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ot on the heels of the government of
Australia, which last year tabled a gener-
ally well-received white paper on defence,
the Labour-led coalition government of

New Zealand has unveiled its vision of a
“modern, efficient and high quality” New Zealand
Defence Force (NZDF). In her introduction to the
May 2000 Government Defence Statement, Prime
Minister Helen Clark noted the “legacy of problems
and underfunding in defence” inherited from her
predecessor.  She pledged “to promote a defence pol-
icy which meets New Zealand’s strategic needs and
enables New Zealand to make a useful contribution
internationally” and to “rebuild a Defence Force
which is equipped and trained for combat, but is also
able to contribute usefully to peacekeeping.” She also
pledged to increase defence spending and “to have
defence capabilities which focus on doing what we do
well rather than maintaining a broad capability which
is poorly resourced.” The key components of the “new
direction” include a “joint approach” to structure and
operations, a “modernized” army, a “practical Navy
fleet”, a “refocused and updated” air force, and “sus-
tainable funding”.

The Army, clearly the bureaucratic winner, will
retain a force structure “based on two light infantry bat-
talions within a brigade framework”, and receive an
infusion of new equipment, including LAV IIIs, light
utility vehicles and a tactical communications system.
Mooted are improvements in close-in fire support,
reconnaissance vehicles and sensors, command and con-
trol, and combat service support. Areas “to be
addressed” include engineer support, artillery, air
defence and electronic warfare.

The proposed changes to the Royal New Zealand
Air Force (RNZAF) and Royal New Zealand Navy, in
contrast, are so radical as to constitute a sea change in
defence policy. In a decision owing as much to ideology
as economics, the Air Force, and to a lesser extent the
Navy, are to be recast in essentially constabulary terms.
Having already jettisoned its predecessor’s plan for
leased F-16As, the Clark government will now eliminate
the RNZAF’s air combat force (i.e., two squadrons of
modernized Skyhawks), its advanced trainers, and much
of the military mandate (including anti-submarine war-
fare) of its P-3 patrol aircraft. The Navy’s fleet of
ANZAC-class frigates (which are not, in any event, as
well-equipped as their Australian sisters) will be capped
at two vessels, and its ill-starred transport ship, HMNZS
Charles Upham, sold.

The only consolation for the RNZAF is the govern-
ment’s plan to upgrade or replace the C-130 and UH-1
(with surplus Canadian Griffons, perhaps?), provide an
austere upgrade for the P-3, and examine a potential
RNZAF role in constabulary (e.g., fisheries protection)
short-to-medium range maritime patrol. On the naval
front, the remaining Leander-class frigate will be
replaced by an ill-defined, but no doubt austere, “multi-
role vessel”, while “consideration” will be given to a new

sealift capability, “how best to meet civilian requirements
for coastal and mid-range offshore capabilities”, and the
possible upgrading of the Seasprite helicopter.

The pending realignment of the NZDF has not
proved universally popular. The Leader of the
Opposition, in response to government claims that the
air combat force was little utilized and too expensive to
replace and operate, has lashed out at a perceived
“peacenik” mentality. A former Secretary of Defence,
Gerald Hensley, has condemned the dearth of public con-
sultation and warned that:

By abandoning the biggest part of our air-sea
capabilities, we are dropping out of contribut-
ing to the security of the region in which we
live. This is a gamble. Nobody knows what the
future may bring, but the Australians and our
other friends think it prudent to maintain com-
bat capabilities. We have decided to set off in
the other, rather lonely direction. This, we are
told, is an independent policy, made only in
New Zealand. The curious fact is that the less
provision we make for our own security, the
more (not less) dependent we become on others.

A veterans organization, responding last year to the
government’s earlier policy framework statement,
posited that:

All of this adds up to a huge shift which does
indeed cut defence policy adrift from foreign pol-
icy. It is careless of our history, dismissive of the
impact upon relationships with long-time friends
and allies, and contemptuous of available profes-
sional advice. To claim that it is all being done in
the interests of better focus, greater depth or
stronger national independence is nonsense.

One cannot, of course, draw easy comparisons
between the geo-strategic environments, population and
fiscal resources, defence policies and military establish-
ments of two such diverse actors as Canada and New
Zealand, although one might posit that the geographic
proximity of militarily well-prepared allies tends to dis-
courage military self-reliance. The latter’s new defence
regime may, however, provide pause for thought as
Canadians ponder the advantages and disadvantages of a
new white paper on defence. A white paper which
echoed the “multi-purpose, combat-capable” mantra of
1994 — hopefully with adequate funding — is one
thing, but the New Zealand experience provides sober-
ing evidence of how quickly a military establishment
can devolve. If defence stakeholders, and the would-be
architects of a new Canadian white paper, cannot pro-
vide a clear, cogent and compelling rationale for a
multi-purpose, combat-capable defence establishment,
the ‘New Zealandization’ of the Canadian Forces would
not be far behind.

Professor Martin Shadwick teaches Canadian defence policy at York
University. He is a former editor of Canadian Defence Quarterly.
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s most readers of this Journal will already
know, the federal government has committed

to building for the Canadian War Museum
(CWM) a new, purpose-built home. But

with this success now confirmed, what
will the new building, and the programmes and exhibits
that visitors will find there, actually contain? How will
the museum meet its mandate to “help Canadians under-
stand their country’s military history in its personal,
national, and international dimensions?” In ten or twen-
ty years, for what will the museum be known, recog-
nized and respected, among historians, museum profes-
sionals or military ‘buffs,’ as well as among average
Canadians?

Answering such questions, indeed to some extent
even framing them, is now a major preoccupation of
CWM staff. Each question has already occasioned
much internal commentary, as well as helpful input
from external consultants, museum stakeholders and
advisors, and many members of the general public.
Few, to date, have been laid to rest completely —
pending the development of the story line for perma-
nent and temporary galleries, programme content, and
outreach efforts — but on at least one there is already
consensus: the necessity for the museum to house,
spread, facilitate and promote first-class military his-
torical research. Whether as the essential backdrop to
quality exhibits and on-site programmes or the guaran-
tee of scholarly content for publications and pro-
grammes that take the museum physically beyond its
national capital location, research must be a central
element in the CWM’s new persona. 

In some planning documents, this capacity is
already loosely named the ‘Military History Research
Centre’ or the ‘Centre for Canadian Military History
Research.’ In others, including the first drafts of the
research division’s memoranda on overall exhibit
themes, it is expressed anonymously but no less direct-
ly: i.e., museum products must be based on first-class
scholarship; its collections also must be well document-
ed, professionally catalogued, and accessible to on-site
and remote clients by the latest and best search methods.
The museum’s intentions are clear: to encourage core
and directed research, much of it by staff, in support of
exhibits and programmes; to mould collections and data
systems into more user-friendly research tools; and, per-
haps most importantly, to bolster pure research, writing
and teaching on military historical themes related to
Canada. None of these approaches is altogether unique
but, taken together, especially in light of the museum’s
intention to facilitate research that is not exhibit related
and its desire to make collections highly accessible to
public viewing and research, they are in fact revolution-
ary, representing both a major enhancement of existing
resources and the development of a much broader and
more ambitious national research mandate.

Some of the museum’s existing problems relating
to research are painfully self-evident. A growing col-
lection but a shrinking staff led, over many years, to
accumulated cataloguing, data entry and documenta-
tion backlogs in almost all collections areas, including
the archives and photo archives, both core areas — and
museum strengths — for serious researchers. The busy
managers of massive and growing national collections
like vehicles or firearms had little time to strengthen
artifact files with additional, post-acquisition research.
Likewise, a small historical staff that had mainly
exhibit and public inquiry functions (plus a tiny but
important publishing programme) struggled with a
high operational tempo that left little time for pure
research. In spring 1998, only one employee in the
entire museum — one of the three historians then on
staff — held a doctorate. A small but excellent library
boasted exactly four study carrels for visitors; the
equally superb but almost hopelessly referenced
archives boasted none. 

In the last three years, the CWM has gone a long
way towards rectifying many of these problems.
Thousands of artifacts were brought out of storage
(and virtual anonymity) in the Vimy House backlog
and moved into the collections areas. The correspon-
ding deluge of cataloguing corrections and enhance-
ments — roughly 25,000 — will be completed this
year. The museum added three professional historians
to its ranks in 1998 and, in 2001, will also add a pho-
tographic archives technician, a librarian-archivist (at
the MLS level), and a records manager. A half-million
dollar project, started in spring 2001, will devote sev-
eral person-years of work to strengthening and correct-
ing the data files for library and archives, including the
integration of a major Department of National Defence
library, the old Stewart Collection. Computer entries
that say, simply, “diary – Canadian” or contain inaccu-
rate location data will, with luck, be things of the past.
The museum has also worked hard to raise editing and
translation standards, established a reference room
with seating for four adjacent to the archives, and ini-
tiated a highly successful series of free public lectures
by leading military historians, from best-selling author
John Keegan to Pulitzer Prize-winner James
McPherson. Future projects, including comprehensive
and web-searchable archival finding aids, will begin
later this year.

But how does the museum go beyond putting its
database in order and writing better labels in meeting its
self-assumed research mandate? In addition to the qual-
itative and quantitative improvements in documentation
and internal research capacity, the CWM also hopes to
position itself as a hub for more broadly based military
historical research. Some elements in this process —
conferences, lectures, more staff, an improved web site,
a multi-faceted publishing programme — are already in
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place or being developed; others, such as formal
research links with museums or other institutions, or a
visiting scholar programme, are at the conceptual stage.
Physical space for programmes and activities reflecting
this mandate has already been assigned, but deciding
how the intellectual elements might fit together is by
far the greater challenge, not least because of the finan-
cial tradeoffs that will inevitably be necessary. It will
never be possible to do everything. For example, how
might one weigh a visiting scholar or post-doctoral fel-
low against research subsidies, for example? How
might web enhancements relate to publishing subven-
tions? At what age group might the bulk of educational
programming be targeted? And is education best deliv-
ered on site or electronically? With whom might the
museum cooperate to deliver such services without
duplicating effort?

Having philosophically made the essential first
step, to a fully articulated research mission, beginning
with existing collections, documentation and staff, the
museum is now beginning the difficult but exciting
second stage: determining the size, shape and cost of
realizing its vision. Readers of this Journal will be bet-
ter placed than most to understand the challenges of
such a process. Their helpful suggestions on how the
Canadian War Museum might meet them would be
greatly appreciated.

Dr. Dean Oliver is Head, Historical Research and Archives at the
Canadian War Museum.
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