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Members of HMCS Regina’s port bridge lookout silhouetted against the warship’s searchlight as it illuminates a suspect vessel in the 
Gulf of Oman. 

A soldier in peacetime is like a sailor navigating 
by dead reckoning .... You have to sail on in a 
fog of peace until the last moment. Then 
probably when it is too late, the clouds lift and 
there is land immediately ahead; breakers, 
probably, and rocks. Then you find out rather late 
in the day whether your calculations have been 
right or not.1

W
hile Sir Michael Howard wrote this 
passage 30 years ago, his words still 
ring true for the armed forces of 
today, confronted as they are by the 
challenge of ‘Transformation’. Thus 

far, the Canadian Forces (CF) has approached both 
the Revolution in Military Affairs and now Transformation
somewhat cautiously, but this is no longer a wise 
course. Developments have reached a sufficiently mature
state that the absence of Canadian operational and 
strategic direction on Transformation will mean the 
acceleration of Canadian military irrelevance. To avert 
this situation, this paper proposes organizing Canadian
efforts around a concept that can be termed ‘Full 
Spectrum Influence’.

KITCHENER’S DILEMMA:
THE CHALLENGE OF THE RMA

On the domestic scene, the 1990s proved to be a decade of
budget cuts and internal crises for the Canadian Forces.

In this same period, the disappearance of the certainty 
of the Cold War threw military planning for international
commitments into turmoil. On top of this disruptive mix,
which confronted the CF with more than enough problems,
the appearance of the ‘Revolution in Military Affairs’ (RMA)
must have seemed more of a curse than a blessing. In 1916,
Lord Kitchener said: “We have to fight the war as we must,
not as we would like to,” and the RMA would appear to 
present much the same dilemma to the CF. The costs 
associated with maintaining the CF of today put at risk the
investment needed to ensure its very future.

In his book Soft Power, Hard Choices, Joseph Jockel 
has amply catalogued the ills now affecting Canada’s 
ability to project force abroad.2 Based on this and other 
studies, it is very apparent that the CF must modernize 
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if they are to remain relevant to our coalition
and alliance partners, and be welcome in their
operations3. But, like Alice, the Canadian
military is having to run faster and faster just
to remain in the same spot. Facing the current
budgetary pressures, the threat of operational
irrelevance looms large, and, as might be expected, there has
been considerable debate as to the nature of the future.4 

The CF is having to plan for this uncertain future in
exceedingly difficult circumstances. It operates in an 
indifferent and sometimes hostile social environment inimical
to budget increases. It faces vague threats that seem to follow
unexpected paths. All the while, the CF is seeking to maintain
its operational relevance in an age of rapid technological change
that is certain to be very costly. But, as Colin Gray reminded us
at the time of the last serious defence review, Canada must
get it right, for there is no room for error.5

Given these challenges, it is interesting to note that
Canadian interest in the RMA appears to have been relatively
low key. To date, there have been only a few articles by
Canadians discussing the many issues surrounding this subject
in mainstream journals,6 and most of those have dealt with
the technological side of the RMA rather than the doctrinal
and organizational implications. There has been a similar
lack of attention at the official level, which has led some to
conclude that Canada does not have a strategy for the RMA.7

Since 1997, a number of Canadian official documents
have addressed the issue of the RMA,8 but what is remarkable
is the generalized approach they have adopted. Most make a
series of recommendations that require further exploration.9 

It is interesting, then, to compare the Canadian documents
with their American counterparts. As Joint Vision 2010
makes clear, it is to be the “conceptual template” for how the
US will operate its military in the future.10 Joint Vision 2010
develops the concepts of dominant manoeuvre, precision
engagement, full dimensional protection, and focused 
logistics. The “interdependent application” of these concepts
is to result in the operational end-state of “Full Spectrum
Dominance”, which will allow the US military to conduct the
full range of military tasks, from peace support operations
through to high intensity warfare.

By contrast, the Canadian Strategy 2020 develops 
guidance in the areas of “innovative path, decisive leaders,
modernization, globally deployable, interoperability, career 
of choice, strategic partnerships, and resource stewardship”.
The comparisons are stark. Indeed, one commentator has noted
the similarity of many of these concepts to those found 
in a business mission statement as opposed to principles 
of warfare.11 In some respects, the Canadian military has
reversed the approach taken by the Americans in its 
future planning documents. Whereas the US military first
identified the implications of the RMA and then went on 
to discuss how these would be dealt with within their 
armed services, the Canadian military has discussed first 
how to respond to changes before examining what they are
likely to be.

Unquestionably, this betrays a certain
timidity,12 but the CF has good reason to
respond cautiously to RMA developments.
First, the CF must get the application 
correct, for the consequences of failure are
potentially disastrous. Second, Canadian

caution amounts to an acknowledgement that RMA develop-
ments are largely beyond its control. The US military will set
the international standard for technology, organization, and
to some degree, doctrine. Smaller nations, in order to remain
interoperable with the ‘corporate standard’, will have to react
to these developments rather than attempt to define the standard
themselves, much in the same way that computer software
has been largely shaped by the dominance of the Windows
operating system.

The Canadian approach, then, has been to allow these
developments to mature and then determine where Canada
might be able to fit into them. As Vice-Admiral Garnett 
has noted, “The RMA is neither doctrine nor dogma 
but an evolving fact of life that the Canadian Forces simply 
cannot afford to ignore.”13 In the meantime, rather than 
pursuing a Revolution in Military Affairs, the Department 
of National Defence has been pursuing a ‘Revolution in
Bureaucratic Affairs’. The capability-based joint force 
structure-planning model the CF has adopted has allowed 
it to get the fundamentals established before launching 
into the revolutions implicit in the RMA.

What is missing at the moment is a vision of how
Canadians will conduct war in the future. Will it be the high
tech vision implicit in the American Joint Vision 2010 paper, or
will it be the “violent, unconventional, complex, and asym-
metric” vision of Ralph Peters and others? (See Note 4.) Further,
if Canada is following in the wake of US developments,
where will it plug into a force organized around the concept
of Full Spectrum Dominance? As one study argues, “Because
Canada plays a significantly different role in the international
security environment than the main proponent of the RMA
paradigm, the USA, it is essential to place the current RMA
into a Canadian context.”14 However, this has yet to be done.

FROM RMA TO TRANSFORMATION

As pointed out, the United States is already far down this
path. While Full Spectrum Dominance was little more than

a buzzword for US military superiority, lately, the US
Department of Defense — principally through Joint Forces
Command and its associated Joint Battle Lab (or J9) — have
begun to add flesh to the bones of the concept. It is being 
formalized through a series of operational concepts that have
begun to emerge from each of the services, and from J9 itself.
While each of these operational concepts is distinct, there are
many similarities in the assumptions on which each is based.15

While sparked by the RMA, these developments 
have become part of what is referred to by the term
‘Transformation’. Although the RMA has been typically
associated with technological developments and progress,
Transformation is a more all-encompassing term. In a recent

“The threat of 
operational irrelevance 

looms large....”
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article in Proceedings, General Richard B.
Meyers, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, laid out the parameters of
Transformation. He noted that the
changes in the environment, illustrated
by the events of 11 September 2001,
indicate the real need to transform 
the US military from an orientation of
massed battles, to something far 
more flexible and nimble, capable 
of moving rapidly around the world 
and beginning operations with relatively
little lead time. Transformation is thus
characterized not only by changed 
strategic circumstances, but also by 
three other factors: jointness, new opera-
tional concepts, and new technology. 

Force structure can no longer be dominated by 
service-level concerns, but must be ‘born joint’. As 
Meyers remarks:

Transformation is a process and a mind-set. 
Adopting a transformational mind-set means 
applying current fielded capabilities — in the 
current environment — to accomplish any assigned
mission. In today’s dynamic world, no armed 
service’s core competencies can accomplish 
the mission alone. Transformation unites unique 
service capabilities into a seamless joint frame-
work to accomplish the joint force commander’s 
objectives.16

Second, Transformation implies wholly new 
operating concepts, organizations, and a willingness 
to try different ways of approaching problems. A one-
size-fits-all doctrine is no longer appropriate in this novel
environment.

Transforming the US military means operating in new
ways and sometimes with untested procedures. ... 
The new idea may not work, but it should never 
be dismissed because it has not been considered
before.17

Finally, Transformation inevitably implies that 
new technology will dramatically change the way in 
which armed forces have traditionally operated. In 
particular, new technology will enhance the role that 
shared information will have on every aspect of the 
battlefield. Thus, networks of sensors, shooters, and 
war fighters will have a dramatic impact on battlefield 
efficiency.

In the past, joint warfare was segregated warfare. ...
In the future, joint war fighters must meld component
capabilities into a seamless joint framework. 
The key to this effort will be shared information
among the components.18

TRANSFORMED OPERATIONAL CONCEPTS

Transformation has resulted so far in five distinct 
operational approaches (See Table 1). Although each

concept naturally focuses on the concerns of its sponsor, they
are largely organized around four interlinked elements:
Effects, Knowledge, Networks, and Coherent Jointness.
Under the premise that the enemy can be modelled as a 
‘system of systems’, the synergy between these four elements
will produce ‘Decision Dominance’. This in turn satisfies 
the requirements of Full Spectrum Dominance demanded 
by Joint Vision 2010. These interrelationships are currently
the research focus of American military experimentation
being led by JFCOM’s J9.

The model of the enemy as a complex system of 
interrelated elements in the political, economic, infor-
mational, historical, and cultural arenas,19 permits more 
precise analysis of the mechanisms through which pressure
can be applied until the enemy concedes. In turn, this 
permits the establishment of Decision Dominance, which
will “deprive the enemy of the ability to make battlefield
decisions by stripping away enemy leadership options for

Table 1

SPONSOR

JFCOM

JFCOM

USAF

USAF / US Army

USN

OPERATING CONCEPT

Joint Operational Concept

Co-operative Pressure

Decisive Coercive Operations

Air Ground Concept

Naval Operating Concept / Sea Power 21

DOD Draft Operational Concepts

Capstone Elements of
Future Joint Operations

Precisely apply joint,
interagency, multinational
capabilities to create
effects that destroy
the enemy’s 
coherence

Superior 
knowledge
enables us to
precisely apply
capability

Apply the power of
networking to create

a collaborative,
interdependent

joint force

Build “joint”
 forces,

operations, 
systems

Effects
Based

Networked
Force

Knowledge
Centric

Coherently
Joint

21st Century
Joint Force

21st Century
Joint Force

Figure 1
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employing their forces effectively....” Rapid, precise and 
correct decisions are the hallmark of a transformed force 
and, it is asserted, will be the antecedent to success on 
the battlefield.20 In effect, US operational thinking seemingly
seeks to realize the dreams of 20th century air power 
theorists in their quest for victory without having to pursue
costly attritional battles with central armed forces.21

In order to realize Decision Dominance, however, 
several factors need to be in place. First, forces will need to
be ‘coherently joint’. Coherence is defined as the ability:

...to leverage the wide array of expertise and 
knowledge available in a wide variety of organizations
to build an unprecedented level of knowledge. ... All
combined, this aggregate knowledge can be used to
support the integrated application of national power
to achieve decisive effect.22

This involves not only greater ‘jointness’ amongst the
armed services, but also greater coordination with, and use
of, the talents of other government departments as well. 

Second, in order to exploit the advantages shared by
coherent forces, they will have to be networked together in 
a “Common Information Environment” (CIE). This is a
“comprehensive communications approach that helps create 
a collaborative environment of fused intelligence and 
information sharing simultaneously across the battlespace.”23

Underlying the network of coherent forces is the opera-
tional construct known as Operational Net Assessment (ONA).
ONA seeks “actionable knowledge” in order to carry out
operations. It permits an in-depth understanding of the opponent
in a variety of areas, summarized by the acronym PMESII, or
Political, Military, Economic, Social, Infrastructure, and
Information. Each of these elements is examined to determine

its inter-relationship with the others, enabling
the identification of ‘leverage points’ against
which national resources may be applied. Thus,
ONA permits the networked forces ‘predictive
battlespace awareness’. ONA is an activity that
is conducted continuously before, during and
after operations, permitting immediate execution
as well as the ability to anticipate events rather
than simply reacting to them. Given its system
orientation, ONA monitors the enemy ‘system’
relative to the action being performed, thus
allowing for the enemy to adapt and yet still
preserving decision superiority.

Coherence, CIE, and ONA taken together
will permit US forces to pursue ‘Effects Based
Operations’ or EBO. An ‘effect’ is defined as
“the physical/behavioural change in the state
of a system that results from an action or set of
actions.” EBOs are “A set of actions planned,
executed, and assessed with a systems perspec-
tive that considers the effects needed to achieve
policy aims via the integrated application of
various instruments of national power.”24 The

lynch pin in the entire enterprise is the quality of the infor-
mation available rather than sophisticated weapons systems.

ARE THERE ROLES FOR ALLIES 
IN TRANSFORMATION?

The question for Canada is, where does the CF fit into
these expansive concepts? Canadian foreign and military

policy is certainly couched in terms of coalition operations.
But, now that the likely principal partner in future coalition
operations has embraced Full Spectrum Dominance, is there
room for smaller partners lacking the full spectrum of mili-
tary capabilities enjoyed by US forces? Indeed, will Canada’s
capability to take part in international operations in the future,
even in peace support operations, be limited by our ability
to plug into this new military ‘operating system’?

There is good reason for concern that the new American
military doctrine will have serious ramifications for Canadian
assumptions about the continuing utility of a coalition-based
defence policy. For example, the sharing of information is at the
core of the new concept, and the timeliness of information
becomes a crucial factor affecting combat power. However,
coalition partners add considerable complexity to this relation-
ship. The problem is not simply the ‘joint’ issue of enabling all
the systems on the net to talk to each other and share their vital
information rapidly, but the problem also involves sending infor-
mation across national borders. Information release policies,
which protect intelligence, are not oriented around the concept
of efficiency, but rather that of security. “Information release
and control must be conducted in a manner that prevents dam-
aging foreign disclosure. This capability must be demonstrated
to information owners” before any transfer can be effected.25

In the absence of a coalition ‘clearing house’ for intelli-
gence, information disclosure between nations is a tedious and
cumbersome process.26 Further, because the long-term effect

A Canadian Forces CC-130 Hercules unloading cargo at Baghdad airport on 2 June 2003.
This was the first CF flight in support of Operation “Iris”, the reconstruction of Iraq.
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of individual disclosures can be difficult to ascertain, 
and because the career impact of improper disclosure is so
serious, “commanders often choose stringent release rules 
to avoid problems.”27 In this way, ‘releaseability’ concerns
have dictated separated military networks operating at 
different tempos. As Brigadier General Gary Salisbury, 
director of command, control, and communications systems
for US European Command, characterized the situation in
September 2001, “We run our networks at a coalition
releaseability level that’s basically unclassified.”28

General Dwight D. Eisenhower once remarked, “Allied
Commands depend on mutual confidence.”29 The release 
of sensitive information is an act of trust between states 
surpassed only, perhaps, by placing troops under even 
the limited control of an ally. The release of closely-held
knowledge places technology, operations, and even personnel
at risk. Thus, just as nations have always been unwilling 
to give complete control of their troops to foreign nations, 
we can expect that they will be unwilling to share completely
all information they have. In the past, this reluctance did 
not typically jeopardize operations. But, information is 
now the cornerstone of all action, and the existence of 
separate networks operating at different speeds will have an
undeniable impact on every partner’s battle rhythms.

The United States is obviously willing to share most 
of its information with certain partners. For forces of 
nations not in this privileged club, integration into US 
networks will be increasingly difficult, depending on how
often they operate with the US and the degree of trust
extended to them. Forces not permitted to take part in 
planning will ultimately be restricted simply to taking
orders—possibly to assume high-casualty or politically 
distasteful roles. The added risk is that multinational operations
will become more and more circumscribed, and that 
allied participation will be accepted only under the most

restrictive of circumstances. The US is unlikely to hamstring
its own military forces or to slow its implementation 
of transformation given its apparent benefits. It may 
decide simply to forgo alliance participation. Information
releaseability policy may ultimately decide not only the
shape and nature of coalitions, but perhaps even their very
existence.

TOWARDS A CANADIAN 
APPROACH TO TRANSFORMATION:
FULL SPECTRUM INFLUENCE

What, then, is a medium power like Canada to do in 
such a situation? It would seem that our strategic 

doctrine will have to be oriented around the need to provide
valuable services to our US partners so that our contributions
to coalitions will be seen as desirable, even necessary. 
Only in such circumstances can Canada hope to retain 
anything near the level of influence it enjoyed throughout 
the Cold War. What would such a strategic doctrine 
look like?

In an almost throwaway fashion, Canadian Defence
Beyond 2010 introduces the concepts of relevance and
saliency:

At its most basic level, the problem is really one of
understanding the relationship between the theory 
of the Revolution in Military Affairs, and the 
reality of a doctrine that gives power to the theory. 
If the Canadian Forces are to remain relevant and
salient, they need to keep pace with developments 
in the science of war.30

Saliency has been discussed extensively by Sean
Maloney, noting that influence in an operation must 
be bought: “Showing up is not enough”.31 Elinor Sloan also

stresses the importance of relevance:
“making a meaningful contribution 
involves ... [maintaining] a sufficient
number of forces to form a combat 
relevant force and ... ensuring that these
forces are sustainable.”32 Maloney also
notes the importance of interoperability:
“If Canadian Forces cannot exchange
and process information in a timely 
and efficient fashion with other members
of a coalition/alliance, they will be 
ineffective and thus unable to contribute
meaningfully to the effort.”33 Certainly,
interoperability is a strong thread that
runs throughout most of the Department’s
documentation on future planning 
and the RMA.

A Canadian approach to Trans-
formation, then, might be conceived 
as ‘Full Spectrum Influence’. This 
would be achieved through the inter-
dependent application of the preceding Canadian soldiers marching off parade after a change of command ceremony in which

Brigadier-General Peter Devlin assumed command of the Kabul Multinational Brigade, 
part of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan. 
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Figure 2 Figure 3

three concepts to the force structure decisions that will be
made in the coming years. Graphically, they can be portrayed
as shown in Figure 2.

Salience is distinguished from relevance in its concern
with operational performance and effect. Thus, salient contri-
butions are those that distinguish a formation for a particular
effect they have had on operations. One might note the impact
that Canadian Coyotes had in Bosnia and Kosovo, or the role
that Canadian snipers played in Afghanistan. In these instances,
Canadian units brought capabilities that were sought after due
to their operational impact and relative scarcity.

Relevance concerns itself with operational pertinence, with
the fact that Canadian contributions should have a significant
and demonstrable bearing on the requirements of the coalition’s
operations. Relevance, as Sloan suggests above, is associated
largely with numbers of troops, but it can also be correlated
with the specialization of the troops provided. In Kosovo, for
example, the 18 CF-18s had a greater impact on operations than
numerically larger contributions made by some other allied
air forces because of the inherent flexibility of the CF-18s in

switching between air-to-ground and air superiority operations.
Canadian fighters were more relevant to the operation than other
fighters because of their capabilities.

Finally, interoperability is defined as the ability of systems,
units, or forces to provide services and/or accept services from
others forces to enable them to operate effectively together. 

The Venn diagram (Figure 3) illustrates several cases.
Cases A, B, and C involve operations with the application 
of only one of the concept’s three attributes, whereas Cases 1
through 4 involve combinations of the three. In six of these
cases, influence is circumscribed by an imperfect combination
of forces. Military contributions might consist of politically
salient troops, but operating in non-strategic sectors and 
with limited interoperability, as the Syrians did during the Gulf
War (Case A). A coalition package may be made up of highly
capable troops that have a high degree of interoperability, but
the relatively small size of the contribution will limit the ability
to influence the situation. This seemed evident in the deploy-
ment of a company of the Royal 22e Régiment to East Timor
in 1999 (Case 3). Case 4, though, is the perfect conjunction: a
‘sweet spot’, permitting Canada to take advantage of maximum
political influence within a coalition operation.

What needs to be done to realize this conjunction? In
effect, three issues need to be addressed: Jointness, Concepts
and Interagency Cooperation.

While Canada may have led the way in jointness, when
compared to the present state of the US military much more
needs to be done to enhance this capability. Too often, the atti-
tude within the Canadian Forces is “in international operations,
we will always operate as single services with the Americans,
not as a joint operational task force”. This may be perfectly true.
If one examines the operations in which the CF was engaged in
the 1990s, the majority of them were conducted in just this way,
except for those carried out within Canada itself. It would
thus seem that the three services would be better to go their
separate ways, and that investment in joint doctrine and 
capability is a waste of scarce resources.

An RCR officer watches intently from a Bison armoured vehicle as it passes
through Kabul, Afghanistan, October 2003. 
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levels. The manner in which initial discussions proceeded with
the US over missile defence and military co-ordination through
Northern Command revealed departments with deeply divided
positions on the scope of collaboration sought. This is indicative
of overall governmental neglect of its own security obligations,
and its failure to provide more than vague direction to these
departments. Both DND and DFA will have to improve their
relations if Canada is to be capable of projecting any form of
meaningful power.

What then would a ‘transformed’ Canadian military look
like? One would no doubt get a wide range of vague and
unhelpful answers from the officer corps today. More technical,
more lethal, more agile — but beyond that, Transformation
would seem to be anybody’s guess. The trouble is that without
some clear idea of what the CF must transform into, there can
be no planning for the process of Transformation itself.

A ‘coherently joint’ CF organized around the principles of
‘Full Spectrum Influence’ — relevance, salience and interoper-
ability — could take several different but still valuable forms.
One might conceive of a ‘Marine Corps-like’ organization, such
as has been suggested by James Fergusson.34 Such a formation
would be extremely flexible in its deployment options. Then
too, a small armoured land force could operate in the manner of
American armoured cavalry units, exploiting the capabilities of
the Coyote surveillance vehicle. Such units might have opera-
tional impact out of all proportion to their size. Indeed, in a
battle organized around the fight for information, Canadian
recce troops might become a highly sought after asset in both
high-intensity and peace support operations. Certainly, they
would have a level of visibility far greater than the typical
rear area security role that we are currently evolving towards.

Should the Canadian Forces be required to adopt single
element specialization, as one of the more technologically
advanced services, the Navy would be well positioned 
to make extremely effective contributions to coalition 
operations. The number of frigates in the US Navy is falling
rapidly, and the role of at-sea support is becoming increasingly
important (as acknowledged by the USN’s adoption of 
the concept of Sea Basing). An expeditionary sea-support
capability, centred around a naval task group and accompanied
by one or more ALSC ships, would make for effective 
operational influence in many contingencies. Similarly, by

being able to contribute to theatre missile
defence, Canadian task groups would bring
with them important defensive capabilities
that would be highly sought after by our
partners.

Finally, an Air Force concentrating on
expeditionary Intelligence, Surveillance
and Reconnaissance capabilities might reap
greater dividends than if it tried to maintain
a force with all the traditional capabilities.
Accepting the elementary operational fact of
life that in international operations we will rely
on our allies for many military capabilities,
Canada could choose to exploit its strategic
isolation, as has New Zealand. The Air

A Naval Reserve officer charting a course for HMCS Yellowknife
through the Strait of Georgia during a joint CF/RCMP hostage-taking
exercise, May 2002. 
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But, the operations in which Canada will participate will
be dominated by the joint nature of our principal partners. Even
if the Army deploys by itself into an operational theatre, it
will need to be capable of operating ‘jointly’ with American
or British naval and air forces. If only for this reason, the CF
must aggressively continue to pursue joint developments.

Second, Canada must begin seriously to address the 
operational concepts under which it will deploy its troops.
While a Canadian Joint Operational Concept is now being
developed, work on it began before there was any consideration
of a strategic operating concept. The development of both 
is still underway, but there would seem to be little coor-
dination between the two efforts. To refer back to the
American experience, all the joint opera-
tional concepts hinge on the direction 
provided in Joint Vision 2010 and on 
‘Full Spectrum Dominance’. The Canadian
Forces lacks the equivalent direction.

Third, as the US developments all stress,
future operations will not only be joint, 
but will employ the full range of national
capabilities in a united fashion. This may
be difficult to achieve in Canada, where 
the Department of National Defence and the
Department of Foreign Affairs would seem
to operate more as opponents than as allies.
This is most apparent at the highest levels of
policy, rather than at lower, more ‘tactical’

“...Our strategic 
doctrine will have 

to be oriented around
the need to provide
valuable services 
to our American 

partners so that our
contributions to 

coalitions will be seen
as desirable, even

necessary.”
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NOTES

Force might decide not to replace the CF-18s, concentrating
instead on contributing to the need for information in the
modern battlespace. Much greater emphasis could be placed
on space-based sensors, UAVs, and battle coordination 
centres (either land- or air-based), and this might prove to be
a more effective contribution to a coalition than a mere six
CF-18s (or whatever follows on from them). Indeed, few
allies are able to contribute more than fighters, transport 
aircraft and tankers to an air battle. By being able to 
contribute to the actual fight for information, Canada would
be making a distinctive contribution to future operations.

To paraphrase Trotsky, you may not be interested 
in Transformation, but Transformation will certainly be 
interested in you. The end of the Cold War and bipolarity

have transformed the environment in which armed forces
function, as have the technologies and developments 
associated with communications and information. Our 
government’s reliance on an international security policy
centred on coalition operations means that the CF cannot 
but respond to developments abroad if it is to make any
meaningful contribution to international operations. The
1990s turned out to be a challenging decade for the CF, 
and the coming years are expected to be every bit as 
contentious. The CF must begin to address essential changes
now rather than waiting for absolute clarity about what 
confronts them.




