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Chapter 49  

The Canadian Role in 
Human Security 

Brooke A. Smith-Windsor*   

f the epic struggle that was paramount in the mind of Thucydides was the Pelo-
ponnesian War, in current times it is the Cold War. Whatever contemporary his-
torians make of the post-1945 superpower conflict, however, citizens and 

policymakers are challenged to respond to the world left in its wake. Of some interest 
in this connection is the the case of Canada—specifically, how Canadians perceive 
their security role in the context of the overarching phenomenon shaping social and 
economic organization into the 21st century: globalization. Once the security threats 
of the post-Cold War globalizing world are clear, attention must focus on the Cana-
dian armed forces in countering them. 

Security Revisited 
In his insightful 1995 study of security in the context of the state, Stephan Del 

Rosso, Jr., points out that the term security stems from the Latin securitas, which is 
related to securas, meaning without care.1 At the most basic level, security has tradi-
tionally been understood to mean without care for or freedom from risk, danger, 
doubt, anxiety, or fear. For most of the past 400 years—and Canadian perceptions 
were no exception in this regard—a more refined definition saw security closely as-
sociated with the state and regularly described as freedom from “organized violence 
caused by armed foreigners.” “Since ‘foreign’ [sic] implies a person who is ‘not like 
us’ and since territorially-based states (or nation-states) emerged in Europe after 1648 
as the dominant organizing principle for separating ‘us from them,’ security’s identi-
fication with the state is not surprising.” Being free from the threat of violence from 
foreigners meant being protected from it. National armed forces were tasked with 
providing such protection. During the Cold War, the devotion of Canada’s military, 
first and foremost, to the protection of Canadian and Allied territory against armed 
aggression by the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact rested upon this concept of security (or 
national security, to which the term often referred). 

Because of the connection between the Canadian conception of security and the 
function of the armed forces, a change in the definition of security obviously could 
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affect the military significantly. Indeed, if the predominant Canadian understanding 
of security expanded from meaning without care for foreigner aggression to include 
freedom from one, two, or more alternative threats, the type of protection required to 
reach the desired secure state also is likely to shift. In the post-Cold War world, pre-
cisely this kind of reconceptualization has occurred. 

Despite its predominance, the traditional notion of security was the subject of 
academic analyses as early as the 1960s and throughout the following decades. 
Again, Del Rosso offers a useful commentary in this regard.2 Referring to the efforts 
of Rachel Carson, Richard Ullman, Gwyn Prins, and others, he observes how at-
tempts were made to broaden the concept of security from the notion of a national 
citizenry’s freedom from the threat of armed foreign aggression to include the idea of 
the freedom of individuals worldwide from the often nonmilitary threats to human 
well-being (such as ecological degradation and population growth). Nevertheless, an 
expanded concept of security did not begin to take root in official policy circles until 
the 1990s, when the Cold War came to an end. Prior to 1989, the East-West rivalry—
with its attendant proxy wars, risk of a major European war, and, at worst, assured 
mutual nuclear annihilation—instilled in foreign and defense ministries the long-
standing state-centric and military threat-based understanding of security. However, 
once governments were released from the intellectual strictures—some might also 
say certainties—of Cold War brinkmanship and were compelled by their publics to 
define the so-called New World Order, they were challenged to revisit the concept of 
security. In this context, the academic soundings of years past assumed new rele-
vance, with much of their content finding its way into official policy. 

Jean-François Rioux and Robin Hay rightly observe that one of the earliest for-
mal documents articulating an expanded notion of security was the United Nations 
(UN) 1994 Human Development Report.3 In part, the text read: 

The concept of security has for too long been interpreted narrowly: as secu-
rity of territory from external aggression, or as protection of national inter-
ests in foreign policy or as global security from the threat of nuclear 
holocaust. It has been related more to nation-states than to people. . . . For-
gotten were the legitimate concerns of ordinary people who sought security 
in their daily lives. For many of them, security symbolized protection from 
the threat of disease, hunger, unemployment, crime, social conflict, political 
repression and environmental hazards. With the dark shadows of the Cold 
War receding, one can see that many conflicts are within nations rather than 
between nations.4 

Broadly speaking, and with admittedly important nuances depending on the gov-
ernment or organization, an expanded view of security appeared to have garnered 
acceptance among Western policymakers by the end of the 1990s. For example, the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) declared its commitment to a broad ap-
proach to security in 1999, having spoken of the need to be vigilant of armed foreign 
aggression against Allied territory, yet also of other threats or risks: 

[The] Alliance must also take account of the global context. Alliance secu-
rity interests can be affected by other risks of a wider nature, including acts 
of terrorism, sabotage and organized crime, and by the disruption of the 



   

 
 
 

THE CANADIAN ROLE     1079 

   

 

flow of vital resources. The uncontrolled movement of people, particularly 
as a consequence of armed conflicts, can also pose problems for security 
and stability affecting the Alliance.5 

Canadian policy, too, reflected a shift from the predominantly state-centric and 
military threat-oriented concept of security to one of security writ large.6 The revised 
definition took into account military and, increasingly, nonmilitary threats not only to 
the Canadian state but also to individuals everywhere—in other words, threats to hu-
manity at large. International crime and disease, global warming, and intrastate eth-
nic, cultural, and religious violence joined the traditional threat of foreign violence as 
some of the forces from which Canadians and their fellow human beings were said to 
have to be without care for in order to be secure. Reflecting the expanded Canadian 
view of security, the term human security is heard with increasing frequency:7 

In essence, human security means safety for people from both violent and 
non-violent threats. It is a condition or state of being characterized by free-
dom from pervasive threats to people’s rights, their safety and their lives. 
From a foreign policy perspective, human security is perhaps best under-
stood as a shift in perspective or orientation. It is an alternative way of see-
ing the world, taking people as its point of reference, rather than focusing 
exclusively on the security of territory or governments.8 

Why do Canadians wish to focus on the well-being of others more than ever be-
fore? Why are they concerned with others’ freedom from harm as much as their own? 
The 1995 Foreign Affairs White Paper, Canada in the World,9 offered some clues. 
The text reveals how Canadians see their economic livelihood to be linked in un-
precedented terms to the stability of the world community as a whole: 

. . . our economic security, is increasingly dependent on the security of oth-
ers. More than ever, the forces of globalization, technological development 
and the scale of human activity reinforce our fundamental interdependence 
with the rest of the world. Our well-being and our national interest are inex-
tricably linked to global developments.10 

By the same token, Canadians avowedly appreciate, with a new sense of urgency, 
that when the values that they hold dear—respect for democracy, the rule of law, 
human rights, and the environment—are put at risk in other parts of the globe, they 
also are ultimately jeopardized at home. “Their [Canadian values] adoption interna-
tionally will also be essential to ensuring that they are viable in our own country. 
Canada is not an island able to resist a world community that devalued beliefs central 
to our identity.” 

A broadened notion of security such as the one accepted by Canadians prompts 
the question, What type of protection is required to guard against the new security 
threats? Put more specifically, What is the role of armed forces in this new context? 
A more detailed examination of the security threats of the post-Cold War world is 
necessary to address this issue. 
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The 21st Century World 
In recent years, efforts to describe the overarching phenomenon shaping human-

ity’s organization in the 21st century have frequently led to the discussion of global-
ization. For the purposes of this paper, the definition devised by Jan Aart Scholte is 
broadly accepted. In articulating the meaning of globalization, Scholte highlights a 
trend whereby social and economic relations are “less tied to territorial frameworks. 
From this perspective borders are not so much crossed or opened as transcended.”11 
Although not asserting that “territorial space has become wholly irrelevant” to the 
ordering of human relations, Scholte speaks of growing “supraterritoriality” in six 
broad interrelated spheres: communications (“media such as air travel, telephony, 
computer networks, radio, and television allow persons anywhere on earth to have 
nearly immediate contact with one another”), organizations (the rise of transborder 
business and civic associations), trade (the transworld marketing of global products), 
finance (the electronic trade of financial instruments), ecology (“anthropogenic al-
terations to the environment that are not constrained by distance or circumstances 
[such as] stratospheric ozone depletion”), and consciousness (people conceiving of 
the world as a single place and affiliating themselves with transborder communities). 

In many respects, the process of globalization may be seen in a positive light. Its 
potential for wealth creation, for example, is underscored by the fact that, at the turn 
of the century, more and more countries were “looking to global integration as an 
important vehicle for improving their economic performance.”12 Also noteworthy is 
the precedent value of innumerable nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that have 
taken advantage of unparalleled communication networks to build a transnational 
constituency and better humanity’s lot—for example, Doctors Without Borders and 
Amnesty International. Some commentators have even gone so far as to suggest that 
supraterritorial capital interests may work to diminish the threat of interstate con-
flict.13 Such thinking is perhaps most optimistically expressed as follows: “. . . global-
ization is the harbinger of a Nirvana. It will generate more wealth. It will lead to a 
sharing of more values. It will create a commonality of more interests. Ultimately it 
will produce a world of liker [sic] minds. Those who work together, play together.”14 
By the same token, many see globalization as posing new dangers to world stability, 
as a representative from the Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs recently articu-
lated:15 “Globalization has brought many benefits, but it has also meant a rise in vio-
lent crime, drug trade, terrorism, disease and environmental deterioration.” The 
implication is that in the future, certain aspects of globalization conceivably could 
incite or exacerbate challenges to the welfare of Canadians and their fellow human 
beings for whom they now avowedly so dearly care. 

Despite the rise in the number of countries interested in global integration to bol-
ster their wealth and prosperity, evidence indicates that in the economic domain, the 
effects of globalization both between and within states are increasingly uneven. As 
the 1998 World Health Report points out: 

A recent review by the United Nations Conference on Trade and Develop-
ment (UNCTAD) suggests that since the early 1980s, the global economy 
has been experiencing rising inequality. Income gaps between countries 
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have continued to widen. In 1965, the average per capita income of the G–7 
industrialized countries was 20 times that of the world’s poorest seven 
countries. By 1995 it was about 50 times greater. . . . Polarization among 
countries has also been accompanied by increasing income inequality within 
countries. The income share of the richest 20 percent of the population has 
risen almost everywhere since the early 1980s. . . . If this situation contin-
ues, there is a real threat of a political backlash.16 

The warnings and implications of a possible political backlash within and be-
tween states resulting from globalization are echoed in many additional commentar-
ies. In addressing the interstate issue, Ralph Peters moves the discussion to include 
not simply economics but also culture, suggesting that the way in which transborder 
communication networks are spreading American (one might equally argue Western) 
culture throughout the globe “will excite hatreds without precedent…. Hollywood 
goes where Harvard never penetrated, and the foreigner, unable to touch the reality of 
America, is touched by America’s irresponsible fantasies of itself; he sees a devil-
ishly enchanting, bluntly sexual, terrifying world of wealth he can judge only in 
terms of his own poverty. . . . States will struggle for advantage or revenge as their 
societies boil.”17 And how will the anger and desperation of poor and culturally chal-
lenged polities be expressed? When the West proves beyond the reach of the margin-
alized state, its struggle for advantage and revenge is expected to translate into the 
perpetration of violent acts within its own neighborhood. (Concern over regional in-
terstate conflict incited by Iraq and North Korea comes to mind in this regard.) To 
target the West more directly, according to Peters, states most commonly will turn to 
crime and acts of terrorism. (For instance, Sudan and Libya allegedly are involved in 
state-sponsored terrorism.) Still others have voiced worry about the use, by so-called 
rogue states, of ballistic missiles designed to deliver direct nuclear, biological, or 
chemical attacks against Allied territory—weapon systems that appear to be on the 
rise outside Europe and North America.18 

Such speculation about conflict between haves (including Canada) and have-nots 
of the world is all the more sobering when demographic trends are considered. As Peter 
Petersen points out, while the West’s populations are aging19 and getting proportion-
ately smaller,20 “in many parts of the developing world, the total fertility rate remains 
high (7.3 in the Gaza Strip versus 2.7 in Israel), most people are young (49 percent un-
der age 15 in Uganda), and the population is growing rapidly (doubling every 26 years 
in Iran). These areas also tend to be the poorest, most rapidly urbanizing, most institu-
tionally unstable—and most likely to fall under the sway of rogue leadership.”21 

As mentioned earlier, the process of globalization also carries the danger of po-
litical upheaval within states. In this regard, both developed and developing states are 
affected. As Vincent Cable remarks: 

We have already noted that globalization may be squeezing the wages and 
job prospects of the more unskilled workers in rich countries in particular. 
At the same time, for the educated and moneyed section of the population, 
the opportunities presented by globalization—travel, wider experience, 
promotion—are great. We have thus one, potentially large, disadvantaged, 
alienated, and powerless element in society and another which is flourishing 
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but has less of a stake in the success of any particular country. Such tenden-
cies might lead to a loss of authority of those who govern in the name of the 
nation-state.22 

In the context of the global information society, Steven Rosell similarly speaks of 
a “growing crisis in governance” within Canada as well as states elsewhere in the 
world.23 For his part, Jean-Marie Guéhenno refers to disintermediation within the 
political sphere.24 Cable, in particular, is careful to point out that as the marginalized 
segments of society loosen or reject old affiliations and allegiances, new ones regu-
larly emerge based on perceived commonalties of ethnic background, religion and 
language. (These commonalities, one may add, often transcend national boundaries.) 
Although Canadians would be expected to show the wherewithal and ingenuity 
needed to peacefully respond to the new aspirations and frustrations emerging in the 
wake of globalization—the Changing Maps symposium emphasis on building social 
cohesion through shared learning clearly is a step in the right direction—they cannot 
expect every society to be so fortunate.25 European states may prove successful in 
devising novel forms of government that create lasting and peaceful bonds among 
their peoples—the European Union—but other communities surely will buckle under 
internal pressures with their elites struggling to hang on, often through violent means, 
until the bitter end.26 Indeed, many futures studies highlight the threat to international 
stability posed by the ethnic, religious, and cultural strife emerging in the place of so-
called failed states. From human rights violations to trade disruptions to the mass 
displacement of people, the challenges to world order are posited as very real. More-
over, even if the breakdown of a community cannot be rooted in a globalizing 
world’s uneven distribution of wealth—the planet’s release from the stifling pres-
sures of Cold War rivalry also is widely perceived as a factor behind the emergence 
of many a new nationalist or secessionist movement—the possibility of globalization 
increasing the potency of conflict when it occurs cannot be ignored. For example, the 
globalization of production and marketing of weapon systems has facilitated the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction.27 

In addition to the threat of new violence, alterations to the natural environment 
that are not constrained by distance or circumscribed by borders are a characteristic 
of globalization generating cause for concern. In this context, much attention focuses 
on global warming resulting from stratospheric ozone depletion partly caused by the 
release into the atmosphere of carbon dioxide, methane, chlorofluorocarbons, and 
nitrous oxide. Some analysts have even gone so far as to describe global warming as 
“the greatest threat to the long-term health of our planet, as the danger of nuclear war 
declines.”28 Environment Canada has likewise been carefully monitoring the issue. 
Although noting that there is a “significant degree of uncertainty involved in predic-
tions regarding the specific timing, magnitude and regional patterns of climate 
change,” it does draw attention to the conclusions of the International Panel on Cli-
mate Change (IPCC): 

In 1995, IPCC concluded that if human activities contributing to the green-
house effect and aerosol emissions are not checked, global mean tempera-
tures during the next century will rise an average of between 0.1ºC and 
0.4ºC per decade. This means that the likely rise in global temperature will 
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be 2ºC before the end of the next century. . . . A climate shift of this size 
and rate has not been experienced since the last de-glaciation some 10,000 
years ago. . . . Accelerated global warming could therefore have a signifi-
cant impact on all of the Earth’s ecosystems. 

Although some benefits may accrue from such climate change—in more northern 
regions, the economic gain from lengthened shipping seasons due to longer ice-free 
periods at seaports, for example—negative impacts cannot be discounted. Among the 
potential natural (human- and trade-disrupting) disasters resulting from global warm-
ing, Environment Canada mentions increased fire risk as a result of the drying mid-
latitude climate; water shortages because of alterations in precipitation patterns;29 
and, through rising sea levels, flood damage to low-lying areas (including, in Canada, 
the greater Vancouver region, Prince Edward Island, Halifax, and Saint John). Along 
with tropical diseases inching northward to locations whose populations may have no 
immunity, countries of the Northern Hemisphere may eventually face the challenge 
of growing numbers of migrants seeking to escape the potentially harsher environ-
mental conditions of the southern regions of the globe. Particular attention also has 
been drawn to the potential detrimental effects of global warming on Canada’s Arc-
tic.30,31 With the possibility of increased shipping due to a navigable Northwest Pas-
sage in as little as 10 to 15 years,32 discussion regularly turns to the dangers of a rise 
in illicit crime, whether it be people-trafficking or drug-smuggling; the pollution of 
the fragile Arctic ecosystem; a human disaster at sea; and violations of Canadian sov-
ereignty (Canada claims the Northwest Passage as territorial waters).  

The Role of Armed Forces 
The Canadian post-Cold War security agenda will involve not only the threat of 

foreign violence against Canadian and Allied territory (conceivably from rogue states 
via ballistic missile attacks), but also international crime and terrorism, regional in-
terstate conflict, intra-failed-state ethnic, cultural, and religious strife, and climate 
change—each with its own inherent potential for a human disaster, trade disruption, 
or human rights violations. With the perceived threats to the future peace and security 
of Canadians and their fellow human beings clearly in mind, it is possible to address 
the function of Canadian Forces in protecting against these threats. 

The term Canadian Forces refers to the three unified services—army, air force, 
and navy—which were established by the National Defence Act and are headed by 
the Chief of the Defence Staff. Working with his civilian counterpart in the Depart-
ment of National Defence, the Deputy Minister, the Chief of the Defence Staff sup-
ports the Minister of National Defence, an elected member of Parliament, in 
managing military resources. Such management is guided by two overarching princi-
ples fundamental to the place of the military in a parliamentary democracy: ministe-
rial control over the military and Department of National Defence, and effective 
parliamentary oversight of the defense programs and activities of the government.33 

The Canadian Forces have approximately 60,000 regular force members and 
30,000 reservists. The army is by far the largest of the three services, consisting of 
three regular force brigade groups, an engineer support regiment, an air defense 
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regiment, and a divisional headquarters and signal regiment. Among its leading-edge 
battlefield systems are more than 200 Coyote surveillance vehicles, each fitted with 
battlefield surveillance radar, thermal imager, daylight camera, and laser rangefinder. 
The air force comprises three dozen flying squadrons. Included in its inventory are 60 
operational CF–18 Hornets, some equipped with infrared sensors and laser designa-
tors for precision-guided munitions. The workhorses of the tactical airlift fleet are 32 
aging CC–130 Hercules aircraft. The Canadian navy includes 4 destroyers, 12 multi-
purpose frigates, and 2 operational support vessels organized into two task groups, 
one each on the Pacific and Atlantic coasts. 

Although sometimes criticized for downplaying the role of Canadian military re-
sources in the delivery of human security,34 the Canadian government has increas-
ingly recognized the vital contribution to be made by the military. The Department of 
Foreign Affairs 1995 White Paper placed much emphasis on the tools of sustainable 
development and preventive diplomacy in support of the broadened Canadian secu-
rity agenda.35 However, the section headed “The Protection of Our Security Within a 
Stable Global Framework” stated, “Though today, direct threats to Canada’s territory 
are diminished, the Government considers it necessary to maintain a military capabil-
ity appropriate to this still uncertain and evolving international environment.” The 
paper also mentions Canadian support for the strengthened UN rapid reaction capa-
bility needed to engage in future peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations. 
This statement is consistent with the wording of Canada’s 1994 Defence White Pa-
per, which called for “multipurpose combat capable forces” able to fight “alongside 
the best, against the best.”36 

Since those statements were made, government words have more directly under-
scored the value of the military in offering protection against the array of threats that 
Canadians and their global kin will face in the decades to come. Much of this confi-
dence stems from the precedent value of the growing number of missions that the Ca-
nadian Forces have undertaken in support of the broadened Canadian security agenda 
since the mid-1990s—for instance, Canadian Forces humanitarian and peacekeeping 
operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Under Operation Palladium, Canada has provided a 
1,350-member task force, encompassing a battle group and a command-and-support 
element, that provides assistance to the United Nations in deterring hostilities, estab-
lishing a secure environment for the local population, and monitoring the peace. 

Until February 2000, Canada assigned staff officers at Bihac and Banja Luka to 
train local civilians in modern demining techniques in Operation Noble. Aside from 
operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Canadian Forces were central players in the 
forceful defense of human rights in Kosovo in 1999. Under Operation Echo, the air 
force contributed 18 CF–18 fighters at the height of the NATO-led air campaign 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The 675 combat sorties that Canada un-
dertook (over 360 precision-guided munitions were expended) accounted for nearly 
one-tenth of the battlefield air interdiction missions flown during the Kosovo cam-
paign. During the campaign, the military also worked with the Red Cross and Citi-
zenship and Immigration Canada in a humanitarian effort—Operation Parasol—to 
temporarily relocate 5,000 Kosovar refugees to Canada. When hostilities ended in the 
summer of 1999, the Canadian commitment to safeguarding the peace and human 
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rights in Kosovo was sustained. To provide a secure environment for all civilians, 
under Operation Kinetic, Canada deployed over 1,400 military personnel to Kosovo, 
including a national command-and-support element, an infantry battle group, a Coy-
ote-equipped reconnaissance squadron, and a tactical helicopter unit. 

Outside the European theater, the Canadian Forces have been similarly visible in 
upholding the expanded Canadian security agenda. To safeguard the peace and de-
mocratic will in East Timor, the Canada contributed over 600 personnel to the Inter-
national Force in East Timor, including the support vessel Her Majesty’s Canadian 
Ship (HMCS) Protecteur and a reinforced infantry company with an initial tactical 
area of responsibility of more than 1,000 square kilometers. In the Arabian Gulf, too, 
the Canadian Forces have been active in safeguarding global security. During 1999, 
HMCS Regina integrated with the USS Abraham Lincoln carrier battle group to 
monitor and enforce UN sanctions against Iraq. During the deployment (Operation 
Augmentation), Regina conducted more than 95 hailings and 22 boardings.37 

With the military increasingly called on to support the expanded Canadian secu-
rity agenda, current government statements on security have heightened the profile of 
the armed forces. They have in fact moved beyond the observation of UN Secretary 
General Kofi Annan—“You can do a lot with diplomacy but, of course, you can do a 
lot more with diplomacy backed up with firmness and force”38—to speak of the value 
of armed force actually employed: 

Human security provides a template to assess policy and practice for their 
effects on the safety of people. From a foreign policy perspective, there are 
a number of key consequences. First, when conditions warrant, vigorous ac-
tion in defence of human security objectives will be necessary. Ensuring 
human security can involve . . . military force, as in Bosnia and Kosovo.39 

Similarly, as Canadian Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy recently stated: 
Pursuing human security involves using a variety of tools. Some rely more 
on persuasion—as with the campaign to ban anti-personnel mines40 . . . 
while others are more robust, such as sanctions and military intervention.41 

Government documents have suggested that such interventions probably will be 
multilateral in nature and will require a high degree of coordination with nonmilitary 
organizations or nonstate actors, such as human rights monitors, humanitarian relief 
groups, and development nongovernmental organizations.42 

Such statements recognizing the utility of armed forces in the pursuit of human 
security not only align with the Canadian tradition of being a provider as much as a 
consumer of security,43 but they also mirror much contemporary thinking on armed 
forces in other nations. For example, in addressing the U.S. response to an expanded 
security agenda for the 21st century, Ian Lesser states, “The security agenda has ex-
panded in functional terms. Formerly peripheral challenges such as migration . . . 
now compete with conventional military rivalries as affecting the use of force.”44 
Similarly, with regard to failed states in the decades ahead, John Spellar, British Min-
ister of State, recently remarked on the importance of armed—also likely combined 
and joint—interventions to alleviate human sufferings and to uphold human rights. 
Ottawa-endorsed statements by NATO, too, recently affirmed additional roles for 
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armed forces in the pursuit of the wider 21st-century security objectives shared by 
Canada and its allies. As well as affirming the traditional task of repelling armed at-
tack (whether conventional or weapons of mass destruction) against member state 
territory, the new NATO Strategic Concept stated: 

In pursuit of its policy of preserving peace, preventing war, and enhancing 
security and as set out in fundamental security tasks, NATO will seek, in 
cooperation with other organizations, to prevent conflict, or, should a cri-
sis arise, contribute to its effective management, consistent with interna-
tional law, including through the possibility of conducting non-Article 5 
crisis response operations.45 The Alliance’s preparedness to carry out such 
operations support the broader objective of reinforcing and extending sta-
bility. . . . [Allied Forces] must be held at the required readiness and de-
ployability, and be capable of military success in a wide range of complex 
joint and combined operations.46 

In addition to the potential response of Allied armed forces, including the Cana-
dian Forces, to failed states or regional interstate violence (joint and multilateral 
peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and humanitarian relief operations), the Strategic 
Concept also offers some direction with respect to the threat of crime and terrorism: 
“Arrangements exist within the Alliance for consultation among the Allies under Ar-
ticle 4 of the Washington Treaty,47 and where appropriate, coordination of their ef-
forts, including responses to risks of this kind.” 

Since the new Strategic Concept was developed, the military has been prepared 
to fulfill its tenets. A dedicated force consisting of a naval task group, a wing of 
fighter aircraft, a squadron of tactical transport aircraft, a brigade group (or three 
separate battle groups), and an infantry battalion group is being maintained in readi-
ness for an Article 5 contingency. Apart from the provision of training facilities to 
enhance the military effectiveness of the Alliance (Suffield, Alberta, for example, is 
home to the largest, most comprehensive training area in use by the British Army), 
the Canadian Forces have been active in non-Article 5 crisis response missions. Dur-
ing the Kosovo crisis, the Canadian commodore of the destroyer flagship HMCS 
Athabaskan commanded the Standing Naval Force Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT) 
deployment to the Adriatic Sea. Moreover, with respect to NATO efforts to combat 
international crime, in January and February 2000, the same Canadian ship led 
STANAVFORLANT in supporting Drug Enforcement Agency counternarcotics op-
erations in the Gulf of Mexico.48 

The Canadian Forces are likely to have a role in countering the threats associated 
with the environmental effects of globalization. The continuing requirement for surveil-
lance of Canada’s north notwithstanding, a contribution to disaster relief both at home 
and abroad would not be unprecedented; the military delivered essential support during 
the Manitoba floods of 1998, and HMCS Preserver provided supplies and reconstruc-
tion assistance to the Florida victims of Hurricane Andrew in the early 1990s. Since the 
middle of the last decade, Canada also has made available a rapidly deployable Disaster 
Assistance Response Team (DART) focused on fulfilling four critical needs in emer-
gency situations: primary medical care, the production of purified drinking water, a 
limited specialist engineer capability, and a command-and-control structure to facilitate 
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coordination between the host nation, in-theater NGOs, and military personnel. Follow-
ing the August 1999 earthquake in Turkey, for example, a 200-member DART cared 
for over 5,000 victims of the disaster, produced and distributed over 2.7 million liters of 
clean drinking water, and constructed a tented camp for 2,000 displaced persons.49 Al-
though the latter action did not constitute a response to a negative consequence of 
global warming, DARTs might be similarly used to respond to a human disaster asso-
ciated with that phenomenon. Such actions, moreover, clearly would fall within the 
responsibility and commitment of the Canadian military to “provide emergency hu-
manitarian assistance.”50 

No doubt should remain as to the ongoing utility of armed forces in the revised se-
curity environment of the post-Cold War globalizing world. Not only are the Canadian 
Forces focused on maintaining the effectiveness of existing resources, but also they are 
seeking to acquire new assets that will deliver capabilities particularly relevant to the 
emerging security environment. In this context, much attention is centered on combat 
capability, rapid reaction, global deployability, and interoperability with the Armed 
Forces of the United States. Although Canada recognizes that, ultimately, professional 
and highly trained men and women are key to delivering each capability,51 efforts to 
acquire new technologies and hardware are under way. For example, the first of four 
ex-Royal Navy conventional submarines were delivered in the autumn of 2000, im-
proving the combat capability of Canada’s naval forces. Plans are being made for a 
new fleet of maritime helicopters, with the aim of significantly upgrading the Canadian 
Forces antisubmarine warfare and surface surveillance capabilities. 

The Army is in the process of acquiring in excess of 350 Light Armored Vehicle 
III state-of-the-art wheeled infantry troop carriers. In terms of rapid reaction and 
global deployability, options for enhancing strategic airlift as well as strategic air-to-
air refueling are under investigation. The Afloat Logistics and Sealift Capability pro-
ject also seeks to provide the Canadian Forces with the capability to deploy and sup-
port land forces, including with tactical aviation from the sea. Regarding 
interoperability with the United States, Canadian participation in the American ad-
vanced extremely high-frequency military communications satellite program is but 
one example of concrete steps in that direction—a trend that no doubt will continue. 
As a report of the Chief of the Defence Staff recently declared, “NORAD [North 
American Aerospace Defense Command], the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, 
and the Military Cooperation Committee all provide venues for ensuring interopera-
bility between the two [American and Canadian] forces.”52 

Consideration of the military capabilities required to counter the threats of the 
post-Cold War globalizing world, of course, is hardly sufficient. Equally as important 
is attention to the criteria governing their employment. Without carefully thought-out 
criteria, an expanded security agenda such as the one articulated by Canada would 
seem to leave the door open to limitless military interventions on behalf of individu-
als anywhere, anytime. A common refrain in Canadian policy circles is that the hu-
man security agenda, with its focus on the individual, has the potential to be one of 
the most interventionist foreign policies that Canada has ever seen. 

In an effort to bring some semblance of order to the use of armed forces—
particularly in situations that see the human rights of the individual at odds with the 
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tenet of state sovereignty—Canadian and international commentators have increas-
ingly turned their attention to clarifying principles of intervention. In his recent book 
on the Kosovo campaign, for example, Michael Ignatieff speaks of strengthening the 
sanctioning authority of the Security Council through an enlargement of its member-
ship and the replacement of the great power veto with majority voting.53 Others advo-
cate the introduction of a new principle of international law explicitly sanctioning 
interventions when the “most egregious violations of human rights, such as genocide 
and violent mass ethnic expulsions,” occur.54 To achieve this, they suggest an interna-
tional convention or UN General Assembly resolution capable of bypassing the Secu-
rity Council veto. Canadian Foreign Minister Axworthy also has entered the debate. 
In remarks in 2000 to the UN Security Council during a discussion on the 1994 geno-
cide in Rwanda, he posited several principles to govern military interventions aimed 
at the protection of civilians. They encompassed several circumstances: 

 
• Peaceful means to resolve the conflict have been exhausted. 
• Regional and international stability is at risk. 
• The severity of the crisis is fully corroborated. 
• The use of force is multilateral and widely supported. 
• The use of force is part of a long-term strategy to build and sustain peace. 
 
Even if these standards were to find their way into international law or custom, 

serving to provide some new checks and balances for armed interventions, they still 
would hold the potential for multiple, simultaneous Canadian Forces deployments to 
far-off regions of the globe. Coupled with the sovereignty protection and disaster re-
lief functions of the military, such a prospect is cause for concern for the 60,000 Ca-
nadian men and women in uniform. Many are keenly aware of how the political 
classes can inadvertently overcommit resources. For example, while pointing out that 
the Canadian Forces flew nearly one-tenth of the strike missions during the Kosovo 
campaign, David Bashow and colleagues describe how this was done with only 2 
percent of the in-theater Allied aircraft. Accordingly, air crews and aircraft were se-
verely tasked. In a similar vein, a report of the Chief of the Defence Staff stated: 

For most of the year [1999], more than 4500 Canadian Forces personnel 
were deployed on 23 missions around the world. This commitment repre-
sented a higher ratio of the total force structure deployed on peace support 
operations than that of most other like-minded, Western nations. The tempo 
of operations stretched the Canadian Forces.55 

Although the Federal Government’s recently announced defense spending in-
crease will assist in improving the quality of life of military personnel and realizing 
some of the capital programs discussed earlier,56 human and capital resources will 
remain limited. As the Deputy Minister and Chief of the Defence Staff bluntly stated, 
“Despite [the] additional resources, however, the pressures on the Department of Na-
tional Defence] continue.”57 Expecting the elected Executive (Cabinet) to independ-
ently recognize this fact and unilaterally provide new national guidelines that would 
set even tighter parameters for the employment of the military than those currently in 
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effect is unrealistic. Left alone, ever checking the pulse of public opinion and the 
headlines of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation and Cable News Network—now 
broadcasting 24 hours a day from virtually every corner of the globe—politicians will 
more often than not be governed by what is politically, rather than militarily, expedi-
ent. With the broadened security agenda of the 21st century now at hand, the person-
nel of the Canadian Forces and Department of National Defence are responsible for 
clearly informing elected officials, the public, and even the Department of Foreign 
Affairs of the number, duration, and intensity of military missions that Canada can 
realistically mount under current and projected operating budget lines. 

Conclusion 
In the globalizing post-Cold War world, the threats against which Canadians de-

mand armed protection for themselves and for their global kin are widespread—
challenges to Canadian and Allied sovereignty, possibly by rogue states; international 
crime and terrorism; interstate regional conflict; intra-failed-state ethnic, cultural, and 
religious strife; and even climate change. Such protection in turn requires diverse (often 
joint and combined) operations, whether they be antiterrorism, humanitarian efforts, 
and disaster relief activities; the defense of Canadian and Allied territory; or peace-
keeping and peace enforcement missions. By the same token, a broadened requirement 
for diverse missions carries with it the risk of an overextension of the military, despite 
the best efforts being made to prepare for the various contingencies. Politicians may 
succeed in establishing new tenets of international law regulating armed interventions 
for the protection of civilians. However, the prospect remains that in addition to their 
sovereignty protection and disaster relief operations, the Canadian Forces will be com-
mitted by the government to multiple, simultaneous deployments in the name of human 
rights. Accordingly, the elected Executive and public must be made aware of what 
those who serve them with their lives can realistically achieve. To an unprecedented 
degree, this imperative devolves upon the armed services personnel and their civilian 
counterparts in the professional defense establishment.  
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