairs.
But even in this fluid context, future world security will still gravitate around the interests of the
major players such as the United States, Russia, China, Japan, India and the European Union. In
the shorter term, a number of flashpoints could call for armed forces to supplement diplomacy to
end aggression and restore peace. The Middle East, South Asia, the Balkans, Korea and Central
Africa are obvious tinder boxes. As well, new threats are emerging from the spread of terrorism,
crime, pollution, population explosion, disease and resource depletion. Overarching all of these
threats is the risk posed by the spread and accessibility of weapons of mass destruction.
It is obvious that a note of caution needs to be sounded so as not to succumb to the tendency to
focus solely on ‘the threat of the moment,’ and fail to consider the broad tapestry of threats from
which it has emerged, and which will inevitably change the ranking of threats in the years
ahead. The essence of this situation is captured by a quotation from General John Sheehan, US
Marine Corps:
Unlike the ideology-bases, correlation-of-forces model used during the Cold War, or its
balance of power predecessor, today’s security challenges are multi-dimensional and
often transcend the power and authority of affected nation-states…therefore, security is
derived from the aggregate of political, economic, cultural and military factors…today,
instability constitutes the primary threat to security in all its dimensions. Instability
anywhere affects everyone in a global economy. Moreover, with global communications
and permeable borders, instability can overcome nearly every effort to contain
it…(modern) strategy requires multi-faceted engagement at all levels.
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Again, one must not focus on one, possibly trendy, threat at a time – terrorism today, something
else tomorrow. Although the government may not like the implications in terms of costs, the
Canadian Forces must retain a flexible and multi-purpose combat capability to deal with security
challenges at the start of the 21st century. The spectrum of threats is illustrated graphically on
Chart 1.
The biggest risk that Canadians are embracing is the inability to react to future outcomes. The
ongoing trend of reduced resources is likely to render the Canadian Forces impotent circa 2020,
just at the time when threats and forces of instability are reaching a crescendo.

The Risk to Sovereignty
The decline of the Canadian Forces has increased the risk to Canadian security across the board
– homeland defence, continental defence and overseas defence. All of these tasks require
effective armed forces to reduce the risk to national security. However, without credible armed
forces, the paramount risk for Canada would be its questionable ability to preserve national
sovereignty. If Canada does not act to protect itself – others, especially the US, will do it for
us – with all the adverse consequences this implies.
Although there is a trend in some constituencies, the European Union for example, to trade-off
national sovereignty for the common good, there are clearly limits upon how far the participants
are willing to go. Predictions that the nation state will wither and die have so far proven to be
premature.
In Canada, the need to be seen to be maintaining a distinct national identity is a premier concern
of Government, and of an assortment of interest groups. This concern is prompted by the
overwhelming influence of American culture and economic strength upon the Canadian
population. Canada’s weak contributions to collective military arrangements over some
thirty years have served to erode its sovereignty. This conclusion is illustrated by the fading
image of Canada in world affairs, and by adverse comments delivered by NATO allies in
general, and American sources in particular (see section below on Canada-United States
Relations).
Without a distinct and visible presence on the world stage, Canada is bound to succumb to
the risks that that would entail, and to suffer blows to its national interests.
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PART II
FEDERAL BUDGET 2001
General Impressions
The budget is central to the agenda of any Canadian government, and its leadership is vitally
interested in budget preparations. Budgeting becomes, therefore, the most important annual ritual
of government. Since the DND budget comprises some 6% of federal government spending
(Chart 2) and close to 30% of discretionary spending, it is not surprising that it is a focus of
attention, and a prominent source of cuts when governments are seeking savings to preserve nondiscretionary items, such as social programs.
In a nutshell, that is why Canada’s defence establishment has been faced with a growing funding
crisis since severe budget cuts (23%) were applied during Program Review from 1995 to1997.
Perhaps more significant in the case of defence spending, budgets have evolved (some would say
by default) into policy-making documents – surely a process fraught with risk.
From the point of view of the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces, Federal
Budget 2001 (tabled in December 2001) was highly unsatisfactory. Although it professed to
address the post-September 11, 2001 environment, it largely ignored the urgent requirements of
an essential component of national security, namely the Canadian Forces. There are two main
concerns:
•

Funds assigned directly to military capabilities of the Canadian Forces are well below
the amount needed to resolve current deficits, let alone modernize those capabilities;

•

The manner in which money for defence is presented lacks clarity and could be
misleading for those interested in national security issues, but not well informed on
budget procedures.

An analysis of Federal Budget 2001 is provided at Annex A. It shows that of the $1.2 billion
allocated to the Department of National Defence over five years, only $ 510 million (over two
years) is assigned to support conventional military capabilities, and $ 210 million of that amount
has already been spent on operations in Afghanistan and the Arabian Sea. These are telling
figures in light of the Auditor-General’s report that the deficit in the Department of National
Defence Operations and Maintenance account alone is running at some $ 1.5 billion per annum.
The fundamental cause of the decline of the Canadian Forces is the failure of the Canadian
government to provide sufficient funding to implement the 1994 Defence White Paper.
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PART III
THE DECLINE OF THE CANADIAN FORCES
There is no record in history of a nation that ever gained
anything valuable by being unable to defend itself.
H.L. Mencken

General
(Defence department documents are available on the website: www.dnd.ca)
One of the damaging misconceptions that has emerged into the public consciousness, often
through the efforts of those who wish to curtail defence spending, is that the senior leadership of
the Canadian Forces has lost its way and is moving forward without a coherent plan for the
future. This is absolutely not the case; there is a plan, but it cannot be implemented because of
inadequate funds in the budget of the Department of National Defence.
The basis for planning the future of the Canadian Forces is found in the document, Shaping the
Future of Canadian Defence: A Strategy for 2020 (Strategy 2020). This document marks a
significant milestone. Starting from the existing policy base, in the 1994 White Paper on
Defence, a strategic framework for defence planning and decision-making has been produced to
guide the Department and the Canadian Forces in the first decades of the new century.
It could be said that Strategy 2020 extrapolates the policy in the 1994 White Paper, taking into
consideration the changes in the strategic situation, the diversity of threats, and the influence of
high technology on military operations.
In essence, Strategy 2020 builds on the existing defence policy to articulate the long-term
strategic objectives and shorter-term 5-year targets that underpin the Department of National
Defence and the Canadian Forces agenda for change. In response, each one of the three fighting
services – navy, army and air force – as well as the reserves and logistics agencies – have
produced their own detailed plans linked to Strategy 2020.
The following sections illustrate those plans and how they are limited or incapable of being
implemented in the current climate of inadequate funding of defence. The latter is reflected in
Defence Plan 2002. In this respect these sections revisit, reinforce and update the situation
described in the September 2001 Conference of Defence Associations report, Caught in the
Middle. Similar to that report, most of the information in this study has been culled from DND
Level 1 Business Plans, and other documents obtained through Access to Information, as well as
advice from experts in the field.

The Navy
The Navy’s future vision document, Leadmark: The Navy’s Strategy for 2020, published in the
summer of 2001, remains relevant in the post-September 11th strategic environment. A key
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theme of that document is the enduring validity of the Task Group concept as “the task-tailored
mix of capabilities brought together in a variety of surface, sub-surface and aerial platforms.”
Leadmark continues, affirming that:
The task group concept provides the framework within which the technical,
doctrinal and organizational elements of the Revolution in Military Affairs can
best be realized in a naval context. Such a structure provides the Canadian navy
with the flexibility required to contribute most effectively to the success of the
missions that it will be assigned well into the 21st century. … As such, the
Canadian navy must retain its competence in task group operations. While, by
definition, the precise composition of any task group is dependant upon the
mission, the generic makeup of a Canadian Naval Task Group needs to offer a
broad range of capabilities with both military and political appeal in the evolving
environment postulated for 2020.
That military and political appeal correlates directly to the Naval Task Group as a symbol
of the nation’s sovereignty and capacity for independent action on the seas. To this end, the
task group structure fulfills three important functions:
•

It provides the highest level of naval force a medium power such as Canada can
contribute to a combined and/or joint operation;

•

It provides the training framework not only for such missions but also for individual
units assigned to multinational naval groups, as well as providing experience for
future commanders of multinational naval groups; and,

•

It provides a mechanism whereby the state can deploy naval forces for a complex
national mission.

The fundamental principle of a task group is that it is a mutually supporting multipurpose force.
Given the present emphasis within DND on “capability-based planning,” there is an important
distinction to make. To the layman, warships might seem to be interchangeable platforms, each
capable of carrying any selection of “capabilities” simply in varying quantities. In reality,
different hull types are designed to be fitted with varying types (not just different quantities) of
weapon, sensor, communications and habitability capabilities:
•

Destroyers are purpose-built large enough to carry enhanced command and control
(C2) staffs and equipments, as well as long-range “area” protection weapons (these
are of necessity “bigger” and are required in great quantities to provide adequate
coverage to a multi-ship force).

•

Frigates are the workhorses of the fleet, designed with the needs of long endurance
and an emphasis on more compact self-defence weapons for independent operations.
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•

Operational Support Ships are larger vessels, built to carry sufficient fuel,
ammunition, food and spares to support other ships in a task group for up to three
months without having to be replenished itself.

•

Smaller Coastal Defence Vessels are designed for the shallow waters of inshore
operations.

•

Submarines are more difficult to detect, and provide a stealthy underwater
surveillance and attack capability.

•

Shipborne helicopters and land-based fixed-wing aircraft are vital to reducing the
time of response, and extending the area under control of warships operating at sea.

The Canadian Navy at present is composed of the following operational ship types and numbers,
with the attendant capabilities described above:
•

Three (3) IROQUOIS class helicopter-carrying guided-missile destroyers, equipped
with the command and control systems and space for an embarked task group staff,
and long-range area air defence missiles (a fourth ship, HMCS Huron at present is
tied-up alongside in Esquimalt, its machinery kept in a state of readiness, but
without a crew to man it). Originally built in the early 1970s and modernized in the
early 1990s, their hulls are nearing the end of their service life.

•

Twelve (12) HALIFAX class helicopter-carrying frigates were state-of-the-art multipurpose warships when commissioned a decade ago. While still relatively “new”,
their weapons systems (especially the critically-important anti-air weapons) have
been overtaken by developments in land-based threats. The present weapons are for
self-defence only and have no “area” capability, except for attacking submarines and
other surface ships.

•

Two (2) PROTECTEUR class operational support ships also were built in the early
1970s, but have had no significant upgrades, are past the end of their service life, and
require constant maintenance. When available, they provide useful support to the
destroyers and frigates, including an at-sea repair facility for embarked task group
helicopters.

•

Twelve (12) KINGSTON class coastal defence vessels commissioned in the late
1990s are employed primarily by the Naval Reserve in the roles of mine
countermeasures, training, and to establish “presence” within the 200 nautical mile
Exclusive Economic Zone.

•

Four (4) VICTORIA class conventional submarines are being acquired from Britain
to ensure the continuation of a capability for underwater operations.
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•

A fleet of aging Sea King shipborne helicopters and Aurora maritime patrol aircraft
are operated by the Air Force on either coast for joint employment with the Navy.
They are discussed further in the Air Force section.

Under the guidance published annually in the Canadian Forces Defence Plan, a task group is
specified as the naval contribution to the Main Contingency Force commitment directed in the
1994 White Paper on Defence
Overall, the Canadian navy achieves a satisfactory rating in terms of capability goals stated in the
Canadian Forces Defence Plan. This in turn has allowed a claim advanced in Leadmark to
stand, that on a scale of world naval rankings of 1-9, Canada’s Navy is a Rank 3, Medium Global
Force Projection Navy:
These are navies …that may not possess the full range of capabilities, but have a
credible capacity in certain of them and consistently demonstrate a determination
to exercise them at some distance from home waters, in cooperation with other
Force Projection Navies (e.g., Canada, the Netherlands, Australia). … At the
outset of the 21st century, Canada… has been able to offer a modern fleet with a
broad range of capabilities to a number of peace support operations in an era
marked by state instability and global uncertainty.
The more recent experience of the War Against Terrorism (Operation APOLLO) has validated
the maintenance of the Canadian Naval Task Group with such a wide variety of ship and aircraft
platform types and capabilities. Canadian warships were at the top of the American’s list of
preferred contribution, primarily because of the Navy’s record of interoperability with the US
Navy, but also because the lack of foreign bases made the deployment of Air Force and Army
units problematic in the short term. The decision to provide a complete task group (a destroyer,
two to three frigates and supply ship) presented the opportunity for a unique and sovereign
Canadian contribution to the campaign. Moreover, the Canadian task group has been able to
direct a multinational group of 16 warships from eight coalition nations in the campaign
against Al-Qaeda.
Operation APOLLO continues to be Canada’s largest naval commitment since the Second World
War. In the first 10 months, because of rotations in and out of theatre, fully one-half of the
surface fleet and trained sailors has been involved at different times. The significant Canadian
naval contribution to the War Against Terrorism remains a visible demonstration of Canada’s
commitment to the struggle.
As little as two years ago, this level of commitment could have been maintained indefinitely.
Cutbacks in manpower and materiel in the intervening period, however, have made sustainment
of this valuable and distinct Canadian contribution problematic. Unless projects in the
Department of National Defence Capital Program, such as destroyer and logistics ship
replacements, are funded in the very near term, the capacity to mount independent task
group deployments will be lost within another 3-5 years.
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Simple arithmetic explains why. Defence Plan 2001 states that, “As a general planning principle,
the rotation ratio for deployed forces is 3:1. This results in a force structure that is four times the
size of the potentially deployed force.” Referring to the composition of the Canadian Navy
described above, the fragile state of a number of essential naval capabilities becomes
immediately evident:
•

The IROQUOIS class of command and control destroyers already has been reduced
to only 3 available (of an original 4). With the increased costs of maintaining this
ageing class, and critical personnel shortages in several key trades, it is likely that
additional ships of this class will have to be placed into extended unmanned
readiness in the coming years. Deployments of this class to the Arabian Sea theatre
of operations already have been restricted, and this trend is planned to continue. A
plan to convert some of the frigates to this role has been deferred indefinitely.

•

With the availability of all 12 HALIFAX class frigates, it is theoretically possible
(assuming no losses) to deploy at sea indefinitely 3 frigates (the present commitment)
– but within 5 years, the Navy plans to begin a mid-life Frigate Life Extension
programme (FELEX) that would see 2-3 vessels withdrawn from service at a time for
upgrades to fighting equipment (to retain viability in the future higher-threat
environment) and machinery systems due to wear and tear. With occasional
restrictions on the IROQUOIS class deployments to the Arabian Sea, the Task Group
Commodore and Staff would be billeted onboard a frigate as an interim measure.
Because the HALIFAX class was purposefully built without the space and facilities to
house such a staff (so as to keep down the costs of the original program), such
frigates must deploy without an Air Detachment (ie, no embarked helicopter
capability) and generally work at a reduced level of activity.

•

The dwindling number of available airframes, along with critical personnel shortages
of air and ground crews, means that there are insufficient helicopter detachments for
many operational deployments. This is a significant deficiency to the surveillance
and integral logistics capabilities of the task group.

•

The fact that there are only 2 ships in the PROTECTEUR class of operational support
ships, and that these ageing vessels require significant maintenance resources, already
has meant that they too have been restricted in their deployments. As this trend
continues, the task group will lose the critical capability for self-sustainment at sea
and will become dependent upon other navies (i.e., the US Navy) for deployment and
in-theatre support. Lack of funds for their replacement has contributed directly
to the Industry Department decision to shut down the Canadian shipbuilding
industry.

•

The unanticipated problems in readying the VICTORIA class submarines for
operations can be resolved in due course, and are relatively inexpensive compared to
the procurement of newly-built vessels. However, the requirement to absorb the
additional expenditures within the Navy’s limited budget means that their
12

introduction to the fleet will be slowed, or some other capability will have to suffer in
consequence.
An annual update of the business plan for the Navy, covering the three-year period commencing
April 1st, 2002, Maritime Impact Assessment 2002 (MIA 2002) was published on November 1st,
2001. The Chief of the Maritime Staff (CMS) released it with a major caveat:
Pending the potential changes in strategic direction that may fall out of this event
[the September 11 attacks], this assessment and its associated proposed Capability
Plan will undoubtedly have to be amended. … Once a Contingency Operation is
underway, … “force sustainment” beyond the stated requirements [one Task
Group is to be sustainable in low-level operations for 180 days], as might be
contemplated for OP APOLLO, would be a definite challenge within current
resource allocations.
The trends described earlier are underscored by the following points raised in MIA 2002:
•

In Fiscal Year 02/03, demand exceeds supply by $100 million.

•

Despite achieving significant internal economies, the Chief of the Maritime Staff
required an additional $32.3 million to deliver the full, mandated level of maritime
defence capability.

•

Many naval operations and maintenance costs, the most significant being fuel, are
increasing more dramatically than the annual inflation rate (to which incremental
budget increases are tied).

•

The Navy continues to face serious personnel shortages in several trades and at
certain key rank levels.

•

Earlier attempts to reduce personnel resource demands by minimizing sea time
has resulted in dwindling experience levels of sea-going personnel – a critical
deficiency in wartime operations.

•

In the face of growing resource pressures, the Navy has reduced its “force generation”
activities to achieve only the minimum readiness levels required by current
operational direction.

•

The Fleet Maintenance Facilities on both coasts are facing serious personnel attrition
problems. Within the next five years, this situation will be exacerbated by regional
economic and demographic trends that severely limit the availability of skilled
replacement workers.

•

As a result of unfulfilled maintenance requirements, the Navy is faced with an
increasing maintenance backlog which, if not dealt with, would potentially lead to
premature “rusting out” of its ships.
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•

Major programmes for jetty renewal in both Halifax and Esquimalt are unaffordable
within the current funding envelope. Similarly unaffordable is the replacement of the
Ammunition Storage Facilities at Bedford.

•

Functions and activities assigned to others agencies, and that are not adequately
funded from separate allocations, are placing an additional $20.6 million in known
pressures on the Navy’s Operating Budget.

•

The priority of projects on the Maritime Strategic Capital Equipment Plan has been
changed, with the Destroyer Replacement Programme dropping to third place, behind
new logistic ships and frigate life extension.

Since the publication of MIA 2002, some additional trends have become apparent:
•

Tiered Readiness Abandoned – the “peacetime” practice of cycling ships through
Normal to High and back to limited readiness levels over a 3-4 year period has been
disrupted by the higher than anticipated rate of rotating ships from both coasts into
the Arabian Sea theatre of operations. The constant necessity to direct resources to
readying the next round of ships means that any potential cost savings under the
previous system have been lost.

•

Group Training Reduced – there have been no task group-level exercises since
September 2001. This has been exacerbated by other planning pressures, which have
made it necessary for replacement ships to deploy individually (and alternating
between coasts) with no chance for inter-ship exercises en route to the theatre of
operations.

•

Personnel Shortages Unresolved – some progress has been made in recruiting, but not
sufficiently to overcome ongoing retention problems. While indications are that fleet
morale remains high, a small but measurable increase in releases from returning ships
threatens to become a trend if “personnel tempo” is not kept within reasonable
bounds.

•

Capital Programmes Deferred – the change in priority of Frigate Extension over
Destroyer Replacement, the slippage of the latter programme to an extended review
status, the relegation of Supply Ship Replacement to a state of limbo rivaling that of
the Sea King Replacement, and the continuing problems of the Victoria class are all
symptoms of a fleet slowly being relegated to the condition of “rust-out” due to
government neglect that afflicted the Canadian Navy in the 1970s and 1980s.

•

Naval Reserve Success – one bright spot has been the success of the Navy’s Total
Force process, with the assignment to the Naval Reserve of a distinct role and the
vessels and equipment to undertake it. But with an increasing emphasis on Homeland
Defence, new pressure on recruiting and funding have begun to emerge.
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While it is impossible to predict the full implications of these various challenges, when
combined with the first set of problems identified above, the cumulative effect has been to
threaten the Navy’s capacity to sustain task group levels of activity beyond the near term. Given
the length of time it takes to design and build modern warships and to recruit and train
their crews, the Navy’s “satisfactory” rating already is beginning to slip in some respects.
It is not unreasonable to predict that within a mere 3-5 years, stated operational capability
goals will be reduced to “critical” in fully 16 of 32 categories and “degraded” in another 8:
Navy Final Assessment. With its overwhelming dedication to the War Against Terrorism, the
Canadian Navy has been placed on what amounts to a war footing, but it remains critically
under-resourced to sustain that level of activity. While such an operational tempo represents an
entirely appropriate display of the national commitment to the campaign, the diversion of
resources from the “change” (modernization) agenda to the “sustain” (current operations)
agenda (even imperfectly) is mortgaging the Navy’s future. Internal economies were
exhausted at least 2 years ago, and external pressures (such as unfunded Operations &
Maintenance costs and costs originated outside the Navy) present insurmountable
challenges within a “peacetime” budget framework.
The forced abandonment of the Naval Task Group concept is imminent. In consequence,
Canada no longer will have the capability for an independent national presence in multinational
operations at sea. Within 3-5 years, the state of the Canadian Navy stands to be reduced
from a Rank 3 World-Class force, to a Rank 6 “Offshore Territorial Defence Navy”. That
would be incompatible with Canada’s self-ascribed status as a medium power with global
interests.
The negative implications for Canadian sovereignty are enormous. Much of
Canada’s standing in the international community is due to the activities of the Canadian
Forces – an important component of which is the Navy. With no capability for more than
token foreign deployments, the Canadian Navy will have no alternative but to
concentrate on Homeland Defence, and even that will have to be conducted under
the direction of the United States Navy. Canadian warships will not be able to
operate effectively in multinational groups, nor will Canadian naval commanders
have any claim or credibility to lead such groups. Any military or diplomatic
leverage enjoyed at present will be lost.
The Army
Shortly after the Canadian Defence Program Review in 1994, a British naval Captain delivered a
derisive but prophetic statement extolling Canada for its “great experiment” on behalf of NATO.
His thesis was that no developed nation in post-modern times had experienced military
bankruptcy. Canada however, is embarking on a course that would demonstrate post-modern
military bankruptcy. NATO should appreciate the lessons of military bankruptcy that Canada
would share in the coming years. Bankruptcy is all about shortfalls, risk management and a lack
of decision making.
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Treasury Board Main Estimates for the Department of National Defence, Fiscal Years 20022003, provide standard headings and readily accessible definitions as a framework to describe
army shortfalls and risks. DND Financial Allocations, 2002-2005, and Strategic Operations
and Resource Directive 2002 (The army Business Plan) provide the fiscal reference levels.
The following chart should dispel any illusion that the three services (Navy, Army, Air Force)
control their own destinies. They may influence outcomes, but they do not control the majority
of allocations. Less than half of the defence budget is allocated to the three operational
services.
Fiscal Year 2002/2003
($000,000 Budget Year)
Level 1
Operating Corporate National
Human
Capital Statutory Totals
% of
Accounts
Budget
Accounts
Procurement Resources
Total
Maritime
467
0
216
455
100
N/A
1,239
10 %
Land (army)
704
53
312
916
152
N/A
2,137
17 %
Air
463
282
549
669
131
N/A
2,095
17 %
Other(s)*
1,244
279
376
1,300
1,795
949
6,942
56 %
DND/CF Total 2,878
1,614
1,453
3,340
2,178
949
12,413 100 %
*There are 21 other ‘Level 1 Accounts’. Material, Human resources (Mil and Civ), Public
Affairs, Ombudsman, CSE, Critical Infrastructure Protection, etc. which compete with the three
services for resources.

Of the $2,137 Million allocated to the Army, the Commander controls only $858 million or 40%
of Land Force Command allocations. Moreover, of that $858 million, greater than 70% is
committed to fixed costs. On paper the Army commander has only approximately $250 million,
or 2% of the total defence budget to correct shortfalls, train and transform the Army. In reality
the Army commander has no flexibility because any change must occur at the expense of
sustaining current operations, presently running a deficit of some $300 million. In short, for the
Army commander to prosecute change, he must assume even more risk (Army risk is measured
in dormant capabilities). Restricted financial allocations are forcing the Army to be less
capable during a time of growing security risk.
The following analysis is performed within the format of Treasury Board Main Estimates. In this
respect, discussion focuses on the four objectives that consume 95% of he defence budget:
Command and Control; Conduct Operations; Sustain Forces; and, Generate Forces.
•

Command and Control. Commanders establish common aims at various levels of
command to achieve coordinated action. They are assisted by trained command and staff
officers, specialty officers (Intelligence, Finance, Logistics, etc.) and technical support. In the
short to mid-term (0-5 years) shortages in technical support are likely to limit the size and
number of Army headquarters. The Information Management and Information Technology
(IM/IT) expertise is in short supply and new command and control systems have yet to
function to specification.
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Although the technical expertise shortfall could be rectified by contracting-out IM/IT support
for static headquarters the same does not apply to operationally deployed field headquarters.
Based on military demographics, shortfalls in the highly marketable land communications
and electronics trades, the numbers of operationally deployable field headquarters could
shrink in the mid-term. The finite number of junior leaders and qualified instructors in these
trades limits the number of headquarters or the number of deployments or impedes
modernization. There is insufficient technical expertise in the mid-term. Some priorities
could face a 30% reduction.
One critical step on the Army’s path to better command and control is establishing a
command support capability. Command support is designed to integrate intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance assets in order to provide the commander with a ‘common
operating picture’ of the situation. Due to the loss of experienced project direction, qualified
specialists, technical setbacks, and the migration of Capital monies to Human Resource
accounts, the present timetable for fielding such a system cannot be implemented.
In the mid-term, circa 2004-2009, Army command and control is likely to experience a
higher than normal attrition of its staff-qualified officers, with few to replace them. Staffqualified officers have normally completed their initial engagement and have completed the
Canadian Land Forces Command and Staff College. This takes time—usually more than ten
years. Due to an earlier decision to double-recruit operational officers (1984-1989), followed
by a decision to restrict enrolment during the Force Reduction Program (1992-1997) the
army’s officer corps has an imbalanced population. Should a large number of officers
depart at the end of their 20-year engagement (2004-2009), this could reduce command
and control capability by 50% by 2010.
Shortly after Defence Program Review 1994, collective training (brigades and battalions
training in unison) effectively ceased, as a cost saving measure. The captains, majors and
lieutenant-colonels in the vital positions of battalion operations officer, company
commander, and battalion commander after 1995 rarely obtained crucial experience in
collective all-arms training, or participated in brigade and joint (Navy, Army, Air Force)
headquarters command and control. These post-Program Review commanders and operations
officers will shortly be promoted and be eligible for higher joint and international command.
Will they be as capable in international command roles as their predecessors who
experienced brigade, joint and multi-national exercises? Canada should not be surprised that
offers to command international forces become less frequent and less senior in rank.
National influence on the international scene provided by outstanding senior officers in
the past is likely to wane.
In general, it is assessed that in terms of the Command and Control objective the Army is at
its zenith for this decade and its effectiveness could shortly decline to about 70% of
current deployable capability. Static Regular Force headquarters alone are likely to
lose 30% of capability in this decade. The static Primary Reserve headquarters should also
be monitored closely. Many of the Militia brigades and unit support staffs are populated by
those close to retirement, and there will be few replacements.
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In addition to the problems created by a shortage of qualified officers, the shortage of
qualified communication and electronic technicians is likely to create a 30% reduction
in command and control capability in its own right.
•

Conduct Operations and Tasks. The Army provides trained battalions, companies,
detachments and individuals to the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (DCDS) for military
operations and tasks. Within the Department of National Defence/Canadian Forces’
command and accounting framework the DCDS orders and employs, and the army provides.
This way of doing business is often referred to as the ‘blank cheque’ syndrome. The DCDS
writes the cheque; the army’s account is debited. Land Force Command has been telling the
DCDS that the account is long over-drawn, but so far without response.
The Canadian Forces Tasking Program records every task, the qualifications required, the
training time required, deployment time, duration of the task and associated leave
entitlements in ‘Soldier Days’. (A Soldier Day is a 24 hour period. Defence Scientists
prescribe the limit of activities in that 24-hour period.) Concomitantly, the Army Training
Specifications and the Army Training and Operations Framework govern how many ‘Soldier
Days’ of training are required to achieve professional development standards for leaders,
individual performance objectives for soldiers, and collective battle task standards for units
and sub-units. The resulting colourful computer-generated spreadsheets consistently
illustrate that the Army is working at about 130% of its Soldier Days. When the Public
Service employment criteria (37.5 hours/week) are applied, the army is working at
about 250-300% over the limit!
In 2000 it became apparent that operations, tasks and training exceeded the available Soldier
Days. An Army with an approved ceiling of 20,000 persons was working 5.5 Million Soldier
Days a year. Given that the Army actually had less than 19,200 trained and effective people,
and each person is mandated by Treasury Board to work about 225 days a year, the Soldier
Day capacity of the Regular Army is about 4.3 Million Soldier Days. About 1250 Primary
Reserve personnel provide an additional 150,000 Soldier Days of effort to operational tasks
and 250,000 Soldier Days to national tasks. Somebody is working 800,000 Soldier Days
overtime.
Further analysis revealed that this ‘overtime’ was disproportionately distributed. The
majority of junior leaders, (master-corporals, sergeants, captains), were employed in excess
of 80 overtime days a year and had been for most of the 1990’s. Follow-up interviews of
junior leaders in the combat arms (armour, infantry, artillery, engineers) confirmed that
many had not had a summer holiday in ten years. In some extreme examples infantry
captains had only resided at their home base for six months in the last three years.
Many master-corporals average three to four temporary duty tours a year (in Canada,
but away from their home base) in the years between their operational tours overseas.
Most of these overworked personnel have 15 to 19 years of service and are eligible for
release with an annuity in the next few years. Indications are that many are under family
pressure to leave the Army. This is worrying. The most valuable asset of an army is its
people, especially those who are the most highly qualified.
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Given that the junior leaders of this decade were recruited in the last decade (and few were
recruited in the last decade), the Army is likely to experience a junior leader crisis in the next
five years. The choices are stark: maintain the proven professional development cycle and
replace outgoing leadership on a 2:1 basis; or, forego the professional development cycle and
promote the inexperienced. Anticipate a 30-50% shortfall in qualified junior leaders for
most of this decade.
The excessive operations and tasking tempo is likely to adversely affect the professional
character of Canada’s Army in this decade. No amount of money can rectify personnel
decisions of a previous decade. The die is cast. Senior leaders have little collective
training experience. The number of qualified staff officers is likely to shrink. Junior
leaders are in short supply.
Major Conduct Operations and Tasks Shortfalls. Overall, the shortage of junior leaders is
likely to create a 30% reduction of capability in the objective of Conduct Operations and
Tasks. The Government had best brace itself for the unexpected. The dependability of
their disciplined force-of-last-resort is about to become less predictable.
•

Sustain Forces. The Army and the Department of National Defence repair and maintain
equipme nt, shelter and sustain personnel, and produce the infrastructure and capabilities
necessary to support military operations. Force sustainment encompasses the series of results
that the Army must achieve in order to provide the DCDS with land force capability able to
conduct operations and tasks. These results differ from those required for initial force
generation, since they deal mainly with supporting the employment of Canada’s military
forces over a period of time, rather than the production of those forces in the first place.
Force sustaining elements include a mix of deployable, operational support forces,
supplemented by fixed installations and service providers, such as Area Support Groups and
other army infrastructure; maintenance, engineering and equipment service elements; army
transport and logistic movement and support assets; and other personnel support services.
The following paragraphs describe the army’s sustainment liability.
Infrastructure. Although the army’s operating budget is only 7 % of the defence budget, the
army ‘owns’ 46% of Department of National Defence/Canadian Forces’ infrastructure. To
make stewardship more challenging, Program Review 94 altered the infrastructure recapitalization factor. This accounting magic increased the longevity of buildings and made
them cheaper to sustain. The results are easy to observe, as buildings collapse and roads and
plumbing deteriorate. Of the thousands of minor capital and maintenance projects 90% are
not funded. The Army’s total infrastructure liability is estimated at $1.6 billion and
would require 5-7 years to rectify through a dedicated reconstruction project. A
cheaper solution would be to dramatically reduce the army’s national ‘footprint,’ but this
approach has been long avoided by politicians, and would run counter to the benefits of
public exposure.
Environment. The Army is the Canadian Forces largest landowner and as a consequence is
liable for many past and present failures in environmental stewardship. Rather than being
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comprehensive this paragraph records only the most costly examples. At the top of the Army
list is the discovery of a toxic substance in the Valcartier-Shannon-Belair aquifer. This toxic
substance, the by-product of past ammunition production, has been descending deep into the
aquifer for half-a-century. Remedial solutions range from $100(s) millions to $1 billion.
Unexploded Ordnance and range clearance liabilities are numerous. CFB Petawawa and
CFB Shilo ranges would require $100(s) millions alone. CFB Gagetown, the home of the
Combat Training Centre, is located in a maritime climate and has experienced four decades
of military manoeuvres. Heavy vehicles, rain and mud have produced a $100 million
sedimentation problem.
The Army has demonstrated ‘due diligence’ by studying the environmental problems and
costing solutions for most of the last decade. Should the Army not implement solutions in
this decade then commanders, like their counterparts in the United States, could be held
liable for inaction.
National Procurement (NP). Unlike the citizen who has a myriad of stores and garages
from which to buy goods and services, the Army has to anticipate usage rates and create its
own ‘warehouse’ of goods and services. From bullets to portable water purification units the
army needs to buy and store approximately 2000 items that are not readily available on the
open market. In addition, support contracts to maintain equipment are also obtained under
National Procurement (NP).
Since Program Review 94, the Army has under-funded NP, initially at about 10% a year, but
more recently at about 30%. In 2001 that shortfall was $92 million; in 2002 the shortfall is
planned to be $99 million; by 2003 the shortfall grows to $134 million and in 2004 it is
anticipated to be $152 million. Starting in 1994, 10%, or approximately 200 low priority
items, were not purchased. In 1995, 10-15% of the same, plus another 100 low priority items
were not purchased. After eight years of not buying the lowest priority items, the NP list of
goods and services is estimated to have shrunk to the top 60%. The accumulated NP debt to
restock the shelves is estimated at $500-$750 million. Within 18 months (2004) up to 4050% of the army’s weapons and vehicle fleets could be grounded because the purchase
of spares has been inconsistent and inadquate. Like most Army shortfalls the National
Procurement debt cannot be resolved over-night. The Canadian Army is viewed as an
erratic, small-time purchaser of old inventories. A number of original manufacturers no
longer exist or make the equipment. Grounded systems are likely to be parked for 2-5
years awaiting parts and 5-10 years awaiting labour.
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) refer to the effort to keep military functions and
capabilities operating on a day-to-day basis. The Army’s annual O&M deficit averages
$150-200 million per annum and is rising fast ($250-300million in 2003/04). The impact of
this deficit is largely expressed by shrinking experience levels – as a result of curtailed
training. The more acute aspect of O&M is the inability to maintain equipment . Each time a
citizen visits a garage for servicing his motor vehicle, he engages in an O&M activity.
Imagine visiting your car dealer for a major malfunction and being informed that no one is
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available to service your car until the manufacturer recruits and trains more mechanics. This
is the situation facing the Army—a skilled labour shortage of absurd dimensions.
Skilled Labour Shortage. Until recently, the Chief of Land Staff did not have insight into
centrally-managed occupations. In 2001 the army personnel staff discovered that only four
Fire Control Support Technicians (FCS Tech) had been recruited and trained in the past four
years. An annual production rate of one FCS Tech per year, against the army’s requirement
of 24 per year has created a dearth of Electro-optical expertise that will be difficult to manage
for most of this decade. FCS Tech is trained in optical-electronic interfacing. Many of the
army’s modern systems have optics and electronic interfaces. Resolving the FCS Tech
shortfall will take extraordinary measures that the Department of National Defence has long
avoided—separating skilled remuneration from leadership performance. Given the lack of
progress to date in resolving the highly-skilled, military technician shortfall, it is prudent to
project that for at least five years, probably 2005-2010, every deployable capability requiring
an electro-optical interface would be severely restricted. Coyote and LAV III (the Army’s
newest and most technically sophisticated vehicles) equipped units are heavy employers
of FCS Tech. That only 50% of modern weapon systems are being maintained and
ready for operations is a generous estimate.
Summary of Sustain Forces Shortfalls
Infrastructure Environment
Sustainment
Comprises
Accumulated
$1.6 Billion
$1 Billion
debt
Time to Rectify
5-7 years
5-10 years
Implications
Quality
of Legal
Work
liability

National
Operations and
Procurement
maintenance
$500-750
$1 Billion
Million
2-5 years
5-10 years
Reduction
of Reduction
of
capability
by capability
by
40%
50%

Totals/Ranges
$4-4.5Billion
10 years
Approx. 50%
of
army
sustainable

Major Sustain Forces Shortfall. Available skilled labour and spare parts is only adequate to
sustain half of the Army force structure in this decade. Army combat capability is likely to
experience an equal erosion in deployable capability.
Generate Forces. The Army is principally a force generator. Force generation involves a wide variety
of combat and general support capabilities that provide the DCDS with the trained personnel, equipment
and organizational structures needed to create the forces able to conduct effective military operations.
Mobilization and Reserve training and employment activities are important elements of force
generation. Force generation capabilities are primarily provided by fixed, domestic force elements,
including: schools, colleges and military training centres; project management offices; test and
evaluation unit; and Reserve training. Although the Canadian Forces recruit and train personnel at the
entry and joint levels, the Army conducts most of an individual’s later training and all collective
training. The Army is held responsible for providing the DCDS with qualified personnel, in cohesive
units, able to meet deployment and battle-task standards. Commander Land Force Doctrine and
Training is responsible for overseeing: doctrine development, the design of force structure, and the
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derivation of training specifications. In addition his schools provide the training to generate qualified
persons; and his standards group provides the means to ensure units are capable. The major limitation
in the Generate Forces objective is insufficient training capacity. After Program Review 94 the
army aligned its training system to the needs of a reduced force structure and minimal recruiting. These
personnel and equipment savings formed part of the ‘peace dividend’ that permitted the Government to
reduce defence spending from 1.8% of GDP (1994) to 1.1 % of GDP (2001). Now that the Canadian
Forces and the Army are below their authorized Trained Effective Strength (TES) the training system
needs to expand to train the increasing number of recruits. The most essential ingredient in this
expansion is more instructors. Experienced captains and sergeants are the backbone of the instructor
cadre, but they are in short supply and over-worked on operations. Given that the demand for additional
instructors is significant, (about three infantry battalions-worth of junior leaders!), a decision to reduce
operational deployment until the surge of recruits ebbs and the army’s TES stabilizes circa 2010 would
be prudent. However the same junior leaders are unlikely to embrace ten years of instructional duties
after ten years of high operational tempo. The training system is likely to be limited in its force
generation contribution by 30-50% for 10 years.
Another corollary to the Force Generation equation is the lack of stability required for soldiers and units
to modernize. At present the Army is a patchwork of new and old equipment. A unit attempts to convert
to a new system but its junior leaders (instructors) are tasked elsewhere. It is not unusual to be in a
vehicle with crew members who cannot operate the new communication system because none of
them were available for the unit course. The soon-to-be-introduced Land Force Command and
Information System could perform well below its potential (if at all) if the unit’s junior leaders do not
have time to attend conversion training.
The Reserves are an important element of Army force generation. At present they have insufficient
resources to maintain authorized personnel levels, let alone additional resources to expand beyond
15,500. In summer 2002 the instructor and support requirement for Reserve training exceeded the
personnel available. The Army commander is faced with difficult choices. Does he reduce junior
leaders on operations to enhance the Regular Force training system, or do the junior leaders revitalize
the Reserve structure, or do they master new capabilities, or do they deserve a rest? A judicious rebalancing that will please no one is past due.
Major Generate Forces Shortfall. The shortage of qualified instructors will significantly
reduce force generation, possibly by as much as 30% in this decade.
Summary of Today’s Army. The army has been forced to practice deficit accounting in all of
its accounts for most of the past decade. The accumulated debts in command, personnel, training,
sustainment, equipment, infrastructure, environment remediation, force generation, operations
and maintenance are staggering. This section summarizes the major categories. The army’s
Strategic Operations and Resource Directive lists in detail 18 pages of other lesser categories in
distress. The following table illustrates that Canada needs to rebuild and reconstitute the Army.
Five billion dollars and ten years are a reasonable estimate of the resources required to
stabilize the Army at about 70% of its extant capability before it recovers. Deferring
reconstitution is likely to result in the Army shrinking further to about half of its current
capability at the end of this decade.
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Summary of Major Shortfalls (Today’s Army)
Conduct
Criteria/objective Command and
Control
Operations
Major Shortfall Qualified Personne Junior Leaders
Years to rectify 10-15 years
10 years
Implications
30%
reduction 30% red’n
deployable C2
in
30% reduction in
operational
static C2
capability

Sustain
Forces
$4-4.5 billion
10 years
50% of army
unsustainabl
e

Generate
Forces
Jr. leaders
10 years
30% red’n
in force
generatio
n

Totals/Range
People and money
10-15 years
Army at 70% of 2001
capability for most
of next 10 years

Interim and Tomorrow’s Army. In order to reduce the Sustain Force and Generate Force deficits and
to provide resources for Army modernization, the Army commander has sought economies by reducing
indirect fire (mortars) and light engineer (pioneer) capabilities. However, as mentioned above,
addressing the magnitude of the shortfalls is well beyond the Army commander’s means. One who
controls $ 10(s) of millions does not solve billion dollar problems. The Army commander cannot fix this
problem; the Department of National Defence, could but it would require re-ordering all other
departmental priorities. Eventually the solution rests with the Government. Only the Government
has the resources and the decision-making authority to reconstitute the Army. The Army of
Tomorrow is jeopardized by the state of Today’s Army.
Conclusion. Defence Review 1987 and Defence Review 1994 were not adequate for their
times. Defence Update 2002 will prove to be inadequate for this decade if it fails to address
the Army’s shortfalls and risks.
Quotes from the Army’s Strategic Operations and Resource Directive provide additional context.
•

There should be no illusions as to the immense size of the cumulative impact of rotation
stresses and insufficient funding on Canada’s small Army. In short, there is not enough Army
to sustain its tasks but too much for its budget.

•

In this new security environment Canada finds its Army in a fragile state. Crystal clear
direction on future force structure and stable funding are irreplaceable pre-requisites for the
Army to re-build its manpower, equipment, infrastructure, logistic stocks and training levels.

•

The Army is unaffordable and unsustainable as it stands.

The Air Force
General. The Air Force comprises 12,500 Regular Force and 2,300 Reserve personnel organized
into one air division headquarters, and thirteen wings. Wings are responsible for operational
readiness and provide capabilities including combat air-support, air transport, search and rescue,
maritime reconnaissance and training. The Air Force also operates the Canadian component of
NORAD resources, including radars, control centres, and personnel contributions to airborne
early warning. As well, it coordinates military contributions to space and missile defence studies.
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Main Air Force bases are located at: Comox, BC; Cold Lake, AB; Moose Jaw SK; Winnipeg,
MB; Trenton, ON; Borden, ON; Bagotville, QC; Greenwood NS; Shearwater, NS; Goose Bay,
NF.
The basic Air Force unit organization is the squadron, equipped with aircraft commensurate with
its role, e.g., fighters, air transport, helicopters, maritime patrol, etc. A number of squadrons may
be combined to form a wing.
Members of the Air Reserve are integrated into the overall Air Force organization and perform
both operational and support tasks.
During the run-down of the Canadian Forces over the last decade, the Air Force absorbed large
reductions in personnel and units. The undesirable consequences of this rapid decline still linger
in terms of force structure instability and weakness. When combined with a shortage of trained
personnel and operational resources, the adverse impact on operational readiness is significant.
The current shortfall in trained and experienced personnel is the most critical limitation faced by
the Air Force.
Air Force doctrine has been developed in somewhat similar fashion to the Navy. That is, there is
emphasis placed on interoperability with allies in NATO and NORAD, especially the US, and
adapting to new weapon systems and types of operations. On the other hand, other types of air
operations, such as transport, army helicopter support, and maritime reconnaissance have not
changed extensively.
The Air Force lost almost one-half of its manpower during the Canadian Forces
downsizing of the past decade. This has caused severe strain across the entire organization
and, like the Army, has placed unacceptable strains on personnel and prompted an aboveaverage release rate from the service. In turn, this makes it difficult to maintain the
necessary performance standards among persons who need the highest level of skills.
Equipment. Air Force equipment holdings have been sharply curtailed during the 1990s. In a
short period of time the Air Force inventory will have declined from over 700 aircraft to less
than 300. Privatized flight training, fleet consolidation and retirement and sharply reduced
electronic warfare training capability account for most of these reductions. The number of
operational CF-18 fighters is being reduced from 122 to 80. Similarly, the maritime patrol fleet is
shrinking from 24 to 16 aircraft. In both cases, much needed equipment upgrades have been
approved for the remaining aircraft but, due to scarce capital equipment funds, these
improvements will take many years to implement.
The Air Force lost its strategic air-to-air refuelling capability in 1996 with the retirement of the
Boeing 707; the replacement Airbus (Polaris) transport was not so equipped. A modification
program is now approved and funded to modify two Polaris aircraft to add refuelling capability
to its other impressive transport tasks, but these will not be completed until 2004. Deficient in the
capability for eight years, Canada has had to rely on other nations (principally the U.S.) to
deploy CF-18 fighters overseas. Independent national action and timely response have suffered,
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as occurred during deployments to and from the 1999 Kosovo air campaign. Pilot (CF-18)
proficiency in this unique but perishable skill is maintained by renting refuelling tanker hours
from the USAF.
Training. For most fleets, flying hours have also been reduced sharply to reduce operations and
maintenance costs, and the number of trained pilots for each type of aircraft is declining. The Air
Force is caught in the middle – between, on the one hand, the need to invest in training people
and modernizing fleets; on the other by constrained operating budgets and high tasking levels.
These competing imperatives combine to raise the element of risk – risk that national
commitments can always be met, and risk that enviable flight safety records can be sustained.
The shortfalls above have widespread negative impacts. For aircrews, the need for replacement
training is obvious as experienced members seek other career opportunities outside the military.
While aircrew proficiency is of utmost importance, so too is retention of all expensive military
skill sets required in modern aviation. The steady exodus of trained and experienced pilots is a
particularly serious problem, but other aircrew and ground crew classifications and trades are
equally dependent on high technical training and performance levels in order to effectively
perform their duties.
Material in the following paragraphs has been taken from the Chief of the Air Staff Level 1
Business Plan 2002, and elaborates specific aspects of the situation outlined above.
Overall, the Air Force would be able to provide the key capabilities called for in Defence Plan
2001. Having said that, there will be a budgetary shortfall of some $18 million. If this deficit is
not removed by additional funding, it will need to be offset by diverting resources from other
areas. Main constraints and issues that will require resolution follow.
Personnel. The most critical limitation currently faced by the Air Force is a lack of trained
and experienced personnel. While the exodus of experienced aircrew and other personnel has
somewhat abated, losses continue and the cumulative effects of attrition over the past several
years has significantly impacted on the ability to generate Air Force capabilities. In addition to
personnel demands created by operations, the Air Force is prosecuting a number of critical
modernization programs (Cf-18 fighters, Cormorant Search and Rescue helicopters, Aurora
maritime patrol aircraft, Sea King maritime helicopter, Hercules transports, and others) and these
have necessitated reassigning experienced personnel from tactical units to headquarters to
perform important requirements and program management functions. Finally, the transition of
certain capabilities from purely ‘blue suit’ operations to variations of contracted support requires
retraining and relocating displaced aircrew and support personnel. This has also resulted in an
increased demand on the training system and the budget for moving people.
Increased recruiting is critical if personnel shortfalls are to be eliminated. However, absorption
of new personnel (particularly aircrew) into operational units also creates a demand for increased
activity (mainly the Yearly Flying Rate), and this will inhibit the ability to fully implement the
recomme ndations of the Air Force review of force structure and activity levels.
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Budgets. Analysis of the notional allocation provided in Defence Plan 2001 compared with
overall Air Force structure requirements indicates a shortfall of $ 25 million (Note: this is a
highly ‘scrubbed’ assessment. A further $50 million worth of requirements was identified by
wings and squadrons, that have not been included in this number). Of the $25 million shortfall,
$7.5 million can be mitigated through reduced activity levels that can be attributed to personnel
shortages or reduced equipment availability. The remaining $ 17.5 million shortfall, as noted
above, cannot be mitigated, unless military capabilities are further reduced or additional funds
are provided.
The Chief of the Air Staff intends to address the shortfall by over-programming in several areas
– something he has not had to do in the past, although the practice is used extensively in DND.
In the absence of extra funding, the over-programming number will represent a gap in force
generation activity and infrastructure support that will have to be mitigated locally at wing and
unit levels. Examples of negative effects anticipated are as follows:
•

Maritime surveillance capability on both coasts will fall below the 24/7, 14 day
surveillance commitment. There will be a shortage of trained crews. Neither coast will
have aircraft hours for application to patrols of the North, therefore not meeting the
requirements of Canadian Forces Northern Area. Additional hours would also be
required in order for the Air Force to meet Department of Fisheries and Oceans
High Seas Driftnet requirements on the west coast.

•

One wing will continue its Search and Rescue commitments, but one airlift daily line of
tasking will be lost. Overall support will be reduced and crews will not be able to meet all
operational training requirements.

A significant budgetary issue for the Air Force arises from the cost of aviation fuel. This problem
has been recognized within DND for the past two years. Most of the shortfall identified for
Fiscal Year 02/03 results from fuel costs that exceeded the budget intended for that purpose,
which remains based on Fiscal Year 99/00 prices.
National Procurement (NP). The current proposed NP apportionment for Fiscal Year 02/03 is
$ 602 million. This will generally suffice to meet Air Force commitments, but it will necessitate
a shift of funds from the capital program. In addition, Operation APOLLO expenses are not
included in the above NP allocation. Higher expenditures will be required to meet increased
activity rates and longer logistic support lines.
Conclusion. The Air Force will discharge all key Defence Plan responsibilities in Fiscal
Year 02/02. However, without additional resources, this will require the curtailment of
important force generation activities and reduced infrastructure support. The effects of
trade-offs will likely only be felt in the longer term; in lowered responsiveness, reduced
flexibility, infrastructure rust-out and degradations in human performance.
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The Reserves (Militia)
General. During a period when less funding, as a percentage of the national budget, was
committed to defence than at practically any other time in Canadian history, it is ironic that one
of the most cost effective assets available to defence planners was nearly destroyed. Yet this is
what occurred regarding the Militia following the Cold War. Neglected, under funded and not
even assigned specific missions and tasks, the Militia, or Army Reserve, struggled to maintain
units and personnel through years of indifference. Today, it is an under-valued asset that
nonetheless harbours the potential to meet a large share of Canada’s defence needs in the 21st
Century in a most cost effective manner.
The Militia consists of 133 units located in 125 Canadian communities. Its roles, outlined by the
Minister in his Policy Statement on Land Force Reserve Restructure of 6 October 2000, are to
provide the mobilization base upon which to expand the Army, to augment the Regular Force
and to connect Canadians with the Army. These roles were recently reviewed and re-stated by
the Army staff prior to the development of missions and tasks for units. At a strength of
approximately 15,000 today it represents a mere .0005% of the population of Canada. The
majority of the lowest ranks are students, both secondary and post-secondary, and they treat the
experience as a part-time job. These individuals have provided the bulk of individual overseas
augmentations to the Regular Army and have served with distinction. Many transfer to the
regular forces where they arrive having already served their apprenticeship, thereby reducing
regular training and attrition. Those who choose to remain in the reserves develop a tremendous
loyalty to their unit and to the institution and their part-time job becomes their avocation. In
recent years there has been a growing trend to ex-regulars rejoining the Militia from whence they
came, thus producing a leavening of experience not found since the retirement from the Militia
many years ago of World War Two veterans. Located across the country, populated by the young
and enthusiastic and led by the highly motivated and experienced, the potential for an expanded
Militia to make a significant contribution to Canada is enormous.
Militia Role. The most obvious contribution a larger Militia can make is to provide Canada
better defence and security. The concept of managed readiness, under which units are cycled
through states of readiness, from low to high and back to low, is part of the new strategy for the
Army. Using this concept and the long awaited Army mobilization study to guide planning, it
should now be possible to assign missions and tasks to all Army units, in logical sequence, to
ensure the forces required will be available at all four stages of mobilization. The first task of the
Militia should be to provide forces in Canada, leaving overseas deployments to higher readiness
units, usually regular units, but some of which could be reserve units raised to higher levels as
required. Homeland Defence is a concern for all Canadians; and Homeland Defence in the
context of the Defence of North America is of great concern to our ally, the United States. Given
the very limited size of the Regular Army field force, plus the fact that a large portion of it
is deployed abroad, where will Canada find the assets for this vital task? The Militia is the
only force at hand and it is ideally situated, right across the nation. Given the potential size
of the task however, and the assumption that augmentation of the Regular Force will
continue, it is obvious the Militia must expand.
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The Army has come to depend upon augmentation. Not only has the Militia provided on average
20% of the soldiers in the former Yugoslavia for many years (in the case of 2PPCLI at the battle
of the Medak pocket, the number of reservists in the rifle companies was close to 50%), but it
also provides, on an on-going basis, hundreds of personnel to staff regular force vacancies in
Canada. That Militia units can sustain this constant drain of trained and experienced personnel is
testament to their flexibility, initiative and resilience – all sterling military qualities. An
expanded Militia would allow even more augmentation, relieving the pressure of high
operational tempo on regular force individuals and freeing more regular units and personnel for
collective training.
Link to Canadians. The Militia is the Army’s link to Canadians. As the Regular Army
diminished in size and it has withdrawn to major bases usually located at a distance from urban
centres, the only contact many Canadians have had with the Army is through their local Militia.
Army leaders quite properly recognize that the long-term legitimacy of the Army depends upon
its ability to connect with Canadians, and that the Militia footprint across the nation offers the
means to do so. But there is a penalty for an extended posture; the economics that drove the
Regular Army to concentrate in a few large bases suggest that a Militia presence in 125
communities across this vast nation is not without cost. Since the Militia is the Army that
Canadians are most likely to rub shoulders with, the opportunity to present the best face must not
be lost. An expanded and adequately funded Militia would certainly allow a better face to be
presented than the pale and undernourished one seen today.
The Militia also makes a contribution to Canada beyond the purely military aspects discussed
above. It is one of Canada’s few truly national institutions and as such provides a valuable
national unity bonus, simply by bringing Canadians together in training to achieve common
goals. It provides an opportunity for new Canadians to participate in a federal programme and in
large urban areas Militia units are truly multi-cultural in makeup. Young Canadians receive life
skills, job readiness, teamwork and leadership training that schools and industry value, while
using the proceeds of part-time employment to subsidise their education. At-risk youth discover
an escape from poverty and conflict with the law. The social value of the Militia is considerable,
and recognized by national and community leaders.
Cost. Inevitably, however, the Militia debate comes to cost. In recent years, as the Canadian
Forces have come to rely more and more on reservists to fill out regular units, discourse has
centred on the cost of individual reservists compared to individual regulars performing a specific
task for a specific period of time. These comparisons do not produce startling differences. The
cost of pay may be slightly less for the reservist in some jobs (85% of regular pay), but it is
exactly the same on deployments. The cost of a course of training, of rations, quarters and
ammunition are the same, so that for a given augmentation there is little to differentiate between
the two. It is in the performance of its other roles that the cost effectiveness of the Militia
outstrips the only alternative - to perform these roles with full-time soldiers. If Canada could
afford to maintain 125 full-time soldiers in 125 communities, available immediately for
Homeland Defence, the result would be an excellent mobilization base; and one that would
connect the Army with Canadians. Given that 19,312 Regular Army Person Years will cost
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$833,000,000 in Fiscal Year 02/03, or $43,133 each for pay alone, the cost of another 15,500
would be considerable.
Over the same period (Fiscal Year 02/03) Militia pay is budgeted at $190,000,000 for 15,500
positions, or $12,258 each for pay alone. There are many other costs, of course, associated with
the maintenance of armies. Some are unique to full-time soldiers (dependents programmes),
some are unique to part-time soldiers (the cost of maintaining heritage buildings [armouries] in
many widely separated locations), and some are shared (such as the supply system).
Consequently, a comparison of all-up costs is instructive. According to information
provided to Reserves 2000 by the Army staff, each Regular Support Staff position is
charged to the Militia budget at the rate of $112,658 annually. On the same basis of
calculation, where 15,500 soldiers collectively cost $497 million, the cost of one Militia
position is $32, 064.
Defence planners should consider these cost advantages in the development of force structure,
but there is no evidence this has occurred in recent years. In fact, the genesis of a serious
breakdown in trust between the Army and reserve supporters was the attempt by the Army to
make percentage cuts to both regular and reserve components, without rational explanation.
There may now be some movement toward such rationalization. At the Command Consultative
Advisory Group meeting of 5 May 2002, it was announced that mobilization staff work has
determined that approximately 40,000 Militia soldiers are required at the end of Stage Two of the
four-stage mobilization scenario. This calculation does not include provision for Homeland
Defence.
Militia Plan. At the same Command Consultative Advisory Group meeting, Reserves 2000, and
with the Council of Honourary Colonels, outlined a plan to the Amy Commander to raise the
strength of the Militia to 45,000 over a five-year period commencing in 2003.
The plan calls for a net increase of 6,000 reservists per year for the five-year period. Each
year’s increase will cost approximately $100 million more per year, raising the amount
required for the Militia to slightly over $1 billion per year to maintain a strength of 45,000.
This compares to this year’s cost of $497 million for 15,500. The cost does not rise in parallel
with the strength increase due to economies of scale and the fact that the current infrastructure
was designed to support a much larger Militia than now exists. Most Armouries, for example,
were designed for six or more sub units per unit where only two or three may now parade. The
increased spending in the fifth year represents a 4% increase over the current defence
budget while providing almost as many soldiers as the effective strength of the whole
Canadian Forces today.
Can the reservists be attracted? – the answer is almost certainly to be, “yes.” Our closest allies
are well ahead of Canada in appealing to their own populations to perform similar service, and
this year many more recruits were turned away from Militia units than the Army could afford to
train.
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Enrolment and Training. Getting the expanded numbers through a complicated and
bureaucratized enrolment process, and providing training in the early years of the plan, will be
difficult. There are, however, innovative steps that could be taken to achieve the goals. The
current Canadian Forces’ enrolment process is one that is geared to signing relatively few
candidates for whom large sums will be invested in training. Such a system is suitable for a
career- oriented professional Army. Candidates for the Militia are different. Shorter and simpler
enrolment procedures are required and justified. Such procedures have been proposed by the
Chief of the Land Staff, but so far have not been approved by the centralized Canadian Forces
personnel system. Even if the candidates can be enrolled in a timely fashion, training capacity is
limited by a chronic shortage of junior leaders. Retired soldiers, civilian instructors and other
innovative measures could be utilized on a short-term basis, however, until a sufficient reservoir
of Militia leaders can be established.
Militia Equipment. There would be no sense in increasing the number of Militia soldiers if it
were not possible to provide adequate equipment, but an increase would not necessitate major
re-equipment programs. What would be required is more of the equipment already in the hands
of the Regular Army. Full-time and part-time soldiers could then train, in a similar fashion,
thereby reducing the time it takes to bring the part-time soldier up to full-time standards
Conclusion. Doing more with reservists offers defence planners certain flexibilities. With
sufficient lead-time any number of solutions to current manning shortfalls can be worked out. A
good example is the impending deployment to Bosnia of a full Militia rifle company; something
not even contemplated a few short years ago. Much planning and training, involving individual
schedules geared to the experience levels of all ranks was required. However, this is the essence
of managed readiness, a tool the Army has embraced, and for which the Militia is suited.
In recent years, despite great structural impediments, the Militia has provided Canada
with excellent value for the very small portion of the defence budget expended on it. In the
years ahead, it stands ready to provide more. The Government should direct the
Department of National Defence to produce a long-term vision and plan for the Militia to
carry a larger share of the burden of the defence role. The question is not why, but why
not.
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Logistics
General. Logistics is the science of planning and carrying out the movement and maintenance of
forces. It includes but is not limited to supply, transportation, financial services, food, postal,
maintenance and repair functions. Historically logistics has been a key factor in the success of
military operations. With today’s complex systems, limited budgets, and operations in remote
poorly developed parts of the world effective logistic support is more critical to the successful
conduct of military operations than ever.
Sustaining a force to the necessary level and duration of operations to achieve its assigned
objectives is the key objective of logistics. It requires having sufficient personnel, equipment and
stocks on hand and the ability to resupply and reinforce. This last requirement depends upon the
resilience of the logistic system, inter-operability of equipment and commonality of weapons and
ammunition.
Since Canada repatriated its NATO-assigned forces stationed in Germany six years ago, and
closed bases in Europe, the Canadian Forces have relied on Canada-based strategic deployment
and sustainment of forces engaged in operations all over the world (the Navy has always had this
problem of ‘strategic reach’). The operations have become more diverse and complex, ranging
from disaster or humanitarian assistance and peacekeeping to combat missions. These operations
tend to take place in austere theatres where alternative sources of support – i.e. host nation
support, allied support, or local procurement, are usually not available to any significant extent.
In this type of operation, the Canadian Forces need to enhance their deployable command and
control and logistics force structures, and take what they need to the theatre of operations – in
other words expeditionary force operations.
Today the Canadian Forces Logistics System cannot sustain the requirements of the 1994
Defence White Paper. A lack of personnel and equipment is at the root of this problem. The
present Canadian Forces’ structure, generally speaking, has the necessary national-level logistics
support infrastructure in place, and operational commands possess both formation and unit level
support units to sustain tactical support forces (although they are fading). What are currently
lacking are the crucial ‘in between’ deployable operational level support forces and
materiel. Today units deploying on operational missions must be augmented by reservists
and/or with people robbed from units with a lower priority mission. Combat service support
troops need to train and be employed as formed units as do other combat troops such as ships
crews or members of infantry battalions. But the overall shortage of personnel, and the disarray
of those who remain, precludes unit training and leads to increased stress as well as diminished
efficiency, effectiveness and morale. Evidence may be emerging that this employment practice
could be contributing to increased incidences of stress-related casualties among the combat
service support troops.
Delays in replacing fatigued, outdated equipment as well as the inability to maintain adequate
levels of spare parts has likewise reduced operational capabilities, and saddled the military with a
huge increase in maintenance costs. The supply system can rarely meet urgent demands, and
there is a shortage of maintenance personnel. The lack of spare parts not only leads to more
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down time for equipment but also to increased workloads on already heavily taxed maintenance
crews who are required to rob parts from one vehicle, aircraft, etc to get another one to a
serviceable state.
The Problems. There are two main reasons why the Canadian Forces Logistics System finds
itself in this unsatisfactory position:
•

The first is that a lack of money has precluded the stocking of a proper level of spare
parts, and the timely replacement of equipment and other aspects of combat service
support.

•

Of greater long term concern is that the shortage of funds has led to the progressive
replacement of military logistics units, facilities and, most importantly, highly trained
uniformed logistics personnel by the application of the concepts of Alternative Service
Delivery (ASD) and Direct Contractor Support (DCS). A number of these programs will
be discussed below.

The Assistant Deputy Minister (Materiel) is responsible for ensuring effective material
acquisition for and logistics support to the Department of National Defence and the Canadian
Forces. This involves a major role in the planning and implementation of the Long Term Capital
Equipment Plan and in logistics planning and operations in general. With ever-increasing
demands being placed on the Department of National Defence resources, especially in the area of
support functions, the need to meet future requirements has come to the forefront. As noted
above, the logistics system currently lacks the resources to sustain the requirements of the 1994
Defence White Paper. Consequently, it has become necessary to look at alternative options in
providing support. The Balkans Theatre Rationalization Project and Canadian Contractor
Augmentation Program are two options involving civilian contractors being implemented by
the Canadian Forces to ensure adequate logistic support to deployed operations.
The Balkans Rationalization Project was initiated in the fall of 1999 to relieve the effects of a
severe operational tempo on the most heavily tasked support personnel. The aim of augmenting,
or replacing, Combat Service Support troops with contracted civilian personnel was to reduce
the over-tasking that produced high stress among the former. As a result, there has been a
reduction of 50 per cent in the number of military support people required for Balkan
rotations. This contract procedure represents a significant change to the normal way of doing
business in the armed forces, and both the support organizations and the prime contractor are
learning as their relationship progresses. There is also a requirement for the units being
supported to adapt to the new situation. There is concern as to how long the contractor can
sustain his workforce in-theatre. The contractor relies heavily on hiring retired military
officers and Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs). Contracts such as this may adversely
affect the retention of qualified and experienced officers and NCOs in the Canadian Forces
if companies are able to offer lucrative contracts.
Canadian Contractor Augmentation Program (CANCAP). The Military Occupation
Specialty review and the National Military Support Capability study highlighted Canadian
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Forces’ shortfalls in support readiness and sustainability. The latter project identified the need for
a generic pre-planned contractor support arrangement for deployed operations. CANCAP has
been initiated to create an ‘in place’ standing contractor capability that can be ‘called up’ when
and where needed by the Canadian Forces to support future operations. It is designed for mature,
stable and secure environments (low level peacekeeping) rather than a high-risk environment
(combat operations), which would continue to require a dedicated military capability. The intent
of CANCAP is to provide the Canadian Forces with additional operational flexibility through
enhanced support capacity. It will free up military personnel for employment where their military
skills are most needed and allow more concentration on the preservation of support-to-war
fighting skills in the support forces. CANCAP is not Alternate Service Delivery (ASD) but rather
an augmentation project to free up military resources. As with the Balkans Rationalization
Project, CANCAP does nothing to address the severe shortage of personnel in the combat
support occupations.
Alternate Service Delivery (ASD). ASD is the process of ‘out-sourcing’ the tasks deemed not
to be core or essential to the conduct of operations. It is a government-wide program that has not
produced the savings originally forecasted. That is partially because budget cutbacks reduced
expenditures after the mid 1990s, but also because some contracts were ill-advised or poorly
drafted. The Department of National Defence is still actively engaged in the program, with
projects such as the Supply Chain Project. The aim of the latter is to out-source the warehousing,
distribution, receipt and issue, and inventory management for bases, depots and units. It is
forecasted that, when implemented, The Supply Chain will save the Canadian Forces $70 million
per year. The project schedule is slipping and there may not be sufficient will to proceed to
implementation due to procedure improvements, staff reductions, reorganization and so on. If
the project does proceed, it is not clear if the Department of National Defence will realize the
originally forecasted annual savings of $70 million. The ASD policy is imposed on all
government departments, without taking into consideration that the Department of
National Defence and the Canadian Forces are different from the norm. Notwithstanding
the growing reliance on the commercial sector, the Canadian Forces must ensure that core
logistics capabilities, particularly combat service support capability, are maintained in the
military force structure.
One consideration often overlooked by ASD proponents is the employment flexibility of the
uniformed logistics soldier. The situation at Canadian Forces Support Unit (Chilliwack) is
instructive. Currently, this unit provides logistics support to most non-navy units in British
Columbia. In addition the military personnel have a myriad of secondary duties related to
non-logistics support of cadets, militia units, training ranges and areas, investigations,
command inspections, and supervision. An ASD replacement person is very unlikely to
volunteer or be qualified for all the secondary responsibilities undertaken by CFSU
(Chilliwack) personnel.
Project Management. There is a growing concern in the project management community that it
may not have the number of persons or the skills and experience levels necessary to effectively
manage projects of the size and complexity of many Department of National Defence projects.
The Assistant Deputy Minister (Materiel), in his Level 1 Business Plan, states: “to effectively
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deliver the Long Term Capital Plan (Equipment) and the National Procurement Program
today, the Materiel group needs more people, and better trained people”. His first two
priorities for increased funding are related to staff increases and training.
Joint Logistics Support and Overseas Operations. Canada’s military future includes a
deployable joint logistics support capability, underpinned with both contractor support and
multinational logistics co-operation. The Joint Support Group, now being created to plan and coordinate all logistic aspects of future single or joint service missions, will go a long way to
ensuring support to the fighting troops. But this is contingent upon adequate personnel and
materiel resources being made available; and today they are not available except by taking
them away from other critical functions – most of which are also necessary to support the
fighting troops.
The full Joint Support Group military capability must initially be available to establish the
mission and provide support until the theatre is stable. It is only then that the CANCAP
contractor will be available to free up military personnel. CANCAP can only be effective if it
represents a significant force multiplier rather than a replacement capability. Military staff
must always remain available to return to the theatre if the security risk dictates. There
will be missions where the option to employ contractors will not be available. This solution
still does not ensure the logistics support required to meet the 21 day and 90 day readiness
boundaries, for the Vanguard and Main Contingency Force, respectively, (as called for in
the 1994 White Paper) will be available.
Critical Deficiencies. As already noted, the Canadian Forces’ capability to generate, deploy
and sustain Combat Support and Combat Service Support for contingency operations is
critically deficient. This deficiency has been magnified by the recent high operational tempo
that has imposed considerable strain on the Canadian Forces’ capacity to sustain forces on
deployed missions. To help improve the situation the Canadian Forces have developed a support
vision calling for the creation of a deployable Canadian Joint Support Group designed to
function at the Main Contingency Force level, and capable of supporting either a single service
or joint forces comprising maritime, land and air components. The Canadian Forces Joint
Support Group is scheduled to have initial operating capability by 2003. However, this concept
has a serious flaw in that it robs logistic support from the operational environments.
Without their own tactical and operational logics, the environments would be unable to
train and generate combat capable forces.
Future Plans. The Canadian Forces’ future support vision for deployed operations is based on
the operation of a single, integrated, national Line Of Communication from Canada to the theatre
of operations. A Joint Task Force Support Group would be deployed into the theatre of
operations to provide composite theatre support to the combat components within either a joint
(multi-service) or a combined (multi-national) framework. Once the theatre is stable it is
anticipated that CANCAP would then be initiated. It may not produce financial savings but it
would produce benefits in operational flexibility and relieve the pressure on support
personnel. The lack of service support resources for operations and force generation still
remains at the heart of the problem. Once again, the new integrated and joint headquarters
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and agencies will take personnel in support trades away from other units, especially those
closer to the combat theatre – a classic case of ‘robbing Peter to pay Paul.’
Overseas expeditionary operations call for deploying forces long distances and providing
sustainment in austere theatres far from either national or NATO logistics infrastructure. The
Canadian Forces have a requirement for strategic air and sea lift not only to get the troops to the
theatre of operations, but also to ensure proper sustainment. Currently, the Canadian Forces rely
on a combination of civilian contracts and assistance from allies. There are two significant
problems arising from this arrangement, namely timing and security. Both of these issues were
present in the deployment of the Canadian contingent to Afghanistan. Conditions at the airport in
Afghanistan were not secure enough to permit civilian aircraft to land, thus forcing Canada to
ask for United States assistance. Due to heavy tasking of US resources, Canada was forced to
delay its deployment into theatre. Deployment and sustainment are not the only concerns.
The lack of timely civilian or allied resources can put Canadian lives at risk should the
security situation change and Canada decide to withdraw from the theatre of operations.
To ensure the Canadian Forces can respond in a timely fashion to government direction, and/or
extract personnel when the security situation deteriorates, it is critical that the necessary strategic
movement resources be available. One solution to this new capability requirement is for the
Navy to replace its two 30-year-old replenishment ships with four afloat logistics roll on/roll off
ships. The Air Force also requires a true strategic lift capability if it is to deploy military forces
and their equipment abroad and respond to domestic disasters and humanitarian crises. To deploy
outsize cargo, the Air Force has identified the need for eight strategic heavy lift aircraft.
Budgetary shortfalls and a demanding range of operational activities has forced the
Canadian Forces to live beyond their means in resource terms. They cannot continue to
operate at the current level of activity within the bounds of current financial resources. The high
rate of personnel tempo currently being experienced by the Canadian Forces places heavy stress
on people. This severely strains the logistical system not only to support deployed
operations but also domestic tasks. The practice of contracting-out is not producing the
financial savings originally forecasted and may be contributing to early release dates for a
number of qualified military staff; thus complicating an already serious staffing problem.
The Capital Program. The document Strategy 2020 calls for an increased investment in the
Capital Program to not less than 23% of the DND budget in order to maintain and sustain a
modern force structure. But this target has not been reached. Currently, only some18% is spent
on Capital, and predictions are that might now be reduced to 15%. Many of the systems in the
Canadian Forces today have reached the point where technological advances, interoperability
requirements, and the expense associated with overhaul and maintenance demand replacement.
The Sea King helicopter, with its requirement for 30 hours of maintenance for every flying hour,
is just such an example.
As pointed out above, an increase in funding for the Capital Equipment Program alone is not the
solution. Corresponding adjustments must be made to the National Procurement program to
permit the hiring and training of proper personnel to staff capital equipment project offices.
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Bringing capital equipment projects on line and meeting the Assistant Deputy Minister
(Materiel)’s objective of a reduction of 30% in acquisition cycle time will require increase
personnel resources.
The increased operational tempo highlights the stress being placed on combat service support
personnel. CANCAP has been designed to help relieve the pressure on over taxed personnel
in theatre. It does not address the fundamental problem of a shortage of military personnel.
The Canadian government continues to commit the Canadian Forces to overseas
expeditionary operations without allocating sufficient funds for personnel, training and
material. As a result, the 1994 Defence White paper cannot be sustained. A defence review
is required to identify the mission and funding requirement for the Canadian Forces in the
new security environment post September 2001.
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PART IV
CANADA – UNITED STATES RELATIONS
Among other evils which being unarmed brings you,
it causes you to be despised.
Niccolo Machiavelli

Overview
The Canada – United States relationship is unique in its complexity and scope. The two nations
share an extensive web of ties in areas ranging from free trade to defence and the environment.
They also enjoy a similarity of interest in economic, foreign policy, and national security
matters. Recently Canada and the US have worked closely to resolve a number of issues
including NATO enlargement, security in the Balkans, bilateral trade practices, and a broad
range of measures to counter terrorism since September 2001. Although differences do exist in a
number of areas, the two nations share the same broad objective of increasing democratization
and advancing human rights. Canadians perceive, however, that their national sovereignty is
more at risk in relations with the US than in any other realm.
Trade. Canadian trading relations with the US are the most significant in the world. They
account for more than one billion dollars per day in two-way trade. Some 87% of Canadian
exports go to the US while 25% of US exports come to Canada; the latter representing 70% of all
Canada’s imports. These numbers depict the enormity of the Canada / US trading relationship
and economic linkage. With implementation of NAFTA, Canada has become increasingly
dependent on exports to the US to maintain its national prosperity and well-being.
Defence Framework. Canadian defence arrangements with the US are more extensive than those
between any other two countries. The Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD) provides senior
policy-level consultation on bilateral defence matters. Over 80 treaty-level defence agreements
and over 250 memoranda of understanding – ranging from Canada/US (CANUS) defence plans
to mutual weapon test facilities – give guidance for the management of these matters.
Operational coordination is achieved through the Military Coordination Committee which is
staffed by military members of both nations and whose functions are exercised and carried out in
roughly 145 bilateral fora.
NORAD. While all land, sea, and air forces maintain close links with US military doctrine and
procedures, the cornerstone of the formal bilateral relationship has been in aerospace. Since
1958, Canadian and US forces have cooperated on continental aerospace defence through the
North American Aerospace Defence Command (NORAD). This unique partnership began as a
sensible solution to the challenges of continental air (later, aerospace) defence during the Cold
War. The method chosen was to share overall responsibilities for continental aerospace defence
and to jointly manage a command and control structure to oversee the binational mission on a
continuous, moment-to-moment basis.
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Each nation assigned the resources and forces that, in periodic review, each deemed appropriate
to meet the aerospace threat to the continent. In the early years the threat was from manned
bombers; later, ballistic missiles and cruise missiles were added; now terrorists using highjacked
airliners are on the menu of continental security concerns. Over the years, the growth of the
ballistic missile arsenal of the former Soviet Union, and the growing use of space by numerous
nations for commercial and military applications, raised the importance of the space component
of the command’s aero space mission. For the most part the space surveillance equipment (of
space and from space) and operating costs have been borne entirely by the US, with only modest
numbers of Canadian personnel employed. Overall, the cost-sharing split for the entire NORAD
mission has been funded at roughly 90% by the US, 10% by Canada.
New Threats. In the main, NORAD’s focus has been on threats that were expected to originate
outside the North American perimeter. Now, in the wake of September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks,
while it continues the aerospace surveillance and warning mission, NORAD has broadened its air
sovereignty and air control mission to cover not just external threats but also internal ones, in
support of the respective domestic air traffic authorities of each country.
NORTHCOM. (Chart 3) As a direct consequence of the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001, the US has created a new national Unified Command called Northern Command
(NORTHCOM), which will commence operations on October 1, 2002. US NORTHCOM is
assigned responsibility for homeland security to include aerospace, land and sea elements as well
as a wide cross-section of US civil support functions. In fact, the principal mission of
NORTHCOM, as stated by the US Secretary of Defense, is to support civilian agencies in
emergencies. The US Commander NORTHCOM will wear a second hat: he will also be
Commander-in-Chief NORAD, the binational Canada/US command.
The US government aim in establishing this structure is to consolidate, in one command,
responsibility for military assistance to US civilian agencies, and to defend the United States.
Commander NORTHCOM will also be responsible for coordination of and cooperation in
military operations with Canada and Mexico. Geographical responsibilities include the
continental US, Alaska, Canada, Mexico, and a 500 nautical mile air and maritime zone around
these land areas.
Unified Command Plan (UCP) Purpose. Any change to the UCP is solely a US process and
follows a review that normally takes place every two years, or as required. The Plan has evolved
over the years, from a beginning at the end of WW II. The change to be implemented October 1
is an attempt to improve both US Department of Defense domestic support at home, and
international military coordination and cooperation in the face of new terrorist threats.
Canada’s Reaction. This UCP change, which does have potential implications for existing
security agreements, has rekindled fears among Canadian nationalists that once again Canadian
sovereignty is at risk. Misleading and exaggerated commentaries in the press and
(surprisingly) from academia, motivated either by ignorance or by a desire to create
apprehension for reasons other than security, have contained significant misinformation about
NORTHCOM and its implications for Canada. Among the fallacies are: first, that the US will
38

assume the defence of Canada, or the Canadian Forces will be under permanent US-led
integrated command; second, NORTHCOM signals integration of the two armed forces; third,
that the UCP change will reshape fundamental aspects of Canadian sovereignty and foreign
policy; fourth, Canada will turn its back on international commitments and concentrate on
defence matters only with the US; and fifth, that Canada must now sign up to Ballistic Missile
Defence.
All these propositions are untrue, but commentaries built around them have surprising resonance
with some Canadians whose attitudes have been molded by cynicism about any US foreign or
defence policy change or initiative, whether it involves Canada or not. But the facts are that
Canada’s cooperation on continental security is not an abrogation of sovereignty but,
rather, an exercise of sovereignty – a point recently affirmed by the Deputy Prime Minister,
John Manley. Having a forum to discuss options and to recommend the scope, means, and
structure of any future cooperative undertaking is the only way at the moment to preserve
Canada’s sovereignty and to provide adequate and shared continental security. Fortunately there
do exist mechanisms for exploring such options, and there is a reference point for workable
cooperation – the NORAD Agreement.
Canadian nationalists are not, however, dissuaded and have a menu of allegations (most bereft of
merit) as to why NORAD is not an equal partnership. They are correct in one aspect of
disproportionate measure – the funding arrangements – but acknowledgment of the 90% share
paid by the US would not fit their wider purposes. In every other respect NORAD is a full
partnership in aerospace defence to which Canadian views receive equal weight, and from
which Canada derives enormous security benefits. NORAD offers a joint consultation
forum, a regional structure built on sovereign boundaries, limited assignment of standing
forces, and national approval of actions on a case-by-case basis. Both countries’ interests are
served, as sovereign nations, by continuing to share the defence of the continent.
Genuine Concern. The focus on NORTHCOM as a cause of diminished Canadian sovereignty
has completely over-shadowed a genuine concern about Canada’s partnership in continental
security, but one that, sooner or later, could have much wider international security
consequences. The problem lies in failing to recognize the burgeoning importance of space in
both civil and military affairs, and reluctance in Canada to face up to that reality. While
NORTHCOM has been the brunt of misinformed emphasis, the real issue for Canada, arising
from the Unified Command Plan change, is the merger of US Space Command with Strategic
Command.
Whereas Canadian Forces members have in the past been employed in space operations and
planning functions of US Space Command, they have now been displaced from those jobs, even
in advance of the 1 October stand-up date, a consequence of Canada sitting on the fence as big
issues pass by. Removal of Canadian Forces members, some of whom were employed in spacerelated parts of the NORAD warning and surveillance mission, could be a prelude to additional
exclusions of Canadians from key responsibilities in the partnership, areas of employment, or
space-relevant technologies, all implications of cascading events that are part and parcel of
the urgent need for a full defence policy review in Canada. These events in progress could
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negatively impact the NORAD mission by relegating the command to solely air sovereignty / air
defence, and to Canada being excluded from other core components of a future defence posture.
Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD). The issues above are entwined in Canada’s refusal to address
by defence policy review the full implications of changing US security strategy and doctrine,
changes that inevitably will affect Canada’s interests at home and internationally: the end
of the Cold War; US concern about proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and
their delivery means; and, the US national trauma caused by September 11 terrorist attacks. A
major related issue is that of BMD. The US has made clear that command and control of BMD
systems is not part of the current revision to the Unified Command Plan, nor has the US
decided which Unified Commander will eventually be responsible for missile defence. The
intention in the US is clear however – BMD will be part of future US national security and
defence arrangements.
Future Strategic Defence. There is now intimate commonality of function, purpose, and
doctrine within the continental strategic defence mission area, whether one is referring to
defence against air-breathing threats or defence against ballistic threats. Logic would call
for shared use of existing and future surveillance and warning sensors, available command and
control infrastructure, communications, computers, and intelligence fusion facilities – all of
which currently reside inside the NORAD / US Space Command Cheyenne Mountain
Complex, home of the binational command. While the US forges ahead with development and
testing of BMD systems, the issue has yet to be debated in Canada. Nevertheless, the
predominate theme from official Ottawa is a negative one towards missile defence capability –
an attitude stuck in Cold War thinking and obsolete doctrine. Meanwhile, Canadian Forces
members serve abroad where shorter-range ballistic missiles proliferate and where the trend is to
ever-longer delivery ranges. In due course, North America will be threatened. Diverging views
on these issues are detrimental to future Canadian security arrangements.
It is therefore worthy of note that positive aspects of the Canada – United States relationship are
often offset by disagreements, such as differences in approaches to international security,
including Canada’s recent pre-occupation with human security and soft power. Specific points of
contention include pre-emptive action against Iraq, relations with Cuba, NATO nuclear policy,
the International Criminal Court (ICC), the landmines treaty, and international control of small
arms. As well, significant disputes persist over trade related items, such as softwood lumber and
subsidies paid to agriculture and steel industries.
However, in the post-September 2001 environment, defence issues and anti-terrorism
measures have moved to centre stage. In this respect, a growing number of influential
Americans have joined with Canada’s major allies in NATO to be strongly critical of the
sharp reduction of Canadian military capabilities and contributions over the past decade.
The American Ambassador to Canada has publicly criticized the unsatisfactory state of
Canada’s defence establishment a number of times since his arrival early in 2002. His
words were underscored recently by several examples of Canadian defence weakness:
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•

Withdrawal of the Canadian infantry battalion group from Afghanistan after only six
months, and before the war is over;

•

A pathetically small sovereignty exercise in the vast Canadian Arctic, comprising two
small naval vessels, 150 military personnel (including the crews on the ships), and one
overflight by a maritime patrol aircraft.

An important question is the degree to which the American perception of the Canadian
‘free ride’ in defence effort will negatively influence the economic and trade relations
which are so vital to Canadian prosperity and well-being.
The American Outlook on Canadian Contributions to Defence
In the last week of July 2002, a broad cross-section of officials and defence experts in
Washington was questioned by The Conference of Defence Associations on the state of CanadaUS relations, against the background of the war on terrorism, and Canadian contributions to it.
The following paragraphs record a sample of American distress and frustration over Canadian
defence weakness, and its apparent reluctance to resolve that weakness.
In general, it was found that relations might best be described as strained. It is significant
that all sources agreed that Canadian contributions to continental and international
collective defence were below what would be expected from a leading industrial nation of
the G-8 group, and a nation which has the second largest land mass in the world, and the
longest coast line. All sources expressed their concern over the decline of the Canadian
Forces in the past decade.
For the US, the question is how do you deal with a friendly country that does not have effective
defence capabilities – especially if that weakness will impinge on US security interests? There is
frustration in the US over Canadian reluctance to resolve that weakness.
Canadians should be concerned over how security issues negatively impact on Canada – US
trade relations. The US perceives that Canada does not recognize the security problem, let alone
assign resources to resolve it. The US bases trade policies on “balance.” Hence, greater effort in
defence would be seen as a Canadian concession that could assure its sovereignty and resolve
some of the current trade problems.
The ultimate arbiter of trade issues, including disputes, is the White House. A poor Canadian
defence effort could be a negative influence in that realm. American Ambassador to Canada,
Paul Celluci, has done much through his public statements to advance the US position that
Canada increase defence spending. Neither the President, nor the Secretary of State, has denied
or qualified his statements, and this is significant.
Initial Canadian contributions to Homeland Security and operations in Afghanistan were useful
and appreciated by the US. However, the fact they could not be sustained beyond six months
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undermines much of the good will. The US also knows that these early contributions were a
“façade,” designed to mask general Canadian military weakness.
North American continental security embraces many non-military functions such as immigration
policy, port and border security, etc, and the US perception is that Canada is not really
addressing all these functions satisfactorily. Most members of the US Congress believe that
Canada is a haven for terrorists.
There is considerable ill-will towards Canada in the US, resulting from anti- American
statements by senior Canadian politicians and government officials. This helps to shape a poor
view of Canada in the eyes of the Bush administration. There is real animosity between
political Washington and political Ottawa.
The US can easily afford to provide equipment, materiel and personnel in Afghanistan (and in
continental defence, including non-military entities such as joint border patrols and port security)
to cover Canadian shortfalls. What they find objectionable is the perception of ‘freeloading’ as a
national policy – reinforced by statements of the Prime Minister and other important
commentators.
As well as eroding sovereignty, defence freeloading has an impact on national influence
internationally. Because of its weak defence efforts, Canada no longer has a seat at many tables.
It is now often in the third rank of ‘note takers.’ In the US and elsewhere the generation that
remembers outstanding Canadian contributions to victory in World War II and Korea is gone.
The current generation of leaders in the US perceives Canada as a militarily weak socialist nation
of little importance.
The US is pressing all its NATO allies to increase defence spending and to ‘transform’ their
armed forces to meet the challenges of new threats and advances in technology. The US
Department of Defense in its annual Report on Allied Defense Effort analyzes defence
contributions of its partners. Canada does not emerge well from this analysis. Moreover, as a
result of its huge size and other geographic circumstances, Canada is different from the
Europeans and needs significant armed forces which cover a broad spectrum of military
capabilities.
Within NATO, the US will urge smaller nations to develop ‘niche’ capabilities, but this must not
be used as a cop-out to defend lower defence spending. Canada is seen as a nation that would
like to take this route. These issues will be addressed at NATO meetings in the fall of 2002.
Current Canada – United States negotiations regarding NORAD, Northern Command, and
CANUS Operations Plans are all taking place below the coverage of Canadian public radar. This
is because Canadian politicians do not want to become involved for fear of stirring public
controversy. This was confirmed by a serving Canadian diplomat who worried that this process
corrodes Canadian sovereignty by default.
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It may be a slow process, but lack of credibility grows. The March 2002, Canadian newspaper
headline, “PM says no more money for defence,” is the worst type of negative propaganda which
undermines the credibility of Canada in the US.
If the US has evidence that Canada is not achieving a satisfactory level of effectiveness in
continental anti-terrorism measures, it will act itself unilaterally. This would be a worst case
scenario for Canada in terms of potential damage through border restrictions to its crucial trade
relations.
Some Canadian politicians do not understand that lack of Canadian military capabilities impedes
the application of soft power – which requires a firm framework that only military power can
provide. They are mortgaging the future of Canada for the benefit of domestic politics.
It is perceived in the US that the Canadian Forces are probably past the point of no return in
terms of recovery to effectiveness. In the United States, citizens understand that security is the
number one priority of government; in Canada they do not. In addition, Canadians are searching
for ways to strengthen their national identity This could be developed partially within the context
of capable armed forces. Instead, Canadians will not acknowledge the danger to their sovereignty
of contracting-out their defence to the US.
Eyebrows were raised in the US when Canada decided to withdraw from Afghanistan after only
six months, and before the war was over. Canada needs a thorough review of defence policy and
proper funding of its defence establishment. The US knows where it is going in terms of armed
forces’ capabilities; Canada does not.
It is likely that the only way that the Government of Canada could be convinced to increase
defence spending would be if a major national embarrassment were to occur because of weak
Canadian Forces. In the present situation, this is highly possible – either at home or overseas.
Canada is delaying approval of a bi-lateral threat assessment of North America. The only
possible explanation for this is that it would usher in a requirement for an increase in defence
spending.
The United States, the United Kingdom and Australia are all reviewing their defence policy, and
joining France and Spain in raising defence spending. Canada is limiting itself to a short term
defence update with the expectation that no additional funds will be provided for defence.
Overall, as a result of Canadian defence weakness and intemperate statements by important
people, the US view of Canada is moving from ‘benign neglect’ to ‘emerging hostility.’
Summary
It is evident that Canada – United States relations are, from the American perspective, in need of
review and repair. Within a well defined framework, such as that which already exists in
NAFTA, NORAD, and the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, Canada should be able to
increase its contributions to continental and overseas defence without raising concerns over loss
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of sovereignty. Ironically, if Canada does not contribute more money and resources to defence, it
will lose sovereignty by default, as the Americans undertake to do the job for us.
Australia is embarking on the production of new white papers on foreign and defence policy.
Their last versions were released in 1997, while Canada’s were published in 1995.and 1994
respectively. Unlike Canada, there is no doubt in Australian minds that new security factors
require a review of these policies.
It is also significant that the Australian government intends to identify the United States as
Australia’s most vital partner in international relations. In response to strong criticism over this
move – too close to the Americans at the expense of other Asian players, senior Australian
sources insist the new assessment simply reflects the reality of America as the pre-eminent
global power, and does not eliminate other nations from the equation.
Canada would do well to consider this reality in its own case.
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PART V
DEFENCE POLICY UPDATE AND DEFENCE POLICY REVIEW
Defence Policy Update
In early 2001 officials at the Privy Council Office, Treasury Board, and the Department of
Finance, together with those in the Department of National Defence and other interested
departments, started work on a Defence Program Update. Its focus was upon the funds that had
not been allocated to the Department of National Defence in the federal budget of 2000.
In February 2002 the Minister of National Defence announced that a full defence policy review
would be undertaken in conjunction with the Department of Foreign Affairs and International
Trade. Since then, no formal government statement has been made on the matter. Instead, the
program upgrade process has been re-designated as a Defence Policy Update. In July 2002 the
Minister of National Defence made a formal announcement on the matter, and stated that ‘public
consultations’ would be part of the process.
Subsequently, a number of meetings were scheduled, involving the Minister, and defence experts
and stakeholders. In addition,a list of key issues was placed on the Department of National
Defence internet website, and the public was invited to submit its views and recommendations
on a range of topics. Unfortunately, indications are that the likely outcome of this Defence
Update exercise will be a reduction in military capabilities. In other words, options that involve
additions to the current budget would appear to be unacceptable.
If all of this comes to pass, Canada will have relegated its armed forces to relative impotence,
and will face:
•

The possibility of major deterioration of the national economy as pressure mounts on the
fragile components of cumulative debt, weak currency and exports concentrated almost
solely on the US;

•

A loss of national sovereignty and international influence.

•

A wide variety of threats at home and abroad (from terrorism to instability to armed
aggression), without adequate means to protect itself alone or through meaningful
contributions to alliances;

The following quotation from an article by Peter C. Newman in Maclean’s Magazine, August
26, 2002, is an accurate summary of the situation:
But it has also proved that the Chretien government’s neglect of defence issues has
amounted to a perhaps unintended policy of unilateral disarmament. Over the past
decade, our military contribution to the defence of freedom abroad and security at home
has become marginal at best, and useless at worst.
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Militarily, Canada is at a crossroads. International terrorism recognizes no exemptions or
boundaries. We’re on their list. We have only two choices – and very little time to decide
which option to follow.
The path of least resistance would be to formally turn over the defence of Canada to the
United States. In other words, admit that in the currently fluid and bellicose climate we
can not preserve any meaningful military autonomy and that we simply become an
American dependency. A Hawaii with polar bears.
The 2002 Defence Update is no more than a stop-gap measure, and an inadequate one at
that. Ill-informed decisions taken today will seriously constrain the capacity of future
Canadian governments to exercise sovereignty through independent action, and to
contribute meaningfully to alliances beneficial to its own interests.

Defence Policy Review
Because of the range of changes in security affairs that have occurred over the last decade,
Defence White Paper 1994 is badly out of date – notwithstanding that its basic strategic
priorities (homeland, continental, and international defence) remain valid. The first step on the
road to recovery for Canada’s defence establishment would be an immediate allocation of $ 1.5
billion to the budget base of the Department of National Defence. This would stabilize the
current decline of the Canadian Forces. It would then be necessary for the Government to
embark upon a full defence policy review – with input from all interested government
departments, from experts in the field, and from the public at large.
Canada will therefore wish to exercise its sovereignty in deciding how to respond to each
crisis – and that will require the maintenance of credible armed forces.
Leading the factors of change are the challenges of asymmetric threats (with terrorism in the
vanguard), and high technology. As stated at the beginning of this study, no developed nation
can afford to focus merely on the ‘threat of the moment’—today terrorism, tomorrow, something
else. There is in fact a spectrum of threats (Chart 1) ranging from conventional military
operations in war to a variety of peace support operations. To maintain the domestic and
international stability that is necessary for Canada to prosper, the country must be able to field
armed forces that could make credible contributions to collective defence arrangements across
that spectrum.
Canada’s major allies including the United States, the United Kingdom, France and
Australia, have recognized the new realities. They have either extensively updated their
defence policy, or undertaken a full range of new studies, leading to new white papers.
Equally important, they are increasing their level of defence spending.
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PART VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusion
A Defence Update is not adequate for the approaching governance, technology and security
challenges that this decade is likely to witness. It simply cannot replace the requirement for a
deliberate, fundamental defence policy review to be undertaken. (A sample of the new strategic
determinants is provided at Annex B).
Contributing to that conclusion are the combined factors of time, passivity and existing military
capabilities. A decision to deny additional funding for defence would impact on ability to
demonstrate sovereignty over the Arctic, and deploy overseas combat-capable armed forces. –
If the decline of the Canadian Forces is not halted and reversed, the United States will step in to
fill the void at home and overseas. The consequences on Canada’s sovereignty, prosperity and
well-being could be enormous.
Recommendations
It is therefore recommended that the Government of Canada:
•

Revisit its decision to continue with the obsolescent 1994 Defence White Paper
which was never adequately funded to meet its stated policy goals and has led to
deteriorating Canadian Forces’ capabilities;

•

Make use of the current Defence Update process to support the need for emergency
funding to stave off further deterioration of the Canadian Force’s capabilities. The
money should be allocated in the next Federal Budget, be no less than $ 1.5 billion
for the current fiscal year, and should be applied to the budget base;

•

As part of the Defence Update, provide a clear military capabilities analysis that
would include a statement on the increased risk resulting from any proposed
reduction of Canadian Forces’ capabilities;

•

Upon completion of the Defence Update, undertake a comprehensive foreign and
defence policy review with appropriately broad parliamentary and public input;

•

Produce a new Defence White Paper before the end of 2003.

A list of similar recommendations from other sources is provided at Annex C.
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ANNEX A
ANALYSIS OF FEDERAL BUDGET 2001
Budget Data
In raw terms the budget allocated an additional $1.2 billion to the Department of National
Defence and its agencies over the five year period starting in Fiscal Year (FY) 2001/2002
to FY 2006/2007.
Over a five year (plus current year) horizon (FY 01/02 to FY 06/07), amounts from the
above total are assigned as follows:
x Expanded anti-terror capacity
x Nuclear, Biological, Chemical (NBC) threats
x Contingency

$119 million
513 million
100 million

The balance is assigned over a two year (including current year) horizon as follows:
x Supporting Canada’s military

$510 million
Total

$ 1.2 billion

The budget document also included $ 396 million for “Emergency Preparedness.” In fact,
this amount will be assigned to and dispersed by other departments and agencies, and is
not included in this analysis. Much the same applies to the $513 million for NBC threats,
although some of it will remain in the defence department.
Comment
The additional funding for defence is useful, but only $510 million is available for
application to conventional military capabilities and the roles assigned to the Canadian
Forces in the 1994 White Paper on Defence, as well as the specific defence commitments
assigned by the government. Moreover, the $510 million is specifically assigned as
follows, and therefore is not available to address the long list of shortfalls in operational
readiness of the Canadian Forces:
x Operation APOLLO (anti-terror coalition operations)
x Capital purchases

$210 million
300 million

The funds for Operation APOLLO have already been spent, and will not contribute to
arresting the decline of operational readiness in the Canadian Forces as a whole.
The $300 million for Capital purchases will be applied mainly to payments for projects
already underway; for example, the ‘lease to purchase payments for the new fleet of
VICTORIA class submarines.
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The “expanded anti-terrorist capacity” noted above refers to raising the strength of Joint
Task Force 2 (a Special Forces unit), as well as providing it with appropriate equipment.
Funding this new and specific capability will not alleviate the general malaise of the
Canadian Forces and, in terms of the additional manpower requirement, will impose more
strains on an organization already pushed to the breaking point.
On December 7, 2001, the Auditor-General of Canada tabled her Annual Report. It
verified and supported the findings of reports on the state of the Canadian Forces issued
by credible defence analysis agencies, including the Conference of Defence Associations,
and two House of Commons committees (Finance and Defence), since June 2001. These
were followed in 2002 by a further House of Commons committee report (Defence), a
Senate Defence Committee report, and two more defence analysis organizations.
In particular, the Auditor-General’s report noted that there was an ongoing deficit in the
defence department’s Operations and Maintenance account of $1.3 billion per annum.
This means that over a two-year period defence would need $2.6 billion merely to clear
this deficit. As shown above, the 2001 Federal Budget provides only $510 million – and
that amount is already spoken for in other areas!
To date, the defence department and the Canadian Forces have managed to survive by reprioritizing and re-allocating resources – the so-called ‘rob Peter to pay Paul’ approach.
Considering the failure of the 2001 Federal Budget to provide significant new funds, this
option is no longer viable. For this reason the Defence Policy Update process now
underway is seen as little more than a disguise for arbitrarily eliminating military
combat capabilities to fit what amounts to a ‘frozen’ budget.
It should also be noted that the government has made misleading statements about the
total amount of money “invested” in the Department of National Defence budget since
1999. It states the total figure of $5.1 billion. This is misleading because most of these
funds were allocated to non-military purposes, and were often provided to cover
expenditures already undertaken. In this respect, they did not add significantly to the
“budget base.” This is important in the context of the Auditor-General Report noted
above. A minimum of $1.3 billion needs to be added to the budget base, merely to
overcome the annual Operating and Maintenance deficit.
Thereafter, it would be necessary to add like sums for five years to start addressing the
equipment “rust out,” also mentioned by the Auditor-General, and amounting to some $5
to $6 billion in the same period. In other words, additions to the Department of National
Defence budget base should move the total funding from the current $12 billion to $17
billion (this is in line with recommendations of the Senate and House of Commons
committees, noted above). Instead, analysis shows that of the $5.1 billion allocated to
defence since 1999, only $750 million has represented an increase to the budget base
– a telling figure when contemplating the decline of the Canadian Forces.
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Non-Military Charges Against the DND Budget
There is another factor which is highly misleading with respect to all DND budgets – not
just the 2001 version. To put it bluntly, close to $4 billion of the $12 billion allocated to
DND (almost one-third of the total), is not available for expenditure on military
capabilities. A full analysis of this situation is performed in an earlier CDA study,
Stability and Prosperity: The Benefits of Investment in Defence, published in 2000, and
available on the website. www.cda-cdai.ca
Briefly, up to $ 2 billion is normally allocated to pensions, Employment Insurance,
transfer payments, disaster and similar financial arrangements with the provinces. In
many respects the DND budget is simply a “conduit” for moving funds to these
objectives of expenditure.
In addition, some $ 1 billion must be applied by DND to programs such as bilingualism,
gender equality, diversity, and dozens of other activities mandated to all government
departments by the Treasury Board. This is not to criticize these activities, but they
detract from the first priority of DND, which is to maintain combat-capable armed forces.
Finally, increasing obligations to deal with environmental issues is drawing down the
DND budget as well. Environmental programs, and especially clean-up of past
contamination now costs DND hundreds of millions of dollars. Over the next five years,
that total is expected to reach $ 1 billion per annum.
Again, these claims against the DND budget may be legitimate, but no credit for
them is applied during the budgetary process. Most importantly, the public does not
realize that close to one-third of the DND budget is not available for expenditure on
the military capabilities of the Canadian Forces.
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ANNEX B
THE LIFE OF THE 2002 DEFENCE UPDATE:
THE MISSING STRATEGIC DETERMINANTS
Purpose
Defence Reviews/Updates are forward looking. They describe future government intent in light
of perceived security challenges. Based on official announcements the 2002 Defence Update
should be released late in 2002. Parliamentary procedures would permit funding in 2003, defence
resource management would translate funded policies into plans by 2004 with initial
implementation in Fiscal Year 2004/05. Historical precedent would indicate that the ‘Update’
could be in force for a decade, possibly until 2015.
Past Defence Reviews

The last two Canadian Defence Reviews have proven to be of ‘out-of-step’. Defence
Review 1987 advocated enhanced forward-deployed forces in Europe to counter the
Soviet threat. The collapse of the USSR in 1989/1990 led to the elimination of forwarddeployments. The 1994 Defence Review perceived a peaceful future and less need for
ground troops. The New World order became disorder as nationalist, ethnic and criminal
agendas came to the fore. The need for globally deployable, multi-mission—
humanitarian to combat capable—forces soon exhausted Canada’s downsized military.
Given the precarious state of the Canadian Forces, the dwindling value of Canada’s
geographic security advantage and a neighbour who is deadly serious about pre-empting
terrorist threats it would be judicious to approach a defence update from first principles.
This annex examines strategic determinants that have yet to be considered, but
nevertheless could skew extant military perceptions of the future and possibly render any
‘Update’ short lived. The first is under estimating our closest neighbour.
x The USA National Strategy and Canada. USA decision-makers believe in the
value of strategic planning. They are educated and well read on long-range planning.
Strategic planning is institutionalized in virtually every expression of national
governance. Canada on the other hand is governed in a passive, short-term manner
with no obvious institutionalized, long-range, strategic planning process. The
outcomes are measurable. Canada’s economy has slipped from being 10% of the
USA economy in the 1970’s to 6% by 2000.
Canada’s international influence has shrunk proportionately. In the 1970’s the USA
was a superpower; it is now a hyper-power. Canada was a middle-power respected by
major powers; it is now struggling to participate as a middle-power.
Given the size and Canada’s close proximity to the USA it would be prudent to
examine their three, post ‘9-11’, National Strategy ‘vectors’ and postulate their
influence on Canada.
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x Robust governance. Although the majority of Canadians believe that North America
is vulnerable to further terrorist attacks they do not believe that Canada is a likely
target. However, USA citizens and their government view themselves as potential
targets of the worst reprisal—weapons of mass destruction (WMD). The USA
imperative to maintain governance during and after the release of multiple “Weapons
of Mass Destruction (WMD)” is real. Canada’s confidence in evading terrorist
targeting may be valid, but avoiding terrorist accidents on Canadian territory or
avoiding USA fallout is less convincing.
Redundancy and compartmentalization characterize robust governance. The
command and control structures of nuclear submarines provide a readily
adaptable model for USA robust governance. Canada and its military should
soon decide whether its governance structures are inside the protective ‘hull’
or are an adjacent sacrificial submersible. When our southern neighbour goes
into survival mode Canada’s future is not assured. Any defence ‘update’
should clarify Canadian defence commitments and North American command
structures during cross-border crisis.
x Robust economy. The United States has a hyper-Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of
$9.3US Trillion. Five percent of that economy, that is a sum equivalent to the entire
Canadian GDP, is invested annually in R&D. The growth in the USA economy is
attributable to science and technology, the marketing of innovation, an abundance of
natural resources and intellectual capital. The first two ingredients are indigenous to
the USA; the latter two, once abundant in the USA, are now being extracted from
every nation. Canada is a ready source of natural resources and intellectual capital.
The USA is a country of opportunity for the gifted. Canada’s capacity to innovate is
likely to diminish this decade, especially in the perennially restricted defence sectors.
As the national capacity to develop and manage Canadian military products shrink
Canada’s should forego the frustration of made-in-Canada solutions.
x Robust infrastructure. Not since the worse days of the “Cold War” has infrastructure
been scrutinized for survivability. Unlike the ballistic missile threat, when minutes of
warning occupied response scenarios, terrorist attacks provide no warning.
Attenuation of terrorist attacks is achieved through ‘cellular’ infrastructure, rapid
response and containment. Canada should not be surprised when the USA upgrades
building codes, mandating blast and fire resistant construction; enforces communitybased energy generation and other essential services, and affiliates military units with
‘first-responders’. Doctrines of containment, especially in built-up areas would affect
military organizations, equipment and training.
x Energy Shift. The West’s century-long exploitation and dependency on foreign
sources of hydrocarbons has produced compromises that only the addicted could
tolerate. Western nations buy the very oil that sustains undemocratic regimes and
partially funds global terrorism. Although alternative energy has been long avoided
by Western governments the Information Age constantly feeds citizens of an
alternative energy future. Anything that disrupts the delicate oil-for-money, exchange

B-2

is likely to have far reaching foreign and defence policy consequences. There are just
too many proven and emerging, hydrocarbon-displacing technologies to ignore the
likelihood that Western technology could soon disrupt the global hydrocarbon
economy. Two are discussed.
x Fuel Cells and Hydrides. Fuel cells run best on hydrogen atoms. Unlike pressurized
hydrogen gas, (Two hydrogen atoms per molecule) metal hydrides safely store
hydrogen atoms in granular form. Borax (Sodium Boron Hydride) is a metal hydride
with four hydrogen atoms per molecule. Fullerene Hydrides, based on an enlarged
carbon molecule, carry 36 hydrogen atoms per molecule. Hydrides are abundant in
North America. Anyone with sea water, coal and cheap energy could make a wide
variety of fuel cell fuels. During the life of the 2002 Defence Update, 2005-2015, the
probability of the USA and developed nations ceasing their foreign hydrocarbon
dependency is not fantasy. The ramifications are broad. Those life-styles dependent
on traditional hydrocarbon flows would be in jeopardy. Would collapsing Middle
East economies impact global security? What are the likely policies of a USA no
longer dependent on foreign energy sources?
x Centralized to de-centralized power distribution. Closer to home enterprising
companies in Canada are currently testing home-based, electricity generating fuel
cells that run on natural gas (methane). The concept of ripping the four hydrogen
atoms from the lowly methane molecule, passing them through a membrane and
producing electricity is no longer a science experiment. Converting natural gas to
electricity at home is much more efficient and ‘cleaner’ than Hydro One’s natural gas
thermo-generation and distribution system. Given the USA imperative of ‘robust
infrastructure’ and greater wealth de-centralized energy generation is likely to first
appear south of the Canadian border. The USA is likely to be the first North
American nation to achieve significant reductions in energy consumption while
improving productivity. Dispersed home-based electricity generation has serious
ramifications for Canada’s philosophy of energy centralization.
x Governance Shift. 19th century leaders formed Canada’s governance structure at a
time when resource extraction and agriculture powered the economy and shaped
decision-making. The original governance structure and decision-making authority,
for the most part, remain intake, but wealth generation is elsewhere. Historically,
frustration over inequalities in taxation and representation herald dramatic and rapid
change. Conditions in Canada indicate a high probability of a significant governance
shift in the next several years. Two determinants of possible governance shift are
examined:
x

The Five City-states. Vancouver, Edmonton-Calgary, Toronto, Ottawa-Gatineau,
and Montreal generate over 70% of the nations taxable income, but those
municipalities control less than 7% of taxation. While farmers whose taxable income
is negligible receive $8 billion/year in subsidies, urban populations that pay billions
in taxes must plead for $10(s) million for infrastructure. The creation of a ‘city-state’
party with federal and provincial mandates would herald a political-governance shift
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of the first-order. Restoring the current representation-taxation imbalance would
require the transfer of about $300 billion in tax revenues to the five city-states. The
shift of taxation authority to city-states is likely to displace Quebec Separation as the
dominant political theme in the coming years. The military, especially land forces
would be wise to affiliate its military formations with the five city-states.
x The Big E-government. To date, electronic government or e-government means
greater access to government services and information as determined by the
government. Big E-government is the shifting of decision-making and priorities to the
people. Advances in secure transaction, communications, and data storage with the
concomitant drop in operating costs could restore earlier models of direct democracy
to Canadians. Experiments in direct democracy are likely to be practiced in this
decade. Wider implementation is more feasible in the next decade. The Information
Age informs and empowers participation. The most informed and most acquainted
with Information Age technology live in the five city-states. The masters of
information could shape governance structures and accelerate the transformation of
political power in Canada. Canada’s strategic military thinkers would be wise to
consider the value of the military to the City-state.
Environment

x Global warming and the Canadian archipelago. While there is broad consensus
in the scientific community that global warming is under way and that the climate
at the planet’s poles are the most susceptible to change there is less scientific
consensus on the rate of change. The direst warning comes from those who
measure perennial sub-surface, Arctic ice thickness. Their calculations reveal that
Arctic ice has been thinning at one meter a decade since the early 1990’s. An
extrapolation of this trend would foretell a navigable Northwest Passage for three
to four months a year circa 2020. As it takes about 20 years to acquire military
platforms capable of Canadian archipelago and Arctic Ocean patrol it would be
appropriate for the 2002 Defence Update to address this probability now.
x Melting Arctic Ice has very little impact on ocean levels as the weight of the
million(s) of cubic kilometers of the perennial ice pack has already displaced
seawater. It is the melt that is worrisome. Melt is cool less dense, fresh water that
floats on seawater. Canada’s melt is currently floating on ocean currents to North
West Europe and is countering the warming effect of the Gulf Stream on the
European continent. A colder, wetter Europe is likely to translate into shorter
growing seasons for farmers and crop failures. As Europeans emit greenhouse
gases at 30% of the American (Canada; USA) rate Canada should anticipate much
pressure on many fronts to reduce melt by conforming to European energy
consumption patterns. This is not the time for Canada to diminish its influence in
European spheres. A good forum to air North Atlantic tensions is NATO.
x Global warming and Canada. Countries closer to the poles experience more
rapid changes in climate than that closer to the equator due to increasing thermal
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absorption. Brown earth absorbs more heat than reflective white snow. As the
area of reflective white snow shrinks Canadian soil stores more heat and delays
the arrival of winter. However, the downside is that warmer soil augments
atmospheric energy causing more chaotic weather. Floods, ice storms, droughts,
tornadoes and torrential storms are likely to increase in frequency, and scope.
Coincidentally the most active weather happens where 90% of Canadians live.
Canada needs to enhance its emergency response capability, especially in major
population areas. Should Canada’s large-scale emergency response be based on
the readiness of Canada’s military then Canada has a shrinking emergency
response capability at a time when it should be enlarging its large-scale
emergency response. The 2002 Defence Update should address this.
x Globalization
x Intermestic Effect on Defence. The traditional classifications of international
policies and domestic policies are fading and a new “intermestic” category of
accommodating both is emerging. Under the rubric of ‘Globilization’, the reality
that global factors are increasingly manipulating national agendas is starting to
enter the Canadian conscious. The five Canadian, city-state police departments
have long been conscious of the “intermestic” nature of organized crime.
x The recently empowered International Criminal Court (ICC) is an intermestic
effect. It could subject Canada’s military to investigation by the independent court
prosecutor. Should a Canadian military unit fail, a protectorate mandate, would
Canada be held negligent? The next two decades should witness the labourious
out working of global human rights, international law, national law and
sovereignty at the ICC. Authors on this topic paint a bleak picture. National
authority is restrained; individuals and non-state entities empowered; international
crime flourishes; sovereignty and culture fade. The 2002 Defence Update should
explain to Canadian commanders their potential liabilities and the limits, if any, of
Canada’s commitment to their military leadership in the post-ICC Treaty, world.
Technology
x Unrestrained Availability of Technology. Canada is a small player in technology
development. Rarely does Canadian innovation exceed a small percentage of
world patent registrations. Most leading-edge technologies will first be available
outside Canada’s jurisdiction and, as Canada’s military knows all too well, in the
hands of one’s opponent. Modern combat and peace support operations are
becoming increasingly more hazardous as non-state entities acquire leading-edge
capability faster than the Canadian Forces. Rapid acquisition of technical
capability for Canada’s military is a topic worthy of elaboration in the 2002
Defence Update.
x Devolution of National Capabilities. In 1950 only forty organizations in the world
bought an electronic printer. It is hard to imagine that an electronic printer was once
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30 times the cost of a house! Now an electronic printer is less than one-thousandth
the cost of a house. This trend of increasing capability with exponentially decreasing
cost will render a number of expensive national capabilities accessible to many. In
this decade one capability, treasured by all governments, that is likely to be made
available to many, is satellite ownership and control. Launched micro-satellites are
now available to poorer countries for $10(s) million. Pico-satellites (thousand times
more compact), weighing about 500 grams, should be available to individuals for
$10,000 in the next decade. It is estimated that India and China will compete in this
lucrative launch-market for a fraction of the NASA fee. Likewise, capabilities that
once required huge static databases and many operators will shrink and be devolved.
The 2002 Defence Update should identify the national military capabilities that are
likely to be devolved and plan now to reallocate those resources.
x Automons and heterogeneous force structure. Another of the rapidly devolving
capabilities is aerial surveillance and reconnaissance. By 2005 the US Army intends
to provide most of its soldiers with their own aerial surveillance capability. A little
later robotic weapon systems are planned to enhance an individual soldier’s
performance. Some advocate that these emerging capabilities should be given
autonomy. A unit comprised of autonomous robots (automons) and humans is a
heterogeneous force structure. Now is the time to debate the rules of engagement and
accountability of heterogeneous units before a Canadian unit encounters or is allied
with one.
x The doctrines of non-lethal siege warfare. One of the hallmarks of the Revolution in
Military Affairs (RMA) is reversing the emphasis of manoeuvre over information.
For centuries military forces manoeuvred in order to discover information about the
enemy. Eighty percent of all manoeuvre unit casualties were caused by the doctrines
of move to obtain information. Shortly soldiers should be able to hide and send
surrogates to obtain information. Once the information is corroborated precision
strike could be launched. During the entire engagement, a soldier like the sniper
strikes without exposure. ‘Know then act’ would replace ‘move to know’.
When this trend, fueled by technology, comes up against an aggressor that has the
tendency to fight in heavily populated areas it is likely that a new form of siege
warfare will re-emerge in Western military doctrine. Given electromagnetic
spectrum dominance and molecular resonance technology it is possible to conduct
non-lethal siege warfare in the near future. Concealed soldiers operating
containment and area-denying technologies would flush out combatants into
capture zones. The 2002 Defence Update should discuss the impact that trends in
non-lethal technologies could have on doctrine, force structure and equipment
priorities.
Summary of Deductions
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x The USA is preparing for a second terrorist attack. Canada has not considered the
consequences of premature detonation on Canadian territory or secondary
consequences of WMD. Canada needs to be inside the USA ‘hull’ when that nation
shifts to survival mode.
x Canada’s five city-states will have increasing political and economic influence. Their
population bases, resources and economies are sufficient to wrestle governance from
federal and provincial politicians. City-states are likely to demand greater security
readiness and may subsidize land force elements affiliated with their ‘first
responders’.
x The diminution of developed nation’s dependence on hydrocarbons is fast
approaching. A significant disruption of cash flow to OPEC nations would usher in
greater global disorder. The demand for military forces to conduct stability operations
is likely to expand.
x

Global warming is likely to create a greater domestic demand for Canadian Forces.
The accelerating thinning of perennial, Arctic ice could open the Canadian
archipelago to mercantile-marine in two decades. Now is the time to plan and initiate
acquisition of capabilities capable of Arctic sovereignty enforcement.

x The Canadian Forces, especially land troops run the risk of being humiliated by nonstate entities using leading-edge technologies, especially while on stability operations.
Monitoring of emerging technological threats and rapid procurement should figure
largely in national acquisition strategy.
x The International Criminal Court, autonomous systems, heterogeneous units, nonlethal weapons and doctrines made possible by emerging technologies will render
command and control far more complex. Soldiers will watch to see who or what
agenda the government supports.
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ANNEX C
STUDIES OF THE CANADIAN FORCES 2001 – 2002
SELECTED RECOMMENDATIONS
1.
Report of The Royal Canadian Military Institute: A Wake Up Call for Canada: The Need for
a New Military
x

Provided a new ethos is established, the Committee thinks that a regrettable low budget will remain an
overriding constraint on the restructuring of Canada’s military. Rigorous action by DND and other
interested parties might secure an overall budget of $12-14 billion (in 2001 year $) and, more
importantly, sustain it for at least 5 and preferably 10 years, in constant 2001 year dollars. However,
we have assumed that $12 billion is the most likely outcome.

2.
Report of The Conference of Defence Associations: Caught in the Middle: An Assessment of
the Operational Readiness of the Canadian Forces
x

x
x
x
x
x

Provide the funds necessary to implement the policy in the 1994 White Paper on Defence, as
recommended in the June 2001 SCONDVA report to Government. As a minimum provide an
additional $1 billion in the DND budget in each of the next two fiscal years to stabilize the situation,
and assist in eliminating the ongoing deficit in the Operations and Maintenance account. Ideally, this
same amount ought to continue to be applied to the DND budget base over the next five years.
Restore CF manpower to the approved ceiling of 60,000, as recommended by SCONDVA in its report
of June 2001.
Beyond that target, consider implementing incremental increases of manpower towards the 75,000
level originally considered appropriate for the current level of commitments of the CF in the 1994
White Paper.
Take action to ensure that a larger proportion of the DND budget is available for investment in military
capabilities.
Thereafter, address the challenges presented by the approaching mass “rust-out” of CF equipment over
the next decade, in accordance with the advice of the Auditor-General. This would involve allocation
of some 23% of the DND budget to the Capital account.
Consider and implement the recommendations for defence improvements submitted by the House of
Commons Standing Committee on Finance in its 1999 report, and the House of Commons standing
Committee on National Defence and Veterans’ Affairs (SCONDVA) in its June 2001 report.

3.
Report of the Council for Canadian Security in the 21st Century , Canadian Defence and
Security in the 21st Century: To Secure a Nation
x
x
x

The Council for Canadian Security in the 21st Century calls for a comprehensive review of Canadian
defence and security policy, including Canada’s overseas commitments, defence expenditures, and the
overall structure and management of the Canadian Forces.
A review of Canadian defence and security policy should fully address ongoing domestic security
concerns and explore emerging new threats to both sovereignty and security within the nation’s
borders and on the nation’s littorals.
A defence and security policy review should include an independent (and comprehensive) study of the
nature and extent of asymmetric, critical infrastructure, and ballistic missile threats facing Canada,
with specific emphasis on their combined impact on Canada’s future defence and security priorities.
To the extent that Canada’s priorities are similar to (or distinct from) those facing the United States,
the Government of Canada should evaluate the costs and benefits of addressing these threats in the
context of a new Canada-US strategic partnership.
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4.

Report of theHouse of Commons Standing Committee on Finance, Securing Our Future

x

The Committee supports Canada’s military, its traditions and its role in promoting peace and security.
This role should be supported with appropriate levels of funding. The Committee requests that the
Government of Canada embark upon a five-year plan for the revitalization and modernization of the
Canadian Forces, which would significantly increase the budget of the Department of National
Defence as a percentage of GDP.
The Committee recommends a fast-tracking of the review of the 1994 Defence White Paper to
determine its continued relevance, an acceleration of the replacement of out of date equipment, and
additional funds to DND.

x

5.
Report of the Auditor-General of Canada 2001, Chapter 10 – National Defence – In-Service
Equipment
x
x

x

x

x
x

6.
x

x

x

In spite of the government’s decision to invest around $2.4 billion more in defence from 1999–2000 to
2001– 02, departmental plans indicate a budget shortage of $1.3 billion for 2001–02.
The Department's most significant problem is that its information management systems are not up to
the job of supporting the management of Canadian Forces equipment. The lack of information makes it
difficult to determine whether or not maintenance practices are efficient. It also presents a serious
barrier to the Department's plan to economize by reducing readiness systematically to minimum levels.
Moreover, without adequate standards for equipment maintenance and the ability to measure whether
they have been met, it is difficult to know whether low-readiness forces could be regenerated, if
necessary, in the time prescribed in the White Paper.
The Department is also having difficulty staffing its equipment support organization. There are too few
support personnel to staff operational units and major maintenance depots at required levels. Equally
serious is that many equipment support personnel—about 15 percent—lack the qualifications required
at their ranks. In addition, maintenance personnel lack a large amount of the specialty training required
in their particular units.
There is some evidence that the inability to keep equipment repaired has hampered training and
operations, but it has not resulted in any critical shortages of equipment. Overall, the level of service
appears to be adequate to the present level of tasking—but only adequate. It appears that the Canadian
Forces do not have much capacity to tolerate further decline.
In its plans to improve recruiting and retention of military personnel, the Department should give high
priority to equipment support occupations. On an urgent basis, it should rectify gaps in maintenance
training.
The Department should address the problems of supplying high-priority spare parts to deployed units,
as raised in end-of-tour reports, especially the problems in administrative functions such as shipping
and transportation.
Report of Reserves 2000
The new federal budget includes an additional $1.7 billion dollars for the Department of National
Defence over the next three years. For the next Fiscal Year, commencing on April 1st 2000, there will
be an additional $546 million available for defence spending. How much will be earmarked for the
most cost-effective component of Canada’s Armed Forces?
Reserves 2000 has clearly demonstrated, in it’s widely acclaimed analysis, Canada’s Army of the
Future, that the prudent way to meet Canada’s future defence needs is through an expanded and revitalised Army Reserve (the Militia). At the end of a five year expansion plan the Militia should total
45,000 (up from the current level of 18,500). At that time Reserve soldiers will provide 69% of Army
strength at a cost of under 4% of the total defence budget.
The plan calls for $50 million more per year for five years. Now that new money has been added to the
defence budget it can be implemented commencing April 1st 2000.
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7.
Report of TheHouse of Commons Standing Committee on Defence and Veterans’ Affairs:
State of Readiness of the Canadian Forces: Response to the Terrorist Threat
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

That the Government increase the budget for the Department of National Defence.
That when considering additional funding the Government do so, not only with a view to covering
operational costs related to the counter-terrorism effort, but also with a view toward addressing
problems related to program integrity.
That the Government immediately initiate a major review of our foreign and defence policies in light
of the situation since September 11th.
That Canada acquire additional heavy transport aircraft and replace older models to ensure the strategic
and tactical airlift capacity required for the rapid and efficient deployment of personnel and relief
supplies to areas within Canada dealing with natural disasters and major terrorist attacks as well as for
the transport of troops and military supplies to overseas operations.
That the Government place a higher priority on providing the Canadian Forces with additional sealift
capability.
That the Department of National Defence bolster the ability of the Reserves to contribute to disaster
relief and to the military’s response to terrorist attacks within Canada.
That the number of personnel of Joint Task Force 2 be increased significantly, possibly to over 1,000
members, to improve its capacity to respond to hostage taking and other terrorist attacks within
Canada, to maintain its interoperability with similar allied forces when deploying outside the country,
and to contribute meaningfully to international efforts against terrorism.

8.
Report of The House of Commons Standing Committee on Defence and Veterans’ Affairs:
Facing Our Responsibilities: The State of Readiness of the Canadian Forces
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

The government increase the annual base budget for the Department of National Defence to between
1.5% to 1.6% of GDP, with the increase to be phased in over the next three years, and continue to
move towards the NATO average.
In order for DND to be able to purchase necessary capital equipment, in a timely fashion, the annual
shortfalls identified by the Auditor General, be made up as quickly as possible.
Any future defence review have significant parliamentary and public input.
Yearly readiness evaluations be done on the CF and its component units and that these be tabled with
SCONDVA upon completion.
The budget for the Land Forces be increased in the next fiscal years to provide sufficient funding to
improve its level of readiness, especially with regards to combat training and the replacement of
obsolete equipment.
The Department of National Defence make a commitment as quickly as possible to fund Phase 2 of the
Land Force Reserve Restructure project so that the revitalization and restructuring of the Army
Reserve can proceed as currently planned.
The government approve the funding for the acquisition, over the span of a decade, of at least three
replenishment ships with roll-on roll-off capabilities to provide a strategic sealift capability for
overseas deployments and to replace the two replenishment ships currently in service.
Canada acquire additional heavy lift transport aircraft and replace older models to ensure the strategic
and tactical airlift capacity required to rapidly and effectively deploy the personnel and equipment
required for overseas operations.
The project for the replacement of the four Tribal class destroyers with new warships with superior
command and control as well as air defence capabilities should proceed.
The mid-life upgrading and refit of the 12 frigates be given a high priority so that Canada’s naval
capabilities are not allowed to slide into obsolescence as happened so many times in the past.
The process of selecting and acquiring the airframe or basic vehicle and the electronic equipment for
the new maritime helicopter project be accelerated to ensure that all of the Sea King helicopters will be
replaced by the end of the decade.
All 18 Aurora long-range patrol aircraft be modernized and kept in the Air Force’s inventory of aircraft
so that they can continue to fulfil all their roles, including search and rescue and surveillance flights in
Canada’s North.
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9.
Report of The Senate Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence:
Canadian Security and Military Preparedness
x
x
x
x

The Committee recommends that to sustain the level of tasking required of them over the last eight
years, the Canadian Forces need at least 75,000 trained effective personnel.
The Committee accordingly recommends an immediate increase to the Department of National
Defence baseline budget of $4 billion.
The Committee therefore recommends future annual budget increases, which are realistic, purposedriven and adjusted for inflation.
The Committee believes that Defence Policy should flow from Foreign Policy and that a Foreign
Policy review should precede a Defence review.

10.
Report of The C.D. Howe Institute: A Friendly Agreement in Advance: Canada-US Defence
Relations Past, Present, and Future
x

x

x

x

x

Nonetheless, the way ahead is clear enough, and the current defence review must set the direction. The
Department of National Defence base budget should be increased by $1 billion in the next budget and
by a further $1 billion in each of the next four years (in other words, from $12 billion now, to $13
billion in 2003, to $14 billion in 2004, and so on).
This increase should be sufficient to cover the cost of boosting the regular forces, over five years, to
between 80,000 and 85,000 from the current authorized strength of 60,000. It should be enough to pay
for increased training, operations (except unanticipated war costs), and maintenance…At the same
time, the three services’ reserve forces need to be doubled to some 45,000 all ranks, with the bulk of
the increase going to the army reserve, which has a critical role in augmenting regular units for
overseas deployments and, in light of September 11, for homeland defence. Reservists, being part-time
service personnel, are much cheaper than regulars; also, they directly connect the Canadian Forces to
the people, an important function in itself.
This new funding, the defence review should note, would not be sufficient to pay for big-ticket items.
But the review should forecast what major purchases are needed and indicate the likely cost, which are
certain to be at least $1.5 billion a year for the next ten years. The navy needs two new supply ships
and replacements or expensive refits for its four obsolete destroyers, at a minimum cost of $8 billion.
The air force requires upgrades to its air transport fleet and $3 billion for the long-awaited new
helicopters to replace the Sea Kings. And the army, regular and reserve, need more armored vehicles
and, in fact, more of everything from ammunition to clothing to trucks. The government must
guarantee the funding for an agreed shopping list so that rational planning and scheduling for the next
decade is possible. Australia’s recent white paper on defence, to cite just one example from a roughly
comparable nation, made precisely those kinds of long-term budgetary commitments.
In sum, the budgetary requirements to give Canada 80,000 to 85,000 men and women in the military it
requires and the right equipment they will need are heavy: $2.5 billion in 2005, $5.5 billion in 2006,
$6.5 billion in 2007, and $1.5 billion each year thereafter for at least the next five years to cover the
cost of major re-equipment projects. Such aims would slow the down of the debt, but they are
absolutely necessary.
The Canadian Forces should certainly remain a general purpose and combat-capable force, rather than
a specialized niche force that would, if history is any guide, be prepared for the wrong wars in the
future.

11.
Report of TheCouncil for Canadian Security in the 21st Century:The People’s Defence
Review
x
x

The CF’s land, maritime, and air commands must prepare for joint operations with each other but also
for the much bolder step of joint operations with the land, sea, and air forces of their allies.
Canada’s army, at home and abroad, must strive to improve its readiness and mobility, and to acquire
those technologies and weapons platforms that will improve its sustainability, survivability, and
lethality on the modern battlefield.
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x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
12.

x

Reserve forces, particularly reserve land forces, maintained at high levels of competence, motivation,
and readiness enhance greatly a nation’s military capability for operations at home or abroad,
especially on short notice.
This reserve force should eventually be expanded to 45,000 to meet not only mobilization planning
needs but also provide an appropriate army footprint across the nation to assist with the protection of
Canada.
The Canadian air force should, therefore, follow up its initial commitments to the Joint Strike Fighter
(JSF) program so as to explore the option of purchasing a multi-task variant of this aircraft that can
meet both air superiority and tactical requirements.
The air force must also vigorously pursue the acquisition of both long-range heavy airlift capability
and the renewal and expansion of its CC-130 fleet.
New sea and air strategic lift capability are in fact a high priority.
As during the Cold War, so during the post-Cold War period: substantial and relevant military assets
can confer non-military advantages out of all proportion to their cost and size.
Canada’s maritime forces should also already be in full phase planning for the next generation of fast
and stealthy surface vessels following on the US DD-X project.
In sum, none of these recommendations can be met without more money for defence. The CF urgently
needs at least $1.5 billion at once to begin to meet its problems and even more to begin to provide the
capital equipment it will require in the next years.
Anything less than these sums will condemn the Canadian Forces to impotence, infuriate our allies,
and confirm the Chretien government’s reckless disregard of its duty to defend Canada.
Federation of Military and United Services Institutes of Canada: Canada’s Strategic Security
XXI
The first step is for government to charter an independent blue-ribbon panel of experts to quickly craft
a national security strategy for the 21st century. The panel would represent different political
viewpoints and varied kinds of professional experience. Its mandate would be to find maximum,
feasible convergence on issues of paramount importance to the security of Canada. This strategy would
guide and coordinate our future foreign, defence and economic policies, plans, programs and resources
over the next ten to fifteen years. The panel should report to Parliament.
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