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| nt r oducti on

The Canada-U.S. defense relationship, just |like the 50-year struggle
t hat necessitated and sustained it, is over. As the two countries
beconme econom cally closer, especially with the establishnent of the
Canada- U. S. Free Trade Agreenment (FTA) and nore recently the North
American Free Trade Agreenment (NAFTA), defense entangl enents have
been noving in the opposite direction

The bil ateral defense relationship consisted of two central
el enents. The first was the joint protection of North Anerica
agai nst nuclear attack. In the earlier days of the cold war,
Canadi an airspace and territory were nothing short of essential to
detect and potentially destroy any attacking Soviet bonbers. Mny
Canadi ans renenber that John Foster Dulles once called their
country, because of its location between the United States and the
Soviet Union, “a very inportant piece of real estate.” Americans and
Canadi ans built several vast radar networks spanning the continent,
coordi nated fighter/interceptor aircraft operations of the U S. and
Royal Canadian air forces, and in 1958 placed what becane a single
system under the operational control of the North Anerican Air
Def ense Command (NORAD), whose conmander-in-chi ef was al ways an
American general wth a Canadi an deputy. Had the call to Washi ngton
war ni ng of inpending attack ever cone, it mght well have been a
Canadi an general on the line.

As the threat to North America shifted from manned bonber to
the intercontinental ballistic mssile (ICBM and submarine | aunched
ballistic mssile (SLBM, (and as the United States shifted from
active defense to reliance on deterrence) NORAD adapted, becomi ng in
1981, the North Anerican Aerospace Defense Command whose prine
function was warning and attack assessnent. The inportance of this
function to the credibility and functioning of the American
of fensi ve nucl ear posture neant that NORAD pl aced Canada in a uni que
position relative to other U S. allies. No other foreign mlitary
personnel were as close to the central strategic nuclear forces upon
whi ch western collective defense rested as were those of Canada.

The second el enent of the defense rel ationship was a focus on
t he defense of Western Europe, especially through the North Atlantic
Treaty Organi zation (NATO, of which both countries were founding
menbers and to which both contributed mlitary forces, including the
depl oynents of standing air and ground formations in Wstern Europe
itself. This NATO focus was, of course, a continued reflection of
the basic North American interest in preventing any potentially
hosti|l e power from establishing hegenony over Europe, a shared
interest that had taken both Canada and the United States in the
First and Second World Wars.

For Canada, NATO nenbership was al ways far nore than just a way
to pursue a fundanmental security interest. It was a ticket into the
“bi g | eagues” of international diplomcy. Mreover, it seened to
offset the ties with the behenoth to the south. As the distinguished
Canadi an di pl omat and schol ar John Hol nmes put it, “Canadi ans al so
saw NATO as a counterweight...it would give Canada a nultilatera
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forumin which, by conbining with other |esser powers, it could nmake
its weight be felt and so be relieved, at |east psychologically, of
the inhibitions of life with one gigantic nei ghbor.” t ed
States, for its part, not only wel comed Canada's NATO partici pation
but throughout nmuch of the cold war fretted whenever Otawa began to
tal k about reducing Canadian air and ground forces in Europe or even
pulling themout, lest the solidarity of the alliance be threatened.

North Anerican and NATO rol es becanme the raison d é&re of the
Canadi an Forces (CF) and the essence of their mlitary
prof essionalism Functional ties with the U S. armed forces becane
very close. This was particularly true of the air forces because of
NORAD. But it was also the case for the navies which shared anti -
submarine warfare (ASW responsibilities related to the protection
of both North Anmerica and Europe.

Today, it is evident that the geographic focus of whatever
security cooperation may crystallize between the two countries is
shifting “out of area,” that is outside North Anerica and Western
Europe. But it is far fromclear how extensive and enduring these
new forns of bilateral mlitary cooperation will be.

North Ameri ca

To argue that the Canada-U.S. defense rel ationship has ended is not
to say that strictly bilateral mlitary cooperation in North America
has or will soon term nate. Rather, collaboration in the direct
defense of the continent will continue its already marked decline
into strategic marginality.

The Cinton admnistration's July 1994 statenment A Nationa
Security Strategy of Enﬁagenent and Enl argenent scarcely nentions
North Anerican defense. al so the direction in which
Canadi an policy is noving. A January 1995 governnent statenent by
O tawa enphasi zed that “direct threats to Canada's territory are
di mi ni shed” and that future challenges to Canadi an security are
increasingly likely to be of a non-mlit e, that is,
econom ¢, environnental and dem)graphic.EtZ:fE{—-Efl

Even before the cold war's fornmal end, the | evel and tenpo of
Canada- U. S. defense relations, particularly in NORAD, had been
decreasing. By the late 1980s, the frequency of Sovi et Bear bonber
flights near Nort werica was dramatically reduced as were Sovi et
submari ne patrol s.=—Wasttngt on cut back on plans contained in the
1985 Canada-U. S. Air Defense Mdernizati on Agreenent, which had
provided for a nodest revitalization of continental air defenses,
especially against air- and sea-launched cruise nmssiles. A newline
of radars across northern Canada and Al aska was built, but now w ||
operate on nuch reduced capacity. O the four nodern air defense
radar installations envisaged in 1985 for the United States, two
were cancel |l ed, one was deactivated, and the |last put on part-tine
alert status. U S. funding for air defense forward operating
| ocations in northern Canada was conpletely cut off by Congress.

Accordingly, the classic air defense m ssion agai nst massive
bonmber attack has been put on the back-burner. Forces for this
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m ssi on have been put in what NORAD calls a “regeneration” category

wi th expectation that there would be as nuch as a two-year strategic

warni ng of any resurgent air threat. There are no | onger NORAD “war

pl ans,” there are “concept plans” for North American air def ensee————1
Wth the North Anerican air defense m ssion waning and with the

threat of large-scale ballistic mssile attack all but gone, focus

has shifted to the possible role of Colorado Springs as part of a

mul tinational “global warning initiative” designed to neet the
threat of the proliEﬁﬁiiigiiff weapons of mass destruction and
m ssi |l e technol ogy. ibility also remains that the U S.
m ght deploy a limted ballistic mssile (BMD) systemin North
America or limted theater mssile defenses (TMD) for protection
abroad, especially of U S forces deployed overseas.

It is, though, far fromclear how nmuch enphasis the United
States intends to put into North Anerican BVMD. The dinton
adm nistration is continuing the enphasis on TVMD. Although the new

Republ i can-control |l ed Congress tried togﬁggggzgy the fielding of a
BMVMD systemto defend the United States, € current legislation

still only requires that a BMD system be “devel oped by 208%::%5&9]

Congress having to vote again before it can be depl oyed.”

Otawa has indicated that it is now open to including sone
reference to further BVD roles in a renewed NORAD agreenent. Yet
even if the United States does nove to deploynent after the turn of
the century, Canada will not be needed for the central role
geography required it to play in North American air defense. No
systens critical for BVD need to be |ocated in Canada or operated by
Canadi ans. This, too, is a continuation of trends that were underway
wel | before the cold war ended. No systemto detect ballistic
m ssil es has ever been placed in Canada or operated by the Canadi an
Forces. If Canada does becone involved in mssile defense, it is far
nore likely that it will be as part of a NATO wi de program for TMD
out side North Aneri ca.

Canada's 16 surface warships (including 12 new patrol
frigates), plans to augnent the country's naval presence in the
Paci fic, and nore recent changes to the underwater surveillance
systemw || make the Canadian maritine contrib&gﬁig;;ggfontinentm
defense actually better than it is at present. di an and
U.S. navies can be expected to nmaintain close contact and
cooperation. However, with the dramatic decline in post-Soviet nava
power, purely national sovereignty protection duties, as opposed to
bilateral roles, are nuch nore likely to be the main focus of the
Canadi an Navy in the waters surroundi ng North America, as evident by
its actions against Spanish fishing vessels in the spring of 1985.
The only naval buil ding now underway in Canada is for a fleet of
short-range Maritinme Coastal Defence Vessels.

In the 1980s there was significant Canadi an concern about the
operation of foreign, including American, submarines in the Arctic
which led to the proposal in a 1987 Canadi an Wite Paper to acquire
a fleet of nuclear-power attack submarines (SSNs) capable of under-

i ce operations. Tensions rose with the U S. Navy, which found the
prospect of operating in conjunction with the Canadi ans under the
i ce decidedly unwel come and doubted Canada's ability to pay for SSNs
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and operate themeffectively. The program was canceled in 1989 and
recently the governnent revealed that it has abandoned plans to

depl oy an underwater detection systemfor the Arctic.lZ

In the past Canada's security relations with the United States
have al ways been problematic in donmestic politics. This is because
Canadi an governnents have been caught between their support for
col l ective defense, which has nmade mlitary cooperation with the
United States essential, and popul ar fears that national sovereignty
and i ndependence woul d be conprom sed by too cl ose an associ ation
with the nuclear-arned giant to the South. The cl ose working
rel ati onshi p between the Canadian and U.S. air forces and
bur eaucraci es has, in particular, always lent a faint air of
illegitimcy to NORAD. The suggestion was that the Canadi an
mlitary, eager to play in the big | eagues, had pronoted an
integration of defense efforts of which the political |eadership has
not al ways been fully cognizant. Should not Canada's real role in
international affairs be that of a “peacenaker” and not a “powder
nonkey 7L |

In the present international circunstances, with no real threat
to North Anerica, the mlitary relationship with the United States—
especi al | y NORAD—m ght be expected to encounter criticismin Canada
as anachroni stic business as usual at the expense of a new, nore
i ndependent, Canadi an defense policy. Mreover, w th NAFTA bi ndi ng
Canada ever nore closely to the U S. economically, OGtawa m ght have
anticipated a new reaction against continued mlitary ties with the
Anmer i cans.

However, the passing of the cold war has weakened the “peace

nmovenent” in Canada, depriving it of its ability to conbine fear of
nucl ear war wi th Canadi an nationalism NORAD, facing renewal in
1996, has ceased to be an issue in Canada. But if the peace novenent
has been deprived of its strongest argunents against bilatera
cooperation, the argunents of pro-defense groups have |ikew se been
underm ned. In the past, they also appealed to nationalist sentinent
by contendi ng that cooperation with the United States was an

exercise in “defence against help.” In other words, unless Canada
nmonitored its own air and sea approaches, the United States, by

strategi c necessity, would doEttlgtﬁﬁigfiggﬁigﬂenging Canadi an
soverei gnty and i ndependence. "’ of the cold war, this
argunent has | ost nuch of its persuasiveness, a fact not |ost on
Otawa as it cuts the country's defense budget. So overall the end
of the cold war has al so neant the ending of bilateral defense
relations as a issue of controversy on the Canadi an public policy
agenda.

Ironically, this should make it easier for Otawa and
Washi ngton to renew NORAD i n 1996 even though there is no conpelling
defense need to do so. Changes will no doubt be nade in the wording
of the agreenment reflecting the altered gl obal security environnent.
Ref erence m ght al so be made to future cooperation in BMD. However,
NORAD wi I | still be a pale reflection of its cold war self.

This is not to argue against renewal. There is sone nerit in
preserving an i nexpensi ve hedge agai nst international uncertainties.
More concretely and i nmedi ately, not renewing would require
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alternative arrangenents for the restructuring of vestigial defense
col | aboration. Such substantive changes woul d not be costless in
terns of noney and attention that would be required on the part of
both governnments. The fact is, at this tine North American defense
is not sufficiently high on either Washington’s or OGtawa's |ist of
foreign policy priorities to warrant the tine, effort, and noney
required to get rid of it. (Editors note: On March 28, 1996, NORAD
was formally renewed by Secretary of State Warren Chri stopher and
M ni ster of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Ll oyd Axworthy
at a brief cerenony in Washington.)

NATO and European Security

NATO is even likelier, far likelier in fact, than NORAD to be

mai nt ai ned over the next few decades with both Canada and the United
States renmi ni ng nenbers. However, the changing nature of the
alliance will alter the roles of Otawa and Washi ngton in a nmanner
that will further dimnish the inportance of the bilateral defense
rel ationship

Despite many early, and now deci dedly premature, obituaries,
NATO has renai ned the dom nant security organi zation in Europe and
is poised to expand both geographically and functionally. Building
upon the Partnership For Peace (PfP) initiative, the alliance has
fornmul ated a set of principles and procedures for the adm ssion of
new nmenbers from Eastern Europe. Revising military strategy, it is
seeking nore nobility and flexibility through the idea of Conbi ned
and Joi nt Task Forces (CITF).

It is unclear whether either of these initiatives will cone to
fruition. What is clear, is that neither will succeed w thout
American | eadershi p. Moreover, if successful, both will change the
nature of the U S. role in Europe fromthat of a guarantor of West
Eur opean security against a common threat to that of the key
organi zer of nultilateral efforts to cope with instances of
instability throughout the continent. In this new role, however,
Washi ngton will have a neasure of discretion as to the extent of its
i nvol venent. Because many, if not nost, European problens will not
directly threaten U S. vital interests, the president and Congress
will be able to select where and when the United States w |
exerci se a | eadership role.

For Canada, the di sappearance of the Soviet threat has broken
the link between its security and that of Europe. Al so gone is the
ol d argunent that NATO provides a counterwei ght to cl ose defense
ties with the United States. Mrreover, as Washi ngton and the
alliance turn their attention eastward with the possible adm ssion
of new and nore strategically inportant nmenbers, Canada's place and
influence within allied councils will dimnish fromits already
reduced stature. The political significance which Washi ngton once
attached to Canadian participation in NATOw || fade into
marginality. Al of this will hasten what is already a clear
Canadi an policy of disengagenent from NATO

Wel | before the cold war ended, Canadi ans were di sappoi nted in,
while reluctantly having cone to accept their inability to, build



6 The End of the Canada-U.S. Defense Relationship

trade flows with Europe into a “counterweight” to econonic ties with
the United States. Wil e sonme Canadi an policynmakers retain hopes of
expanded Canadi an- European ties, the FTA and NAFTA can be taken as
formal confirmati on of Canada's econonmic future as a North American
country. In addition, just like the United States, Canada trades
today nore across the Pacific than across the Atlantic.

To be sure, in recent defense and foreign policy white papers,
Qtawa continues to proclaimits allegrance—to—the—transatlantic
i deal and to support NATO expansion. But in the 1990s, as Kim
Ri chard Nossal of MMaster University recently has pointed out, “the
noti on of Canada as a European nation will remain a conceit, for few
Canadi ans seemw lling to enbrace the costs that would give the fine

soundi ng rhetoric of transatlantic projection concrete neaning.”
Those real costs that could still tie Canada to Europe woul d
i ncl ude defense dollars. The cold war was scarcely over when the
Canadi an governnment announced in 1991 that the country's two
mlitary bases in Europe, both |ocated in Gernmany, would be cl osed
and that the Canadian mlitary presence in Europe would be reduced
to a token force of 1,100, to be stationed at a British or U. S
base. A year |ater, Otawa abandoned even this political synbolism
Canada's two fighter squadrons and arnored brigade group woul d be
brought hone. Over the next two years, drastic cuts were nade to the
Canadi an forces. By the end of the decade the regular force wll
drop to 60, 000.
Nevert hel ess, the 1994 Defence Wite Paper states that Canada
will maintain “nulti-purpose, conbat capable armed forces able to

nmeet the challenges to Canada's security both at honme and abr oad. t
It will continue to supply naval forces to the alliance, crews for
t he NATO Airborne Warning and Control aircraft and i ndi vi dual
personnel for various allied staff positions. And it will retain in
Canada air and ground forces which could be sent to Europe. Despite
overall force reductions, sone 3,000 personnel will be added to the
land forces. In the event of a nmjor overseas contingency Otawa
woul d be prepared to send | and, sea, and air forces sinultaneously
and “this could conceivably involve in the order of 10,000 mlitary

per sonnel . " |

But this reconfiguration entails an even greater Canadi an
retreat from European defense than many realized. The White Paper
does not earmark these potential expeditionary forces for NATO
alone. Rather it states that they will be available for
contributions to international security in general “within a U N
framewor k, through NATO, or in coalitions of |ike-mnded countries.”
As the Wite Paper acknow edges, a nmmjor crisis in Europe mght find

the very hard-pressed and undermanned Canadi an forces deployed

el sewhere, requiring difficult and protracted redepl oyments. £
Combi ned with continued budgetary pressures, it is not at al

certain that Canada will be able financially to naintain a
mlitarily meaningful contribution to European security.

Many Canadi ans woul d protest imediately that their country has
nmore than denonstrated its continuing commtnment to European
security by its longstanding participation in the international
efforts underway in the fornmer Yugoslavia. In June 1995, there were
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over 2,000 Canadian troops in Croatia and Bosnia nmaking it one of

t he | eading contributors—and this when U. S. ground invol venent was
limted to a small presence in Macedonia and a field hospital in
Croati a.

It would be a mi stake, though, to see Canada's recent
peacekeeping efforts as proof of a permanent comm tnment to European
security. In effect, Otawa backed into Yugoslavia, thinking that it
woul d be |ike other “classic” U N operations in which Canadi an
forces have been involved and which entailed the depl oynent of
lightly arnmed nmultinational forces between conbatants who had
al ready stopped fighting. In Croatia and Bosnia, of course, there
has been precious little peace to keep. At first, Canadi ans took
pride in the promnent role their blue berets were playing. But as
the fighting conti nued and when Canadi an troops were taken host age,
Canadi ans back hone grew increasingly frustrated. It was al so
frustrating for themto see their country excluded fromthe high-
| evel contact group of countries attenpting to broker a peace. On
several occasions, Otawa resisted the strong tenptation to pull out
lest it be seen as reneging on a conmtnment and underm ning the U N
efforts.

Those commi tnents, however, were begun under the previous
government. For its part the Chréien government was |ess
ent husi asti ¢ about the Yugoslavian role. It has continually sought
to bl ock and then only grudgi ngly accepted U.S. -sponsored denmands
that air strikes be used to punish the Serbs for not respecting safe

areas. The pattern “was one of...seizing eVEEi gggggigg!ié §i reduce
the size and exposure of Canadi an troops..” umrer
of fensi ve, Canada joined other U N forces in leaving Croatia. Then,
foll owing NATO s massive air assault on the Bosnian Serbs and the

U.S. brokered cease fire, the prine mnister announced “with

pl easure” that the Canadi ans woul d be w t hdr gwn—fromBosnia—by

Novenber 1995 because “the m ssion was over.”™

The problemfor Qtawa was that the m ssion was not over
President dinton has made a major commitnment of Anerican power and
prestige, and perhaps his own re-election, on being able to | ead
NATO i n securing the Novenber 21, 1995 settlenent in Bosnia. The
alliance likewi se has put its credibility to European security on
the line. Thus as nuch as the Chréien governnent woul d have I|iked
to have put Bosnia behind it, the Cinton initiative put Gtawa into
a difficult position.

On the one hand, because NATO s 60, 000 person force for Bosnia
is to have a war fighting capability, here was the opportunity for
Otawa to redeemitself in the eyes of its allies as well as live up
to the stated objective contained in the Wite Paper, and deploy a
si zabl e conbat - capabl e force in support of the alliance. This would
al so have been consistent with the Wiite Papers's call for NATO to
take a nore active role in peacekeeping.

On the other hand, given defense departnent budget and manpower
cuts, the heavy peacekeeping commtnments of recent years, and public
opi nion, Canada is in no position to send a major force back into
Bosnia, particularly one that may well have to wage war agai nst
violators of the peace agreenment. The newly appointed chief of the
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defense staff, General Jean Boyle acknomﬂedged in February 1996,
t hat the Canadlan Arny | ack q nt to flght in a “high-

intensity conbat theater. ™
have clai med that Canada had done more than its share in the Bal kans
and done so when the Europeans proved thensel ves incapabl e of
solving the problemon their own and the United States was rel uctant
to becone nore heavily invol ved.

Not surprisingly, therefore, the reaction in Gtawa to the
American call for support was anbival ence. After the foreign
m ni ster, speaking in Washi ngton, said Canada would participate in
the NATO force, both he and the prine n1n|ster backed away from a
pledge to send conbat forces, saying anada woul d participate
“only if absolutely necessary. Camada e | ast NATO country to
decide on the size of its commtnent. Wile attending the Decenber
1995 NATO neeting, the foreign mnister noted that although Canada
was a staunch supporter of peacekeeping, “this is not a decision
i ke those in past on the subject of real traditional peacekeeping
of the United Nations it is sonmething else...W could spend nuch
nore noney in the reconstruction elenment of the package than on the
mlitary package. But obviously we will have to consider the need of
NATO, the demands in rgPaLds_LQ_LLQQnsh_now much has been al r eady
contributed by others.”®

On the latter point, Otawa noted that although the United
States, Britain, and France were sending sizable forces, other
contributors, even Russia with 1,500 troops, were dispatching nore
nodest units. Thus, though the Canadi an cabi net considered a range
of options prepared by the mlitary, including the dispatch of sone
2,000 conbat tﬁ@@p&——#h@;@—masjllttle i kel ihood that such a force
woul d be sent.

Otawa's eventual decision to send a force of 1,000 reflects
its anbival ence toward the operation and donestic constraints. The
bul k of the force will be support as opposed to conbat troops and
Ottawa al so made cl ear that the deploynment would only be for one
year. Canada is providing a headquarters and conmandi ng general of a
mul tinational brigade that will include 850 Czech troops and about
1,200 fromBritain and Mal aysia assigned to the British sector of
Bosni a nort hwest of Sarajevo . About 750 Canadi ans are depl oyed at
t he headquarters in Coralici and the rest at a supply depot
supporting the headquarters | ocated at Velika Kl adusa on the
Croatian border. Canadian troops will also be responsible for
dem litarizing and renoving mnes along a part of the border between

the Muslim Croat federation and the Serb-controlled area of Bosnia.®

G ven the nature of the mission and the dangers, the force will be
nore heavily arned than previous Canadian units in the former
Yugosl avia and will have the authority to defend thensel ves under
the nore “robust rules of engagenent” that will apply to other NATO
forces.

In justifying the small size of the force, Mnister of Nationa
Def ence David Collenette cited Canada's three-year |ong
participation in U N peacekeeping in Yugoslavia. “This is what
Canadi ans woul d expect us to do. & al so points out
that Canada will be contributing to rebuilding efforts in Bosnia and
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to UN efforts to establish police forces, and will be working with
the Organi zation for Security and Cooperation in Europe to set up
free elections and national human rights institutions.

In making this comritnent, Otawa was trying to nend fences

with NATO As M. Collenette noted, Canada had a “noral obligation”

to support the alliance at this “historic time for NATO. " Fhus,
despite the initial hesitation, it was unlikely that Canada woul d
have chosen not to participate in the Bosnian effort at all. In the
final analysis, though, the decision can be expl ained sinply by the
continui ng Canadi an desire not to be entirely left out of a nmjor
Ameri can-| ed western undertaking.

Critics in CanadﬁZfﬁifoﬁ:f§f§§ﬁ?it this was the “l east of what
we can get away with.” €y all ege at the “enbarrassingly small”
size of the force and its predom nantly non-conbat conposition is
unwort hy of nmenber of the G oup of Seven (G 7) mmjor indust+=a

nations and will undernine Canada's influence in Europe.*—This
criticismis both unfair and unrealistic not only in terns of what
Canada coul d reasonably be expected to contribute but with regard to
t he broader international context.

Wil e the Canadi an contribution was | ess than Washi ngt on had
hoped for, it does conpare favourably with those of other countries
and it perforns useful roles for IFOR No doubt the size of the
force and the delay in deciding upon it are viewed in Europe and
Washi ngton as further evidence of a desire to distance Otawa from
the alliance's newrole in coping with Europe's ethnic instability.
Yet this is an accurate assessnment of the direction of Canadi an
policy as contained in the 1994 White Paper. Wile allies m ght
conplain, it really did not make nmuch of a difference what the size
of the Canadi an contribution was. It was far nore consequential for
the Cinton adm nistration to garner Wst European contri buti ons,
the participation of sone of the PfP countries, and especially that
of Russia. Should the U.S. -brokered settlement on Bosnia flounder on

the killing fields of Yugoslavia or in Congress, then little
i nportance will be attached to Otawa's reluctance to becone
i nvol ved or the size of Canada's commtnent. Above all, it is

fallacious to link the size and role of the Canadian contribution to
| FOR to expectations of influence. After the experience of the |ast
few years in Yugoslavia and the dom nant Anerican role in the NATO
initiative, there should now be no illusions in Gttawa about having
any influence over the Bosnian peace process or nmgj or NATO
deci si ons.

What ever happens in Yugoslavia, Canada will retain its seat at
t he perhaps soon-to-be enlarged NATO table. Its di plomats and seni or
mlitary officials will participate in allied affairs and its smal

forces will continue to exercise with those of older allies and PfP
nations. But in Europe as in North Anerica, the Canada-U. S. defense
relationship will continue to slide frommarginality to obscurity.

Qut of Area and the Future of U N
Peacekeepi ng
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As the two central elenments of the bilateral defense relationship—
North Anerican and NATO—di m nish, attention is increasingly focused

upon on Canada-U. S. security links “out of area.” Here there are two
broad di nensions to collaboration, regional security arrangenents,
i ncl udi ng ad-hoc coalitions forned under U.S. | eadership, and U. N.
peacekeepi ng operations. During the cold war, Canada had very little
i nvol venment in American-led regional security efforts. Gtawa did
not even join the O ganization of Anerican States (OAS) until 1989.
Nor did Canada participate in any limted wars or interventions
bet ween the Korean War and the Gulf War.

There was, however, an inplicit and sonetines explicit
col | aborati on between Canada and the United States in the realmin
U. N. peacekeeping. This was based upon a conpatibility between
Canada's desire to use peacekeeping partly as a way to project a
nore i ndependent identity externally and U S. national security
interests. For the United States, U N peacekeepi ng operations were
used to fill a political vacuum and prevent Soviet intervention

cool conflict between allies, nonitor agreenents negotiated by the

U S officials, or serve “U S. foreign policy goals of the nonent . "ES
Wi | e Canadi ans often viewed peacekeeping as a neutral activity in
the context of the dom nant East-West struggle, Washington wel coned

and appreci at ed Canadg preci sely because Otawa was
a loyal western ally. ,_peacekeepi ng renai ned margi na
to gl obal security relations, and between 1979 and 1988, the U N. in
general fell into great disfavor with the Reagan adm ni stration

Since the end of the cold war the United States and Canada have
collaborated in a range of nultilateral operations fromthe peace
enforcenment of the Gulf War to efforts at peacekeeping in Sonalia
and Haiti. But it is premature to conclude that the two countries
are about to engage in a new joint approach to internationa
security threats. For here, too, the relationship is changing as
each country adopts different approaches to regional conflicts and
instability.

When Washi ngton does feel itself “bound to lead,” it will seek
out followers. But for the United States, nmultilateralismis a tool
to be used when it can support the achi evenent of American
interests. As Anbassador to the U N Madeleine Al bright told a
Senate Committee, “When threats arise, we nay respond through the
U N., through NATO, through a coalition, through a conbination of
these tools or we may act alone. W will do what gver—s—necessaryjto
defend the vital interests of the United States.” ™

For Canada, acting alone is rarely an option, and therefore
mul til ateralismhas al ways been viewed as a necessary nmeans to
achi eve broad foreign policy objectives. Under the current
governnent, the prime Canadian interest abroad is economc, to
pronote trade and nultilateral reginmes favorable to its vul nerabl e,
open econony. As one noves away from concrete matters of dollars and
cents, Canadian internationalismtends to be an anorphous amal gam of
vague concepts which sinply equate Canada's well -being with broad
gl obal stability and unabashed cl ai ns that Canadi ans have certain
virtues that nake themespecially well qualified to pronote that
stability. As a recent parlianentary review of foreign policy
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concl uded:

foreign policy matters to Canadi ans. They have deep-rooted

val ues that they carry over into the role they want Canada to
pl ay—nurturing di al ogue and conpromn se; pronoting denocracy,
human ri ghts, econom c and social justice; caring for the

envi ronment ; saf eguardi ng peace; and easing poverty. And they
can offer correspondlng skill s-nedi ati ng di sputes; counselling,

good governance in a d|verseisncLeL¥+_heLang1the | ess
fortunate; and peacekeepi ng.

What this approach often obscures is the reality that nost
cases of regional conflict or instability will not even indirectly
af fect Canadi an econom c or security interests. Otawa is often
sinmply looking to participate actively in global affairs. Lacking
any solid basis in vital national security interests, Canada does
not see a conmtnent to nultilateralismas requiring it to assune a
greater share of the mlitary burden for regional security,
especially where this could entail high-intensity conflict as part
of a coalition. The |limted Canadi an involvenent in the Gulf War,

t hough fully supportive of the U S.-led coalition, reflected
Otawa' s nodest assessnent of what Canada coul d be expected to

contributeE Otawamay—stilll believe that Washington is “bound to

| ead,” but it does not always hold that it is necessarily bound to
fol | ow.

Canada is showng a newinterest in the countries of the Far
East and those of Latin America. Prinme Mnister Jean St en

publicized trade missions have been to these two areas.*trtama
bel i eves that as Canada seeks out new tradi ng opportunities, there
shoul d be sonme commensurate augnentation in mlitary links with
regions and countries outside the traditional North Atlantic
triangle. The 1994 White Paper reflects this state of affairs. It
docunents how Canadi an interest in the security of the Asia Pacific

regi on has becone nuch nore active—through the encouragenent of
regi onal security dial ogues such as the Asia Regional Forum the
Counci|l for Security Cooperation in Asia Pacific, and the Canadi an
Consortiumon Asia Pacific Security. Canada will expand the current
program of bilateral mlitary contacts with a variety of Asian
nations, including Japan, South Korea, and nenbers of the
Associ ati on of South East Asian Nations.LC |

I ncreased Canadian military ties in Latin Anerica, the Pacific
and el sewhere m ght involve sone cooperation with the United States.
But this new interest cannot be equated with a Canadi an comit nent
to the security of these regions, a conmtnment necessitating greatly
expanded military operations. Thus it is unlikely that beyond staff
tal ks, exchanges of information, and the occasional port visit and
participation in joint exercises, Canada is prepared to bind itself
to concrete regional security arrangenents. The enphasis upon naval
ties is noteworthy since they are a relatively inexpensive way to
mai ntain a nom nal “global” presence. Just because forces exercise
t oget her does not nean they will fight together. Indeed, the
attractiveness of these new |links seens to rest for the nost part in
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their relatively low political, and above all financial, costs.
Canada, it may be said, is nore interested in “conference”—as
opposed to mlitary-backed confidence-buil di ng nmeasures.

In short, the key notivating factor behind expanding mlitary
ties is econom c considerations, not those of traditional mlitary
security. Recently a high-level Canadian n1I|tary del egation went to
China to establish contacts with the Peopl eg A and to
explore opportunities for mlitary exports.! ! 3
newest warship into the Persian Gulf was IlkeMAse |ntended to
pronot e Canadi an defense products. To this extent, Otawa and
Washi ngton mght well find thenselves in a conpetitive rat her than
cooperative situation overseas.

For the United States, Canada's shallow commtnment to regiona
security and any future war-fighting coalitions is of little
i nport—even |less than in the cold war when sone political synbolism
was attached to Canadi an di pl omatic support. The U.S. mlitary knows
full well that the Canadian forces |ack the capabilities to make a
significant mlitary contribution out of area. Mdyreover, for the
United States, pronoting regional security will depend upon the
cooperation with regional powers and, at tinmes, powerful externa
actors such France, Britain, and even Russia. |If Wshi ngton cannot
get these other nations to followits lead, then it will either act
alone, if its vital interests are deened to be at stake, or it wll
not act at all.

Wth NORAD, NATO and ad-hoc coalitions waning in inportance
for Canada, U N. peacekeeping has energed, for the first tine, as
the de facto top priority in Canadi an defense policy. And, as Dennis
Stairs of Dal housie University has observed, the 1994 parlianentary

revi ews of defense and fore|gn policy “established beyond any doubt

that there in the country at | arge” for
peacekeepi ng. . as—&tawa was pulling its troops out of
Yugosl avi a, and hedglng on whether to participate in NATO s peace
enforcenent efforts there, the governnent was | aunching new foreign
and defense policy initiatives designed to strengthen the U N 's
peacekeepi ng capabilities and to augnent Canada's contribution to
them In early Septenber 1995, M. Collenette announced that as many
as 3,000 additional nmenbers of the CF would be available for
peacekeepi ng operations, putting the total nunber at nore than

20, 000 out of conbined arnmed forces of soon-to-be 60,000. He al so

stressed that the U N, rather than NATO “should take the lead in

setting the broad context for all secur#1¥_LnLLLaLLM£$_an in giving

direction for nmultilateral operations.
Later that nonth, Canada tabled a report at the U N

Towar ds A Rapi d Reaction Capability For the United Nations.*Based
upon the idea of the “Vanguard Concept,” the report called for
nations to mai ntai ned an enhanced nultinational standby force of up
to 5,000 troops to be assenbl ed and depl oyed on short notice under
t he operational control of small permanent operational headquarters
unit of 30-50 civilian experts. This force would “buy tinme for

di plomatic efforts and prepare the ground work for a |onger-term
traditi onal peacekeeping operation.” The report al so contai ned
proposals for other inprovenments to the U N 's approach to crisis
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managenment in the area of early marning and IogisticsI4 “Thi s
report,” M. Collenette stated, “illustrates the Government's
comm tnment to ensuring a vigorous and effec}|ye United BBIlQPS at a
time of increased demand for peacekeeping.”%

In the early post-cold war years, Canada-U. S. conpatibility in
peacekeepi ng seened to grow and hol d greater potential as the Bush
adm ni stration enbraced U. N. peacekeeping as a useful tool. Between

1988 and 1993, sone twenty new operations were begun whi ch Canada
participating in nearly all of themand with _considerable Anerican

di pl omatic, logistic, and financial support._The US n1||talw

began i ncorporating peacekeeping in its doctrine and training. =—Fhe
“Canadi ani zati on” of American defense policy seened to be at hand.

But rather than heral ding the begi nning of new phase in
bilateral relations, the proliferation of peacekeeping in the early
1990s now appears as a false start in efforts to order the new world
di sorder. After sone early successes, it began to turn sour in
Somalia and finally collapsed in the Yugosl avian nightmare. During
1995, the United States paid US$407 million, based on a tota
peacekeepi ng assessment of just over US$1 billion, a 59 percent drop
in expected contributions, meaning that the United States was
covering only about 12 percent of U N. peacekeepi ng_cq
end of 1995, the United States owed US$817 nilli on. mm—
dinton has acknomfedgedr—+he—£h++ep St at es has becone “t he bi ggest
piker in the U N " To many 1t seens that peacekeepi ng had become
“unAmerican.”

Under attack at hone by Republicans who included criticism of
peacekeeping in the Contract Wth America, in May 1994 the Cinton
adm ni stration issued Presidential Decision Directive 25, (PDD 25),
U.S. Policy on Reforming Miltilateral Peace Operations which
tenpered the earlier enthusiasmand placed |imts and conditions on

future U.S. involvenment in U N peacekeeping operations.
approach was evident in Bosnia and Rwanda.

It is not that WAshington wants the U N to get out of the
peacekeepi ng busi ness, but rather that, as many of these operations
cross the Iine between classic peacekeepi ng and peace enforcenent,
the United States will insist upon its own nethods of nmaking the
U. N. nore “vigorous and effective.” This mght entail entirely
removi ng operations fromthe U N, which, according to Arbassador
Al bright, “has not shown a capacity to respond decisively when the
risk of conbat is high” and when “military credibility is what is
required” to keep the peace.* |

Thus, as it assuned the | eadership role in Yugoslavia in the
sumrer of 1995, Washi ngton was determ ned not to repeat the m stakes
of the United Nations Protection Force. In making his case for the
di spatch of U S. troops to Bosnia as part of the NATO m ssion
President dinton assured the Anerican people that “unlike the U N
(United Nations) forces” they would have the “authority to respond
i medi ately” to attacks. “America,” he warned, “protects its own.
Anyone—anyone—who t akes on our troops will sy##e+—+he—eeﬂseqapnces.
W will fight fire with fire, and then sone.”* Testifying before a
U.S. Senate Conmittee, Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman General John
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Shal i kashvilli stressed that any force sent into Bosnia had to be
sized “sufficiently |large so when they have to go in they are robust
enough to take care of thenselves.” He added that he wanted to
ensure_the force was not “pushed around” the way the U S. troops had
been.tﬂ—FeF—#&ny—AHE¥+éans, peacekeeping, as it has been practiced
by the Unite%zgﬁigiﬁia;i;iﬁiﬁha and el sewhere has been
“di scredited. Iy by Washi ngton Post cal umi st
Charl es Krauthamer, “peacekeeping is for chunps.”™ !
For Canadi ans, whose troops have bravely, honorably, and
usefully served in the former Yugoslavia for the last three years,
t hese may appear to be inaccurate and indeed unfair assessnents.
Neverthel ess, the nore the U N 's vel vet gl ove takes advant age of

NATO s iron fist, there is little doubt whose hand holds the | eash
on what Defense Secretary WIlliam Perry assure@—ébng+ess—mea#d—?e
“t he bi ggest, toughest, the neanest dog in town™ U N _operations
whi ch are contracted out to American-led coalitions because they
hold the potential for high intensity conbat will increasingly be
beyond Canada's capacity, both mlitarily and politically.

Recent trends and changes i n peacekeepi ng al so appear to be
havi ng an i npact on Canadi an conduct, and not only in the case of
Bosnia. Despite its decision to augnent avail able forces for
peacekeepi ng and the proposal for a new U. N “vanguard force,” the

Chrétien governnent has noved away fromthe activismof the Milroney
years. At the end of 1993, Canada had nearly 5,000 peacekeepers in
U. N operations. Wth the end of the U N operation in Yugoslavi a,
Canada had only 900 peacekeepers, nearly all in two U N operations,
one on E?E %E!gg Egiggiﬁ, whi ch dates back to 1974, and one in
Hai ti . 5, the Security Council unani nously deci ded
to renew the U N mssion in Rwvanda but to reduce the size of the
force. Canada conplained that this would nmake it virtually
inpossi@tﬁagﬁ;gftittt;ﬁgi mandate and threatened to withdraw its
troops. the Council’s policy, in January 1996,
O tawa announced the early withdrawal of the remaining 199 Canadi ans
fromthe Rwanda m ssion. L |

Still, there remains a role for classic peacekeeping, and this
is where Canada, with declining yet highly skilled forces, can
continue to make a contribution to regional stability. The Canadi ans
can be part of nore lightly armed U N troops which go into areas
where all parties consent to the deploynent or where prior Anerican
intervention has elimnated opposition by force and insured that
there is a peace to keep

This is the case in Haiti today. At the sane tine as Otawa
announced its withdrawal from Rnanda, it was respondi ng positively
to a request from Washi ngton that Canada assume comand and i ncrease
t he Canadi an contingent as U. S. forces withdraw. In this instance,

in contrast to Rmanda, the U N. m ssion peacekeepi ng m ssion serves
U S interests and thus Ottawa has been assured by Washington that

the resources will be available to inplenment the mandate.= \hen

however, China threatened to veto the force in the Security Counci
unl ess it reduced the size of the force from1,900 troops and 300
police officers to 1,200, Canada offered to dispatch and pay for an
addi tional 700 troops who will not be formally under U N conmand.
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. . . L |
Thi s saved the m ssion.
Probl ems coul d ari se between Otawa and Washi ngt on, however,

under the “two-tracked” U.S. approach. Anerican forces will go into
trouble spots with sufficient power to tenporarily inpose a peace,
then hand a still volatile and unresol ved situation over to the

traditional U N peacekeeping forces who will again | ack adequate
resources and nmandates to maintain the peace. This may well be the
situation in Haiti, despite assurances, and in Bosnia when the
deadl i ne set by President Cinton expires.

Any maj or reform of peacekeepi ng, whether American ground
forces participate in specific operations or not, will require U S
backi ng as Washi ngt on makes maj or change in New York a condition of
its continued support for peacekeeping. A new U N. operationa
headquarters and a rapid reaction capability, along the |ines Canada
has proposed, is supported by the United States. The Cinton
adm ni stration has notified the U N that while it would not
““earmark’ specific forces or units,” it would provide “a listing of
capabilities potentially available for peace operations.” These
include strategic airlift and sealift, logistics, conmunications
support, i%LeLLLgence_suppoﬁt, and personnel for headquarters staff
functions.”®

Whi | e Washington will no doubt encourage Canada to sustain its
interest in peacekeeping, many other countries can now be call ed
upon to contribute, including fornmer Warsaw Pact nations and forner
Sovi et republics whose participation will carry nore politica
significance for the United States than Canada's. |ndeed, the
Cinton
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adm ni strati on has encouraged PfP nations to train for peacekeeping
operations and in Cctober 1995, U.S. and Russian troops held a joint
peacekeepi ng exercise in the United States.

In an ironic tw st, what has happened is not the
Canadi ani zati on of American defense policy but the Anericanization
of peacekeeping in a manner that may well deprive Otawa of the
opportunity of using this activity to cut a distinct (unAmerican)
international figure. In the long run, trends in both U S and
Canadi an policy suggest that Canada-U.S. coll aboration in
mul til ateral peacekeeping, while continuing, will be nore limted
t han previously anti ci pat ed.

Concl usi on

There is no need to regret the end of nuch of the Canadi an-U. S.
defense relationship. After all, it is the result of victory in the
cold war—a victory which anply justified the close coll aboration of
t hose decades. Moreover, the decline of this relationship will have
benefits for both countries and a positive inpact on any future
mlitary collaboration

The dream of the anti-Anerican English Canadi an nationalist has
come true: Canada is no |l onger “partner to behenoth” or “powder

nmonkey” on the Anerican national security ship of state. For
Canadi ans and the Otawa governnment, it neans that they need fear no

nore “anni hilation w thout representation” or agoni ze over the

threat to their independence and sovereignty as a result of very
close mlitary collaboration wwth the United States. Canada w ||
still live in the shadow of the United States, now the world' s sole
super power, but Canada and the United States will be free to conduct
bilateral mlitary relations in a way that nore clearly reflects the
enornous disparity in mlitary power, international status, and

gl obal responsibilities between the two.

The benefit of all this is that frictions which have arisen in
the bilateral relationship because of Canadi an soverei gnty concerns
over defense issues will wane. They will only arise again if OQtawa
itself chooses to becone nore heavily involved in American-Ied
activities, whether in North Anerica through an accel erated NORAD
BMVMD role, in Europe through NATO actions in the East, or out of area
t hrough participation in coalitions and U S.-backed U N. peace
enforcenent efforts.

VWhat is comng to an end is the cooperation between Canada and
the United States in the defense of the West, not all mlitary |inks

between the two countries. These will continue in a scal ed-back
NORAD, in Europe through mnimal Alliance ties, and at the U. N
t hrough participation in classic peacekeeping. OGtawa will no doubt

wi sh to sustain these links for the sake of Canada's internationa
standing as a G 7 nation, as part of the Canadian identity and self-
perception, and for the sake of maintaining a high degree of
professionalismw thin the Canadi an forces. At the sanme tinme, given
Canada's declining interest in NATO and the tenuous nature of new
fornms of out of area cooperation, strictly North America security



Joseph T. Jockel and Joel J. Sokol sky 17

may, by virtue of sinple geography and costs, cone to represent
Canada's nost inportant mlitary link to with the United States,

even as NORAD and other forns of continental ties mlitary fade. L

What could bring even this reduced | evel of bilateral
col | aboration to a conplete end will be Canada's donestic woes, its
budgetary crisis, and, above all, the unresolved national unity
question. The razor-thin “non” vote in the October 30, 1995, Quebec
referendum afforded only a reprieve, not a pardon, for a federa
gover nnment whi ch badly m sjudged the strength of separatism English
Canadi ans may “l ove” Quebec, but it remains unclear whether they and
their provincial governnents are willing to recognize and entrench
Quebec’s distinctiveness in the Canadi an constitution. The final
chapter in the Canada-U.S. defense relationship could conme about
sinply because Canada itself nay conme to an end.
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