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I’m very pleased to be with you this morning to share with you my thoughts on this very important subject. But at the outset, I must emphasize that they are my personal thoughts.

The views I express will not be and should not be taken as views of the United States. The Board of which I am United States Chairman, the Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canada-United States, is an advisory board; it merely advises the President and the Prime Minister; it has no executive authority or function. Therefore, it does not make policy. Moreover, as far as I know, the United States has not formulated a position on the answer to the question posed as the title of this session. So, the views I express will be my own, and nothing but my own.

What are Canada’s defense capabilities?  Canada has approximately 58,000 people in its military forces. It classifies 25,300 of these as combatant forces, 14,000 land, 6,600 air, 4,000 naval and 700 general support. Its navy has 4 destroyers, 12 frigates, 2 support ships, 4 diesel submarines and 12 coastal patrol boats. Canada’s Air Force has 80 fighter aircraft (excluding 28 used for training), 35 transport aircraft and 60 helicopters.

Now, what do these numbers mean relative to Canada’s allies and its ability to carry out its defense plans? Not enough.  Much of Canada’s army and air force equipment is old, is in disrepair and is not interoperable with US equipment. The Canadian Forces have a shortage of personnel sufficiently trained to operate and maintain some of their equipment and insufficient funds to remedy this. Moreover, the Canadian Forces are over extended. In November the Canadian Senate committee on national security reported that the Canadian Forces are in a severe state of disrepair and need “a respite from its manifold overseas responsibilities, giving it time to recruit, time to train, time to rethink its optimal role in the modern theatre of warfare.”

Canada’s defense budget this year is CA$ 12,400,000,000, including a supplement. As a percentage of gross national product, Canada spends less than any NATO member except Luxembourg. The just announced Budget 2003 claims that the CA$ 800,000,000 per year increase it provides starting in April will address DND’s sustainability gap and stabilize the Canadian Forces. But this amount is far less than parliamentary committees and outside experts estimate as necessary to achieve those goals. 
All that said, it’s important to note that Canadian Forces nevertheless make important contributions to our joint defense. Canada’s navy is uniquely interoperable with the US Navy. No other navy can operate as seamlessly with the US. In that respect, it is exemplary. Also, a three-star Canadian general is leading the NORAD planning group that will be figuring out how best to achieve binational land, maritime and civil support cooperation. The planning group could provide a model for a NORAD of the 21st century.

But Canada should do much more than it does, including changing its policies, to address modern threats. For example, Canada’s current policy would prohibit it from establishing or participating in a missile defense system providing a space capability to destroy a missile heading from North Korea to Vancouver or Seattle. Canada today is without an information operations policy that would allow it to contribute to allied computer attack missions. And in the event of a chemical, biological or nuclear high yield attack on North America that overwhelms US national and state resources, Canada’s national capabilities for consequence management and civil support are small and its provincial capabilities are virtually non-existent.
It is not as if Canada’s Government sees Canada without any global and continental defense and security responsibilities. Canada in 1994 adopted an important defense and foreign policy white paper to serve as the guide for defense policy and expenditures.

The 1994 Defence White Paper asserted, “Canada continues to have a vital interest in doing its part to defend freedom and democracy” and concludes that “the maintenance of multi-purpose, combat-capable forces is in the national interest.” Essentially, the White Paper promised that Canada would equip its armed forces to participate on the world stage as a middle level power. However, it also said that the threat environment allowed and other Canadian priorities required substantial reductions in the size of Canadian forces and defense expenditures.

After the 1994 White Paper, Canada reduced the size of its forces, as the White Paper promised it would, and very sharply cut its defense expenditures, although in the last three years it restored a portion of the cuts. As a consequence of its reductions, recruitment fell sharply. The average age of Canadian forces is ten years greater than that of US forces. Also, Canada allowed much of its military equipment to go into a state of disrepair. Additionally, Canada has not acquired new equipment that in many cases is necessary to operate in tandem technologically with the U.S. Nor has Canada acquired the air or sealift capability necessary to take its forces where they sometimes are ordered to operate in Canada’s “vital interest.” In short, Canada has undermined its continued commitment to maintaining “multi-purpose, combat-capable forces.”

Yet, Canadian Forces have done a lot to reduce threats from abroad in the intervening years, as they have historically. The Princess Patricia Light Infantry Brigade contributed significantly to Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, as did Canadian naval forces and air support forces.  Moreover, Canada has played a special role in the world, giving necessary support to peacekeeping operations in Africa, in the Middle East and in Bosnia. And Canada recently announced that it would play a substantial role in the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan by supplying two consecutive tours of 1500 troops.

But a shortage of Government financial support has increasingly limited the ability of Canadian Forces to share the defense and security burden. For example, the Princess Patricia Brigade had to be withdrawn from Afghanistan after only six months. Similarly, a substantial part of the Canadian naval forces that sailed with US ships in the Operation Enduring Freedom had to be withdrawn before the mission was completed. Canada had appropriated insufficient resources to replace the forces and the ships at the conclusion of their tour in the theater of operations. Another illustration of resource insufficiency limiting Canadian Forces is that Canada does not have the lift to transport the 1500 Canadian forces soon to join International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan, to sustain them while there or to bring them home; it will need the help of others for lift.

Canada’s resources starved Forces are impeded in their ability to operate within North America as well. For example, in November Canada’s commander of Atlantic naval forces said that, because of a lack of resources, he would have to cut back substantially on his fleet’s fishery patrols, cancel a joint forces exercise, withdraw from a multinational exercise, and cancel all mechanical minesweeping, domestic readiness and advanced combat readiness.

Numerous organized groups of Canadian citizens have decried the extent to which the Government has starved Canadian Forces of financial support. Parliament’s Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade in December issued a long and detailed report urging the Government to dramatically increase defense expenditures. But there appears to be little support for this from Canada’s Government.

The PJBD, the Board that I serve as co-Chairman together with a Canadian Chairman who is a distinguished Member of Parliament, was created in 1940 out of a need to address a threat to the security of the people who live in the northern half of the western hemisphere. In my view, the need to address a perilous threat to North America exists today as much as it existed at the time the PJBD was created, although the nature of the threat is different today than it was then.

When the PJBD was created in August 1940, the Battle of Britain was raging and a favorable outcome was less than a 50/50 prospect. The PJBD was created by a memorandum signed after a long night of discussion between President Roosevelt and Prime Minister MacKenzie King. At the time they charged the Board with the mission of advising the two heads of state about how best to coordinate defense policy between the two nations, Prime Minister MacKenzie King (already at war) and the Roosevelt Administration (covertly supporting Great Britain and Canada in the war against Nazi Germany) knew from secret intelligence that Nazi Germany intended to invade Britain in mid-September. They thought there was a very good chance that a Nazi invasion of North America would follow within a year or so.

I note that the threats to North America are different today than they were in 1940. But the fact that the threats to North American security then and now are different obscures a more important point. The point relevant to the subject of our meeting this morning, what should Canada’s role be for assuring North American security, is that the Prime Minister in 1940 viewed the threat to North American security as great. The case seems to be very different today, as it appears from Canada’s seemingly relaxed attitude toward the needs of Canadian Forces.

The United States, at least since 9.11.01, and earlier than that for some of us, perceived the threat of attack on North America to be growing at an alarming rate. In the “post-9.11.01 world” many of us believe that our families, our homes and our friends risk attack by an implacable, stealthy enemy every day. The source of the threat in my eyes and in the eyes of many of my fellow Americans is terrorist groups unconstrained by moral principle and often energized by purported religious beliefs, state sponsors of terrorism that have no moral constraints on their own conduct and the increasing availability of weapons of mass destruction and delivery systems.

But Canada does not speak or act as if it perceives these developments to be threats imperiling Canadian security. The 1994 Defence White Paper which promised defense reductions was premised on “the dramatically reduced threat of global war,” anticipated a future where only “pockets of chaos and instability (would) threaten international peace and security” and asserted that “today’s conflicts are far from our shores.”  There is little indication from defense expenditures or Canadian policy that the Canadian Government has changed this view of the threat environment. Indeed, Canada’s Transport Minister this month said that there is “no discernable information that there is a pending security threat in Canada,” an expression echoing those previously and since made by other ministers. And so, Canada’s determination and commitment to provide for its own defense, much less for the common defense of North America, does not match the determination it had in 1940 when the Government acknowledged the threat as grave.
I hope that it will not take a calamity to persuade the Government that Canadians also confront a grave threat today. I hope the Government of Canada comes to agree that the threat of vicious terrorists and evil leaders of rogue states with weapons of mass destruction warrants prescribing a serious, major role for Canadian Forces in overcoming the threat and warrants appropriating the resources Canadian Forces will need to play such a role. When the Government of Canada sufficiently recognizes the perilous threat to North America that exists today, I am confident that it will enable its forces to play a more robust role in the defense of North America. The details of what the Government prescribes that role to be, whether the role of “multi-purpose, combat-capable forces” with global reach, or more limited niche roles coordinated with U.S. forces, is less important than that the Canadian Force be sufficiently supported in playing the robust role assigned. I have no doubt that Canadian Forces with clear direction and financial support of the Government will acquit themselves in helping to defend North America with the high honor, effectiveness and distinction that has always been their standard.
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