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FOREWORD
We are pleased and quite honoured to be part of this timely and important project. Peter Haydon
is a highly dedicated and acknowledged specialist in Canadian naval policy and maritime security issues, and this publication represents the latest of his contributions to public dialogue.
This has been a remarkable year for the Canadian Navy. As Peter notes, 2010 started with Her
Majesty’s Canadian Ships (HMCS) Athabaskan and Halifax carrying 500 CF personnel to Haiti in
response to the devastating earthquake that struck the country on January 12th. In cooperation
with the United Nations, the Red Cross, UNICEF Canada and World Vision, Canada’s Navy
brought generators, clothes, food and medical aid to the demolished country.
The Navy provided security for the Olympics in February and the G8-G20 in the summer, and
deployed divers deployed to Afghanistan as bomb disposal experts. HMCS Fredericton operated in the Arabian Sea as part of Canada’s on-going commitment to international peace and
security operations, while other ships deployed to the Arctic, the Great Lakes and throughout
the world, including tours off the coast of Somalia counteracting terrorism and piracy. In addition ships conducted training exercises around the world with the United States, Chile, to the
Far East and to the North with the Danes.
This activity happened as the country joined its Navy to celebrate 100 years of service. From
coast to coast the Navy was celebrated with local activities, galas, a newly minted coin and a
magnificent bell christened in honour of the Navy’s 100th Anniversary, now permanently located
on the Senate floor of Canada’s Parliament. In response, the world navies came to Canada to
participate in two separate International Fleet Reviews with Governor General Michaëlle Jean,
in Esquimalt, BC and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II reviewing the fleet in Halifax, NS.
During the Naval Centennial the government of the day also announced a new ‘National Ship
Building Procurement Strategy’ for Canada. This recognition highlights the need for industry
and government to work together to create a sustainable industry in support of Canada’s
maritime interest in general, and the Navy in particular. In fact, a close partnership between the
people of Canada, their government, the Navy and the Canadian private sector lies at the heart
of the long term viability of a coherent national maritime policy. It must be based on long-term
respect, trust and teamwork.
The world is changing quickly, as fast as the melting of the ice that promises to open Canada’s
Arctic archipelago to year ‘round shipping. The need for a ‘three ocean navy’ to help defend
Canada’s sovereignty has never been greater. This booklet of “Why Canada Needs a Navy”, in
part describes the nature and scope of how the ocean is used and how national security still has
challenges from the sea.
The lessons of the past, and the practice of statecraft, attest that a strong country with ties to
many other parts of the world needs maritime forces as instruments of diplomacy. As Peter
observes, there is nothing that serves all the interests of a state – sovereignty, defence, diplomacy, aid, contributions to collective security, policing and a myriad of other maritime and global
tasks – so well as a Navy.
It gives us great pleasure to highly recommend "Why Canada Needs a Navy" as required reading
for anyone interested in the essential naval and maritime security requirements of this great
country. We would like to express heartfelt thanks to Commander Haydon for making a significant personal contribution to the Centennial Year of the Canadian Navy. Reverting to the
language of the Navy, "Bravo Zulu" Peter!
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“Why Canada Needs Maritime Forces” was
written by Fred Crickard and myself in 1994 as an
input to the public review of defence policy
conducted by the new government. It was well
received because it discussed the rationale for
maintaining a modern Canadian Navy in simple
terms and helped further public understanding of
the place of the Navy in the national fabric.
Now, 16 years later, it seems that much of that rationale
has slipped from public memory. The Navy’s Centennial
events raised public awareness of its rich history and
global presence but seems to have done little to reinforce
the understanding of Canada’s need to maintain an effective and versatile fleet. These days, many people seem to
think the Navy is an organization that can be cobbled
together when the country faces a crisis at sea.
This lack of understanding of what the Navy provides on
a continuing basis for Canada makes it difficult to explain
naval activities and requirements for new and invariably
expensive warships. And when there is a naval crisis
in Canada, such as the 2005 accident aboard HMCS
Chicoutimi, the media and others to focus on the immediate situation without concern for the deeper implications. Unfortunately, this lack of real understanding of the
Navy’s value to Canada as a whole extends into the
broader area of Canadian maritime interests.
Why has this happened? Part of the reason is that the
Navy, unlike the Army, has never really been accepted as
an established and essential part of the Canadian state.
Although geography has much to do with this view, the
fact that navies do their business out of the public eye is
a larger factor. This view is not helped by the apparent
lack of transparency in the naval policy process which, to
be honest, is complex and often confusing.
An outsider taking a first look at the course of Canadian
naval policy over the last 20 years, essentially since the

end of the Cold War in 1989, would be amazed by the
seemingly continual cycle of review and revision. He, or
she, would be no less amazed by the length of time it
takes to build a new warship and by the fact that the
political approval process takes even longer. That person
would conclude, rightly, that for a country with such a
huge ocean domain and such widespread maritime interests at home and overseas, defining a coherent Canadian
naval policy should not be a difficult undertaking.
Why, then, must the Navy run the gauntlet of public
opinion and political scrutiny every time there is a need
for new ships or capabilities or when it is required to do
the same things as virtually every other navy in the world?
To answer that question, we need to look at the basic
reasons for maintaining a Canadian navy – beginning with
a brief look at the nature of navies generally and why states
maintain them. We also need to understand the extent of
Canada’s maritime interests and what the Navy has done to
further and protect those interests over the years.
It would be interesting to look at the history of public
opinion on naval and maritime issues, but no such record
exists. All that does exist are a series of observations that
confirm the view that the majority of Canadians living far
from the sea believe they have little vested interest in
maritime matters or the fortunes of the Navy.
Without a perceived military threat, most Canadians do
not explicitly understand that the oceans have a direct
impact on their daily lives. The influence of the Navy can
be indirect – and that is a large part of the public identity
problem. But equally confounding is the lack of understanding of what a navy is and what it does.
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What is a Navy?
Ample definitions of navy and naval are available in
dictionaries and encyclopaedias; most of which agree that
a navy is the branch of a state’s military that operates on,
over, and under water, and comprises “a nation’s entire
military organization for sea warfare and defence including vessels, aircraft, personnel, naval staffs, and dedicated
infrastructure.” Traditionally, navies are distinct from other
branches of the military in their culture, traditions, and
uniforms. Most sources also note a kinship between
members of navies of different nations reflecting, perhaps,
a universal “brotherhood” of the sea.
Navies have always been, and will doubtless remain, political instruments – to a far greater extent than either armies
or air forces. This reflects their traditional structure, especially their operational flexibility, their diplomatic utility,
and the fact that international law regards a warship as a
lawful extension of its home state.
From the earliest days of organized military forces at sea,
warships have been used diversely for self-defence,
projecting military force, and as the means of diplomacy
– a role that is more evident today than at any other time
in history.
The advent of modern technology, information systems in
particular, has greatly increased the diplomatic potential of
warships – giving them even more flexibility, mobility, and
endurance, as well as a much better understanding of
what is happening in their immediate operating area
(referred to as “situational awareness”).
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Why do States Maintain Navies?
Roughly 75 percent of the surface of the earth is covered
by water and all but about 30 states have ocean borders
– the sea plays an important role in most of our lives.
Not only are the world’s oceans a means of sustaining life,
they are a source of food, resources, and energy, and are
the great highways upon which we depend for much of
our commerce and transportation.
The oceans are a dominant influence on our way of life –
whether we come from a state with a highly developed
industrial economy, an emerging industrial state, or a largely
undeveloped state. It follows that misuse of the oceans,
particularly environmental abuse and unlawful constraints
on their use, constitutes serious threats to both global and
national security. Predictably, the oceans have been subject
to increasing political control over the years, and navies have

evolved as one of the means by which states exercise control
over the oceans, or select parts of them.
To be sovereign at sea, a state must be able to control
whatever takes place in the waters under its jurisdiction.
This applies to the territorial waters within 12 nautical
miles of the shore, to the waters of the 200-mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and to the adjoining areas of
the continental shelf.
On the other hand, it is important for Canadians to realize
the legal ramifications of not maintaining the capability to
control activities in those waters. Such a lack of response
is perceived by the law as tacit acceptance that others may
use them as they please without regard or respect for
boundaries. This is an abrogation of sovereignty.
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Domestic and international roles
The roles of navies, however, are broader than asserting
sovereignty in local waters; today, navies are used as
instruments of state policy in several other ways, primarily:
•
•
•
•

for self-defence in home and adjacent waters,
including protecting trade;
to uphold national and international laws
governing the use of the oceans;
as highly-flexible instruments of foreign policy
and collective security; and
to engage in coercive and deterrent operations
in situations short of war and, if all else fails,
to wage war.

Essentially, naval forces are used in local waters to uphold
sovereignty, for law enforcement, and for self defence. In
distant waters they are used to support foreign policy
generally, including as contributions to collective security
and to support humanitarian operations. The foreign
policy role draws on a unique attribute of naval forces that
they can represent force without its necessary application.
This was explained well by Professor D.P. O’Connell:
“[by] their ambiguity, navies alone afford governments the means of exerting pressure more vigorously
than diplomacy and less dangerous and unpredictable
in its results than other forms of force, because the
freedom of the sea makes them locally available while
leaving them uncommitted. They have the right to sail
the seas and the endurance to do so for the requisite
periods, while land forces cannot present a credible
level of coercion without overstepping the boundaries
of national sovereignty.”
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In the present rather uncertain and unpredictable world,
in which potentially dangerous situations can develop
without warning, states need a range of options by which
they can respond quickly to threats to their security and to
the stability of their broader geographic and economic
environment.
As some 2,500 years of recorded naval history attest,
when a government has a problem away from its home
shores, it invariably sends a warship as the first response.
There is also a requirement, often driven by public
opinion, to respond to natural disasters and humanitarian
crises in other countries. For obvious reasons, this often
requires the use of the navy.
Although configured for war-fighting, warships have a
natural flexibility that allows their use in a wide range of
non-combat activities:
•

•

•

•

they are able to deploy quickly in days rather than
weeks and can remain in an area for extended
periods without complex logistic support systems;
they can change roles quickly without loss of efficiency or having to return home to reconfigure and
reorganize;
warships have symbolic value because they are legal
extensions of their parent state, and so the presence
of a warship is a clear signal of the interest or
concern of a state (or of a group of states in the
case of a multinational force) about a situation; and
they can extricate themselves quickly from threatening situations; alternatively, modern warships have
the capability to function “in harm’s way” and
protect themselves and those entrusted to their care.

Submarine Control Room

Modern navies have communications and data management capabilities that make them uniquely suited to crisis
management tasks. Also, the deployment of a naval force
carries a very low political risk, not only because it can be
withdrawn quickly but also because the naval footprint is
very much smaller than that of the other services.
Yet even with such flexibility, a navy is not a “turn-key”
operation that can be switched off and on like a light bulb
at political will when a crisis arises; it has to exist and
be readily available to sail to be useful. It also requires
a large organization for its maintenance, training, and
general support.
Naval operational capabilities cannot simply be bought
“off the shelf” when it is time to replace them. This is
because the necessary individual and team skills take time
to build. Replacement and maintenance of ships and
equipment require careful management. More importantly, once lost, naval capabilities take a great deal of
time and money to re-build. For these reasons, it is important to entrench the navy in the national fabric. This will
ensure its operational effectiveness through timely
modernization programs, and also prevents national security from being sacrificed on the altar of domestic politics
and ill-considered alternate strategies.

As the framers of the US Constitution rightly recognized
in 1787, providing and maintaining a navy is a fundamental prerequisite to being a sovereign state. That
premise remains valid today for any nation with maritime
interests.

What are Canada’s
Maritime Interests?
Responsibility for sovereignty, oceans management, and
crisis response at sea is no longer compartmentalized
within individual government departments and agencies
dealing with prescribed situations. Today, a “whole of
government” approach is taken in responding to challenges to national maritime security in its broadest sense.
Originating from an April 2004 initiative, the government
established a new maritime security organization initially
built around two Marine Security Operations Centers
under Navy control at Halifax and Esquimalt, with a third
MSOC established later, covering the Great Lakes and the
St. Lawrence Seaway. This new policy requires that the
Navy be aware of, and involved in, all facets of Canada’s
broad maritime activities and interests.
A general understanding of Canadian dependence on the
oceans and of the potential challenges to national security
that exist as a result of that dependence can be gained
from the following summaries of the main issues.
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Coastline Challenges
With a coastline measuring almost a quarter of a million kilometres, and presently claiming jurisdiction
over almost six million square kilometres of adjoining oceans and continental shelves, Canada has one
of the largest ocean domains in the world. Although barely half those waters are presently navigable
year-round, climate change is making it possible to use Arctic waters to a far greater extent. Open
water brings with it related challenges to sovereignty and security.
Much of the Canadian coastline is virtually uninhabited, with countless small inlets and harbours
that can be used with ease for illegal activities. Canada needs to monitor and protect against
In addition, adventure tourism is a growth industry, especially along Canada’s more rugged
and scenic shores, particularly in the Arctic, where few support and emergency response
capabilities exist. An increased capability for search and rescue is becoming an important
concern in these extreme areas.

Economy and Trade
Canada is a major player in the global economy, albeit mainly trading raw materials
for finished goods, with considerable dependence on international shipping. Much
of Canadian industry and business now depends on marine transportation for a
sustained flow of raw materials and consumer goods. Almost 470 million tonnes
of cargo move through Canadian ports each year: one-third in domestic
trade; one-quarter in trade with the United States, much of which eventually
enters the global market; and just under one-half in trade with the rest of the
world. Slightly less than 10 percent of this trade is handled in containers at one
of three major container ports: Halifax, Montreal, and Vancouver. Shipping is
the life-blood of the Canadian economy.
Canadian waters are used widely for economic and other reasons, and the
volume of traffic will almost certainly increase in the coming years. Those ships and,
in many cases, their cargoes represent potential safety and environmental challenges
through violence, accidents, and natural disasters. These situations are exacerbated by the
lack of adequate response capabilities in remote areas. Hence, the need to know exactly
what is happening in all the waters under Canadian jurisdiction is a high national security
priority that involves the Navy directly.
Because of Canada’s involvement in the global marketplace, the security of world-wide
trade is a fundamental requirement for the continuation of Canadian economic well-being.
Threats and actual instances of trade disruption have to be taken seriously regardless of the
immediate impact on Canadian trade. For instance, piracy has the potential to disrupt
the flow of shipping with economic implications on the global economy and thus needs
to be countered irrespective of location and scope. Similarly, threats to close-off key
shipping routes, such as the Persian Gulf or the passages through the Indonesian
Archipelago need to be dealt with quickly and resolutely. It makes absolute sense,
therefore, for the Canadian Navy to take part in multinational operations to protect
shipping, such as those presently being conducted off the Horn of Africa.
Further, regional instability left unchecked can easily expand with not only
humanitarian implications but also longer-term effects on the global economy.
While Canadian interests may not appear to be at risk directly in some situations,
indirect risks exist with longer-term consequences that could affect Canada.
Again, Canadian involvement in international security operations makes
absolute economic and political sense when viewed from a broader
perspective. This is not a new policy; the Canadian Navy has been involved
in international security operations for much of its 100-year existence.
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Energy
Although Canada is a net exporter of energy, the Maritime
Provinces are still energy-import dependent, despite the
highly productive Atlantic off-shore oil and gas industry
(which primarily supports U.S. markets). On average,
some 76 million tonnes of crude oil and refined petroleum product (17% of all cargo handled) move
through Canadian ports each year – almost entirely in
Eastern Canada where a number of large refineries
are located. This will increase as additional Atlantic
off-shore sites come into production. The Scotia
Shelf natural gas operation and related terminals
in Nova Scotia have the potential to become
a safety and security vulnerability. New
petroleum product terminals on the
BC coast (the Northern Gateway) to
support the Asian market will also
increase traffic in those ecologicallysensitive waters and raise new safety
and security concerns. An uninterupted
flow of energy through Canadian ports
is essential to the well-being of the
economy. The Navy may be called upon
to help prevent any disruption in the
flow of oil and gas shipments in
Canadian waters and through
Canadian ports.

Fishing Industry
Canada’s ocean fisheries in the Atlantic and the Pacific continue to decline;
they remain in a state of crisis due to over-fishing and poor management/
conservation policies, with no immediate prospects for recovery. Nevertheless,
the fishing industry remains an important component of the overall economy,
with aquaculture now making up just over half the industry’s contribution to GDP.
Meanwhile, despite dire warnings that the world’s fish stocks are in serious
decline, global demand for fish protein continues to rise (with a corresponding
growth in illegal fishing). The quest for new fish stocks, sometimes conducted
illegally, has expanded into the Arctic and will increase as northerly migration,
driven in part by changes in water temperature, continues. Although fishing is
partly regulated through the North Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO),
illegal fishing still regularly takes place in Canadian Atlantic waters.
Navy ships are often utilized to deter such illegal activities.
What does all this mean to the Navy? Simply, the Navy must
remain committed to the quest for international security and
stability while also helping maintain national security as it has
always done. In this, the Navy must remain capable of deploying
to trouble spots around the world while also having the capabilities to be a leading force in the preservation of national security
and sovereignty throughout Canada’s vast ocean domain.
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How has the Navy
Served Canada?
Created in 1910 amid political controversy, the Canadian
Navy was originally envisaged as a “national” organization structured to meet Canadian, rather than Imperial,
requirements. That dream could not be upheld, however,
and it would be 80 years before a truly “Canadian” navy
emerged. Although initially kept small by political direction, the Navy still had to be sufficiently capable to
buttress Canadian territorial claims without British support
while also satisfying the Americans that, should a problem
arise in Canadian waters, it would be handled by Canada.
From a political perspective, a small fleet avoided entrapment in the web of Imperial defence, but always on the
understanding that ensuring the safety of North American waters served the interests of the British Empire.
The political concept of a “good, workable little fleet,” as
it was later described, did not require a particularly
complex force structure. Divided between East and West,
the relatively small fleet’s function was to assure sovereignty, do the bidding of its political masters, and train the
Naval Reserve as a base for mobilization. There were no
external commitments of forces, and so the Canadian
government retained full control over the fleet’s employment. That policy continued until it became obvious that
another European war could not be avoided, and in 1936
the Canadian fleet was authorized to expand to seven
destroyers and four minesweepers.
When war broke out in September 1939, the six destroyers (a seventh was acquired in October) were gathered in
Halifax for coastal patrol and convoy duty. Four were
subsequently deployed to European waters in April 1940.
Drawing heavily on the Naval Reserve mobilization base
that had been carefully built up and maintained before
the war, the Canadian Navy was expanded to a force of
nearly 100,000 men and women manning and supporting

nearly 400 ships of all types (except battleships), in the
Atlantic, the Pacific, and the Mediterranean.
The Canadian naval contribution to the Allied war effort,
especially in the Battle of the Atlantic and the D-Day landings was significant and greater than might be expected
of a country of 12 million people.
After the war, Russian paranoia over territorial security and
its refusal to demobilize the Red Army resulted in the
partitioning of Europe into the two ideologically-opposed
armed camps of the Cold War. At sea, the likely
confrontation was assumed to be a re-run of the U-boat
campaign of the last war because it was thought that the
Soviet Union would quickly build a large and modern
submarine force by exploiting captured German submarine and missile technology. Logically, the Allies gave priority to antisubmarine warfare (ASW), a mission which the
Canadian Navy embraced in 1948. Although structured
primarily for the NATO ASW and for the coastal defence
of Canada, the new fleet was also able to undertake a
wide range of domestic tasks.
Within a framework of NATO and the bilateral continental security structure, the ASW mission became the Navy’s
core policy for the duration of the 40-year Cold War that
ran from 1949 to 1989 when the Soviet system imploded.
Arguably, the Canadian Navy was, ton-for-ton, the best
ASW navy in NATO. In addition to maintaining the NATO
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observers; during the 1974 elections in Grenada; as part
of the NATO response to 1981 Polish crisis; and in
response to the 1987-88 uprising in Haiti. Even though it
was primarily an ASW force, the Canadian Navy retained
a great deal of flexibility.
Since the end of the Cold War in 1989, the Canadian
Navy has been organized around self-contained, multipurpose, combat-capable task groups under Canadian
command within a tiered readiness system where one task
group is ready to deploy in about 10 days and another
preparing to deploy later when required. Individual ships
and submarines can deploy more quickly when needed.
This concept has enormous flexibility with only minimal
requirements for shore support when deployed.
Submarines, aircraft, ships of other government departments, and shore based systems can be effectively integrated into a task group. If necessary, an army capability
can be added and supported ashore.

contingency commitment throughout the Cold War, especially to the Standing Naval Force Atlantic (SNFL), the Navy
was required to undertake a wide range of tasks in
support of foreign policy: in China in 1949; for the duration of the Korean War (1950-53) and for two years afterwards; in Suez during the 1956 crisis; during the 1962
Cuban Missile Crisis; in 1964 Haitian riots; supporting UN
forces in Egypt during the 1967 Arab-Israeli War; off the
coast of Vietnam in 1973 to support Canadian truce

For Canada, a naval task group is a realistic upper limit of
commitment to an international operation short of war.
Over the last 25 years, the value of this rapid response
capability has been recognized by a succession of governments, all of which have made good use of the Navy in
responding to international and domestic crises, and the
Navy has been deployed frequently and widely, with great
success, to support international security and humanitarian operations:
•

as part of the UN-sponsored force during the
1990-91 Persian Gulf War (Operation Friction);

•

enforcing UN sanctions against Iraq from 1991
to 2001;

•

in support of UN operations in Somalia in 1992-93
(Operation Deliverance);

•

in Haiti again in 1993-94;

•

with the UN-sponsored NATO force in the Adriatic
in 1993-96 (Operation Sharp Guard);

•

in support of the Australian-led UN mission in East
Timor in 1999-2000;

•

from October 2001 to December 2003, a series of
task groups rotated to the Arabian Sea in Operation
Apollo and Operation Enduring Freedom in response
to the September 2001 terrorist attacks on New
York and Washington;

•

in 2004, 2005, and 2007, Canadian frigates
deployed to the Arabian Sea as part of US carrier
battle groups during Operation Altair;
in September 2005, a small joint task group, built
around naval ships and one Coast Guard vessel,
sailed to the Gulf of Mexico to provide assistance in

•
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•

•

the recovery operations in the wake of Hurricane
Katrina (Operation Unison);
in 2008, a task group deployed to the Arabian Sea
for three months as part of the UN and NATO antipiracy operations, and since then a succession of individual ships have been part of that operation; and
in January 2010, two Canadian warships provided
humanitarian support to the people of Haiti in the
aftermath of the earthquake.

As well as undertaking this heavy international commitment, the Navy also returned to the Arctic in 2002 to take
part in Operation Nanook. Then in 2004, 2006, and every
year since then ships and submarines have deployed to
the Arctic during the short shipping season to take part in
follow-on Arctic joint and “whole of government” exercises visiting isolated communities in Nunavut and sailing
into the eastern end of the Northwest Passage as a show
of government presence in the region.
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The world changed when the Cold War ended in 1989
and it became a distinctly unsettled and unpredictable
place with a steady stream of small wars and failing and
failed states all generating global insecurity and terrorist
breeding grounds. Coincidentally, this transition
happened at the same time as the Navy restructured to
create the task group concept which not only marked the
beginning of a new era of the Canadian Navy but also
left it remarkably well-prepared for the complex post-Cold
War era. In the process, the Navy became “national” in
the way the politicians hoped it would when founded in
1910. Active at home and overseas, the Canadian Navy
has become a symbol of the Canadian commitment to
forging a better world and also a strong signal of Canadian determination to remain sovereign in its own waters.

What will the Navy be called
upon to do in the future?
Asking what the navy of the future might be called upon
to do begs a couple of prior questions: “What will the
world of the future look like?” and “What will Canada’s
place be in that world?” Although the future cannot be
predicted with any confidence, there are some trends that
can be used to provide a useful assessment of the most
likely challenges to national security. The following
summaries of those trends are not in any particular order
because trying to do that would automatically create a
false sense of relative importance.
•

Deteriorating social conditions in many parts of the
world, especially Africa where poverty, hunger, and
disease ravage societies, will continue to trouble us
and cause us to provide humanitarian and other assistance. Many of those areas are entangled in internal
political disputes, making the distribution of aid more
difficult. Also, there is the related desire and reality of
many impoverished and oppressed individuals migrating, legally and illegally, to western industrialized
states or places where they can find security and the
basic necessities of life. A current example is the arrest
of the M/V Sun Sea in Canada’s Pacific approaches.

•

The Middle East is beset with disparities, rivalries, and
suspicion. The western industrialized states (the West)
are now mired in a protracted and complex war with
various guerrilla groups and terrorists with no end in
sight. For economic, social, and altruistic reasons
some western states, such as Canada, will find it
necessary to remain engaged in finding solutions to
the problems of that region. This will include the use
of the military as an adjunct to diplomacy and as a
precursor to the provision of aid. The seemingly insatiable western thirst for petroleum products merely
compounds the political problem.

•

Conflict has taken a new course where violence has
become more prevalent among factions within states
than between states themselves. The use of terror to
achieve political aims has increased alarmingly, and
there is a strong likelihood that some faction will soon
attempt to use weapons of mass destruction. As the
West is discovering, protection and immunity from
terrorist attacks is virtually impossible unless a fortress
mentality is adopted. This is counter-productive; the
solution lies in direct engagement.

•

Although not yet at crisis level, the availability of reliable sources of energy is a continuing problem especially as Chinese and Asian demands increase.
Coupled with environmental concerns over pollution
and the consequences of disasters like the recent oil
spill in the Gulf of Mexico, developing renewable
energy sources will become increasingly important
with companion measures to increase energy efficiency. The politics of energy, in assuring reliable
sources of supply as well its use as means of coercion,
are increasingly complex and almost impossible to
separate from environmental concerns.

•

Globalization, as both an economic and a societal
system, is not without its problems. Widely diversified
production and assembly, coupled with the adoption
of a “just-in-time” delivery concept (as opposed to
stockpiling) for most manufacturing processes, are
completely dependent upon predictable shipping
cycles. As we have seen, a disruption to any part of
the transportation network can have drastic effects
on a state’s economy. For instance, in an increasingly
sophisticated consumer society, as found in the West,
demand for luxury goods sustains the economies of
many less well-developed economies. Through globalization, our economic structure has become susceptible to disruption.

•

Changes in the world’s climate, brought on by global
warming and environmental irresponsibility and also
as a result of natural phenomena such as earthquakes
and storms are having widespread implications on
food production and the availability of fresh water
and also hold the potential to affect the survival of
many coastal communities. There now seem to be
expectations that the industrial states will automatically provide aid and assistance to societies ravaged
by natural disasters. As these demands grow, the
ability to provide help becomes increasingly more difficult and expensive.

•

Highly organized international crime is a major
concern – especially its potential to undermine the
economies of both large and small states. Similarly,
corruption within political systems (particularly in the
less developed states) blunts opportunities for development.

International instability is not the only problem facing us in
the future. Not only are we polluting our own environment
at an alarming rate, but we are also consuming natural
resources at an unsustainable rate. Further, as disparity
between the wealthy industrialized states (essentially, the
West) and the less developed economies deepens, so will
the sense of resentment and frustration. Thus, the likeli-
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hood of communities resorting to violence to alleviate their
deteriorating social conditions will increase. For many
governments, especially those of the industrialized states,
the jumble of domestic and international security issues
facing them is almost overwhelming. The cost of providing
the essentials of national security against natural disasters,
epidemics, crime, and acts of violence is simply not affordable. As a result, these governments are forced to make
choices, and these are invariably as much a function of
domestic politics as national security.
What does this mean for Canada as one of the larger
industrialized states with a high and much envied
standard of living?

Working in a supporting role with Public Safety, Canadian Border Services
Agency (CBSA), the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and the Canadian
Coast Guard, HMCS Whitehorse escorts foreign vessel through Canadian waters.
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Canada is not an island geographically, economically, or
culturally. It is dependent on many other parts of the
world for its continued high standard of living and the rich
diversity of its culture. As a result, Canada is not immune
from the various problems facing the world as a whole;
some of those issues have distinct domestic dimensions
while others require continued engagement in the international system. Also, the United States is an inescapable
influence on many Canadian domestic and international
policies through the fabric of economic and cultural integration combined with our shared 5,000 mile border.
The following issues are likely to be of concern to Canadians
in the future, and have serious implications for the Navy.
•

The stability and the security of the global economic
system will remain of paramount importance and this
will dictate that Canada remain involved in the overall
international security process as well as provide aid and
assistance in the re-development of failed and failing
states. As long as Canadian governments embrace the
policy of active internationalism, the Navy should
expect to be called upon to support the same wide
range of foreign policy initiatives as it has in the past.

•

The security and safety of the homeland and the
waters under national jurisdiction is already a priority,
as evident in the government’s “Canada First”
approach to national security. In this, the Arctic and
the security of the various off-shore oil and gas
production facilities will be of particular concern. The
Navy is expected to take a major role in the management of the remote and Arctic waters within the
“whole of government” philosophy.

•

Environmental issues, generally, will increase in importance and there will be public demands for effective
counters to harmful practices. The effects of global
warming, cyclical and man-made, will drive greater
expressions of concern for the introduction of sound
environmental policies. This will likely include a call for
sustainable energy development programs with a
corresponding decline in the use of fossil fuels. As a
major user of energy, the Navy will be expected to be
a leader in conservation measures.

It is fair to assume that the future is unlikely to be any less
complex and unpredictable than the last 20 years. For
many reasons it is also fair to assume that Canada’s interests will continue to be served by a policy of “active internationalism.” In home waters, the Navy will be expected
to play a leading role within the “whole of government”
approach to national security as new challenges emerge.

Why does Canada
Need a Navy Today?
The clear need for a credible navy is as valid today as it
was in 1910. This is demonstrated by its continued use as
a major instrument of government policy and diplomacy.
Accordingly, the Canadian Navy of the future will require
a balance of capabilities to allow it to meet both domestic and international missions.
The domestic requirements for naval forces today are a
combination of deterrence and response supported by
comprehensive communications and information
management systems. These capabilities are needed to
ensure that national and international laws and conventions are respected in Canadian waters and that those
waters are not used for illegal purposes. This requires that
the government must be able to control whatever takes
place in the waters under its jurisdiction. Not doing that is
tacit acceptance that others can use those waters as they
please without regard or respect for Canadian laws. As
Professor Donald McRae of the University of Ottawa
recently explained:
A responsible government provides proper policing,
surveillance, search and rescue and other services
throughout its territory and the claims about its
failure to protect Canada’s sovereignty over the lands
of the Arctic are often claims about the failure of
governments over time to act as governments should
in respect of remote areas.
This sensible observation should drive the implementation
of the government’s “Canada First” defence policy. The
new Arctic Offshore Patrol Ship (AOPS) project, although
stalled at the moment, is an important element of the
new policy.
Although the national laws can be enforced in waters
under Canadian jurisdiction by the RCMP and the Coast
Guard, there are times when their operations need to be
supported by the superior force and authority implicit in
the Navy. Just as respect for Canadian sovereignty is a
function of the respect for Canada’s ability to use force as
the means of last resort, law enforcement requires that
there be sufficient force available to compel compliance
with the law. On its own, a non-military coast guard
cannot provide the necessary guarantee of compliance,
and certainly would not be able to manage violence
should the need arise – this is a naval task. Moreover, the
Navy is the only organization capable of coordinating
complex joint and multi-agency security operations at sea.
Internationally, Canada has been well served by the naval
task group concept, and there is every indication that the
types of situation in which Canadian task groups have
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been deployed in the past will continue to exist. And it is
also reasonably certain that Canadian governments will
find it necessary to remain involved in international crisis
management; national interests are too compelling to do
otherwise. Thus, the timely replacement of the core
elements of the naval task group (the command ships,
escorts, replenishment ships, submarines, and helicopters)
serves Canada’s best interests now and in the longer-term.
To abandon the proven, naval task force capability makes
absolutely no strategic sense; it is the nucleus around
which any future multi-ship or multi-capability formation,
whether joint or” whole of government,” will be formed.
Why would any sensible government willingly give up a
capability that has served it well for 25 years under a wide
range of international and domestic situations and will
certainly be called upon to do likewise in the future?
A state that decides to maintain a general-purpose navy
for self-defence, sovereignty assertion, deterrence, crisis
management, and as a general instrument of foreign
policy must not only develop the necessary operational
capabilities but also maintain those forces in a way that
they are readily available when needed. There is absolutely
no point in having naval forces if they are not readily available to do the bidding of their government. To maintain
the necessary operational capability, the naval force structure is best managed as a single entity under a concept
whereby replacement ships and support systems are
routinely funded in a way that always retains operational
integrity of the fleet. Ideally, the replacement of warships
and auxiliaries should be done under a continuous building program that allows necessary industries and technical skills to be maintained. The entire process requires a
pre-existing and politically-endorsed naval policy that
serves as the rationale for modernization and for the
acquisition of new ships, aircraft, and other equipment.
This has not historically happened in Canada but with the
recent advent of the Canada First Defence Strategy and
the government’s announcement of its intent to develop
a National Shipbuilding Procurement Strategy there is
some hope that naval ship acquisition will be more coherent avoiding the boom and bust cycle of the past.
The Navy of the future needs to be able to function efficiently in home waters as well as globally in protecting
Canada’s extensive maritime interests. The basic capability requirements are:

20

Why Canada Needs a Navy

•

collect and analyse information on the use of all Canadian waters and to coordinate operations of all government departments and agencies in those waters;

•

patrol all waters under Canadian jurisdiction and
make timely responses to incidents that have the
potential to threaten Canadian security;

What specific capabilities should
a modern Navy maintain?
If the Navy is to remain a versatile instrument of government policy at home and overseas it obviously needs the
right mix of operational capabilities. What are these?

•

deploy warships as both self-contained naval task
groups, with integral helicopter support, and individually for use at home and overseas with the ability to
integrate into US and multinational naval formations;

•

provide sea lift to support joint operations at home
and overseas under a range of situations that include
supporting Canadian embassies and evacuating
people from threatening situations; and

•

maintain the necessary support infrastructure (e.g.,
command, communications, logistics, engineering,
training support systems) to support those operations.

Most of this capability exists today and has been proved
necessary to allow the Navy to be an effective instrument
of state policy at sea. The challenge for the future is to
make sure that those capabilities are replaced and
modernized in a timely manner.

The basic definition of a navy indicates an organization
that is much broader than ships and sailors; it includes
such things as infrastructure, a staff organization, and a
command and control system. Together, this collection of
capabilities is known as a “force structure” and is the
result of a complex process by which the navy and the
government come to an agreement on what actual capabilities will be maintained. Traditionally, the Canadian Navy
has been able to meet both domestic and international
tasks with a single, multi-purpose force structure, but the
new emphasis on the security of Arctic waters has given
rise to a requirement for some specialized vessels.
The force structure is invariably a compromise that accepts
a degree of risk – political risk arising from not having the
highest level of response capability, but which will provide
a reasonable response capability. Unfortunately, this has
become a protracted process as naval proposals for
modernization and ship building programs run a succession of bureaucratic gauntlets before presentation to
the government for a decision. That decision invariably is
an “approval in principle” requiring either further study
or a series of contract competitions to design and build
new ships or implement modernization programs. The
lapse-time from the initial statement of requirement to the
delivery of the first new ship is often 12-15 years.

Sea King helicopter hoists a person from
Orca-class Patrol Craft Training, PCT Wolf
near Vancouver Harbour.
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Today, good stewardship requires an effective and
enforced security regime over all waters claimed as being
under national jurisdiction. Meeting this requirement
should be regarded as a “sovereign” responsibility. As
explained, to be sovereign at sea, a state must be able to
control whatever takes place in waters under its jurisdiction; this requires that three criteria be met:
•

know who is using those waters and for what
purpose;

•

maintain an unequivocal expression of government
authority in those waters; and

•

respond quickly and effectively to violations of the law
and threats to national security or sovereignty.

In fact, the basic requirements to collect, collate, and
analyse data as a precursor to intervention in a potentially
threatening situation is common to virtually all naval operations. The obvious exceptions are the situations where
the presence of a warship, as a signal of national concern
over a developing situation, is required and the use of
warships in humanitarian operations.
Most naval operations are constrained by geography,
weather (and thus sea state), and distance to the operating area. The Canadian Navy is no exception; the adjacent
waters are some of the roughest in the world and the
areas of potential concern are a long way from the bases
at Halifax and Esquimalt. For instance, the eastern
entrance to the Northwest Passage is as far from Halifax
as the Strait of Gibraltar and it takes about three weeks to
get to the Persian Gulf from either Halifax or Esquimalt. A
force structure built on the concept of flexibility needs to
take endurance, as both the ability to travel considerable
distances without refuelling and the ability to remain
effective in rough weather, into account. As experience
and various studies have determined, the 5,000 to 6,000
ton displacement frigate or destroyer is the best vessel to
meet these criteria.
As explained earlier, the Canadian Navy is now organized
around “multi-purpose, combat-capable” task groups
with high levels of operational self-sufficiency. The nucleus
of a task group is a destroyer or frigate configured as a
command ship, with some additional area defence
weapons systems, and serves as the central node of the
command and control and information system. Two or
three frigates, with their helicopters, provide the “search”
and “response” capability, as well as much of the selfprotection capability. Each ship, destroyer or frigate, is able
to maintain air, surface, and underwater surveillance over
an area of about 30,000 square kilometres (8,750 square

nautical miles: an area roughly the size of Lake Erie or one
tenth the size of the Gulf of St. Lawrence) at any one time
(this figure is only an approximation as atmospheric and
water conditions influence detection ranges, as does the
size of the target.) A helicopter nearly doubles this figure
when on task. A support ship provides the task group with
fuel, food, ammunition, and spare parts for about 30
days; it can also provide limited repair support for ships
and helicopters. The support ship is also able to transport,
land, and support a small army force ashore. A submarine
can easily be added to a task group to provide additional
surveillance and self-protection; it can also be used for
reconnaissance and to land small army units covertly if
necessary. Long range patrol aircraft can be included in a
deployed task group, but need a forward operating base
if working a long way from home. In fact, the list of capabilities that can be added to a task group is endless; other
examples include: fighter aircraft, Coast Guard vessels,
radar and communication satellites, and even merchant
ships on charter to the military. Simply, the task group
concept is the most efficient way of providing government
with an effective and versatile rapid response capability.
All the related capabilities need to be maintained and
modernized when necessary to ensure the Navy remains
an effective instrument of government policy at sea.

Conclusion
Not maintaining an effective naval force is tantamount to
surrendering one’s sovereignty at sea. An effective navy is
a prerequisite of statehood; a country with an ocean but
without a navy cannot claim to be truly sovereign.
A navy is not an optional luxury. It is the means by which
a maritime state such as Canada ensures its political and
territorial sovereignty. Ultimately, a Navy carries its weight
in maintaining the security of the international system and
the global economy. W

The logic of maintaining a fleet of destroyer/frigate-size
warships is fairly obvious; they are the workhorses of a
navy and have adequate endurance and patrol range to
remain effective in virtually any kind of weather and
operate at considerable distances from their home ports.
This is something smaller vessels cannot do.
Maritime helicopters are what are known as “force multipliers” and greatly increase the operational effectiveness
of single ships and task groups. Likewise, the rationale
for support ships is pretty clear.
Submarines, on the other hand, are controversial; mainly
because they are not well understood. The modern submarine is a versatile surveillance and information management platform that has great potential in crisis
management operations around the world and in many
facets of national security. That a Canadian submarine can
be deployed with a multinational task force as an
advanced surveillance platform and as an additional defensive weapon is an attractive option – a relatively cheap but
significant commitment that brings the full political
rewards of involvement in the operation. That submarines
can provide ASW training to the Canadian and allied
navies is a further contribution to collective security.
Submarines provide the government with a degree of
flexibility that cannot be obtained by other means.
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