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Abstract 

Security aid refers to practices of development that focus on enhancing regimes of 

surveillance, policing, prisons, border management, and social control in recipients 

countries of the global South. Similar to traditional aid regimes, security assistance is 

animated by humanitarian sentiments, yet it also corresponds with a desire of prosperous 

countries to manage perceived insecurities fomenting in the “underdeveloped” world. My 

dissertation combines interviews with security experts and a comprehensive use of the 

Access to Information Act to explore Canadian practices of security aid. I argue that 

security aid regimes are expressions of humanitarian reason, though these altruistic 

sentiments are subordinate to two overlapping objectives: 1) the advancement of 

Canadian strategic interests and 2) the “development” of security agencies in the global 

South into transversal networks of security directed by norm-makers of the global North. 

I describe Canada as a norm-supporter within the broader arrangement of globalizing 

security governance, where Canadian security innovation provides practical and technical 

contributions to transversal practices of social control set by norm-makers. With a focus 

on developing tangible and concrete best practices of policing and surveillance, Canada 

explicitly avoids the responsibilities of global inequalities that correspond with security 

assistance trends. In contributing to debates on security communities and Canada’s 

“place” within these formations, I suggest that the transversal security community has 

two overarching characteristics twinned to its particular set of security aid practices: 

transnational security cooperation-integration, and morally anchored tropes of global 

humanitarianism. In the following pages, I argue that “security aid” is a mirroring of 
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these normative imperatives, and explore the practices of the transversal security 

community through an investigation of Canadian security aid. 
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Chapter One 
Security aid: An introduction 
 
An introduction to security aid 

Security aid refers to assistance projects aiming to develop security capacity. 

Most commonly, though not always, security aid is associated with institutions such as 

police, prisons, borders, and the military. Put forward most prominently by the world’s 

wealthy and most powerful countries, this type of assistance is a process that aims to 

develop security with a mind towards stability and social control in the global South. As 

research on the so-called security-development nexus has demonstrated, perceptions of 

globalized threats stem from a view that the “underdeveloped” world is a major source of 

insecurity and instability. This perspective elicits a desire to manage, control, and pacify 

the broad and heterogeneous sources of insecurity (Bigo 2008; Dillon 2007; Duffield 

2001; 2007; Franko Aas and Gundhus 2015; Franko Aas 2013; McCulloch and Pickering 

2013; Mitchell 2010). Scholarship on the intersection of security and development has 

identified how the discursive structure of “security” blends (and extends) with discourses 

of “development,” in effect functioning as dominant rationalities that support the geo-

political interests of the global North (Duffield 2010; 2005; Essex 2013; Reid-Henry 

2013; Stern and Ojendal 2010; Sovacool and Halfon 2007; Taylor 2009). Often framed as 

a form of humanitarian support, a common response to perceptions of insecurity are 

practices to enhance under-developed governance regimes through “aid,” “assistance,” 

and “capacity building.” In the subsequent chapters, I offer a conceptual framework to 

classify this particular articulation of “development” assistance, which I call security aid.  
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Practices of security aid are not new. But their contemporary incarnations are 

pervasive (Chandler 2010; Duffield 2007; 2001; Hettne 2010; Hills 2010; 2009). My 

research is focused on the state-based practices aimed at enhancing and enabling the 

security, border control, policing, and surveillance capacities of insecure states. These are 

state-to-state relations in the typical form of macro-level foreign assistance, and I explore 

how Canadian security aid bureaucracies design and implement development 

programming that mobilizes security innovation, a term I use to convey a particular form 

of expertise. I argue that security innovation is a unique quality of Canadian aid, 

characterized by its practical and tangible qualities aiming to develop security “best 

practices” in the global South. Though Canada is a marginal player on the global stage, 

Canadian social control agencies have significant expertise with surveillance, policing, 

and security practices. The major contribution of Canadian security innovation is the 

development of security techniques and technical norms — particularly those norms that 

integrate countries of the South into global efforts of security governance. In this 

dissertation, I characterize Canada as playing a practical and supportive role at managing 

insecurities in the global South.  

As a product of late modernity’s tendencies towards efficiency and orderly social 

control, surveillance and the management of security are intimately bound to what is 

commonly referred to as “governance.” A term that has gained considerable traction 

thanks to the contributions of Michael Foucault (1978; 2003; 2007; see also Foucault et 

al. 1991), the notion of  governance has been described as “a kind of catch-all to refer to  

any strategy, tactic, process, procedure or program for controlling, regulating, shaping, 

mastering or exercising authority over others” (Rose 1999:15). In what Foucault 
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(2007:110) called the “governmentalization of the state,” complex systems of 

management are devised to order populations within increasingly complex and 

heterogeneous environments. Studies in governance span the totality of the social field, 

with a strong reference on the self-governing animus of private forces. The role (or 

centrality) of the state within the field of governmentalization — or  governmentality — 

remains a point of debate. Notwithstanding, a strong body of scholarship has detailed the 

role of “security governance” (Krahmann 2003; see also Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero 2008; 

Valverde 2010; 2001; Zureik 2004) — and various governmental agencies, networks, and 

actors — in systematizing “best practices” in the realm of security. This scholarship 

includes the reform of policies internal to security and policing agencies themselves to 

adopt “best practice” regimes (Goldsmith and Sheptycki 2007; Scherrer 2009), as well as 

the role of policing and crime control in the management of populations (Rose 2000; also 

see Mitchell 2010; Neocleous 2011). Focused on what have traditionally been referred to 

as “hard security” aspects of governance, a major component of the enhancements 

provided to the global South are intended to improve the capacities of police, courts, 

correctional services, and border controls, as well as building their abilities to effectively 

participate in what Bigo (2008; 2002) calls the “management of unease.”1 My research 

project contributes to this line of argumentation by demonstrating how security aid is 

used as a reformatory project to develop the security governance practices in what Franko 

Aas (2013:30) has called “deviant states” — countries that are deemed insecure due to 

their inability “to respond to issues on the international crime control agenda.” Unlike IR 

                                                 
1 Much of the literature on security proliferations — particularly those scholars using bio-political 
frameworks — has noted that the term “security” discursively encompasses a growing field of activity, 
from counter-terrorism to health care and food scarcity. My contention here is not to dispute this claim, but 
to focus on activities that were (and still are) the traditional domain of “hard” security.  
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literature that uses the term “failed states,” my borrowing of Franko Aas’s notion of 

deviant states underlines how the global North places an expectation on the countries in 

the global South to participate in the practices of global security governance.  

Built on the presumption that “development and security are inextricably 

linked,”2 governments of the global North and international organizations — the UN, 

most notably — have fully institutionalized contemporary discourses of security into 

their traditional development paradigm of economic growth. As the interconnectedness of 

security and development is becoming the dominant theme of “development” strategies 

pursued by donor nations and international organizations, the convergence has prompted 

a rise in critical scholarship that gives substantive, empirical accounts of the negative 

consequences of security and policing development projects — what Davis (2006) calls 

the “dark side” — which are often removed from donor countries (Abrahamson 2005; 

Davis 2006; Hills 2009; Kessler and Daase 2008; Macaulay 2007; Mitchell 2010; 

Sovacool and Halfon 2007; Walby and Monaghan 2011; Zanotti 2010). Impacts are 

rarely subject to public debate, and the oversight functions administered by donor 

countries are often preoccupied with “effectiveness” and risk equations, not ethical 

deliberations (Brown 2007; Hyndman 2009).  

To explain the concept of security aid, I highlight a minor but important 

distinction from security-development literature on the “securitization of development” 

(Carbone 2013; Del Biondo et al. 2013; Howell and Lind 2009a; Mawdsley 2007; 

Watson 2011; Wilkinson 2015). Scholars such as Howell and Lind (2009b:719) have 

detailed the “securitization of development and aid policy,” which they define as the 

“absorption of global and national security interests into the framing, structuring and 
                                                 
2 Kofi Annan, in 2004, quoted in full in Stern and Ojendal (2010:5).   
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implementation of development aid.” Insomuch as the scholarship on the security-

development nexus and the “securitization of aid” highlights how security discourses 

have crept into development discourses, I suggest that security aid regimes are specific 

projects that target security. Furthermore, these projects are enacted by security experts 

within security-related departments, which, in delivery, are divorced from development 

bureaucracies that traditionally administer foreign aid. While complementing other trends 

in foreign assistance, security aid is not just the securitization of aid but the development 

regime of security. As an expanding field of global governance, I contend that ‘security 

aid’ — while not new — has a particular contemporary characterization that pairs 

humanitarianism with the normative power of security. Focusing on Canadian practices 

as a donor country in the regime of security aid, I demonstrate how efforts aimed at the 

enhancement of security techniques and technologies in the global South contribute to a 

more governmentalized security infrastructure of global governance.  

 

Developing security in the transversal security community 

A major theme for understanding these “globalizing” practices of security comes 

from a foregrounding of their transversal dimensions. Traditional distinctions between 

“internal” and “external” threats have blurred, as have the institutional formations that 

relied on these firm boundaries of inside/outside (Bigo 2008; Bowling and Sheptycki 

2011; Burgess 2009; C.A.S.E. Collective 2006; Coleman 2007; Ericson 2007; Eriksson 

and Rhinard 2009; Grondin and Larrinaga 2009; Huysmans 2014; Müller 2010; Pickering 

2010; Pickering and Weber 2013; see also Bigo and Walker 2007; Walker 1993). The co-

penetration of the internal by the external has meant that external threats are now always 

 5



internal threats, making the practices of external security agencies (military and security 

intelligence) increasingly domestic, and internal agencies (police and criminal justice 

systems) increasingly transnational. For countries of the global North, the transversality 

of security governance has meant that: militaries are integrated into domestic surveillance 

and crime control practices; domestic agencies (including but not limited to police) are 

increasingly involved in transnational partnerships and international “stabilization” 

efforts as a response to political and environmental crisis; external intelligence agencies 

are increasingly involved in the surveillance of domestic groups and individuals; and 

foreign military interventions are reframed as “policing” operations. A collapse of 

internal/external binaries is epitomized by what is known as Canada’s “whole of 

government” approach, which integrates an array of public service departments into 

security aid missions, including counter-insurgency practices. 

Although transversal security practices can be traced in practices of colonialism, 

Cold War counter-insurgency doctrines, and the wars on crime/drugs/terror, I follow a 

number of scholars in highlighting an acceleration and intensification of these 

antecedents.3 I do so by arguing that contemporary practices of security aid are shaped by 

what I have called the transversal security community. Security communities have been 

used to theorize shared normative imperatives among like-minded countries who 

“desecuritize” from relations of enmity and form governance regimes based on “mutual 

identification, transnational values, intersubjective understandings, and shared identities” 

(Adler and Barnett 1998:59; see also Kitchen 2010; Pouliot 2010; WFver 1995). While 

emphasizing the fluidity of the transversal security community in terms of membership 

                                                 
3 For historical antecedents/continuities, see: Zureik 2010; also: Andreas 2003; Andreas and Nadelmann 
2006; Hewitt 2002; Kaplan 1995; Kinsman and Gentile 2010; Monaghan 2013a; Paris 2002. 
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and co-existence with a plurality of other communities (Adler and Greve 2009), I argue 

that the practices of the transversal community are centered on an aspirational drive for 

global surveillance and social control (Murakami Wood 2013). As participants within the 

transversal security community, countries desecuritize —  in the sense that they no longer 

imagine wars against each other — while entering into cooperative, transnational 

practices that aim to collectively manage global insecurities. I suggest that in contributing 

to debates on security communities and Canada’s “place” within these formations, the 

transversal security community has two overarching characteristics embedded in its 

particular set of practices: transnational cooperation-integration, and morally anchored 

tropes of global humanitarianism. In following pages and chapters, I argue for the 

interdependence of these normative imperatives while exploring the practices of the 

transversal security community through an investigation of Canadian security aid.  

I draw on two major sources of inspiration to form this argument. First are a 

number of recent studies that critically interrogate the politics of humanitarianism as a 

governing rationality (Barnett 2011; Dillon and Reid 2009; Fassin 2012; 2007; Henry-

Reid 2013; Huysmans 2002; Hyndman 2009; Redfield 2005; Walters 2011; Watson 

2011; Weizman 2011). Didier Fassin (2012; 2007), in particular, has argued persuasively 

that “moral sentiments” have become essential aspects of contemporary governance. 

Whether humanitarian knowledges are activist-oriented critiques seeking to problematize 

“suffering, violence and death, and a political zone of injustice and oppression” (Walters 

2011:150) or cynically veiled scripts to rationalize military action (Dillon and Reid 2009; 

Rotmann et al. 2014), moral sentiments are the normative underpinning of a 

contemporary political action. As a moral rationality that gives a meaning to our 
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collective political communities (I focus on Canada here), Fassin and others have 

outlined how “humanitarian governance” propels us towards an “administration of human 

collectivities in the name of a higher moral principle that sees the preservation of life and 

the alleviation of suffering as the highest value of action” (Fassin 2007:151). Scripts of 

humanitarian assistance are ubiquitous, and Fassin’s (2012) work has detailed how this 

“humanitarian reason” has emerged as an essential part of contemporary governance. 

While much of the scholarship on humanitarian politics is focused on non-governmental 

organizations as a driving force of humanitarian government (Barnett 2013; Fassin 2012; 

Redfield 2005; Walters 2011), my research on security aid follows this contention by 

highlighting how states themselves have become moral entrepreneurs in the assistance 

regimes that advance norms of global governance.  

A second source of inspiration comes from an exploration of how “security” fits 

as a normative component of the moral economy of humanitarian reason. Scholars on the 

transversality of security have underlined a reformulation of the normative characteristics 

of state sovereignty, where Cold War norms of non-inference and the supremacy of state 

sovereignty have been displaced by hybridized and contingent sovereignties. Within the 

international field, “security” itself has become the predominant value (Huysmans 2014; 

2006; Lentzos and Rose 2009; Roe 2008) with widespread normative appeal — most 

importantly corresponding to universal values of human security and human rights that 

have now placed a definitive (and moral) limit on the principles of state sovereignty on 

the grounds of insecurity. In moving away from the political and territorial orthodoxies of 

“sovereignty myths” (Agnew 2009), I draw particular interest in highlighting how the 

transversal security community can be characterized by its intense valourization of 
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transnational cooperation and “global interoperability” (Lyon 2009; see also Andreas and 

Nadelmann 2006; Brunet-Jailly 2007; Bowling 2010; Deflem 2002; Sheptycki 1995). 

Mapping the contemporary terrains of transnational policing, Goldsmith and Sheptycki 

(2007:11) highlight how exchanges and deeply embedded connections point “to 

processes of contact, communication, contagion, conversion, and convergence” across a 

global spectrum of policing and surveillance agencies. As regimes of contemporary 

governance, I argue that the shared practices of the transversal security community stems 

from a commitment to the norms of “collaboration,” “partnerships,” and “global 

cooperation” on issues of security.  

Unlike “geographies of enmity” (Duffield 2007; Gregory 2011; Puar and Rai 

2002; Shapiro 2007) — characterized by Orientalist depictions of monster-terrorist 

Others and politicians of the global North engaging in discursive games about unending 

war — the transversal security community foregrounds normative imperatives that are 

more akin to development discourses. While also an Othering discourse, the security 

“problematization” displaces enmity and war with an aim to assist, develop, reform, and 

enhance the capabilities to govern through what Foucault (2007) would call the 

“apparatus of security.” In contrast to geographies of enmity, the transversal global 

imaginary stems from the expertise of security innovators who circulate cooperative and 

interoperable norms of security governance. These practices in the transversal security 

community foreground cooperative integration in an immanent and “unbound” 

(Huysmans 2014) cartography of threat, menace, and risk that can be governed through 

security. As a projection of the development paradigm of humanitarian governance, I 

detail how security assistance is a reformatory program to integrate practices of 
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surveillance and social control with recipient countries, creating what Chandler (2006) 

calls “phantom states” of the global South. 

Drawing significant influence from works on the normative imperatives of 

humanitarian reason and transversal cooperation, my dissertation seeks first and foremost 

to conceptualize and detail the social universe of security aid. As a twinning of the 

normative appeals of “security cooperation” and “assistance,” security aid is — as I argue 

— a pervasive governing rationality, as well as a spectrum of practical steps to enhance 

the surveillance and policing of threats in the global South. I offer a framework to 

understand this social universal while illustrating how these practices are identifiable 

through three typologies of security aid. Yet my dissertation is also an extensive 

empirical exploration of Canadian security aid that not only aims to explore security aid 

conceptually, but also critically interrogate Canadian practices in this field of 

development. A number of questions have guided my research. What are Canadian 

contributions to security development? Why do security innovators engage in these 

assistance projects? What are the benefits and successes of security development? And, 

most importantly, what does security aid say about the Canadian relationship to the 

“global”? As a provisional response, my dissertation narrates the social universe of 

security development while using the practices of security aid as a pinhole for 

understanding Canada’s “place in the world” and, more specifically, the role played by 

Canadian security aid in the transversal security community.  

 

Canada as a norm-supporter  
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To explain how Canadian practices of security aid embody a particular 

“character” of Canada’s engagement with the transversal, I situate my exploration within 

contemporary debates on the transfer of security governance norms. In presenting a 

framework for understanding post-Cold War security communities (Kitchen 2010a; 

2010b; 2009; Pouliot 2010; Rotmann et al. 2014), scholars have argued that transnational 

governance norms can be mobilized and contested in shaping “what can be ‘normal’ in 

international life” (Manners 2002:253; Manners 2011; 2006). Although norms are always 

in the process of being redefined and contested (Acharya 2011; Krahmann 2013), they 

are nonetheless constitutive of “appropriate standards of behaviour” (Finnemore and 

Sikkink 1998:89) that bind collective actions (and shared values) between countries. 

Prominent discussions around normative power have focused on “Europeanization” 

(Bjokdahl 2013; 2005; Diez 2013; Whitman 2011) and the influence of “norm-makers” 

(as well as the relative powerlessness of “norm-takers”) in the establishment of norms, 

priorities, and best practices within security communities. Similarly, scholars have 

critiqued the role of the United States as a “norm-maker” in the trans-Atlantic security 

community in the context of the “war on terror” (Argomaniz 2009; Newburn 2002; 

Pawlak 2008; 2009). Others have explored the decline of US influence as a norm-maker 

in the trans-Atlantic and hemispheric security communities (Andreas and Nadelmann 

2006), as well as Canada’s movement away from the US as its prominent ally (Kitchen 

and Sasikumar 2009; Nossal 2010; Shaw 2010; Welsh 2004). A central theme of norm 

transfer scholarship is that security communities are fluid and negotiated, and that the 

practices of “norm-makers” within an increasingly transversal and globalized world are 

dependent on persuasive — and not coercive — processes of influence and leadership. 
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While not denying a “real politik” of military and economic power are typical of norm-

makers, the underlying point of the normative power scholarship is an acknowledgement 

that transversal politics function through security communities, and “hard power” still 

requires a coalition of supporting partners. In other words, normative power relies on 

shared moral sentiments and collaborative practices.  

Similar to securitization literature in IR, scholarship on norm transfers has a 

tendency to privilege discursive games of politicians, or a state-centric lens that examines 

international politics through political activities of legislation, diplomacy, and 

positioning. My engagement with normative power literature follows a line of scholarship 

centering the role of expert practices in the establishment and circulation of norms 

(Argomaniz and Rees 2013; Bigo 2008; Salter 2010; 2008; Scherrer 2009). The centrality 

of expertise is particularly relevant when examining the role of best practice regimes of 

crime control and security governance. Expertise in this context can include experts, 

expert knowledges, as well as transnational security networks; I follow Adler and 

Pouliot’s (2011) suggestion that examining the practices constituted by expert 

knowledges in governance regimes is demonstrative of the “character” of security 

communities (see also Huysmans 2006; Pouliot 2010; 2007; Scherrer 2009). To explain 

Canadian contributions to the transversal security community, I suggest that security aid 

practices are characteristic of Canada’s role as a norm-supporter. 

In developing the notion of norm-supporter, I argue that Canadian security aid is 

primarily characterized by the tangible, practical, and concrete practices of security aid. 

A broad exploration of Canadian security aid practices demonstrates that the practices of 

security innovators are strategically-oriented towards advancing tangible contributions to 
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the transversal security community. In this sense, Canadian expertise is not “setting an 

agenda” as a norm-maker, but providing highly-catered technical support for advancing 

the efforts to integrate and cooperate in the realm of security governance. Under a 

humanitarian reason of “aid,” Canadian practices of security innovation are strategically-

oriented towards developing the surveillance and social control regimes in deviant states 

of the global South. I develop the theme of Canada as a security innovator by showing 

the practice-committed field of security expertise in which Canadian actors support the 

norms of the transversal security community through an impressive realm of technical 

security development practices.  

It is precisely at the intersection of humanitarian reason and the norms of 

transnational cooperation where “security aid” functions to globalize the governance 

practices of surveillance and social control. A central point of analysis in the following 

chapters underscores that the practices of Canadian security innovation are embedded in 

processes of “globalizing” the norms of the transversal security community, yet are 

themselves only aspirational (Murakami Wood 2013). Transversal security practices 

cannot be assumed as self-determined or totalizing, but are demonstrative of a complex, 

layered process fraught with complication and inconsistency. I pay particular attention to 

these barriers and challenges to security development so I may spotlight their 

incompleteness and aspirational tendencies. Reflecting a transversal articulation of what 

Cohen (1985) called “visions of social control,” I emphasize that the world-making 

projections of these aspirations are reflected, negotiated, implemented, and re-visited as 

an unfolding process through their practices. In doing so, I contribute to a growing area 
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of scholarship that demonstrates the scope and influence of transversal security practices 

in transforming contemporary politics. 

My view of the political transformations in the transversal security community is 

through the lens of Canadian norm-supporting. While Canada is far from a norm-maker, I 

demonstrate how Canadian security innovation functions as a practical and pragmatic 

avenue to support the norms of transversal cooperation and surveillance, shedding light 

on a social universe of “security aid” and the bureaucracies of security governance that 

animate these regimes of practice. While my research is focused on Canadian forms of 

security aid, Canada is only one participant (and a smaller one, at that) in a dynamic 

global regime of security development. The United States, United Kingdom, France, and 

the European Union have much more advanced programs of security assistance. 

However, these programs have not been categorized and chronicled in a comprehensive 

way. Nor should we conclude that these programs are limited to only Western states. 

Many powerful states engage in security development and, while countries like Canada, 

the US, and the EU have prominent and wide-ranging programs, countries of the global 

South like China, Colombia, Brazil, Pakistan, and Nigeria (to name a few) also 

participate in security aid practices. Even though Canada’s security aid practices are only 

a small fraction of what transpires globally, Canadian investment in security aid is 

significant. And, as I underline, the relative insignificance of Canadian contributions to 

transversal security is precisely how the strategic-orientation of security innovation gains 

its character and value. As I detail, Canadian security expertise has been modeled in the 

form of a supporting the circulation of norms, where security aid is most strategic when 
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providing practical, measured support that maximizes the reliability and visibility of 

Canadian innovation in the field of transversal security governance.  

Characterizations of Canada as a middle power, an international honest-broker, or 

a humanitarian leader, are popular tropes of the Canadian national imaginary (Bernard 

2006; Charbonneau and Cox 2008; Mulroney 2015). Despite the divergence between 

Conservatives and Liberal governments on the role of Canadian internationalism detailed 

below, both dominant political parties have an approach to internationalism grounded in 

“humanitarian governance.” Regardless of the political party in power, calls for foreign 

assistance are always rationalized through moral sentiments. Arguably, no moral 

sentiments have more currency than security and development. As a normative 

imperative, the common refrain that “you cannot have development without security, and 

you cannot have security without development” resonates powerfully. In Canada, the 

moral claim to provide security and development has become the dominant discursive 

frame for almost all foreign assistance — whether sending fighter jets to participate in 

NATO bombing campaigns, security equipment to Palestine or Pakistan, or LAV tanks 

for Colombia to fight the drug war; or developing complex police, military, or counter-

terrorism training programs in the trans-Sahel, Mexico or Haiti. As I demonstrate, 

providing “assistance” is the moral underpinning that animates Canadian security 

development projects throughout the geographies of (in)security in the global South.  

As a contribution to a large and growing literature examining sociologies of 

security, my research program examines the practices of security development by 

focusing on the work taken by one of its main actors: the donor. My research does not 

fully address the role of recipient countries, private actors such as NGOs or private 
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security industries, or intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) that — as I demonstrate — 

all figure prominently in the security aid assemblage. As this dissertation represents only 

a beginning to an exploration of the social universe of security aid, I have regrettably not 

been able to fully analyze the inter-competitive dynamics between security innovators, 

the contestations between experts on the framing of threats, or the systems of knowledges 

that govern these threats. Nor do I adequately address important questions surrounding 

the lived experiences of those who live under securitized regimes. Given the scope of 

projects and geographies examined throughout this text, that would be impossible. 

However, I do use secondary sources to speak to the impacts of security development 

projects when they are available. The focus of my research — along with its 

methodological approach toward conceptualizing the social universe of security aid — 

has been to interrogate the practices of Canadian security agencies by focusing on the 

expertise of security innovation, the programs and practices of public-security agencies, 

and the meanings and values animating Canadian contributions in this particular sphere 

of the transversal security community.  

 

Typologies of security aid 

I distinguish between three typologies to map the practices of security aid. 

Categorizing types of security assistance allows for a sorting and compilation of 

practices, thereby clarifying the exploration of my empirical materials. I will stress that 

the typologies are fluid and overlapping, yet they also offer solid enough boundaries to 

distinguish between three structurally different spheres of security aid practices.  
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Each of my typologies is addressed in a subsequent stand-alone chapter, which 

provides for detailed theoretical and empirical explorations. The chapters engage with 

relevant literature to demonstrate how Canadian practices complement or contrast with 

global trends in the development of surveillance and social control. Moreover, I underline 

how these distinct typologies link to a characterization of Canadian norm-supporting 

strategies of security innovation. The three typologies of security aid are defined below. 

 

1) Security interventions 

Often appearing under the discursive framing of “humanitarian interventions,” the 

typology of security interventions relate to direct forays into contested territories, which 

are military in orientation and rationalized by universalistic discourses of human rights, 

human security, the “responsibility to protect,” and the protection of civilians. Unlike a 

Foucauldian discourse of intervention — which places emphasis on indirect forms of 

power that cultivate voluntary inducements and responsibilization — the typology of 

security interventions is more restrictive. As forms of assistance grounded in the post-

Cold War environment, security interventions involve activities by foreign countries or 

international actors directly within other countries due to governance failures, 

insecurities, threats to civilians by organized forces of violence (state or non-state), or the 

fortification of client regimes facing the possibility of collapse due to any variety of 

social forces or environmental forces. I do not place a limit on the typology of 

interventions, other than they do not include transnational private security entities, and 

therefore must be grounded in overt state-based activities. Unlike scholarship that makes 

a clear distinction between interventions (human security activities) and post-conflict 
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state-building, I argue that this typology is an important aspect of security development 

precisely because of its rationalization as “assistance” to needy global populations. Using 

distinct funding mechanisms of security aid, I demonstrate how security interventions 

practices are physical re-designs of the territorial and political institutions of the targeted 

counties and, as a component of the security aid network, can provide gateways to initiate 

more comprehensive security aid regimes defined in the subsequent typologies.  

 

2) Security infrastructures 

Security infrastructure is a typology of aid best illustrated by the technological 

analogy of “hardware.” This form of assistance is focused on procurement of 

technologies for policing and surveillance, the construction of buildings and 

infrastructures of prisons and border management, in effect providing the materials that 

enable the practices (i.e. “software”) of security. As a very specific materialization of 

“aid,” the typology of security infrastructure details direct efforts to provide materials for 

policing and security agencies in the global South. In addition to demonstrating the 

priority enhancements given to agencies in the “developing” world, the typology of 

security infrastructures illustrates the political economy of security aid. As I detail with 

the activities of the Canadian Commercial Corporation (CCC), security aid packages are 

often announced as monetary assistance projects. As an example, in 2012, Prime Minister 

Harper announced $12 million to combat human smuggling in Southeast Asia (discussed 

in Chapter 8).4 And yet, the countries of Southeast Asia do not receive any monetary 

assistance. When these assistance packages are structured to include infrastructure 

enhancements, the government of Canada uses the “assistance” funding to contract 
                                                 
4 All figures in this dissertation are in Canadian dollars, unless otherwise noted.  
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security companies (often Canadian) through CCC. As a Crown corporation, CCC acts as 

an intermediary, offering a “suite of services” to broker deals between the Canadian 

government, a recipient government, and private corporations. The net outcome of the 

“aid” announcements are in-kind donations of security infrastructure to recipient 

countries, a lucrative source of revenue for security economy (with a privilege status to 

Canadian companies), and flashy press availabilities to celebrate the humanitarian reason 

of Canadian “aid” projects.  

 

3) Security techniques 

To continue the technological analogy, security techniques are the “softwares” of 

security development. As knowledge practices, the techniques of security provide the 

roadmap for “doing” security governance. Techniques conform to Adler and Pouliot’s 

(2011:4) notion of knowledge practices as “competent performances… [that] are socially 

meaningful patterns of action, which, in being performed more or less competently, 

simultaneously embody, act out, and possibly reify background knowledge and discourse 

in and on the material world.” As practices of the transversal security community, these 

development regimes stem from an interest in both fortifying “international security”  and 

articulating a humanitarian reason in assisting the vulnerable. Embedded in a 

development paradigm structured by the dominant rationalities of Northern “surveillance 

societies,” practices of security techniques aim to enhance — or “capacity build” — the 

abilities of deviant states in areas of risk management, policing, border control, prison 

operations, surveillance, and social control. Efforts to develop techniques of security in 

the global South are from “a unified strategy,” but conform to Bigo’s (2008:11) 
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characterizing of “anonymous multiple struggles, which nevertheless contribute to a 

globalization of domination.” As a contribution to the transversal security community, 

the norm-supporting character of these development practices are intrinsically linked to a 

strategy of cooperation and interoperability. As I detail throughout this dissertation, 

Canadian security innovation is especially effective when functioning to integrate 

“recipient countries” into the transversal security community.  

Practices within these three typologies — and especially within the typologies of 

technologies and techniques — can be contemporaneous and complementary. But they 

nonetheless present dividing lines to categorize distinct strategic approaches for the 

development regime of security. As I demonstrate through a number of case studies, there 

are often multiple projects with these programs of security aid. There are dozens of 

projects detailed over the course of this text, and I provide four detailed case studies to 

demonstrate how these “types” weave together in the development of transversal security 

practices. These include projects in Palestine (Chapter 4), Libya (Chapter 6), Haiti 

(Chapter 7), and Southeast Asia (Chapter 8). These represent some of the larger projects 

of security aid undertaken by Canada, both in terms of financial commitments and 

number of programs. The case studies illustrate of the scope of Canadian innovation and 

serve as a demonstration of Canada’s role as a norm-supporter of transversal security. In 

each case, I underline how Canadian security aid has been positioned within reformatory 

projects designed by norm-makers to provide concrete and practical steps in support of 

the development of security best practices in the global South, thereby leveraging 

assistance programming to increase reputational status and visibility of Canadian security 

innovation.  
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Although my collection of security aid practices is only partial, the annual 

security aid programs in Canada amount to hundreds of millions of dollars, and include 

hundreds of projects and initiatives involving tens of thousands of employees and actors 

from dozens of government entities. While major departments like the Department of 

National Defence (DND), the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade, and Development 

(DFATD)5, the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), the Royal 

Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), and Public Safety Canada (PSC) figure prominently 

throughout this text, it should be noted that a host of other departments — Correctional 

Services Canada (CSC), Canadian Border Services Agency (CBSA), and Transport 

Canada, among others — have active international assistance programs that aim to 

enhance the abilities of recipient (or “beneficiaries”) in the global South. Given the 

substantive impact that security development has in arming, training, and enabling 

policing and security forces throughout the world, the opacity of these practices raises 

significant logistical questions for researchers, as well as ethical questions for society. 

While I do not offer any prescriptive agenda, I aim to provide a conceptual apparatus to 

discuss the practices of security development and offer a thorough mapping of Canadian 

“security aid” as a development regime of transversal surveillance and social control.  

 

Accounting for security aid 

Accounting for practices of security development is very difficult. Much like 

traditional development assistance programs, the actual funding mechanisms is obscured 

by national and international bureaucracies, myriad press releases, overt and covert 

                                                 
5 Formerly known as DFAIT (Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade), the department 
merged with the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) in July 2013. I frequently refer to 
CIDA within this dissertation when referring to programs that ran under CIDA before the merger. 
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funding arrangements, and a host of other political contingencies rendering the 

accounting of the actual funding mechanisms complex and unreliable (Brown and 

Sinclair 2011). Since security aid does not exist within a unified concept or category — 

like the development assistance category of Official Development Assistance (ODA) — 

accounting for the vast array of these projects becomes even more difficult.  

To engage in a structured, systematic exploration of secretive and sensitive social 

worlds of security aid, I have developed a research design called Applied Exploratory 

Analysis (AEA). As I explain in Chapter 2, my research relies on two primary strategies 

of data production:16 semi-structured interviews with security experts, and the use of the 

Access to Information Act (ATIA) for the generation of documentary records. In using a 

mosaic effect strategy for ATIA data production (see Hameed and Monaghan 2012), I 

have made over 150 unique ATIA requests,6 as well as using the “informal” requests 

provision to receive previously disclosed requests for free. In total, I have read, coded, 

and analyzed contents from 276 ATIA requests which includes over 12,500 pages of 

documentary materials. In total, the dissertation has quoted from documents contained in 

107 different ATIA requests, all itemized in the references section. I believe this research 

project is the largest use of the ATIA in Canada, and I suggest the results are illustrative 

of the power of ATIA as a data production method.  

 While accounting for security aid has been difficult for a researcher like myself, it 

has also been an untenable task for governments. A case in point is the UN Counter-

                                                 
6 Since no academic style guides have developed standard regime for ATIA/FOI citations, I have developed 
a citation style for AEA research that denotes ATIA requests using an in-text citation (department year-
request number: page in file). For example a 2011 request with DND will quote the provision of “2000 
military vests to Belize” as: (DND 2013-701:21). Since the citation of ATIA materials in this dissertation 
are extensive, and often only a summary of records, this citation style can allow for other researchers and 
readers to use the informal requests provision of the ATIA to access and find all the documents discussed in 
the study. 
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Terrorism Action Group (CTAG). Established in July 2003 at the G8 Summit, CTAG 

was a committee of the UN Security Council Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) with 

the explicit purpose of “coordinating donations” of security assistance to the global 

South.7 Despite being a UN sub-group, the CTAG has become largely managed and 

administered by the G8, itself a transfer of authority demonstrative of the norm-making 

powers of the transversal security community. As one of a myriad of security aid 

networks, the CTAG underlines that counter-terrorism capacity building assistance is 

“the provision of training, funding, expertise, equipment, technical and legal assistance to 

developing countries and economies in transition to enable them to prevent and respond 

to terrorist activity in a manner consistent with international norms and standards” 

(DFATD 2012-2009:8). At one point, the CTAG maintained a technical assistance 

“matrix” to aggregate the assistance programs from “donor” countries. Intended as a 

database that would assist with “gap analysis” and help coordinating of the delivery of 

counter-terrorism capacity building assistance, the compilation of the “matrix” became 

excessively difficult. Responsibility to maintain the matrix fell under the annual G8 host 

state (“chair”) and, due to the resources and complexity of maintaining the database, it 

“quickly became a several-hundred page document that suffered from lack of editing, 

consistency, and reliability and gradually became less and less relevant to the CTAG’s 

work” (DFATD 2012-2009:8).  

When researching the CTAG matrix, I submitted ATIA requests to get the 

matrixes for the years 2005, 2007, 2010, and 2012. The disclosure from my ATIA efforts 

is telling of the difficulties associated with accounting for security aid. A preface letter to 

                                                 
7 Canada’s DFATD maintains a website exclusively for Canadian involvement in the CTAG: 
http://www.international.gc.ca/crime/ctag-gact.aspx?lang=eng (accessed March 22, 2015). The website lists 
the “most recent meeting” having taken place in April 2007. 
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the records states that “Notwithstanding searches and confirmation with our information 

management group, we were unable to locate records for 2005 and 2010. Furthermore it 

should be noted that CTAG ceased to exist after 2010.” Apparently, the Canadian 

government itself could not even find the matrixes! Adding an element of mystery (or 

comedy) is that Canada was the G8 chair in 2010, and held the two-year presidency from 

2009 to 2011 (PSC 2012-466:87). Not surprisingly, the list for 2007 was mostly redacted, 

yet it did consist of at least 150 pages of itemized security assistance projects. Despite the 

substantive redactions, the list’s overall size illustrates the expansive scope of the global 

North’s security aid efforts. Moreover, since the matrix effort was abandoned by the 

governments who control security aid, its discontinuation illustrates the methodological 

difficulties for exploring these practices. Giving evidence to the sheer magnitude of 

security aid practices, the efforts of CTAG underline the importance of giving a 

conceptual architecture to the social universe of “security aid,” as well as an exploratory 

research design.  

 While providing a definitive calculation of security aid funding, I do map 

Canadian security aid bureaucracies in Chapter 3. In this mapping, I differentiate between 

two spheres of the security aid bureaucracy. One sphere is referred to as “security aid 

hubs,” whose central entities function as information and management experts. Their 

expertise resides in strategic management and governance practices, and these are the 

main centres for the strategic-development of security aid programming. The other sphere 

has been called “security innovators,” which represents the practical and creative 

dimension for implementing security development practices. Their expertise is in 

technical “capacity building” and security sector reform, which increases the abilities of 
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recipient countries to interoperate in the transversal security community’s practices of 

surveillance, policing, and border management. Though actors within these two spheres 

can (and do) overlap, I contend that each sphere represents a certain domain of expertise. 

In other words, knowledge practices constitute a sphere, not the actors within them. 

To illustrate the “hubs” of security aid, I comprehensively detail the funding 

mechanisms provided by three of Canada’s security aid funds: the Global Peace and 

Stability Fund (GPSF), the Anti-Crime Capacity Building Program (ACCBP), and the 

Counter-Terrorism Capacity Building (CTCB) program. While there are other hubs for 

security aid — notably the Global Partnership Program — I have selected these examples 

due to their global focus, the availability of documents, and the relevance of the interview 

data with security innovators.8 Although I do provide a significant overview of the 

funding mechanisms, my efforts to “account” for the spending of security aid “hubs” 

remains incomplete. In addition to redactions and layers of complexity encountered 

exploring these three funds, spending figures from another major funding hub of security 

aid — the Department of National Defence (DND) — are not available. Nonetheless, I do 

detail spending from various branches and programs of DND, but my calculations remain 

partial and incomplete. A similar problem arises with calculating costs from other 

prominent security innovators, such as RCMP, CBSA, and CSC, which do not have 

formal budgets for foreign “programming,” but nonetheless have various branches that 

engage in regular international security development practices. Therefore, figures from 

the many departments providing technical assistance are not easily accessible, nor are the 

enormous staff, labour, or material costs that sustain the network of the bureaucracies 

                                                 
8 There are other security aid hubs within DFATD that I have not examined. For example, the Global 
Partnerships Program is a fund of $367 million (2013–2018) to assist former Soviet states with weapons 
controls, demilitarization, and anti-terrorism trainings.  
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supporting these international development efforts. Doing “international relations” is not 

cheap and, given the prominence of security aid to Canadian internationalism, the 

aggregate costs of supporting such work are far beyond my ability to report.  

 

Security aid and Canada’s ‘place in the world’ 

A study of Canadian security development practices is timely, particularly given 

the transformations to Canadian internationalism under the Harper government. Perhaps 

most superficially is Harper’s idealization of Canada as a warrior nation (McKay and 

Swift 2012), and the government’s visceral distain for all things related to the United 

Nations and cultural representations of peacekeeping. In practical terms, the 

Conservatives have implemented two major reformulations of Canadian internationalism. 

First is the Harper administration’s explicit linking of foreign assistant to trade. Since the 

release of the Global Markets Action Plan in November 2013 (Canada 2013), the Harper 

government has worked towards new “tied-aid,” by placing trade and commercial success 

for Canadian firms as the dominant focus of Canada’s foreign policy. In aiming to co-

ordinate the delivery of international assistance with broader Canadian objectives, the 

strategy has also included an explicit push to deliver foreign aid in tandem with private 

sector activities abroad (Mackrael 2013). As former Minister of International 

Cooperation Julian Fantino (2013) wrote, “Doing so helps foster sustainable economic 

growth in developing countries while advancing Canada’s own long-term prosperity and 

security.” Scholars have noted that Canadian aid has been twinned with commercial 

interests far before the Global Markets Action Plan (Brown 2013; 2007). However, my 
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research demonstrates that there are clear indications that market-interests are 

intensifying within security aid programming. 

 A second major component of the Harper re-orientation of Canadian 

internationalism is a blustery and ideological adherence to “principled” foreign policy, 

which some pundits have called the Harper Doctrine (see Ibbitson 2011). Though it is not 

an explicit doctrine, the central components of a “principled” foreign policy are 

unequivocal support for “allied and like-minded nations” (Israel being a prominent 

example, see Hameed and Monaghan 2010), increased military funding, attention to 

northern sovereignty, the defunding of development assistance groups that do not align 

with more socially conservative principles, and, finally, a pronounced distancing and de-

prioritization of multilateral institutions (notably the UN). Exhibiting a heavy discursive 

dose of moral governance, the re-orientation of Canadian internationalism has had 

significant impact on practices of security aid. Notably, the move away from traditional 

multilateralism has been replaced with a patchwork of bilateral and regional efforts to 

advance Canadian strategic interests. Many critics — including several participants in 

this study — point towards the Harper Doctrine as diminishing Canada’s standing as a 

respected figure in the realm of international relations.9  

 

In the current moment of re-orientation, changes to the Department of Foreign Affairs 

reported through participant interviews have emerged as a notable subtext to the topic of 

Canadian internationalism. To foreshadow a more detailed examination of my research 

                                                 
9 Some scholars have focused on the role of the Harper government in the decline of Canadian 
internationalism (Heinbecker 2011; Mulroney 2015). However, debates regarding a decline from an era of 
more Error! Main Document Only.“spirited internationalism” (Cohen 2003:2) long pre-dates the Harper 
administration (see Error! Main Document Only.Hart 2008; Nossal 1989; Welsh 2004; see also Nossal 
1988) 
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data (taken up in particular during Chapter 4 and 5), the major point of unease during 

participant interviews arises from the aggressive reforms brought on by former Minister 

of Foreign Affairs John Baird (2011-2015). Beginning with his appointment in May 

2011, he rapidly changed security aid practices and, according to a number of 

participants, created an environment of friction and disorder within the foreign affairs 

department.  

 In offering accounts of interactions with and within DFATD, participants reported 

that Baird and his staff are “challenging to deal with,” highly partisan, and unflinchingly 

committed to re-branding the institution of foreign affairs by eliminating the Liberal 

brand. A number of participants within DFATD and others who worked directly with the 

security aid hubs cited colleagues who had departed because of heavy-handed ministerial 

“micromanagement,” and some participants themselves had sought other opportunities 

inside and outside the public service.  

Since DFATD is a major financial and logistical entity within the “whole of 

government” approach, internal reforms under Baird have had a pronounced impact on 

security aid programming. Participants reported Baird as being “uninterested in many 

countries/priorities” of DFATD and interested only in programming for “political capital 

gain.” Some participants described a process of logging into the Minister’s travel 

schedule to anticipate potential requests or, due to lapsing funding, try to create ready-

made proposals that would appeal to Baird’s political pet projects. A major component of 

Baird’s outlook on programming, according to participants, was simply communications 

related. In other words, he wanted good press, and programming outcomes were of little 
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to no consequence. Much of this, speculated some participants, was related to Baird’s 

own political (i.e. Prime Ministerial) ambitions.  

 There is evidence to support this claim, including disagreements — unreported in 

the press — between Baird’s office and the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO) about the use 

of security aid funds (what one participant called  “personalities within the party 

structure”). Along with the rift between Harper and Baird’s offices, one major issue lay at 

the heart of participants’ criticisms:  a reduction in security development programming. 

Under Baird’s micromanagement of DFATD operations, security development funds 

have lapsed (a topic I detail in Chapter 3). In short, the funding lapse was created by a 

reform to spending authorities issued through an executive memorandum soon after Baird 

took office in May 2011. The memo informs programming sectors of DFATD that all 

security aid projects must be sent up to the Minister’s Office for approval (DFATD 2014-

912).10 By Ottawa standards, this level of ministerial oversight is rare — and 

controversial. While many participants critical of the spending reforms underlined their 

personal belief that government executives should have the authorities to drive change 

based on electoral successes, they stressed that the level of oversight implemented by 

Baird was highly problematic because it created a dysfunctional system. One participant 

suggested this was, in fact, the objective.  

 Through what I call the “politicization of aid” in Chapter 5, reforms under Baird 

have disrupted the independence and the domains of expertise previously reserved for 

security innovators, but have not resulted in a reorientation of the fundamental strategic 

                                                 
10 Interview participants provided differing accounts of the Baird program spending memo. Some said it 
applied only to projects with over $50,000 value. Others said it applied to all projects. I have been unable to 
confirm the exact policy, other than the general directive that all un-approved projects, as of June 10th, 
2013, were to be submitted for Ministerial approval (see DFATD 2014-912).  
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objectives of security aid. In some cases, Baird has made security aid more focused 

around the advancement of Canadian (often Conservative-linked) interests. Even in the 

conflicts between political operatives (like Baird) and security innovators, the principle 

point of disagreement centres on divergent opinions regarding how best to use security 

aid in the advancement of strategic interests. Scholars have long noted that foreign 

assistance is calibrated according to domestic interest (Brown 2007; Cowen and Shenton 

1996; Chin 2009; Lancaster 2007). While the politicization of aid has placed a tension 

between the desires of security innovators to make security aid more “effective” and the 

attempts by political actors to make security aid into a communications tool, an 

underlying factor remains the strategic interests animated through the twinned normative 

imperatives of security and humanitarian governance. In paying particular attention to the 

strategic interests of security aid, I argue that these practices are an essential component 

for understanding Canada’s “place in the world.” As a contribution to this longstanding 

lament of the nation, I argue that the characterization of Canada as a norm-supporter of 

the transversal security community highlights the ways in which “foreign assistance” is 

parlayed into strategic ends. I detail overlapping strategic interests typical in these 

debates regarding Canada’s global role, specifically the two main explanations that hinge 

on the advancement of political-diplomatic relations of a “middle power,” as well as 

advancing economic relations of corporate and private elites.  

 While I acknowledge themes of political-state interests and economic interests, 

my dissertation focuses on the strategic interests advanced by Canadian experts who 

provide assistance to deviant states with the objective of advancing the interoperability 

and cooperation of surveillance and security practices of the transversal security 
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community. I argue that these strategic interests are largely independent of political-state 

level politics, representing a politics of control driven by knowledge practices of security 

innovators. I underline that the role of security innovators characterizing Canada’s place 

in the world — as a norm-supporter of these transversal processes — is through practical 

and tangible security development practices that increase the visibility and reputational 

value of Canada within the transversal security community. Regardless of the 

politicization of aid within Canada, I stress that this mobilization of security innovation 

has been met with substantive investment and reward, advancing a number of 

organizational, economic, and political interests through the aspirational practices of 

security governance.  

 In the process of exploring the practices of a donor country in the field of security 

aid, it is important to identify the crossroads at which the dominant themes of this 

research converge: an intersection between insecurity, development, and strategic 

interests. Given that the deployment of assistance is an enterprise in humanitarian 

governance, this study is intimately tied to broader understandings of culture and place, 

as well as fundamental questions of inequality separating much of Canadian society from 

the geographies of (in)security that require “assistance.” As reformatory projects, 

Canadian security aid practices aim to transform the governance regimes of recipient 

countries. Contributing to a scholarship that has similarly explored donor rationalities 

towards “underdeveloped” and insecure states, I suggest that, not un-paradoxically, 

practices of security aid reveal more about Canada than they do about the insecure world. 

 In exploring issues of inequality and global governance, there are many 

similarities between security development and traditional development. As critical 
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development scholars have long noted, development strategies — regardless of their 

humanitarian intentions — have functioned to sustain global power hierarchies, not 

change them (Escobar 1995; also Duffield 2005). In large part, the development regimes 

of the global North have done little to address issues of poverty and inequality — 

fundamentally a problem of wealth distribution, not wealth creation — which continue to 

plague our lived experiences. Security aid cannot be separated from the poverty of 

development, as nothing is more sustaining of the status quo than systems of surveillance, 

police, border, prisons, and the social sorting sciences of security.   

 When faced with the tragic violence afflicting too much of the world, there is 

little doubt that a desire for safety and well-being is a fundamental element of the human 

condition. Yet, “security” as a discursive technology of nation states has traditionally 

been a device in the service of power, not human dignity (Dillon 1996; Neocleous 2008). 

There is no doubt that many of the security development projects undertaken by 

Canadian agents have provided safety to vulnerable populations. Many of these Canadian 

funded and directed projects — and many more that are similarly structured around the 

discourses of human security — are not featured in the following pages and chapters. 

While these projects are comprised within the overall package of security aid funding 

offered by Canadian agencies, they are peripheral to the central rationale of developing 

“hard” security capabilities. Nearly all the case studies and examples of security aid I 

detail have used the humanitarian sentiments of assistance to develop capacities of 

institutions linked to traditional security: police, borders, prisons, and militaries. By 

providing a framework and a large array of case studies, my objective is to offer detailed 
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analysis of development practices and, in a broader sense, represent an aggregated field 

of “security aid.” 

 

Organization of the dissertation 

 Security aid contributes to scholarship from political sociology and critical 

security studies, as well as sociologies of surveillance, Canadian studies, and 

criminology. My research benefits from these multidisciplinary inspirations, and I 

contribute to these fields through various avenues of exploration. In my theoretical 

elaborations of transversal security community and the practices of security aid, I offer a 

specific framework to conceptualize the convergence of humanitarian reason and security 

governance. I do so with a particular emphasis on Canadian security development 

practices, though the conceptual utility of this framework is not limited to Canadian 

practices. Empirically, the project makes a number of contributions to the understanding 

of security aid. I offer a number of case studies throughout the text, the most in-depth 

being the exploration of security aid projects in Palestine (Chapter 4.2), Libya (Chapter 

6), Haiti (Chapter 7), and Southeast Asia (Chapter 8). In developing the typologies of 

security aid, I offer a rich demonstration of how these practices unfold, and — more 

specifically — how they advance Canadian strategic interests. 

I have organized the discussion on security aid into eight chapters. Following this 

introduction to security aid, I detail my research design (Applied Exploratory Analysis or 

AEA) in Chapter 2. Within this chapter, I outline the theoretical contribution made by 

AEA as a research design, as well as a detailed discussion of the approaches I have taken 

regarding data production and interpretation. Note that an exploratory research design is 
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particularly germane to — though not limited to —the domain of security governance, 

which consists of an epistemological terrain containing multiple politically fabricated 

“realities,” as well as a practical terrain characterized by secrecy in which uncovering an 

element of any “reality” may lead only to further revelation. I then outline strategies of 

data production and data analysis, situating my methodological contributions through 

discussions of elite interviewing and sociologies of secrecy. I offer explanations of the 

two primary strategies of data production: interviews with security experts, and my use of 

the ATIA. Given my extensive use of the ATIA, I present a comprehensive and reflexive 

account of using this legislation for data production. In doing so, I engage with a number 

of recent publications on ATIA research, demonstrating how structured use of the Act — 

the mosaic effect — can be a powerful tool for contemporary research.  

 After providing an overview of the methods for data production, I map both the 

bureaucracies of security aid and the geographies of (in)security that are targeted by these 

assistance funds. In Chapter 3, I outline three spheres of practice in which security aid 

takes place: security hubs that function as the managerial and political experts; the sphere 

of security innovation, a fluid space that allows for the technical and practical expertise 

of Canadian security agencies to advance their techniques and technologies; and recipient 

countries. I offer a catalogue of the security aid funds and practices corresponding with 

each of these spheres. In an attempt to give a definition and an overview of the most 

significant funds and actors — who reappear throughout the dissertation — I detail the 

funding mechanisms and the areas of expertise for several Canadian bureaucratic 

agencies. This includes an examination of three security aid hubs — ACCBP, CTCB, and 

START-GPSF — as well as three prominent security innovators: CCC, DND, and the 
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RCMP. In the process of mapping out the Canadian security aid bureaucracy, I also pay 

particular attention to the geographic focal points for security development. In addition to 

the four major case studies in this dissertation, Chapter 3 offers an analysis of regional 

spending by security aid hubs, as well as examples of programming from hotspots such 

as Latin America, the Sahel region, and the Middle East.  

 After providing a broad overview of security aid practices in Chapter 3, I 

introduce a discussion on Canadian “strategic” interests within the transversal security 

community.  The purpose of Chapter 4’s discussion of “strategic” interests serves to 

highlight how Canadian security innovators conceptualize their work in the development 

of security. The chapter provides an overview of literature on security communities and 

norm transfers, with an emphasis on security practices. Subsequently, I offer an analysis 

of two meanings of “strategic” provided by interview participants. The first meaning 

refers to the benefits that security aid should provide for Canadians. Although these 

iterations have a particular association with conservative (“gotcha”) politics that are 

framed around the supposed sacredness of “taxpayer” money, the emphasis on “benefits” 

for Canadian has a prominent security value as well. The belief that security aid 

programming must benefit Canadians lies squarely in the perception that the global South 

is the source of insecurity to Canadians. This articulation exalts certain Canadian values 

while simultaneously producing and cementing an imagination of the global South as 

violent, illiberal, and chaotic.  These tropes create the invitation whereby security 

assistance takes on the character of humanitarian governance. These representations 

allow for a seamless coexistence between strategic demands for self-benefits and the 

celebration of security aid as altruistic.  
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 In addition to the consideration of domestic benefits, the second meaning of 

strategic refers to advancing a collection of institutional and economic interests. In 

particular, I emphasize the advancement of Canadian security innovation. I detail how 

security aid is most effective when it increases the visibility and reputational status of 

Canadian security innovation in the transversal security community. As a norm-

supporter, Canada does not set the norms. Yet security innovation does allow for 

relatively meek security aid contributions, enabling Canada, as one participant put it, to 

“punch above its weight” on the global stage. As an avenue to advance Canadian 

strategic interests, I detail how security aid increases the visibility in the eyes of norm-

makers, opens business opportunities for security companies, and advances the 

aspirational goals of developing surveillance and policing techniques in the global South. 

I conclude Chapter 4 with an in-depth case study (Chapter 4.2) of security aid to the 

Palestinian Authority. As a comprehensive program of security development, I 

demonstrate how the PA has used Canadian security innovation to increase its capacities 

of policing and surveillance (in the process becoming more authoritarian) and the extent 

to which security aid has been funnelled to advance the visibility of Canadian norm-

supporting. This is especially evident in the efforts of ingratiation towards the United 

States through various forms of practical, concrete support.  

 To underline the provisional, aspirational character of security development, 

Chapter 5 outlines the major inconsistencies and contradictions as recounted by interview 

participants. Though security development programming is often presented in its 

aspirational designs, the work of security development is fraught with challenges that 

ensure many projects do not unfold in the clear and ordered manner in which they were 
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designed. To explore these inconsistencies and contradictions I divide the discussion 

between challenges expressed as “internal” or “external.” While an artificial division, this 

separation serves to divide participants’ discussions of security aid to highlight the 

“location” of these challenges. Internal challenges are those that are expressed as within 

Canadian security aid bureaucracies, including the politicization of aid, assessments and 

reporting practices, and the applicability of internal expertise. Under the category of 

external challenges, I detail the transformation of the donor environment, the difficulties 

of exporting normative values and developing norms, and the rigours of navigating the 

“politics” of the global South. I conclude by underlining that security development 

cannot be understood as totalizing and all-encompassing process of global control, but 

aspirational projects in which failures can function as invitations for more assistance. 

The subsequent three chapters are focused on the typologies of security aid. First, 

in Chapter 6, I present the typology of security interventions. I provide an overview of 

the typology itself, with an emphasis on the transforming norms of the transversal 

security community that have privilege the norm of intervention. Unlike previous norms 

of state sovereignty and non-interference, the centrality of human security doctrines and 

the responsibility to protect have made for increasingly conditional sovereignties of the 

global South. The chapter offers a case study of Canada’s involvement in the 2011 

security intervention in Libya to demonstrate the normative power of human security 

discourses in the transversal security community, as well as the conditionality of 

sovereignty. In presenting the security aid contributions from Canada, I also pay 

particular attention to the norm-supporting function of these assistance practices. I 

underline the strategic interests that were central to Canadian involvement, which include 

 37



the advancement of corporate interests, the visible (though very modest) technical 

contributions to the NATO bombing campaign, and efforts to cultivate niche security 

development programs for Canadian security innovators. Chapter 6 concludes by 

demonstrating how security interventions can be gateways for further security aid. This 

includes infrastructures and techniques aid to Libya, but also the broader context of 

security governance in the volatile Middle East. The conclusion of the chapter traces how 

material contributions — warships and military personnel that were part of the security 

intervention in Libya — were subsequently dispatched under the “war on terror” to patrol 

the eastern waterways to the Suez Canal. Under a major collaborative effort of the 

transversal security community, Canadian contributions have provided practical expertise 

in the surveillance and policing of these international waters.  

 In Chapter 7, I offer the typology of security infrastructures. This are the 

“hardware” of security development, and I account for how security aid spending 

provides myriad material goods needed for the development of policing and surveillance 

practices. The chapter has three primary components. First, I provide an overview of the 

security infrastructures comprising Canadian aid funding from many of the security aid 

hubs. Subsequently, the chapter includes two major case studies that explore CCC’s 

security aid practices and Canada’s security aid program to Haiti. Like the chapter 

preceding it, Chapter 7 offers an empirical account of the strategic interests served by 

security aid. I detail the advancement of economic and institutional interests, and 

conclude by analyzing a series of documents that explain the governance quagmire in 

Haiti and the transversal security community’s perpetual reform efforts. As an example 

of the norm supporting of security aid, I use this chapter to demonstrate how Canadian 

 38



security innovators excuse themselves of responsibility for issues of political violence or 

human dignity through their narrow focus on practical and technical questions.  

Like the accounting for security infrastructures, Chapter 8 follows a similar 

pursuit to explore the development of security techniques. This chapter begins by 

defining techniques as the software of security governance, making a link to Foucauldian 

scholarship on risk and security. I also provide a catalogue of security aid under this 

typology, while emphasizing the role of these efforts in developing the interoperability 

and integration of policing agencies in the global South within the transversal security 

community. I detail a number of security aid projects that further the aim of transversal 

cooperation, particularly with the advancement of Canadian policing best practices. The 

chapter is highlighted by a case study examining security aid in the Southeast Asian 

region under the anti-human smuggling banner. Accounting for the advancement of 

Canadian interests by way of institutional influence and the acceleration of efforts to 

“police at a distance,” I conclude by demonstrating how security aid has moved Canadian 

border policing into the phantom states of SEA.  

 In the chapters that follow, I demonstrate the scope and shape of security aid 

practices. While I offer an assessment of how the aspirational character of security aid is 

always circumscribed by challenges and barriers, I focus on the significant impacts of 

security aid in shaping the security governance regimes of the global South. In the 

process of trying to develop the regimes of surveillance and social control in the insecure 

world, I argue that security aid also produces a particular relationship between Canada 

and rest of the world — primarily between Canada and norm-makers of the transversal. 

Canada has long aspired to “punch above its weight,” and I argue that security 
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development is a particular domain for an international lightweight, allowing Canada to 

marshal small but strategic contributions to the transversal security regime, while 

increasing the country’s visibility as a norm-supporting player. Since security aid is 

primarily a strategic vehicle for Canadian interests, the secondary relation is one of 

considerable tragedy, since global society is at crossroads. The avarice of the wealthy —  

not exclusive to the global North, but linked to it through assemblage — has far eclipsed 

human or environmental carrying capacities. Although security aid is a relationship 

animated by humanitarian sentiments, the materialities of these relations are structured by 

conditions of growing inequality. Given that aid regimes themselves are gifts between 

un-equals, the extent to which Canada has invested in developing the security regimes of 

the global South reflects on a desire to step away from underlying question of injustice. 

Not only is Canada avoiding these questions at the peril of those living in closest 

proximity to the thresholds of bare life, but it is doing so in a manner that is increasingly 

provincial and self-serving. Developing the regimes of social control in the global South 

may benefit in the immediate governance of crime or unease. Yet, as I narrate in the 

pages that follow, these trajectories are trending towards more extreme practices of 

global exclusion and fragmentation.  
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Chapter Two 
Strategic exploratory analysis: a qualitative research design for secretive topics 
 
An introduction to Applied Exploratory Analysis 

 “Security aid” is not a fixed entity. There is no central definition or responsible 

agency for security aid, no regular publication of reports or statistics, no audits or 

reviews. As an “aid” regime, it spills across many departments, areas of expertise, and 

many forms of documents and reports. While each of the public service departments 

engaging in international assistance programming have mechanisms for publicly 

disclosing elements of their security aid practices, these reporting practices all differ. 

Moreover, much of the more in-depth materials remain classified because of the sensitive 

nature of the projects, and organizational cultures of secrecy pervading many security 

governance agencies. Security organizations are particularly opaque (Earl 2009; Gill 

1994; Scherrer 2009), which presents difficulties for accessing textual records or 

obtaining anonymized interviews. 

  To address barriers arising from a research program that aims to establish a 

cohesive framework for an undefined (and secretive) assemblage of practices, I have 

developed a research design called Applied Exploratory Analysis (AEA). Designed 

specifically for secretive topics, AEA is multiple method approach to qualitative and 

interpretive research that elaborates on an under-used tool of the social sciences: 

exploration. Many studies are called an “exploratory study”: a quick search in any 

scholarly archive for articles with “exploratory” in their titles or keywords turns up 

thousands of results, ranging across disciplinary fields. Given the sheer diversity of 

“exploratory” studies, there are no fixed definitions for what constitutes an exploratory 

research design. As a descriptive term, “exploratory” is invoked frequently as a synonym 
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for an unfinished or preliminary study. It refers to an early stage of data reporting, and 

many of these publications are generally framed within a call for further research. A good 

deal of exploratory research is quantitative (exploratory testing, or lab hypothesis 

testing), yet much “exploratory” research is qualitative. Some qualitative researchers 

have explored the possibilities of establishing more fixed “exploratory” methodologies 

(Stebbins 2001), yet — due to the sheer diversity of “exploratory” approaches — a 

broader organizing framework has not been pursued. My development of AEA borrows 

from other qualitative designs that aim to research sensitive, secretive issues, with the 

goal of developing a flexible and practical research methodology for “exploratory” 

studies related to practices of security governance.  

 This chapter outlines AEA as a research design, then offers a detailed analysis of 

the data production strategies used for my research. I begin with an outline of three key 

components that characterize AEA: a braiding of theory and method; its strategic purpose 

in aggregating, interpreting, and reporting on hidden social realities; and its provisional 

approach to incomplete and knowledge-generation. After detailing the characteristics of 

AEA, I describe its contributions to other qualitative methodologies that explore secretive 

and sensitive topics. In particular, I engage with qualitative methods that privilege 

concepts of bricolage and mosaics to conceptualize qualitative research. I also underline 

how AEA’s exploratory approach to data production is applied, in the sense that it is 

targeted and continuous. This chapter then details my two primary forms of data 

production: interviews and the use of the Access to Information Act (ATIA). Scholarly use 

of the ATIA has increased in Canada (Larsen and Walby 2012b; Mopas and Turnbull 

2011), and I offer a significant contribution to this growing discussion of ATIA practices 
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by detailing four major barriers to using the ATIA, as well as examining how exploratory 

research works with and around these barriers to generate knowledge on secretive 

research topics. Finally, I conclude by underlining the contribution made by AEA 

towards engaging in exploratory sociological research on secretive fields of expertise.   

 

Applied Exploratory Analysis as a research design  

 Three defining and interwoven characteristics inform AEA research design. First, 

AEA is premised on a continuous process of exploration and analysis that positions itself 

against traditional research designs — what Aradau et al. (2015) call “cascading paths” 

— that assume a clean temporal distinction between theorization, data collection, 

analysis, and conclusions (see also Law and Singleton 2005; Squire 2012). Second, AEA 

emphasizes (and contributes to) a long history of sociological methods seeking to collect, 

interpret, and report, on social realities. And third, AEA is an exploratory approach in 

which the research process is embedded into the production and construction of social 

realities. Below, I offer an overview of these three characteristics of AEA.  

 

1. Braiding theory and methods 

 AEA rejects any relevance of the binary belief that research either starts with a 

secure theoretical framework and seeks empirical account of this problematization, or 

that theory can emerge solely from a grounded analysis of empirical data. The dichotomy 

is antiquated and polemical. AEA borrows from recent scholarship that seeks to move 

away from the traditional separation of methodology as a theoretical approach and as an 

instrumental device (Law 2004; also Aradau et al. 2015; Aradau and Huysmans 2013; 
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Salter 2012). AEA approaches the generation of data and generation of theory as 

conjoined and braided processes. As a first step in research design, AEA approaches a 

social field with a strategic mind towards uncovering its hidden and unknown 

dimensions: if we know little about such-and-such social field (or even how to define 

such-and-such field), how does one generate probative knowledge on practices within 

this field?  

 Here, I would stress that the categories of “field” and “knowledge” are not fixed 

or reliable. These categories will be generated by the process of exploratory research 

itself, surely undergoing categorical transformation as research unfolds. Guided by 

research questions exploring the plurality of a given social field, AEA underlines the 

importance of multiple methods in producing data. For AEA, I use the term “data 

production” and not “data collection” to underline the reflexive and subjective role of the 

researcher in creating these social worlds. Since exploratory research is a creative and 

unfolding process, there are no prescriptions about the validity (or lack thereof) of one 

particular data production method. Certain circumstances will arise where some research 

methods will be more suitable, However, these are case-specific instances with infinite 

fields of potentiality. With this approach, AEA breaks from methodological orthodoxies 

that posit a direct link between the “theory” and the method, or that research processes 

can be subject to separate “data collection” and “data analysis” temporal moments. 

AEA is always fundamentally incomplete, leaving the researcher (and audience) 

“wondering” (Lobo-Guerrero 2012) about further theoretical and empirical contributions 

to be explored. It is not “confirmatory” research that rests on the authority of presenting a 

scientific whole, but is instead a transforming, enacting, unfolding process. AEA also 
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does not rely on a clean notion that certain methods produce certain validities, and other 

methods are more reliable for particular research. Law (2004:9) suggests that social 

sciences move away form a “singularity” of method premised on “the idea that indeed 

there are definite and limited sets of processes, single sets of processes, to be discovered 

if only you lead a healthy research life.” Following Salter’s (2012:16) suggestion, AEA is 

not anchored with a concern about replicability, but instead more attuned to legibility. 

Researchers must be clear and explicit about data production strategies, how we interpret 

these empirical findings, decisions underlining our strategic choices, and the ways in 

which we — as researchers — have influenced the data production process. Moreover, 

we need to position our findings in relation to their broader social and political meanings 

(Huysmans 2014) — particularly given our exploration of security governance, where 

“security is rarely (if ever) for all” (Hills 2009:80), but is instead partnered with realities 

of exclusion, violence, injustice, and secrecy. A key component for AEA is approaching 

the use of multiple methods as a diverse tactics for producing knowledge about secretive 

social worlds. However, using a plurality of methods does not mean simply gathering all 

the information will transform into more truth. Exploratory processes are messy, and get 

messier with more data.  

 

2. Purpose is to aggregate, interpret, and report.  

 Invocations of ‘security’ too often act as “semiotic black holes” (Neocleous 

2008:2) that limit discussions around the meanings and sources of insecurities in the 

social world. In relation to the practices of security agencies, these invocations mean that 

information is tightly controlled and often quite limited. AEA research design is strongly 
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influenced by critical security studies that privilege the importance of empirical work 

(Neal 2012; Salter 2012). Neal (2012:42) has argued that CSS (and IR) has been 

uncritically “encumbered by theoretical baggage.” Critiquing orthodoxies within critical 

academic fields that require “contributions” to the established frameworks, Neal 

(2012:43) argues that the “constraining effect” must be challenged by prioritizing data 

production and analysis “rather than its subordination to theory.” Noting that “our 

knowledge and awareness” of “new agencies, technologies, and power relationships 

around the problematization of security” is meagre, scholars such as Neal have 

underlined the importance of using multiple strategies to produce and gather data — from 

multiple angles and sources — to report on practices within security-scapes.  

 Using multiple methods for data production is a tactic to aggregate knowledge on 

a specific social field, yet the data produced must then be interpreted. As Denzin 

(1994:500) has noted, in the “art and politics” of interpretation, there “is only 

interpretation.” Following this line of post-structuralist interpretation, Aradua et al. 

(2015:10) have demonstrated how critical security studies has shown “that security 

knowledge is not simply knowledge about worlds but also always a particular reiteration 

of these worlds.” They underline that the “production of knowledge is therefore never 

normatively and politically neutral” (ibid.). Security itself is fundamentally political. 

While methodological orthodoxies rely upon validity claims to demonstrate a clean link 

between a theoretical approach and the empirical site of analysis, AEA makes no such 

assertion. It is a research design that explores hidden worlds by interpreting forms of 

knowledge to reveal multiple and complex realities. 
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 Since my project is largely aimed at conceptualizing a field of practices — i.e. 

“security aid” — and offering typologies to classify the practices within this field, I rely 

heavily on thematic analysis to interpret my data. Thematic analysis is a method of 

interpretation that examines textual records in search of themes, then through closer 

readings explores these themes in a search for the meaning, rationalities, and strategies 

animating these practices of security aid (Richie and Spencer 1994:179-180). While 

thematic analysis is one method of interpreting text, AEA can also engage in other textual 

methods like deconstruction, narrative analysis, critical discourses analysis, 

intertextuality, genealogy, or content analysis — which all, in some respect, have 

influenced the interpretations of the texts in this dissertation. Moreover, AEA is well 

suited to incorporate non-textual forms of knowledge generation, such as visualization. I 

have incorporated visualizations in this dissertation, including aesthetics of “secret” 

records, pictures, and graphical representations.  

 Finally, given that secretive and sensitive topics often lack a public reporting, a 

contribution of exploratory research is to bring a body of knowledge on hidden social 

realities into public view. In contributing to a long history of sociological methods 

investigating secret and hidden realities, AEA undertakes a research process that 

challenges the opaqueness of the status quo and seeks to report on issues of public 

interest. 

 

3. Provisional research that builds through bricolage and mosaics 

Saldana (2011:66) suggests that “qualitative research is best approached 

provisionally, since the mode of inquiry is emergent and evolutionary in its process.” A 
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number of qualitative approaches and research projects have troubled a sequentialist 

notion that research design must follow a clean line through theorization, data 

“collection,” analysis, and conclusions (Aradau et al. 2015; Charmaz 2003). AEA 

borrows from these works by underlining that theory, data production, and data analysis 

are continuous processes that require revisiting and re-theorization. Following Aradau et 

al. (2015:3), who critique the limited definition of “methods” as simply the use of an 

“appropriate tool” to analyze data, AEA approaches challenge of research by considering 

methods as a “practice.”  

 In showing how critical security studies has developed an approach to methods as 

“problem-solving theory,” Aradau et al. (2015:6) argue that “methods are not simply 

instruments of representation that extract data according to fixed procedures so as to 

bridge a gap between knowledge and reality; they act in and upon security worlds” (ibid. 

15). Taking methods as performative rather than representative (see Law 2004), these 

scholars underline how research processes are fundamentally political, and rely upon the 

interpretations of the researcher. Instead of claiming to represent truth, methods as 

practice highlights how the research process itself produces and enacts social realities. As 

a reflexive practice, the research process does not make universal claims to 

generalizability and verifiability. Instead, it embodies multiple approaches, ontologies, 

theories, and data production tools to report and represent particular social realities. In 

what Law (2004) has called a “method assemblage,” scholars approaching methods as a 

practice of uncovering and exploration will emphasize that methods are knowledge-

generating actions where the researcher is deeply implicated in the constructions of 

knowledge.  
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 Instead of having fixed methods and rules of data analysis, exploratory research 

participates in the production of knowledge by uncovering hidden practices, which 

requires new paths of investigation and leads to further steps of research. In addition to 

the exploration of practices, AEA also impacts and shapes the social world it aims to 

report about. This is particularly true with this project and its use of the Access to 

Information Act. As I detail below, the ATIA is a highly discretionary process where the 

work of the researcher is integral in producing the data. Larsen and Walby (2012a:37) 

have detailed the impact of the “Hawthorne effect” to emphasize how behaviour 

modification practices can arise when bureaucrats are aware that they could (or will) be 

subject to ATI requests, thus changing the natural of textual records and documentary 

practices. In addition to the impact of potential ATIA scrutiny, I detail below how ATI 

processes are negotiated and, depending on the negotiation, undercover various 

documents that would otherwise be lost to the vast data-scapes of the federal 

bureaucracy. As a form of “public criminology” (Piché 2015), my research produces a 

public record for practices that would otherwise remain covert. Using ATIA is not simply 

collecting textual records as objective documents, then analyzing them. Rather, it is a 

practice, and the negotiations within are central in the production of records which would 

otherwise not publicly exist. Giving a sense to what Law and Urry (2004:393) discuss in 

relation to methods as a social enactment, ATI needs to be understood as a method of 

practice in which“[methods] have effects; they make differences; they enact realities; and 

they can help to bring into being what they also discover.”  

 Exploratory researchers are therefore embedded into the social realties they 

explore. They are party to the shaping and the retrieval of the hidden worlds they seek to 
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interpret and, in following a provisional and continuous research project, contribute to the 

reporting of these hidden worlds through the presentation of different pieces, artifacts, 

stories, narratives, texts, and experience. Sociologists mobilizing the methods concept of 

“bricolage” have underlined how these research processes are staged, incomplete, and 

continuous tapestries of representation –a concept I further explore by developing the 

notion of “mosaic effects” as a method of ATIA data interpretation.  

 As part of a research design that addresses secretive and hidden social realities, it 

is important to stress that AEA is targeted and procedurally guided. For this reason, it is 

an “applied” research process. In emphasizing the targeted approach selecting areas and 

topics of research, AEA uses a diversity of strategies to seek further into fields of practice 

that are — like security governance practices — shielded by many layers of secrecy and 

opaqueness. In other words, AEA is not an “anything goes” research design, but one that 

is structured and strategic, engaging multiple methods to produce, interpret, and report on 

social worlds as they are discovered and enacted.  

 AEA approaches methods as practice by emphasizing the braided notions of 

theory and methods. Its objective is to collect, interpret, and report, and positions itself — 

and the researcher — as an active participant in the production of the realities it seeks to 

understand through an artisanal construction of social realities. Below, I outline more 

thoroughly the legacies of bricolage and sociological research on secretive or sensitive 

topics to highlight the theoretical contributions AEA offers to this tradition. After 

detailing AEA’s contributions to these sociological legacy of exploring secretive and 

powerful social realities, I examine why an applied approach to exploratory research is 

particularly useful for critical scholarship on security governance practices. Finally, I 
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provide an overview of my AEA research design and engagement with interview- and 

ATIA-produced data.  

 

The ‘exploratory’ tradition of qualitative research  

 Despite the high volume of studies claiming to be “exploratory” research, 

exploration as a research design remains underdeveloped. Stebbins (2001) has outlined a 

four-category typology for exploratory research: investigative explorations, innovative 

explorations, explorations for discovery, and limited explorations. In Stebbins’ review of 

these research projects, he notes that the “main limitation” used to critique exploratory 

research is that this methodological approach fails to produce conclusive results (Stebbins 

2001:40). Instead, this critique of exploratory research characterizes these studies as 

incomplete — a characterization that I suggest is among the most appealing elements of 

exploratory research design.  

 Fortunately, sociology has a long traditional of researching sensitive and secretive 

topics. Lee (1993:2) has argued that, when doing research on sensitive topics, “access is 

often problematic” because the research (or the researcher) is seen as potentially 

threatening. Noting that research on sensitive topics has a large but scattered literature, 

Lee (1993) offers three groupings to classify sensitive research (see also Lee and Renzetti 

1990). These categories of sensitive research pertain to: 1) intrusive threats, such as 

inquiries into sacred, private, and stressful personal accounts; 2) threats of sanction, 

which relates to research on deviance and social control where there is a possibility that 

information might contribute to stigmatization or incrimination; and 3) political threats, 

which “impinges on political alignments, if ‘political’ is taken in its widest sense to refer 
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to the vested interests of powerful persons or institutions, or the exercise of coercion and 

domination” (Lee 1993:4). Lee (1993) notes that this is particularly true when the 

research is focused on the exercise of power or the examination of elites. Lee (1993:8) 

quotes from Beyton (1988:23), who has argued “historically, the rich and powerful have 

encouraged hagiography, not critical investigation.” As demonstrated by numerous 

authors who have revisited Canadian histories of policing (Hewitt 2002; Kinsman and 

Gentile 2010; Mackey 2002; Monaghan 2013a; Walden 1982), the myth-making 

tendencies of the Canadian security establishment tend to occlude “dark sides” in favour 

of a dominant narrative presenting a more or less smooth historical movement towards 

liberal democracy. While critical histories of Canadian security practices are not directly 

informative on the field of international security exports, the notion that external 

(academic) criticism can produce “political threats” has a bearing on contemporary 

institutional cultures. 

 On research programs that critically interrogate vested interests of powerful 

persons or institutions, sociology has a long history of “investigative” research. Thorne 

(1983) argues that the “desire to make social life translucent” is a historical component of 

sociological research. Moreover, a long history of investigative studies have aimed to 

uncover what elites aim to keep hidden, while providing an interpretation of social values 

and meanings that explicitly push for social change. A number of investigative methods, 

notably “studying up” (Nader 1969; see also: Aguiar 2012; Gusterson 1997) or 

“muckraking sociology” (Marx 1972), have described themselves as research designs that 

work as an “expose, sacred cow-smashing, anti-establishment, counter-intuitive, even 

subversive quality” (Marx 1972). Aimed principally at uncovering and exposing “truths” 
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and transgressions, these methods have honed many data production tools for the study of 

sensitive and secret topics.  

 While “investigative” techniques aiming to unmask the powerful (Douglas 1976) 

do not correspond directly with the exploratory methods I use in this project, they do 

provide an informative approach to studying sensitive and secret topics. Unlike 

investigative methodologies that use deception, covert tactics, or trickery, my participant 

recruitment and data production methods have been framed as an open, policy-oriented 

study, intending to explore the under-reported field of security aid. Yet, notwithstanding 

my relatively transparent objectives, research on security governance encounters 

sensitivities and secrecy by default. In trying to map and account for security aid 

practices — most of which have very little accessible public materials — research 

invariably parallels characteristics of investigative research in that it explicitly challenges 

authorities who seek control over information.  

 Gary Marx has noted that the issue of protecting (and discovering) secretive 

information is a social practice that confronts everyone in social life. Yet there are 

particular professions — most notably within security governance bureaucracies — 

where management of secretive or sensitive data is central to their function. For 

researchers looking to report on secretive data, this presents an empirical challenge, 

which Marx (1984) labelled as the “hidden and dirty data problem.” Marx (1984: 80) 

notes that secrecy pervades many institutions, whether they are simply protecting “clean” 

data or engaged in the intentional suppression — or cover-up — of “dirty data.” Secrecy 

is always a matter of degree, which, of course — reflects upon the data production 

strategies of the researcher. For Marx, “dirty data” conveys a normative assessment about 
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the impact that revelations of secretive data might entail.  He notes that dirty data is 

“information which is kept secret and whose revelation would be discrediting or costly in 

terms of various types of sanctioning” (Marx 1984: 79). On a scale of secrecy, dirty data 

represents information that would fundamentally undermine the credibility and 

legitimacy of the agencies under scrutiny. While my research project is designed to 

explore the hidden practices of security aid, I have no knowledge of — and, given my 

open recruitment strategies, little expectation in acquiring — records that relate to “dirty 

data.” Although AEA does not preclude gaining access to data that would reveal 

information kept secret due to its potentially scandalous impacts, the main objectives of 

AEA are to explore, as opposed to the “exposé” approach of investigative research.    

 While investigative methods offer a number of useful tools for navigating 

sensitive and secretive topics, the exploratory research design I outline differs in one 

crucial aspect: an applied exploration does not presuppose to know with any certainty 

what the end result will look like. There may be general directions, patterns, or 

objectives, but the task of tapestry is a complex one requiring constant adaptation and 

attention. Equally, in this process of exploration, the subsequent items to be incorporated 

or investigated are not yet known. Given the character of security governance work, 

uncovering one element of a program (or a story) may lead only to further uncovering 

and revealing. Items being researched are not necessarily related to scandalous activities, 

but are nonetheless kept secret due to the general sensitivities of security governance 

institutions. In weaving together the many threads of security aid, the tapestry cannot rely 

on fixed or prefigured notions of a final aesthetic. It is an exploratory process 

incorporating new theoretical and empirical considerations as research procedures unfold. 
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 A number of sociological methodologies exploring secretive or sensitive topics 

have borrowed the analogy of research as bricolage (Denzin and Lincoln 2008; Denzin 

1994; Kincheloe 2005; see also for Critical Security Studies, Aradau et al. 2015). Lévi-

Strauss (1966: 17) has described the qualitative researcher as a bricoleur who acts as a 

“jack of all trades, [engaging in] a kind of professional do-it-yourself.” Becker (1998) 

argues that the qualitative bricoleur “deploys whatever strategies, methods, and empirical 

materials are at hand.” Kincheloe (2005:324) writes that the “task of the bricoleur is to 

attack [a domain] complexity, uncovering the invisible artifacts of power and culture and 

documenting the nature of their influence.” Analogies of tapestries, montages, and 

bricoleurs are symbolic representations of social science researchers who creatively 

challenge secretive practices and structures to produce a social knowledge of these 

realities. As a creative undertaking, bricolage sets out to explore theoretical and empirical 

problems using interpretive strategies that are not necessarily made in advance: they 

evolve through as exploratory art.  

 Unlike investigative and muckraking methods, exploratory research does not aim 

to uncover “truths.” It strives to uncover hidden practices and explore the governing 

rationalities that animate and solidify these practices in the social world, what Hacking 

(2000) appropriately called the “social matrix.” These practices are interpretable through 

multiple ontological frameworks, where multiple realities can be interpreted in many 

fashions (Law 2004). One or the other may be more or less truthful, but what is important 

is the treatment and analysis of the data in a systematic and coherent form. The 

conclusion is a collection and aesthetic arrangement of things. One might disagree with 

either the aesthetics or the arrangement, but for exploratory researcher, there is no single 
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method for establishing truthfulness or value. There exists instead a mingling of 

approaches that can be used based on the desires of the researcher and the types of data 

collected.  

 Producing data on security governance practices in Canada is not easy. A number 

of scholars have detailed the barriers to accessing actors and practices (Dafnos 2012; 

Monaghan and Walby 2012; Larsen and Piché 2009; Luscombe and Walby 2014; Mopas 

and Turnbull 2011). My contention with AEA is that data production can, and should, be 

undertaken through a diversity of methods. Since security governance practices are 

secretive by design, the exploratory approach to researching these issues presupposes that 

the possibilities of data production are near-limitless, as are the possibilities for 

interpretation. A practical concern for exploratory research is a strategic direction. To 

avoid dead-ends, resource misallocations, and frustration with poor data productivity 

(although often a methodological contribution), exploratory research needs to be paired 

with an applied strategy that guides the bricolage. Since conditions of exploration 

regarding the hidden and secretive world of security governance must be negotiated and 

provoked, an AEA research design requires a coordination of strategies and tactics 

regarding what practices and data types can be produced.  

 

Applied explorations and strategies of inquiry 

 Denzin and Lincoln (1994:3) have detailed how “qualitative research, as a set of 

interpretive practices, privileges no single methodology over any other.” Calling for 

multiple methods in pursing research questions, they underline how the strongest 

attributes of qualitative research are displayed when it “embraces within its own multiple 
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disciplinary histories constant tensions and contradictions over the project itself, 

including its methods and the forms its findings and interpretations take” (Denzin and 

Lincoln (1994:4). Researchers in the field of qualitative research are encouraged to 

explore, while making strategic decisions about the steps taken in their exploratory 

process. Similarly, Walcott (1992:4) has addressed the contradictory and antagonistic 

debates within qualitative research, by encouraging qualitative researchers to take up 

“strategic positions[s]” in response to the “many alternatives” offered by qualitative 

theory.  

 Denzin and Lincoln (2008:34) suggest that “strategies of inquiry” connect the 

researcher to the empirical world by putting “paradigms of interpretation into motion.” 

As multiple strategies for the interpretation of realities, the process of data production and 

(re)interpretation unfolds as a way of connecting “the research to specific methods of 

collecting and analyzing empirical materials.” When the possibilities for researching 

given “secretive” realities are manifold, the research design must evaluate what strategies 

can be undertaken to explore these topics and maximize the production of data.  

 To establish a strategy of inquiry for exploring secretive topics, the research 

design needs to address some primary questions. What types of “institutions” and actors 

participate in these social realities? What data can be produced that speaks to the realities 

of these practices? Can researchers gain access to interviews with actors from these 

institutions? Can researchers gain access to lived environments through ethnographies? 

What types of records (textual, visual, or audio) are produced by the institutions and 

actors in these institutions? Reflecting on these questions will open up a series of 

possibilities for producing data, and will also allow researchers to set boundaries on what 
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data might not be possible to access and produce. For example, if trying to research elite 

urban policing units, ethnographic methods might not be possible (though it has been 

done; see Fassin (2013) on the difficulties). Therefore, one might consider anonymized 

interviews. Are unit members able to participate in anonymous interview? Can members 

of civilian oversight bodies participate? What about other government bodies who work 

with these units/police? The police administration? What about community members, 

community groups, concerned citizens? Based on these availabilities, researchers can 

pursue various options for data production.  

 In parallel with establishing strategies of inquiry for study participants, 

researchers can pursue various records that speak to the secret social realities they seek to 

explore. To guide their strategies of inquiry, researchers can ask: what recording practices 

do these institutions/actors have? In reflecting on what recording practices exist, a 

researcher can explore questions of how they can access or provoke these practices. My 

contention here is that the materiality of security aid has many facets that can and should 

be explored. But researchers must be strategic in building a focused research design that 

allows for multiple avenues of data production, as well as leaving open possibilities to 

revisit and reinterpret the opaqueness of secret social realities. After all, the strategic 

focus must allow for multiple methods, as some may not be as productive as hoped. 

Therefore, exploratory research designs should encourage a strategy of multiple, 

paralleled data production methods. 

 Given that AEA is intended to service research on secretive or hidden social 

realities, it is useful to consider, at the research design stage, what limitations the research 

might entail. Establishing limitations at the outset is useful for two reasons: it allows for 
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more focus on initial strategies of inquiry, which might be very time consuming; and it 

opens possibilities for future explorations, future collaborations, and the interconnectivity 

of the project to other works. 

In designing an exploratory research for security aid, I found it productive to 

establish what would remain outside my initial strategies of inquiry. This allowed for a 

more thorough focus on mapping, defining, and exploring “security aid” practices, as 

well as opening up a number of future avenues for collaboration and contributions. 

Setting limitations has highlighted a number of yet to be explored facets of security aid. 

For example, conditions that remain unexplored in this research project include a wide 

array of cultural and sociological dimensions of security aid, such as how discourses of 

assistance comingle with Canadian socio-cultural histories of settler colonialism, and 

questions examining the moral economies of assistance and their relationships with 

national belonging. Related issues — pertaining to the Orientalist imaginaries and 

constructions of race that are twinned with security aid programming and the “war on 

terror” — are not fully developed. Notions of global citizenship, cosmopolitanism, and 

their relation with underlying moral sentiments of “aid” are not explored. Likewise, my 

project is significantly limited in terms of exploring impacts on the ground, but given the 

tremendous scope of security aid practices, those possibilities are profound. While 

secondary sources have been consulted frequently during my research, there exists a need 

for primary research on the impacts of security aid in diverse localities. Other limitations 

to my research include the role of private security experts in constructing security 

assistance packages, as well as the construction of securitizing discourses within 

“assistance” programming. Given that fields of security aid can be extended to such 
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plural and complex terrains, it is important that AEA research establish these limits for 

both theoretical and empirical focus.  

 In pursuing exploratory research, it is important to establish both the strategies 

and the limitations of inquiry. Given the difficulties of research secretive or hidden social 

realities, a strategic research design will increase the possibilities of having more 

effective data production practices, as well as allowing for re-direction and creative 

solutions to data production problems.  

Below, I outline how my research design focused on interviews and ATIA 

requests to produce data on security aid. I conclude that ATIA can be very productive 

strategy for producing data on hidden worlds, although AEA researchers will no doubt 

encounter many barriers. My analysis of the use of ATIA demonstrates how researchers 

can navigate these barriers, which will be of particular importance to AEA researchers 

exploring secretive social realities. For example, I argue that pursuing multiple requests 

helps ensure that while some files will encounter barriers, other requests will result in 

productive returns. Approaching ATIA research using this multiple-request stratagem can 

result in a mosaic effect that allows AEA researchers to report on practices from multiple 

sources. Moreover, through reporting and interpreting files and documents, researchers 

can make further requests based on the availability of new records.  

 

AEA research design: exploring security aid 

AEA aspires towards applied, strategic explorations of secretive and sensitive 

topics. Like many research projects exploring secretive worlds of practice, my research 

on security aid has used extensive searches of media records as well as official public 
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documents to gather relevant “public” records. In the case of security aid, a good deal of 

information is publicly available on various aid packages and international security sector 

projects, although the information is scattered. But, like other research methods that 

attempt to explore or investigate hidden social practices, using public “front-stage” 

sources are insufficient for getting to the “backstages” of secretive practices. As 

“studying up” has demonstrated (Aguiar 2012; Gusterson 1997), power institutions have 

tremendous control over information flows and, to a large extent, influence the public 

record documents — even critical media attention — that describe their practices (Baez 

2002). To both describe my research design for the exploration of security aid and 

address my positionality within this project, I have used two primary sources of data 

production: interviews with security aid experts and the generation of textual records 

using the Access to Information Act. In the following two sections, I detail my use of 

these methods in generating knowledge of security aid practices, and describe how AEA 

multiple methods approaches can generate complementary and rich accounts on secretive 

topics.   

 

Using interviews in AEA research  

My multiple method research design incorporates the use of interviews as well as 

textual analysis using the ATIA and publicly available records. I discuss the textual 

component of my research in the subsequent section, where I will give an overview of the 

design of my interview component and relate my experiences to other scholarly efforts to 

interview participants from secretive social realities.  
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Over the course of my research, I have interviewed 16 security experts using 

semi-structured, anonymized interviews. Following Odendahl and Shaw (2002), I 

characterize security experts within a broad category of “elites,” given their secretive 

work environments and general reluctance to engage in public discussions of their work 

practices. Though some of the participants themselves would not identify with this 

category, their level of security clearance as well as their knowledge of security issues 

and foreign affairs gives justification to the term’s broad use. Harvey (2011:433) has 

noted that there is not an agreed upon definition of “elite,” and suggests that we can apply 

this category loosely to “those who occupy senior management and Board level positions 

within organizations.” My participants were all experts in their respective fields of 

security governance, including policing, border management, security development, 

international cooperation, as well as other technical fields. Most were currently employed 

with the federal government, and many were senior level managers with full 

responsibility for programs and staffing. Others were higher level policy analysts or 

individuals who formerly worked in senior positions within the government and had 

either retired or pursued consultant positions. All participants can be described as having 

significant decision-making influence, a high degree of knowledge and expertise in 

government affairs and security issues, and high levels of training and education. To 

paraphrase from the Copenhagen School’s paradigmatic work on securitization, security 

issues are necessarily driven by elites because “something is a security problem when 

elites declare it so” (WFver 1995:54). In detailing practices of security intelligence, 

Davies (2001:76) has described how it is “something created by, of and for the policy-

forming and decision-making elites in national government.” For these reasons, 
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participants — while not making high level incomes — should be considered as elite 

participants.  

 I have incorporated interviews with security elites to produce knowledge about 

their expert practices. Given the secrecy surrounding their work in the field of security 

aid, the incorporation of interviews into my AEA research design was intended to add 

details and depth to the explanation of the daily practices of security innovators. I wanted 

to know about how they view the “value” of security aid, what they see as the major 

challenges to “developing” security, and how they mobilize expert knowledge in 

manoeuvring and navigating these challenges in the field. Other researchers conducting 

interviews with elites have raised a number of challenges in using this method within a 

research design. Research on conducting elite interviews addresses a number of key 

issues such as gaining access, acquiring trust, gauging the tone of the interview, 

positioning oneself in the interview, balancing between soft and hard questions, and 

establishing rapport (Harvey 2011; Mikecz 2012; Raplry 2001). Contributing to these 

discussions, I detail my approach to security experts. I detail techniques used for gaining 

access and building rapport. Subsequently, I describe challenges that arose during the 

solicitation and interview process that relate to the location of interviews and the use of 

digital recordings. I conclude with comments about how interviews have been combined 

with ATIA practices within my exploratory research design.  

 

Gaining access 

Unlike research on elites that posits they are visible but not necessarily accessible 

(Laurila, 1997), security experts are neither visible nor accessible. The first and most 
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challenging stage for gaining access to security experts is identifying these individuals. 

For my research, I used two primary tools for the identification of potential participants. 

First, I examined declassified records gained through the ATIA to identify key individuals 

and key institutions. I selected participants based on my reading of their work, their 

positions in the security aid bureaucracy, and their areas of interest. I then gained access 

to their mail addresses through a government employee website (GEDS). Second, I used 

the same government employee website to search by divisions and branches within 

departments. Using this tool can allow researchers to locate upper-level managers and 

gain access to their mail addresses. After creating a list of addresses that represented a 

broad array of the many departments and programs that engage in security aid, I sent 

formal letters of invitation on Queen’s University letterhead, with my Informed Consent 

forms and Authorization Form from the Queen’s Ethics Committee.  

In soliciting participants, my Recruitment Letter and Informed Consent 

documents requested 30- to 45-minute interviews on the topic of “Security Aid: Foreign 

Assistance and Security Sector Reform.” Language in the Recruitment Letter was 

customized to the particular programs and lexicons of the potential participants. In some 

cases, I mentioned specific projects that I was interested in discussing (such as capacity 

building in Palestine, or capacity building of police forces in Mexico). However, most 

letters were fairly general in approach. After sending Recruitment Letters, I followed up 

with emails (then phone calls) which would stress that the interviews are anonymized, as 

well as underlining that they would follow a short, semi-structured design.  

Qualitative researchers tend to differentiate between three types of interview 

(Fielding and Thomas 2001): structured interviews, semi-structured, and unstructured 
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(sometimes called in-depth or focused interviews). While focused interviews tend to 

produce the richest data, they are often used prominently with vulnerable groups or 

within more open ethnographic studies. In the field of security governance, some scholars 

doing ethnographic work have engaged in focused interviews with security elites who 

provide rich contributions to the field (Blakeley 2013; Gill 2000; Fassin 2013; Scherrer 

2009). However, as an elite group, security officials are less likely to agree to 

ethnographic research or long, unstructured interviews.  

 My research design adopted the format of semi-structured interviews, based on an 

expectation that potential respondents would be more amenable to shorter and more 

structured interviews, rather than a long and probative format. This decision was made 

based on guidance from existing scholarship on elite interviews, as well as the fact that I 

have a fairly intimate knowledge of the Canadian bureaucratic culture. Mostly, I followed 

Harvey’s (2011:435) suggestion that “some data from elite respondents was better than 

no data.” As Davis (2001:73) has noted, “the problems involved in using elite interviews 

in security and intelligence studies are no different than in other areas of [the social 

sciences], but simply more pronounced.” Certainly, this is true by virtue of the culture in 

security bureaucracies. As gaining access to elite interviews presents a central challenge 

for researchers, my design was undertaken with a disposition towards soliciting a larger 

quantity of interviews from multiple departments, rather than the potential requesting 

higher quality (focused) interviews with a likelihood of fewer respondents. 

 Although research on security and international affairs has often detailed the 

difficulty in gaining access to participants and information, my study contradicts at least 

one of these claims. During my research, participants were reasonably forthcoming. This 
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is especially true given that I offered no financial compensation and focused on senior-

level experts, who have extremely limited availability. In total, I sent 45 letters of 

solicitation. In addition to the 15 participants, I had numerous replies with polite declines 

or referrals (to which I did not follow up due to anonymity provisions). In many cases, 

prospective participants (or their personal assistants) inquired ahead of the interview to 

ask what tto prepare for, which (see Harvey (2011:433) can suggest that “they consider 

the interview as some form of challenge or justification for what they do.” Of my 45 

letters and subsequent communications, I had only 12 individuals who refused to 

communicate with me altogether. 

 

Building rapport 

After gaining access to participants, the subsequent challenge became gaining 

access to participants’ information. Mikecz (2012:482) underlines that “the viability of 

researching elites hinges on the willingness of respondents to talk and to open up.” 

Rapport building is a key aspect for researchers hoping to produce quality data, yet often 

presents a difficult and uncertain task, particularly with elite interviews. As a junior 

researcher, there is an immediate “credibility gap” to be overcome (Conti and O’Neil 

2007; Stephens 2007). I addressed these challenges in a number of ways, including a high 

degree of advanced preparations on the particular projects and programs to be discussed 

with each participant, as well as each interviewee’s personal biographies when available 

online or through websites like Linkedin. As Zuckerman (1972:164) notes, 

knowledgeability and preparation can foreground the “seriousness of the interviewer” and 

set a tone for the discussion. Unlike interviews with peers or vulnerable groups, where 
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researchers can “come down” and partake in “real conversations” that involve “give and 

takes” (see Daniels 1983), elite interviews are often far more formal and usually maintain 

a distinction between the expert and the researcher. Following other suggestions to 

“reduce the gap” between elite respondents and academic researchers (Holt 2010; see 

also Conti and O’Neil 2007; Harvey 2011), I employed strategies to distinguish myself as 

not simply a “grad student,” but a professional researcher interested in security 

governance policy. I wore formal attire and, when appropriate, I would mention that I had 

two children to convey that I have a life outside of academia (I would sometimes place 

my cellphone in a kid’s sock on the table to monitor time). When first introducing 

myself, I would engage in small talk about traffic, road construction, and other lifestyle 

topics relevant to their lived experiences. In most cases, participants displayed an interest 

in social science research, had graduate degrees or children in university programs, which 

provided useful topics in developing rapport through quick, introductory conversation. 

Many were also familiar with criminology programs, and I made a point of emphasizing 

that I was employed as a Lecturer in Criminology at Carlton University, which was also 

useful in explaining why I was currently residing in Ottawa (not Kingston), and would be 

very flexible for arranging schedules.  

 As with most elite interviews, the researcher and the participant experience a 

“role-reversal” (Stephens 2007), in which the academic is placed in the position of 

learner and the elite is the expert-teacher. Over the progression of my interviews, I found 

that a useful device for demonstrating interest in the expertise of the interview was giving 

a short reference to academic debates on subjects like security sector reform. I stressed 

that my aim was to situate my research within the field of security sector reform, focusing 
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on how the export of Canadian security “best practices” can improve security situations 

while advancing Canadian values and interests. Offering a window into my own 

approach within the context of broader academic debates allowed me to manage my 

identity as an “informed outsider.” While some participants appeared indifferent to 

academic work, others were knowledgeable of security-development nexus debates and 

had their own opinions and experiences. Overall, introducing myself through the 

academic debates had a positive effect in developing rapport and framing the interview as 

an exploratory process.  

Makecz (2012:482) notes that the appearance of a researcher’s knowledgeability 

and positionality is key for “eliciting useful and trustworthy information from elite 

interviewees.” Rapport building relies on the trust that the discussions will be treated in a 

thoughtful and fair manner. Zuckerman (1996) has explained her experience with “gate-

keeping questions,” used by science experts to gage her level of knowledge and test for 

potential disagreements. During my interviews, introductory discussions were often quite 

short and the formal interviews began quickly. I often placed my semi-structured 

question schedule on the table, which consisted of six to eight open-ended questions, 

within visible range to the participant.  

 To develop early rapport, my interview structure began with softball questions, 

with the more difficult questions in the middle (Richard 1996 in Harvey 2011). I would 

generally start with a discussion of their positions and their career experiences in security 

governance. I would interject strategically to gather more information on the bureaucratic 

structure and inter-departmental work (which informs my use of ATI practices), and 

allow for any information on department trends. After approximately 10 minutes, I would 
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attempt to move into three core themes. First, I would ask about assessments. How does 

Canada evaluate priorities? How do we chose projects and interlocutors? What are we 

really good at accessing for capacity building? Second, I would inquire about the 

evaluation of “success.” How do you evaluate a successful project, and what are some 

examples of successful projects? Finally, I would ask about barriers to success, and 

potential challenges ahead?  

 The interviews were stylized as informal discussions and preceded with a friendly 

tone. I have no incidents of conflict or contentious elements. In some instances, when 

participants would introduce themes such as human rights abuses, I would ask “harder” 

questions, and the responses were often frank,  acknowledging the potential for human 

rights problems in areas where Canada engages in security development work. Most 

often, when discussing human rights challenges, participants noted that Canadian 

participation is more likely to improve human rights practices. I was tempted on several 

occasions to ask who in Canada would monitor those instances. However, in all but one 

situation I did not. Given the sensitivity of human rights abuses during security aid 

missions in Canada — particular the post-Somalia Affair (see Razack 2004) and the 

Afghan detainee torture scandal — I felt that pressing too hard would comprise the very 

brittle rapport that had been established.  

 Evaluations of rapport are difficult to assess. My interviews were very cordial 

and, as an assessment of rapport in term of interpersonal relations, I would suggest that 

they were fairly successful. A number of participants offered referrals, which I refused 

because of the anonymity requirements addressed below. But the “vouching” gesture 

demonstrates some trust (Harvey 2011), and indicates that they did not consider the 
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endeavour to be a waste of time. However, if rapport is to be measured in terms of 

valuable information, my interviews have more mixed results. A key effect of a 

successful rapport is the ability to get through a “party line” that might be offered during 

initial responses (Blakeley 2013:161). In some instances, it became very clear that 

participants wanted to speak to me precisely because they wanted to critique current 

government policy. However, a few participants offered what amounted to be very well-

rehearsed media lines. In particular, some of the participants wanted to make the very 

specific point — given my recruitment letter suggested a blurring of security and 

development work — that these two fields remain almost completely separate. In large 

part, responses from participants who made a clear distinction between “security 

development” and “traditional development” emanated from broader instructional 

changes that have folded Canada’s international aid department (CIDA) into the 

Department of Foreign Affairs. This proved to be a tense topic of conversation, which I 

tried to explore when given an opening. Though few participants had much to say 

verbally, several made non-verbal signs of frustration. 

 As my research progressed, I began to target potential participants by trying to 

identify people that had left departments of branches involved in security aid. I would 

read older ATIA requests, then put names into the GEDS database to see if a) they were 

with another department; or b) were no longer listed as a public servant. In some cases,  

an absent listing might suggest someone engaged in top secret security work. However, 

in other cases they could be located on LinkedIn or Facebook. Pursuing these interviews 

proved to be very time-consuming and often fruitless, since many individuals did not 

want to speak on the record. Many noted that they felt like they were not in a position to 
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speak to these issues, since they were out of the field for some time, while others did not 

elaborate but simply declined participation. The interviews that did arise from this tactic 

did prove very productive at getting to more in-depth conversations, particularly in the 

inclusion of specific examples and stories.  

 While the overall record on rapport-building during my interviews has somewhat 

mixed results, these difficulties are in part attributable to the research schedule’s limited 

format. Having only 30 to 45 minutes places a structural limitation on the amount of 

content that can be addressed. Although some of my participants seemed comfortable to 

speak for longer, many others would be checking the clock around 35 minutes. In many 

cases, I was scheduled into a time block by personal assistants, and it was very clear that 

the time allotment was fixed entity. In these cases, it was more difficult to cover all 

materials and ask follow-up questions regardless of the rapport earned through the 

interview process. Given the limited availabilities of many participants, the short time 

allotments do give reasons to confirm my research design since, should I have requested 

longer interviews, I likely would not have been granted access at all.  

 

Other interview related challenges 

During the interview process there were other challenges that arose that are worth 

noting, as these instances and my methods of negotiation contribute to new debates on 

interviewing elites. Below, I will offer a brief overview.  

  

Guarding anonymity 
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 Domestic Canadian debates, often recorded in the media, have detailed how the 

Harper government has engaged in a comprehensive information control strategy to limit 

access to public officials. Particularly in the domain of scientific research, there have 

been numerous efforts to limit the availability of experts.11 In other governance areas, the 

Harper administration has attempted to penalize employees who release unauthorized 

materials (Hutton 2013). This is particularly true with regards to media contact. My 

research design hoped to assuage some of these concerns by guaranteeing high degrees of 

anonymity in the reporting of my findings. My Letter of Information and Consent states:  

 
Comments made by participants will be reported as anonymized statements, 
meaning they will be non-attributable and de-identified (i.e. it would be recorded 
as ‘one of my correspondents said X’). Identifying information such as title, 
specific dates, events, activities, and other markers that would reveal a 
participants identity, will be anonymized or omitted. 

 
However, in making my solicitation requests, I had to send my letters to the government 

addresses of these prospective participants. Many of the participants reported that they 

spoke to the superiors or colleagues about doing interviews with academics. In some 

cases, participants made contact with the communications division or the academic 

outreach units to seek out the rules or permission to speak on the record. With some of 

the participants who opted not to digitally record the interview (discussed later in this 

chapter), they made it clear they did not know the current regulations, but were very 

apprehensive about potentially transgressing informal norms established under the Harper 

government. Notably, some of the participating senior management officials showed a 

clear hostility towards the Harper government’s communications control. In other 

                                                 
11 The main labour union representing federal scientists — the Professional Institute of the Public Service 
of Canada (PIPSC) — maintains a “muzzling” website that chronicles the Harper government’s “war on 
science.” See: http://www.pipsc.ca/portal/page/portal/science/Muzzling (accessed April 7, 2015).  
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instances, participants would receive my letter of invitation and respond by email that 

they were no longer with such-and-such program. In a number of these circumstances, 

they cc’ed current members of those branches. In these cases, I decided not to pursue the 

interviews because I considered it too difficult to guarantee the anonymity requirements 

— particularly since I was included in the communications, as opposed to instances 

where individuals spoke about the research with colleagues and only informed me post 

facto. A central reason of refusing these interviews was simply to stress the anonymity 

principle in the hope that, in future research solicitations, these helpful but hindering 

offers could be mitigated.  

 Given the difficulties of accessing security experts, I had very few alternatives to 

making contact through open channels. I would make efforts to emphasize the anonymity 

principle with participants in the hopes of cultivating trust, a requirement in the context 

of doing follow-up questions for clarification (which many participants agreed to). While 

I likely could have secured more interviews by using “snowballing” tactics, my 

contention is that a snowballed interview immediately begins from a position in which 

anonymity has been comprised, potentially undermining rapport and the solidity of the 

anonymity guarantee, and thereby reducing the potential of getting to more “hidden” 

data.  

 

Recording devices 

My Informed Consent form included a two-option checkbox that inquired whether 

the participant would allow or not allow the use of a digital recorder for the interview. 

Most consented to a digital recording, but six participants did not. In three of the cases 
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where participants did not consent to recording, they waited to inform me of this only at 

the beginning of the interview, as I went over the Informed Consent form. In all but one 

case, I had come prepared with extra note pads (in addition to my single note pad). The 

one instance where I arrived under-prepared resulted in me having to borrow paper, 

which was well-taken by the participant but significantly diminished my efforts at 

cultivating a demeanour of professionalism.  

Other studies have commented on the advantages and disadvantages of using 

recording devices. Among the disadvantages, perhaps the most glaring is the physical 

limit at being able to take detailed notes. Harvey (2011:437) notes that “the problem with 

not using a recording device is that some qualitative data is lost regardless of how fast 

researchers can write.” It is also very difficult to make observational notes, when you are 

focused on getting as much detail and descriptive notes as possible. Finally, when taking 

extensive notes, it can also be very difficult to fully engage in the interview and provide 

cues that assist with prolonging thoughts or adding detail and context. While these 

disadvantages are significant concerns, there are also some major advantages to non-

recorded interviews. Byron (1993) has noted that while doing non-recorded interviews, 

participants appear more relaxed, and Peabody et al. (1990) has found that interviews are 

more likely to go “off the record” and speak more frankly. My experience supports both 

these assertions.   

Interviews in which participants did not want digital records proved to contain 

some of the most frank and critical discussions. In a number of cases, participants were 

highly critical of current policies and provided a great amount of detail into the inner-

working and decision-making processes behind many programs. In some instances, these 
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participants provided very detailed explanations and stories of particular instances on 

deployment or accounts of longer projects. These interviews provided a windfall of 

information, yet my written records could not capture these details. With most of these 

cases, I took long periods of time after the interview to augment my notes and fill in 

aspects of the discussion while these details remained fresh. Doing so allowed me to 

paraphrase and augment sections of my notes, which become very helpful in writing 

background materials on departments, programs, or projects. As suggested by Larsen and 

Walby (2012b), information gained from interviews can also be used to frame future 

ATIA requests, in some cases with the assistance of participants. That said, while efforts 

can be made to capture elements of these unrecorded dialogues, there are many aspects 

— particularly the turns of phrase and discourses employed by participants — that cannot 

be replicated.   

Non-recorded interviews do present a paradox where some of the best, richest 

descriptions are not translated into an immediately tangible, interpretable records. While 

this is frustrating, it should be noted that these data-rich/records-light interviews are still 

very productive for further exploratory research. These interviews have provided some of 

the most informative “backstage” perspectives on the work and interactions between 

security experts. Mikecz (2012:483) has stressed that “backstages are carefully protected 

from outsiders.” Therefore, opportunities to produce these forms of data must be pursued 

whenever the opportunities arise.  

As a component of my research design, semi-structured interviews have provided 

a useful tool for exploratory research. Within my AEA research design, I have 

supplemented the use of interviews with a systematic use of the Access to Information 

 75



Act. My rational for designing the project using two main strategies for data production 

was that, while the interviews themselves did produce high volume and quality depth 

data, interviews alone would suffice for a research project on security aid. Regardless of 

the rapport developed through the interviews, the format was too short and broad to give 

a comprehensive account of security aid. Since the aid programs themselves are extensive 

and complex, these interviews cannot provide the type of technical information that 

explains domestic and transversal bureaucratic webs, the transnational projects of 

security cooperation they are immersed within, fiscal information about projects, or the 

long-term trends in projects — let alone describe the breadth of a department’s current 

priorities and objectives. Interviews have produced very insightful data on personal 

experiences and opinions, the workplace environments and dynamics that security 

innovators are embedded within, and the mechanics of assessing and administrating these 

projects. I report on these experiential accounts throughout this dissertation, particularly 

in Chapter 4 and 5. However, to provide the type of broad and complex accounts of 

programs that can be used to sketch typologies of “security aid,” my research design has 

focused on the production of textual records through the use of the Access to Information 

Act.  

 

Access to Information requests: Mosaic effects and hidden data 

Documents are “paradigmatic artifacts of modern knowledge practices” and 

practices of documentation are “without a doubt ubiquitous features of late modern life” 

(Riles 2006: 2; 8). In its most general sense, the ubiquity in which documents and textual 

records are produced while governing populations presents a tremendous opportunity for 
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researchers to engage a vast archive of the present. But while many studies aim to detail 

contemporary practices, accessing records — particularly on security governance — 

presents a logistical challenge. Like many other jurisdictions with Freedom of 

Information (FOI) legislation, Canada’s Access to Information Act (ATIA) is a national 

legal framework that allows for government records to become declassified through 

individuals requesting particular information stored within government departments. The 

ATIA has many limits and deficiencies, which I detail below, but for exploratory 

researchers it presents a useful tool for accessing an incredible breadth of materials that 

comprise the “live archive” (Larsen and Walby 2012b) of contemporary government 

practices.  

 Canada’s ATIA and various Freedom of Information legislations have been under-

used as a method for producing textual materials related to contemporary governance 

practices. But they are undergoing a reinvigoration (Larsen and Walby 2012a). While 

long a main-stay of journalism — as well as political parties seeking dirty data on the 

ruling party — academics turned away from the ATIA soon after its statutory enactment 

in the early 1980s. Primarily, this was due to a critique that the legislation — as well as 

the institutional practices that support the statutory powers — was unable to provide 

reliable and detailed information (Hepplewhite 2003). While a number of limitations 

related to ATIA practices remain, the usefulness of the ATIA has been radically 

transformed in large part to digitalization trends of governance itself, not necessarily any 

particular ATIA reforms or institutional revitalizations. Information storing networks 

within government departments, combined with the normalization of digital 

documentation, has resulted in the copious volume of records produced by governments 
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to be more readily available — at least on the plane of search, discovery, and retrieval. 

Whereas previous practices of data management involved nearly ungovernable and 

prolific spaces of filing cabinets and boxes upon boxes of binders and archived files and 

documents, today’s information management tools rely on networks, hard drives, and 

emails, rendering the vast enterprise of government into a digitally searchable world. Or 

at least in theory.  

 As a frequent user of the ATIA, I engage with the practices of information access 

while remaining very conscious of the significant limitations that arise when using these 

data collection methods. The litany of problems and limitations that exist with current 

ATIA practices are also not simply a matter of fact for frequent users, but have become 

issues of public knowledge, in large part because of the series of unequivocally critical 

annual reports publicized by the Office of the Information Commissioner (OIC).12 

Frequently soliciting national news coverage and voluminous commentary, the OIC has 

been the most vocal critic of the ATIA, providing numerous and detailed analyses of the 

limitations of the Act as well as wide-ranging prescriptions for reform. Warning of the 

sweeping “culture of delay” (OIC 2015) that has taken root in the federal bureaucracy 

due to the outdated ATIA, OIC Commissioner Suzanne Legault has outlined — to 

potentially little avail — comprehensive measures for reform.  

 Using the ATIA as a strategy for data production in my AEA research design has 

involved advancing an approach that I have previously referred to as a “mosaic effect” 

(Hameed and Monaghan 2012), which represents a strategy of using multiple, rolling, 

                                                 
12 Annual Reports on the Government of Canada’s compliance with ATIA are available under the Reports 
and Publications banner of the OIC website. Also available on the website are special reports, made 
frequently for Parliamentary Committees, as well as other research reports. See: http://www.oic-
ci.gc.ca/eng/defaul.aspx (accessed April 7, 2015).  
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and fragmented ATIA requests. Adapted from a juridical lexicon where its invocation is 

practiced to limit and conceal information, the “mosaic effect” refers to information 

released in portions that, when collected and analysed, reveal more than its parts in 

isolation. Given that security aid is not a departmentalized or defined field of practices, 

and the governing logics of security bureaucracies tend towards secrecy, an applied 

exploratory analysis of security aid practices involves a strategic targeting of the textual 

inscriptions grounding these activities into recorded materials. Doing so has involved a 

wide-ranging effort to use the ATIA to track various programs and events. In total, the 

analysis contained within this dissertation has evolved from the process of making over 

150 unique ATIA requests. Additionally, I have used the process of informal requests to 

access more than 100 previously disclosed records from other ATIA users.13 The result 

has been a collection of over 220 ATIA requests which amount to [pages] of declassified 

government records. Although other scholars have used systematic ATIA requests to 

produce data similar to my mosaic strategy (Kinsman and Gentile 2010; Sethna and 

Hewitt 2009), to my knowledge no other research study has made such wide use of the 

ATIA.  

Complementing interviews that can provide insightful depth of explanation, ATIA 

requests can provide an extensive breadth of data. They can be used to produce 

knowledge on practices from dozens of actors or departments on hundreds of projects, 

with a potential for high volumes of detail-oriented materials. Within an AEA design, 

these efforts at data production can be simultaneous with interviews, used to inform 

interview content, or fill in knowledge gaps subsequent to interviews. While interviews 

                                                 
13 While ATIA requests are a minimum of $5, informal requests are free. ATIA users can review a vague list 
of released requests by visiting departmental websites. Although little information is limited on the 
websites, copies of the files can be requested by letter.  
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can provide important details and personal perspectives, ATIA records provide details that 

simply cannot be accounted for during interviews. This can include detailed financial 

figures, concise and wide-ranging project overviews, and detailed personal narratives 

regarding security development in the field. Unlike the collection of textual records from 

public sources, ATIA documents are often “working documents”; when left un-redacted 

(addressed below), they are records that demonstrate the building of programs, the 

making of decisions, the formulation of strategies, and the communications between 

workers tasked with programming and implementation, as well as the other voluminous 

and wide-ranging texts articulating the working practices of security aid. Types of 

records discussed through this dissertation include, but are not limited to, briefing reports, 

meeting agendas, meeting minutes and notes, internal reports, memorandums, financial 

reports, narrative reports (organizational reports to government about program 

deliverables), PowerPoint presentations, meeting handouts, project proposals, project 

evaluations (internal and external), lesson learned reports, incident reports, and large 

volumes of email communications. Like any textual analysis, ATIA-generated records 

raise questions about availability of fuller accounts or more detailed records.  

 Even though the ATIA is among a limited set of tools that gain a “backstage” view 

and engage in an analysis of contemporary working documents, the current state of ATIA 

practices in Canada makes concerns for surrounding the availability of records even more 

germane. As it stands, the ATIA does offer valuable insights into the mechanisms of 

governance, yet it remains a terrain of visibility more akin to reading a text through a 

keyhole, rather than under a microscope.  
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 Failures on the part of ATI practices are many. While many are specific to poor 

performance within particular ATI shops, much of the frustration stems from systematic 

failures that are the product of an antiquated statutory framework. As the OIC has 

detailed on a number of occasions, significant legislative reforms are the only remedy to 

ensure that the access to information legislation can live up to its spirit of providing 

reliable and transparent records on the activities of government (most recently: OIC 

2015). While this chapter does not offer any prescriptions for changing the legal 

framework of the ATIA — others can do a far better job of that — knowing how to 

navigate and negotiate the roadblocks that arise when engaging in exploratory research is 

critical to helping researchers overcome many of the pitfalls of ATIA explorations.  

 As a reflexive engagement on how exploratory researchers engage in the data 

production and negotiation processes in ATIA requests, I detail four significant 

shortcomings that arise in using the ATIA in academic, systematic, applied research. 

These barriers are: 1) political control of information; 2) access barriers through time 

delays and fees; 3) superficiality and arbitrariness in document retrieval; and 4) 

redactions. By detailing how my research has engaged with ATIA practices, I show that 

researchers can be creative and agile in negotiating these shortcomings to produce further 

data. There will always be barriers regarding secretive government operations and 

practices, yet understanding the negotiated and contingent relations of ATIA research 

demonstrates how the practices of researchers are central in determining the productivity 

of ATIA requests. Although the functionality and reliability of ATIA practices in Canada 

are on “fragile ground” (OIC 2014a), I argue through a detailed examination of ATIA 
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shortcomings that these exploratory practices remain a useful tool for structured research 

when approached in an applied and strategic manner.  

 After detailing the four major shortcomings of ATIA research, I conclude by 

highlighting that AEA is most effective when using multiple strategies of data 

production. We certainly should try to refrain from expecting one or two ATIA requests to 

turn up groundbreaking information. Instead, we should assume that ATIA requests will 

be met with various barriers and inconsistencies. Therefore, we should be supplementing 

our ATIA requests with other strategies in our AEA research designs. 

 

Political control of information 

 Access to information and freedom of information legislation operates on the 

presumption that individuals can request information from the state, and state authorities 

will act in a neutral manner to pass over requested information. The system is 

fundamentally built upon trust, even more so because requested information is typically 

related to topics that have not yet been publicized. Allegations that “political” 

considerations or influence have impacted the document production process strikes at the 

very legitimacy of the system.  

 There are a number of ways we can interpret processes of “political” interference, 

and I offer three examples. First, and most often acknowledged, is the direct involvement 

of political partisans in the ATIA process. Second, less acknowledged but arguably more 

insidious, are institutional mechanisms or structural policy-practices that guide or direct 

ATIA information flows. Finally, a third process is a more informal process of political 

intervention, where “political” is understood in a broader sense of ATI shops working to 
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support the norms of their institutions.  

 A number of OIC reports have detailed formal processes of political inference, 

which have included some investigations, most notably the case of political staffer 

Sebastien Togneri who was involved with ATI interference at Public Works(see OIC 

2010). In 2013–2014, the OIC was actively investigating systemic political interference 

and delays within eight institutions (OIC 2014b:23). These are scheduled for conclusion 

in 2014–2015. Other studies have examined a government process known as “amber 

lighting” or “red-flagging,” which involves opening up a direct line of communication 

between ATI shops and Ministerial offices in regards to potentially contentious files 

(Rees 2012; 2003; Hameed and Monaghan 2012). As a “political surveillance process,” 

(Rees 2012:31) amber-lighting is a highly sophisticated, government-wide practice in 

which documents are not “released to the requester until after copies of the records had 

been sent to the government’s spin doctors” (Rees 2012:31). It allows political and 

communications officials “to view sensitive records, to question access and FOI staff 

about what they intend to release, and to delay release until they are satisfied that they 

have identified all troublesome issues and prepared their political masters with a soothing 

public response” (Rees 2003). Government sources prefer to describe amber lighting as a 

consultation process, rather than interference. According to an e-mail from Citizenship 

and Immigration Canada access co-ordinator Heather Primeau, the government is “amber 

lighting” access requests that are considered to be politically sensitive (Thompson 2006). 

In the email, she clearly defines the purpose of amber lighting when she writes 

“the amber light process is a heads up process to advise senior management of upcoming 

access to information releases that may attract media or political attention.” While amber 
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lighting has received a fair amount of public scrutiny, these practices continue. As I detail 

below in regards to complaints mechanisms, overt political interference is very difficult 

to investigate, and the OIC has been largely unable to rectify these problems.  

 While amber lighting is a formalized process allowing political staff to become 

involved in the release of ATI documents, there are other policy developments that 

demonstrate political interference, but provide buffers against direct interactions between 

political staff and ATI shops. Most notably, recent changes to Cabinet Confidence 

protocol has called into question the process of making redactions to files subject to 

potential cabinet deliberation. Under Section 69 of the ATIA, officials can withhold 

records until they are reviewed by the federal cabinet. A cabinet confidence is loosely 

defined as something that has been prepared for (or seen by) the federal cabinet. Once a 

confidence designation has been invoked, the records remain sealed from public scrutiny 

for 20 years. In July 2013, the Treasury Board — the government department responsible 

for the administration of the ATIA — issued a non-publicized directive that transformed 

the cabinet confidence designation. The directive transferred the responsibility for 

determining whether information is excluded as a Cabinet Confidence from the Privy 

Council Office to Department of Justice Canada lawyers. According to the Treasury 

Board, the reform was undertaken to improve the timeliness of response, since PCO 

consultations are onerous. In critiquing the move, the OIC (2014b:20) stated that there “is 

a real possibility that the application of section 69 will vary from institution to institution 

and that the Commissioner’s investigative process will be complicated by a lack of 

standardization.” Early indications illustrate that the policy has resulted in much broader 

exemptions (Brewster 2014). Moreover, complaints to the OIC regarding Section 69 
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redactions have increased dramatically, rising 65 per cent between 2012–13 and 2013–14 

alone.  

 As these recent reforms to Cabinet Confidence processes demonstrate, a lack of 

central enforcement of ATI principles results in departments implementing distinct 

processes to address information releases. This is particularly true when it comes to 

sensitive information. Based on annual evaluations from the OIC, the Department of 

National Defence (DND) regularly ranks as one of the most opaque departments, and in 

recent years, they have accelerated their policy instruments to block information that 

could be politically volatile. One publically revealed episode relates to the DND’s 

response to an ATI request forming the basis of a news report during an election. The 

ATI detailed lapsing procurement spending due to mismanagement — a topic which 

always creates news coverage — and the information reflected very poorly on the 

Conservative party, who campaigned on providing more military equipment (Pugliese 

2012). 

 In response to the news that damaged the Conservative’s public messaging, Vice-

Admiral Bruce Donaldson, the vice chief of defence staff, issued a CANFORGEN 

directive, instructing DND employees to be highly deferential to potentially sensitive 

information. The directive stated: “Information that is not sensitive to the national 

interest, and therefore not classified, should also be examined to see if it is sensitive to 

other than the national interest, and therefore requires an appropriate designation of 

either Protected A, B, or C”  (Pugliese 2012 - emphasis added). While the military likes 

to keep a distance from explicit partisanship, there is a strong affinity within the military 

establishment for a politics of increased defence spending on equipment. The 
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CANFORGEN directive was clearly an attempt to safeguard the military’s current 

political masters by up-classifying materials that are sensitive to “other than the national 

interest,” which is nothing more than an esoteric way of saying Conservative political 

interests.  

 Finally, it is important to underline how ATI work takes place within particular 

normative environments, where workers — like any other institution — perform to a 

certain extent according the norms and values of the institution. As outside researchers, 

we need to be conscious that ATI shops exist within a broader departmental context that 

— because the department employs and ultimately manages the ATI shops — 

complicates the “independence” of the ATI process. ATI workers that act as 

representatives of ATIA users in a department are, first and foremost, employees of that 

department. When “tasking” project areas to turn over requested materials, these ATI 

officers balance the requester’s desires within their broader normative environments. 

Often, program areas (offices of primary interest) might feel intruded upon when tasked 

with information requests. Many of these programming areas are overworked. If 

unsatisfied with document production, ATI staff have a difficult task of balancing their 

statutory duties to assist with the realities of their institutional norms and cultures. ATI 

officers and document-holders share the same workplace. They are likely to work 

together on future files. They share many of the same interests, class privileges, hockey 

pools, cultural and social norms, and they are much more likely to want to satisfy their 

departmental bosses rather than an ATIA user (or the toothless Office of the Information 

Commissioner).  

 86



 These shared norms can result in ATI officers — when pressed about the quality 

of the document production — to give an impression that they are “caught in the middle” 

between unspoken workplace affinities and statutory requirements to assist an “outsider” 

ATIA user. As an example, I will paraphrase a conversation on a file regarding a UN 

meeting in New York attended by high-ranking Canadian officials. The meeting 

concerned sharing “best practices” related to the surveillance of “homegrown 

extremism.” My request related to specific documents, from a specific meeting, on a 

specific day, at a specific time, with specific individuals. An ATI officer, Linda Polowin, 

phoned to inform me that the department (DFATD) was unable to locate the records. I 

suggested that conclusion was difficult to accept given the specificity of the request. 

Polowin replied: “Are you a student? You need to understand that government is big. 

This is a really big department.”14 After being pressed about the specificity of the 

request, Polowin conceded that the claims of non-existent records were ungrounded and 

that the OPI was simply not turning over documents. A component of the difficulty 

centred on one of the individuals — a high placed manager — who attended the meetings 

being on leave, and the current staff being unable to locate the records. It was clear that 

Polowin had limited powers of persuasion, or was not interested in pursuing the matter.  

 On October 4, 2013, Polowin sent me a two-page release — with both pages 

redacted. Surprised by the low quantity of documents, I emailed to inquire whether she 

believed there was a thorough search for the records. Polowin replied:  

 
As specified in my cover letter to you, where the following wording was 
included:  ‘Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Canada’s involvement 
was limited arranging the meetings on the enclosed agenda and accompanying 

                                                 
14 Phone conversation, September 18, 2013.  
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Ms. Galadza [Public Safety Canada] to the meetings. No other background 
material was prepared by this department. (Emphasis added).15   

 
In focusing on the preparation of the document — despite my request specifying “in the 

possession” of the department — Polowin engaged in a limiting of the scope of the 

request. She concluded:  

 
In answer to your question. Yes, I am confident that the program area who 
responded to this request did provide any and all records that this institution is 
in possession of. (Ibid. Emphasis added).  

 
An important element of this response demonstrates how an ATI officer can re-

scope (despite her inconsistencies in the letter) to give a rationale for limiting the 

disclosure of records. For whatever reason, the OPI did not want to gather or release 

information, and Polowin rationalized the non-compliance of her peers with a unilateral 

re-scoping and strong defence of the OPIs turnover of documents. The reason I can make 

the conclusion that Polowin squashed an information request to protect her peers is 

simple: the same (simultaneous) request with Public Safety Canada turned over 220 

pages, many of which were produced by, and in the possession of, DFATD. Either the 

OPI had duped Polowin and she could not push back, or Polowin was complicit in the 

suppression of documents.  

It is true that the government is big. The textual records produced in the procession 

of governance are exhausting. Yet, ATI offices regularly respond to requests with letters 

that indicate “no records exist,” even in cases where documents clearly do exist. It is a 

simultaneously comical and boundlessly frustrating process for ATI users. I address 

below the problems associated with responses that say “no records exists,” but the 

broader — and dramatically under-explored — process arising from the shared values 
                                                 
15 Email correspondence, October 15, 2013.  
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and norms within departments and ATI shops withers the independence (and statutory 

spirit) of the ATI process. Without an institutional arrangement that integrates elements 

of “independence” between ATI officers and document-holders, political interference as 

a normative practices arising from shared values and meanings is as natural as Dr. 

Frankenstein’s monster.  

 

Access barriers: Time delays and fees 

Excessive time delays and fees represent the most immediate barrier for ATI 

users. Administrative complaints dealing with these two issues made up 38 per cent of all 

new complaints the OIC in 2013–2014, a 54 per cent increase over the previous year 

(OIC 2014b). Regulations around fees and delays are detailed in the ATIA. Paragraph 

9(1)(b) of the Act allows institutions to extend the due date for a request for a reasonable 

period of time when consultations with other institutions are necessary but cannot be 

completed within the original 30-day time limit. Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat 

policy requires that extensions be as short as possible. Under paragraph 11(2) of the Act 

and in accordance with the Access to Information Regulations, institutions are allowed to 

charge search fees of $10 for each hour in excess of a requester’s first five hours. The 

charging of fees is currently under dispute, due to language in the ATIA regulations 

indicating that institutions can only charge fees for searches of “non-computerized” 

records.  

 Central to this issue is what exactly constitutes “computerized” and “non-

computerized” records. For example, in a recent request, I asked for a word search of the 

National Security Criminal Investigations Suspicious Incident Report (SIR) database that 
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is managed by the RCMP. The RCMP responded that each incident report is taken from 

the web platform and rendered into a separate PDF file, then filed (hardcopy) within a 

particular detachment. After a series of emails and an agreement to significantly scale 

back the time period of the search (three years to one calendar year), the RCMP indicated 

the file would require 27 billable hours ($270.00) in search fees. I replied that I would 

eliminate the word search by taking all the entries for the calendar year (which would 

dramatically increase the workload of the ATI officer in processing, but eliminate the 

billable component of the search). Given a somewhat comical illustration of what Didier 

Fassin (2013) brilliant exposes as arbitrary bureaucratic practices of “petty 

exceptionalism,” the RCMP sent a new cost estimate for the request that totalled over 175 

hours of search time at a billable rate of $1,700. Despite the request dealing with entries 

into a new, state-of-the-art digital database, the internal practices of the department 

render the database virtually inaccessible to ATI users.  

Although a “duty to assist” is spelled out in subsection 4(2.1) of the Act, which 

requires institutions to make every reasonable effort to respond to requests accurately and 

in a timely fashion, ATI users are frequently frustrated by fee requirements and delays. In 

part, this is a result of the scattered terrain of practices that have developed in various 

departments. Though there are formal requirements for search fees and delays, ATI users 

will encounter dramatically different responses depending on the departments they deal 

with. For example, when making a request with Indian Affairs, ATI users will almost 

invariably receive a request for fees. But when making a request with DND, even very 

large requests, users will rarely be asked for fees. Fees are similarly waived when dealing 

with DFATD. One reason some departments rarely charge fees stems from an unstated, 
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unwritten compromise in which departments that regularly invoke extensions forgo fee 

charges on the basis that the request will not be released anywhere close to the 30-day 

statutory requirement. Similarly, departments such as DND will sometimes “split” 

complex requests into multiple parts for no charge. Sometimes, these processes are 

helpful and beneficial. But the fractured terrain of practices means that ATI users need to 

negotiate access based on informal and unknown internal practices of departments, not 

general policies and guidelines at a national level.  

 A number of OIC investigations underscore the absurdity of fee assessments. And 

long, unreasonable delays have been a constant point of discussion in OIC reports. In the 

process of my research, there have been numerous files that have encountered delays and 

high fee assessments. Though I have (regrettably) not kept track of institutional delays, 

the dominant response to my requests has included long extensions. On a number of files, 

even these extensions have not been met. The most ludicrous example deals with a 

request for information on security aid to Palestine (discussed in the case study to 

Chapter 4), which was made with the Canadian Border Services Agency (CBSA 2010-

1481). Logged in July 2010 and requiring a search fee of $100 (the second half of the fee 

has not been collected), the request has remained in progress for over five years. Long 

past the official extension, CBSA ATI officers occasionally send correspondence to 

check if I am still interested. In May 2014, for example, Tanya Wagdin wrote:  

 
Your Access to Information request from 2010 has been reassigned to me as 
we have now finally completed the consultation process. As this request is 
four years old, I wanted to know if you were still interested in receiving 
these records.16 

 

                                                 
16 Email correspondence, May 7, 2014.  
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Ironically, May 2014 was the second time Wagdin was assigned to the request and, when 

asked about timelines in November 2011, she acknowledged that the file was “quite late.” 

In an email from October 2012, after I submitted a new request for a document that 

unbeknownst to me was included in an earlier request, Wagdin wrote: “There are 

approximately +800 pages which we are processing for that request. I also believe that 

the majority of the records may be exempted under sections 13(1) and 15(1) of Act.”17  

 I was asked to consider “abandoning” the newer request (which improves the 

CBSA statistics) to wait for the initial request. I acquiesced, this time to a new ATI 

officer, Ms. Rita Lattanzi-Thomas. I was then informed that “once I receive the 

consultation responses from the other government departments, I will make your request 

my top priority.”18  

I wrote in mid-January 2013 to Ms Lattanzi-Thomas, then again in early February, 

then received a response from A/Team Leader Robert Pupovac, with whom I originally 

started the file in July 2010. Pupovac informed me that consultations were ongoing, but a 

separate ATI on a related topic (CBSA 2010-4262) was prepared for release. Upon 

receiving A-2010-4262 in the following weeks, I asked Pupovac for clarification. The file 

was heavily redacted and I wanted to know the volume of redactions. A typical practice 

in other departments is to number the pages of an ATI release. Often, for redacted pages, 

there will be break pages that say something to the effect of “Pages 100– 110 are redacted 

according to Sections A, B, C,” etc.  The CBSA release, which totalled only 55 pages, 

contained no page numbers or redaction information. In response to my email, Pupovac 

replied:  

                                                 
17 Email correspondence, October 5, 2012.  
18 Email correspondence, October 25, 2012.  
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Hi Jeff, 

  
I know some departments include page numbers and also “black out” the 
redacted areas and/or put the sections of the Access to Information Act used 
to redact portions directly beside the information that has been removed.  
However, these are not requirements under the Act and it is not CBSA’s 
practice to do this.   We are required to advise you of the sections of the Act 
used to redact any information on the records and we do this by stating it in 
the letter we send you with the released records …  In a nut shell, this means 
that we do not advise you of where the redactions were made, but we do tell 
you what sections were used to redact information.  If you have any concerns 
about what was redacted, you do have a right to complain to the Office of the 
Information Commissioner as detailed in the letter we sent you with the 
released records.19 
 
Pupovac’s response demonstrates the ad hoc nature of ATI processing and the 

wanton nature of ATI practices. By not revealing the number of redacted pages or 

specifying which sections were invoked where and when, Pupovac reveals the ability of 

institutions to engage in practices that are clearly information-blocking, with no 

presumption or fear of accountability. Moreover, it demonstrates how different 

departments adopt different practices, making the use of ATI highly inconsistent across 

the federal government. On March 8, 2014, I submitted CBSA file A-2010-4262 to the 

OIC for a complaint regarding the content redactions. It remains uninvestigated.  

 A useful tool for ATI users is to “ATIP an ATIP” (Larsen and Walby 2012a; also 

Piché 2012). This tactic involves making a request on the processing of your initial 

request. Larsen and Walby (2012a:36) have described this process as the “most important 

moment of reflexivity in ATI/FOI research, for if the goal is to understand how 

government agencies work with texts and manage information there is no better 

opportunity to investigate those issues than exploring the textual trails forged in relation 

to a previous request.” By doing an “ATIP of an ATIP,” an ATIA user can receive a 
                                                 
19 Email correspondence, March 5, 2013. 
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number of files pertaining to the processing of the request. These documents can include 

internal correspondence, as well as correspondence with other departments regarding 

consultations. Most illuminating are the records from the AccessPro Case Management 

system that log all activities — somewhat esoterically — which transpire on a file. For 

this particular release (CBSA 2010-4262), these records highlight a number of problems 

with the procedural practices of the ATI shop — much of which would remain secret due 

to the lack of information given to respondents by ATI officers, even when/if respondents 

ask for detailed updates on the processing of their files. Noteworthy elements of the 

disclosure include:20 

 

1. There were a total of 89 pages reviewed, and 55 pages released.  
 

2. Full account of timelines: Days allowed 120, days taken 721.  
 
3. The file was prepared for release in July 2011, but then more documents 
were found. Wagdin wanted to release the records that were already prepared 
and ready, but was told by manager Alain Belleville: “If we have more 
records to come than the ones we are releasing it would be better not to close 
the file” (162). A note in the AccessPro management system said: “It was 
discovered during the Comms process that there were missing records — 
[Program bureau] needed to be tasked” (167). Despite repeated queries on the 
status of the file, I was never told about the addition of new materials, nor that 
some records were completed and approved for release. Nor was I given a 
new, formal extension. Unlike a common practice from other departments, I 
was never given an option to receive a partial release.  

 
4. Consultations — which normally present the main reason for long delays 
— were completed rather promptly. Upon discovering the new documents, 
the package was sent to DFATD, DND, and Public Safety in August 2011. 
DND and Public Safety Canada responded in September 2011 with no 
redactions. DFATD responded in April 2012. According to AccessPro 
records, all consultations were completed by April 2012. 

 
5. File processing has a number of anomalies that indicate potential political 
interference. The AccessPro system shows a long delay before the files were 

                                                 
20 All content in the numbered items below from file CBSA 2012-16646.  

 94



reviewed. Wagdin reviewed the files starting July 12, 2012, and completed 
the review on August 21, 2012, ahead of schedule. For no reasons provided, 
the file was transferred from Wagdin to senior manager Tara Rapley on 
September 21, 2012. Yet the files were only released in February 2013 — a 
five month gap with no notes or explanation.  
 
6. Upon finalizing the package (for the second time), Pupovac widely 
distributed the documents for approvals. Pupovac sent the file to the 
communications staff for review, where Communications officer Melanie 
Reasbeck replied: “This package is ok for release. No concern” (70). The file 
was distributed to senior managers in the issues management and 
communications teams, as well as the communications listserve. Finally, 
AccessPro indicates that “MO Head's Up sent via email” (160) — although 
no emails were provided in the disclosure. The MO “heads up” was sent on 
February 6, and the package released on February 11. 

 
7. Finally, when my complaint with the OIC was established in March 20, 
2013, CBSA provided a very rapid response — replying by April 15, 2013. 
The contents of the response to the OIC are not displayed (and the OIC do not 
tell a complainant very much — the file has been stalled with the OIC ever 
since).  

 
Information gleaned from the ATIP of the ATIP demonstrates a number of 

important facts and factors of the request that would have remained “hidden” from the 

ATI user. Most immediately, the page volume of the request and its total timeline are 

made explicit. Importantly, it also acts as a registrar that can demonstrate significant 

anomalies. The time lags raise troubling questions about potential “red filing,” as well as 

the involvement of senior management. Direct consultations with the Ministers’ Office, 

which could be regular, also erode claims of ATI offices remaining independent. In total, 

this process reveals the sub-layers of activity that are involved in producing ATIA data, 

and give light to the numerous barriers that AEA researchers must negotiate and 

manoeuvre around when requesting secretive and sensitive information.  

 

Superficiality and arbitrariness in document retrieval  

 95



Issues of superficiality and arbitrariness pervade ATI practices. Although there 

are a number of factors contributing to this, the two most important I address in this 

section and the next are poor document retrievals and redactions, both of which can 

figure into non-disclosure. Complaints arising from the poor retrieval of records or 

instances where records are exempted or excluded represent a large component of the 

overall workload of the OIC. This is particularly true with security-related files, which 

are not disclosed to ATIA users despite their knowledge of these files. The non-disclosure 

of files represents a significant barrier to AEA research, since it compromises the ability 

of researchers to explore, report, and interpret government programs and practices. 

Importantly, AEA researchers can still report on the methods and processes themselves, 

especially in instances where records are known to exist but turn up as “no records exist.”  

On a number of occasions, the OIC has detailed that ATI shops are under-funded, 

under-resourced, and under-staffed. These problems have been compounded by a general 

increase in ATI research and ATI requests, which are partly a result of the federal 

Conservatives’ restrictive policies on communications and access to information. In 

addition to problems of money, staffing, and workload, the request process itself raises 

problems when ATI officers out-source the job of aggregating records. As demonstrated 

in the case of Linda Polowin at DFATD, program areas might not be interested in turning 

over documents, might not know where documents are stored, and might hold general 

hostilities towards being “ATIPed.” All of these factors can contribute to a poor 

performance in the relaying of documents.  

 In some cases where ATI users file “shotgun” requests that are very broad and 

general in scope, ATI offices can engage in superficial or dismissive responses more 
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easily. However, with cases where ATI users have knowledge of the particular 

documents or a strong indication of general document that would exist based on 

requirements of the program, the superficiality of the ATI process becomes much more 

evident. Consider this series of requests with the RCMP on training the Palestinian 

Civilian Police in the West Bank.  

 Filing an initial report in May 14, 2011, I requested documents related to the 

RCMP support of the EUPOL COPPS mission, including “Documents used for or during 

training sessions (handouts, reports, PowerPoints).” I received the disclosure of 217 

pages in January 2012 (RCMP 2011-805). Despite asking for a number of specific 

documents, Monthly Reports are the lowest hanging fruit and, as a result, they comprised 

a major component of the final release. Within the reports, there were several documents 

that made reference to specific training programs, in particular a course called “Policing 

in a democratic society.” The notes from the Monthly Reports indicated the dates and 

locations of the courses, the names of the RCMP facilitators, and reported/confirmed that 

the course was well received. In November 2013, I requested the following materials:  

1) All materials prepared for the Palestine Civilian Police course ‘policing in 
a democratic society.’; 2) Mission Implementation Plan (MIP). For years 
2008-through-2012; and 3) the assessment report turned over on 2009-01-16 
by Canadian police trainers to the senior management of the EUPOL 
COPPS.21 

 
I eventually received an undated letter with a response that “no records exist.”  As 

detailed by the OIC over the past three years, the RCMP rarely even acknowledge receipt 

of requests within the 30-day statutory requirement (OIC 2014b). I wrote ATI officer Ms. 

Dana McAteer by email (2014: June 25, July 8, July 24) to inquire about where the 

records might be located. As is often the case with the ATI shop at the RCMP, Ms. 
                                                 
21 By letter, November 13, 2013. RCMP file Error! Main Document Only.A-2013-7245. 
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McAteer never replied. Instead of pursuing a complaint on this file, I opted to retry with 

the same department and, ideally, a different ATI officer. After resubmitting a new 

request on the old content, in August 2014, I received a quick response that said the 

documents are EUPOL COPPS documents, and therefore not under RCMP possession or 

control. I responded to ATI officer Francine Larose by email (receiving no response), 

then again by email to explain that RCMP members on the deployment regularly use their 

RCMP emails to send Monthly Reports. Furthermore, using documents from my previous 

ATI, I politely informed Ms. Larose that staff on Palestine deployment were issued 

RCMP laptops and given directives to use those laptops “to stay current with matters in 

Canada.” I asked Ms. Larose whether the “comprehensive” search had included any 

laptops, backup hardrives or emails. Ms. Larose refused to answer and, regrettably, the 

file was sent to the OIC — where it remains.  

 

Redactions  

 A number of recent cases have demonstrated that governments apply exemptions 

to records far more broadly than necessary, particularly with sensitive files. In many of 

these cases, the decision to withhold files is discretionary and based on a department’s 

invocation of exception authorities from the Act. Within the ATIA, there are two classes 

of exemptions: class-based exceptions and injury-based exceptions. Class-based 

exceptions are mandatory exemptions relating to sections of the ATIA that specify 

institutions “shall refuse to disclose” documents that correctly fall within its scope, 

whereas injury-based exceptions specify that institutions “may refuse to disclose” 

documents through discretionary criteria based on a standard of reasonableness. The 

 98



distinction between these categories is summarized in Bronskill v Canada 2012, at 

paragraph 13: 

 
Class-based exemptions are typically involved when the nature of the 
documentation sought is sensitive in and of itself. For example, the section 13 
exemption is related to information obtained from foreign governments, 
which, by its nature, is a class-based exemption. Injury-based exemptions 
require that the decision-maker analyze whether the release of information 
could be prejudicial to the interests articulated in the exemption. Section 15 is 
an injury-based exemption: the head of the government institution must 
assess whether the disclosure of information could “be expected to be 
injurious to the conduct of international affairs, the defence of Canada or any 
state allied or associated with Canada or the detection, prevention or 
suppression of subversive or hostile activities” (Bronskill v Canada 2012:para 
13). 

 
Depending on the exemption provisions claimed within certain ATIA requests, the 

government can either have the obligation or the discretion to enforce an exemption. 

When ATI users file a complaint to investigate the overuse of exception discretion, the 

OIC, and later the courts, have to evaluate the processes of the institutions using a two-

step evaluation process. First, it must be assessed whether the records fall into the 

appropriate exemption provisions of the Act (standard of correctness). Then, it must be 

determined whether the institution applied discretion appropriately (standard of 

reasonableness) (see: Braunschweig v Canada (2014) Ontario (Public Safety and 

Security) v Criminal Lawyers' Association (2010); Attaran v Canada (2011).  

 To demonstrate that discretionary exemptions have been invoked reasonably, the 

responding institution must meet some high thresholds (in theory). A strong 

jurisprudence on ATI cases related to exceptions have required that they be truly “limited 

and specific,” as well as demonstrate “reasonable expectation of probable harm” (see 

Bronskill). Recently in Braunshweig (2012:para 56), it was ruled that “the explanation 
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given to show the evaluation of the injury, if disclosure occurs, is serious, in depth, 

professional and factually based.” Courts have also stressed that the evidence used to 

justify exceptions cannot be speculative, nor can redactions be invoked to prevent 

embarrassments or hide illegal acts.  

 While the jurisprudence clearly demonstrates that an injury-based exemption must 

be based on clear, direct, and convincing evidence of harm, complaints arising from over-

use of discretionary exemptions are common. An illustrative case of discretionary 

redactions (and the threat of superficiality) is the case of the Tommy Douglas files held 

by the Library and Archives Canada (LAC). Tommy Douglas has been widely celebrated 

for his contributions to political life. Equally, a strong body of literature has detailed how 

Douglas and other leftists of the 1960s were routinely placed under surveillance by 

policing and security agencies. While knowledge of the surveillance campaigns against 

the political left have been detailed, the national security files pertaining to Tommy 

Douglas have not been fully disclosed. Since Canada does not have a formal document 

de-classification procedure, Canadian Press journalist Jim Bronskill filed a request with 

Library and Archives Canada (since the files had been transferred from the RCMP to the 

national archives) for a “copy of the RCMP Security Service File(s) on Thomas Clement 

(Tommy) Douglas” in November 2005.  

 Bronskill filed for judicial review in October 2007. Upon Judicial Review a 

number of inconsistencies not identified in the OIC investigation became apparent.22 

                                                 
22 After a complaint with the OIC, ATIA users can proceed to Judicial Review (JR). Two options are 
available: 1) when the OIC believes the institution has not adequately responded to their investigation, the 
OIC can take the file to JR on your behalf (this is free for ATI users, though the requester has limited 
strategic involvement); or 2) if the OIC believes the complaint was resolved — and the finding is contested 
— an complainant can file their own JR. This process is potentially quite expensive, yet it has been highly 
effective. The Bronskill complaint is one recent example.  
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While the OIC had found that the files were properly handled by both the national 

archives and CSIS, litigation revealed that these institutions had, in fact, not turned over 

all the files in their possession. Litigating ATIA files in the federal court can be a highly 

effective (but costly) mechanism of generating disclosure. Litigation affords the 

opportunity to investigate the actual processing steps of the ATIA requests, and often 

includes ATI officers filing affidavits that explain the institutional decisions regarding 

redactions or delays. If affidavits are filed, it also allows ATIA users to cross-examine 

these officials under oath. What emerged from the Tommy Douglas files was that the 

LAC and CSIS had unilaterally limited the scope of the files to focus (very literally) on a 

specific “RCMP Security Service File,” as opposed to a general recognition of files 

(plural) in their possession. The result of this was that a number of files that were 

referenced in the RCMP Security Service File — but not made available to Bronskill — 

were excluded. The court describes affidavits and testimonies from CSIS ATI 

Coordinator Nicole Jalbert’s as “disingenuous.” Likewise, the court suggests that both 

Jalbert and Bill Wood, Acting Director of the Access to Information, Privacy and 

Personnel Records Division at LAC, acted in bad faith throughout the document retrieval 

and litigation process. Though Bronskill’s use of judicial review was successful in 

releasing a large volume of records that would have otherwise remained hidden, his 

efforts to release the full Tommy Douglas files were stalled at the Federal Court of 

Appeal (then failed to receive leave to appeal at the Supreme Court), and 215 pages of 

the file remain forever sealed and other documents retain significant redactions.  

 What these cases and examples demonstrate are the highly discretionary processes 

of ATIA exemptions. AEA researchers can be quickly turned off from the data gathering 
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process by these discretionary measures. They can, however, engage in multiple avenues 

of data collection to move beyond initial ATIA barriers and produce further information. 

Using the ATIA requires frequent, targeted requests to pursue documents.  

 

AEA and mosaic strategies 

 Potential of political interference, time delays and fees, poor document retrievals, 

and arbitrary redactions make using ATIA processes in Canada highly inconsistent and 

often quite frustrating. In addition to these barriers, users have limited forms of redress 

given the limitations of the OIC complaints processes. These barriers strike to the core of 

the Act’s ability to live up to its promises of transparent government (whatever one may 

think of those). These shortcomings cannot be reconciled with the current iteration of the 

ATIA, and can only be addressed through legislative reforms. Without reforms, these 

shortcomings will persist and, in keeping with current trends, accelerate in the years to 

come.  

 For AEA researchers, the shortcomings of using the ATIA are significant but not 

disabling. The importance of mosaic effect strategies cannot be understated. Given the 

delays that ATIA users often experience, making multiple requests allows for a number of 

streams — or possible streams — of information to flow. Upon receiving requests, this 

requires frequent follow-up requests to enhance the mosaic effect of any given field of 

exploration. Most importantly, AEA processes must recognize that a good deal of 

exploration produces little result. Despite a foreknowledge of documents or programs, 

these records may not be released. The principle importance is to structure research 

programs in an applied fashion and pursue topics which represent a higher probability of 
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success. This means that some issues, topics, and programs will remain “hidden” for the 

time being. But the principle that data production be a continuous process will ensure that 

the exploratory program yields data in the future.  

 Pursing multiple angles is not necessarily a solution, nor is it without its own 

pitfalls. In many cases, departments will have to consult with their colleagues in other 

departments if/when document materials require consultation. These consultations can be 

very time-consuming, as well as result in more planned processes of document 

suppression. It also requires that researchers have their own resources, which ideally can 

include a fixed address (for several years), time (potentially several years), money, and 

lots of patience. Despite these limitations, multiple requests can be highly productive. 

Overall, there are no complete solutions to the problem of document suppression. Given 

the significant barriers to the access regime, using an applied exploratory approach 

requires patience and continuity to generate hidden data on security governance practices. 

 

Conclusions: Using an Applied Exploratory Analysis as a research design 

The aim of this chapter has been to underline the limitations of my research 

design, while highlighting the many possibilities for exploratory research as a 

contribution to sociological research on secretive and hidden social realities. My 

contention is that the exploratory approach to research is well-suited to security 

governance for two important reasons. First, due to security governance being secretive 

by design, an exploratory research design prefigures that uncovering aspects of security 

practices involves step by step processes that unfold over time. It is not a data collection 

process that takes a concrete and objective data set, but a data production strategy that 
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requires constant re-engagement because activating one piece of an information puzzle 

necessitates further efforts to produce additional information. In navigating these 

processes, the researcher is producing the contours of —  and knowledge about — the 

secretive social realities under exploration. Deciding upon limits to the scope of research 

necessarily involves making limitations to the plurality of social realities related to the 

field of exploration. While making these limitations can reduce the breadth of a research 

project, it is more than anything an invitation to/for others to contribute to this research 

on hidden and secretive social realities through demarcating lines of future exploration. 

Second, like all research designs, an AEA design is limited by the types of data 

production undertaken. Research questions guide the types of strategies of inquiry needed 

to address the overall aims of the research, and researchers are limited in the methods are 

available to be pursued. Given the limitlessness of the topic of security aid, my design for 

this dissertation pursues interviews with security experts and official documents to open 

an exploration to the “elusive realities” (Law 2004) of security aid. While acknowledging 

the many future possibilities for exploratory research, the purpose of AEA is to set a limit 

to exploration in an applied manner. 

 While some scholars have characterized similar efforts as “experimental” (Aradau 

et al. 2015), I prefer to use an exploratory framework to characterize my research. Not 

inasmuch as it is less “scientific,” but to foreground the process of revealing: it is not 

about “testing” to see if a hypothesis is correct. Security practices abound, and our 

strategies of inquiry need to lead towards description, not validation. This is particularly 

true with the growing field of security or “risk bureaucracies.” Weber (1968:992) noted 

that bureaucratic administrations “always tends to exclude the public, to hide its 
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knowledge and action from criticism, as well as it can.” Bureaucracies that govern the 

mundane or banal have been shown to encourage elusive and secretive cultures (Brodeur 

and Dupont 2006; Marx 1984; Roberts 2006), and security bureaucracies exemplify this 

organizational character of secrecy. In using data production strategies that challenge the 

secrecy of security governance practices, AEA does not just “collect” data that represents 

these practices. It enacts the knowledges that are hidden in our governance of 

(in)security.  

 Contributing to a sociological history that aims to advance our knowledge of 

secretive or hidden realities through bricolage and “studying up,” AEA produces 

knowledge about elite practices. Security governance is twinned with power and social 

control, existing in a milieu at the centre of governmental authority. I use two primary 

strategies of inquiry to narrate how these practices work in the world. Through interviews 

with security experts, I explore the strategic objectives of security aid, how experts 

maneuver and mobilize their expertise to address the challenges of “developing” security, 

and their views of the “place” of Canadian “aid” in the world. Using the ATIA as a 

mosaic approach to textual records, I examine the contributions of dozens of departments 

and hundreds of projects in regions throughout the world. Unlike interviews with experts 

that can provide in-depth explanations on specific events or rationalities, the mosaic 

effect can provide exceptional breadth of data; a high volume of data on projects, 

finances, and participants; and in-depth details on strategic objectives. ATIA also provides 

for narratives on projects and detailed reports on particular projects. As the following 

chapters demonstrate, these strategies of inquiry have been very effective in providing an 

empirical lens to construct the categorical realities of “security aid.” My contention here 
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is that the elusive realities of security aid have many facets that can and should be 

explored (cultural dimensions; impacts on the ground; inter-relationship dynamics 

between experts; genealogical formations of expert knowledge; technological 

dispersions, bilateral relations between Canada and recipients; etc). One of the effects of 

enacting a social reality (security aid) is that is does not correspond with a fixed ability to 

regulate the proliferation of alternate realities. By using an AEA research design, I have 

demonstrate that security aid is now an opened field. 
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Chapter Three 
Mapping security aid and the geographies of (in)security 
 
Introduction: Mapping as methods 

In February 2014 the Canadian Forces participated in a conference entitled 

“Places of Interest: The Canadian Army and the New Global Security Environment.”23 

Sprinkled in with sympathetic academics, the CF command structure was also well 

represented. Presenters included Lieutenant-Gen Marquis Hainse, Commander of the 

Canadian Army, on “Perspective on Future Challenges”; Major-General Christian 

Rousseau, Commander, Canadian Forces Intelligence Command, on “Trends to Watch”; 

Commodore Darren Hawco, Chief of Force Development on “Cyber Warfare”; a keynote 

from Brigadier-General Michael Pearson, Commander of Task Force Jerusalem, on 

“Canada and the Middle East”; and Major-General Steve Bowes, Commander Canadian 

Army Doctrine and Training System, chairing a panel on “How Must the Canadian Army 

Prepare for the Future?”. Also included was a roundtable with the representatives from 

the Canadian Army Land Warfare Centre on “The Army’s Vision of the New Security 

Environment.”  

 An excerpt of the presentation from Major-General Rousseau, Chief of Defence 

Intelligence, outlines a catalogue of “new” global threats: Al-Qaeda’s continuing threat 

“as a stateless army and as a social movement”; activities of over a dozen other listed 

terrorism entities; threats from other “homegrown violent extremist” groups; threats 

posed by “political transition and instability” in Africa; state support for terrorism (listing 

Syria and Iran); threats to Canadian citizens abroad as well CF members working in 

                                                 
23 Annual Conference – Gregg Centre for the Study of War and Society at the University of New 
Brunswick; see: http://www.unb.ca/fredericton/arts/centres/gregg/study/conference/annual/places.html 
(accessed April 8, 2015).  
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observer missions in the Middle East; the Taliban and Haqqani Networks’ “threat to the 

CAF nation building presence there”; the threat of “illegal international activities of the 

Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), (both overseas and within Canada)”; and a list 

of Asian groups that “challenge democratic national authorities” (DND 2014-1426). In 

the Americas, Rousseau outlines the threat of FARC and ELN in Colombia, and Shining 

Path in Peru, cautioning that “Terrorism and criminal violence remain a challenge in the 

Americas, particularly when such activities cross into Canada and the United States” 

(DND 2014-1426:7). In pairing “criminal” and “terrorism” threats, Rousseau underlines 

that “Canada continues to work with a variety of partners throughout the Americas to 

build local counter-terrorism capacity, support criminal justice reform and help tackle the 

broad security challenges posed by criminal violence and drug trafficking” (DND 2014-

1426:6-7). 

 In his presentation, Rousseau provides a vivid articulation of the transversal “New 

Global Security Environment.” Underlining an emerging theme of resilience — what 

scholars have described as an important discursive devise in blending security and 

development (Aradau 2014; Chandler 2012; Duffield 2012) — Rousseau warns that 

“Canada’s success in remaining resilient to the terrorist threat continues to depend on 

having an approach that is flexible, forward-looking, and adaptable to an evolving global 

threat environment” (emphasis added). A number of scholars have highlighted the 

collapse of “internal” and “external” aspects of security and the contemporary 

“transversal” nature of threats (Bigo 2006; Burgess 2009; Eriksson and Rhinard 2009; 

Pickering and Weber 2013). Government responses to transversal threats in the “new 

global security environment” have been to enhance efforts at surveillance and social 
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control, particularly within those “places of interest” that are deemed to be the most risky. 

It is precisely in these geographies of (in)security that the above examples of threat 

translate into aid regimes to develop practices of security, surveillance, and social 

control. This chapter presents a concomitant process of “mapping” by tracing the 

contours of both the Canadian bureaucracies of “security aid” as well as the “places of 

interest” in which these bureaucracies and geographies coalesce into security 

development regimes.  

 Scholars have noted a growing interest in “mapping as a method” (Loughlan et al. 

2015), particularly within critical security studies and international political sociology 

(Bigo 2008; Salter 2010; Shapiro 2007). With an emphasis on the practices of security 

(i.e. the “practice turn”), scholarship has increasingly focused on mapping security 

practices as opposed to security discourses (Alder and Pouliot 2011; Pouliot 2010; 2007; 

see also Salter and Multu 2012:85-109; Loughlan et al. 2015). As an introductory account 

of security aid practices, the mapping exercise undertaken in this chapter is exploratory, 

partial, and evolving. Following Stern and Ojendal’s (2010:8) discussion of mapping the 

security-development nexus, my efforts are similarly parsimonious, in that “Any account 

of the vast fields that encompass considerations and practices of ‘development’ and 

‘security’ will undoubtedly be partial.” Following other mapping exercises, the 

exploratory approach that I undertake in this chapter takes shape as a critical investigative 

method as a process for studying these opaque, complex social worlds.  

  The chapter unfolds by mapping two (intertwined) tracts. One tract maps out the 

Canadian bureaucracies of security, while the other corresponds to the “places of 

interest” animating the imaginary of Canadian security innovators. The first tract explores 
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security aid bureaucracies by asking: Who are the agencies that fund security aid? Who 

are the experts and where is the expertise? How do these bureaucracies and experts fit 

together in the complex, “whole of government” approach to security development? 

What expertise and practices are prioritized and mobilized in security aid? As a process 

for understanding these key questions, I outline three fluid spheres of the security aid 

social universe: aid hubs, security innovators, and recipient (beneficiary) countries. I 

provide detailed examinations of both spheres of aid hubs and security innovators, 

offering an overview of their areas of expertise and practices of security development. It 

is especially relevant to detail the actors within these spheres — which includes the 

funding hubs in the department of Foreign Affairs, the Department of National Defence 

(DND), Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), Canadian Commercial Corporation 

(CCC), and others — given these programs and institutions are prominent throughout this 

dissertation.  

 Through the mapping of the bureaucratic field of Canadian security aid, I also 

map out the other tract related to the “places of interest” comprising the third sphere of 

aid. Exploring the practices of security aid in these “recipient,” I engage in a geo-political 

mapping exercise that asks: What countries are prioritized for security assistance funds? 

Why are those countries prioritized? With what types of development programs are 

provided, what types of “security” are being developed? Where do the practices of 

security aid funds and security innovators take places? And how are these security 

assistance projects demonstrative of Canadian expertise? As an initial mapping exercise 

of the “places of interest” addressed by security aid, I present a geographic discussion 

regarding a number of projects and practices of security development. The materials 
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explored in this discussion (and the chapter more broadly) serve as an introduction to 

Canadian strategic interests, Canada’s character (and strategies) of what I call norm-

supporting, as well as the contradictions, inconsistencies and barriers of security aid 

programming — which are discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 5.  

 The chapter proceeds in by way of three main sections. First, I offer my map of 

security aid and a discussion of its spheres of practice. Second, I detail the sphere of 

security aid hubs, exploring each hub’s spending and the “places of interest” addressed 

by their respective practices of security assistance. Third, I examine security innovators 

by tracing out their contributions of security expertise, then again providing an empirical 

discussion of the “places of interest” where their security innovation is practiced. 

Although there are many aspects of the security aid regime that are detailed in this text — 

and many others that are not — the aim of this chapter is to provide readers with a map of 

the bureaucracies that feature prominently throughout this study, as well as an overview 

of the geographies of (in)security in which the practices of security aid are inscribed.  

 

Mapping security aid 

 In the map below, you will find three spheres of security aid as a social field. You 

will note that their boundaries are flexible, allowing for travel of actors and information 

between these spheres while nonetheless retaining distinct forms. This chapter details 

each of the spheres and their prominent actors. The immediate purpose of presenting the 

graph is to give a basic guide to its topology and some definitions of its composite parts, 

so that readers can refer back to them (if necessary) during the detailed explorations that 
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follow.  

 

Illustration 1: Map of security aid  

At the centre of the graph you will find the security aid hubs. As the primary 

funding sources, these hubs occupy the centre of the security aid social universe in that 

they act as the information and management hubs for Canada’s security “assistance” 

regime, as well as its centre of political gravitation. As this dissertation argues, security 

aid is organized according to the fulfillment of Canadian strategic interests, and these 

hubs have the expertise to manage strategic objectives as well as a varied expertise in 
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security development and international relations. As the gateway for providing 

“assistance,” the hubs are also prone to the “politicization of aid” (which I detail in 

Chapter 5). Three security aid hubs are managed by the Department of Foreign Affairs 

(DFATD) — The Global Peace and Security Fund (GPSF), the Anti-Crime Capacity 

Building Program (ACCBP), and the Counter-terrorism Capacity Building (CTCB) 

program — and comprise a major element of Canadian security aid funding. The other 

notable security aid hub is the Department of National Defence (DND), which has 

numerous elements of funding and a strong political gravitational pull. Yet, unlike the 

DFATD security aid hubs, DND also operated in the field as a security innovator through 

the Canadian Forces (i.e. military branch). Given the interconnectivity of the funding and 

implementing branches, I have kept them together as one entity that operates across both 

spheres of security aid.  

The middle sphere of the graph represents a space of security innovators. As 

experts in the development of security, security innovators provide training and capacity 

building projects that aim to develop security regimes. Security innovators are the 

development workers of security aid, often referred to as the “implementing partners” 

whose expertise and creativity characterize Canadian norm-supporting. Detailed 

extensively throughout the case studies in this dissertation, Canadian security innovation 

includes expertise in providing “infrastructures” (which I describe as “hardwares” like 

enclosures, technologies, and materials), as well as the “techniques” of security (i.e. the 

“softwares” of security knowledge-practices). Security innovators receive their funding 

from security aid hubs and have an interest in advancing their own reputations and 

influence, which is most effectively performed by providing tangible, concrete security 
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development training that demonstrates the reliability of Canadian security innovation. 

This is especially evident in norm-supporting the agendas of norm-makers. Prominent 

security innovators include the RCMP, CBSA, CSC, and Public Safety Canada. Also 

included as a security innovator is DND-CF, which is prominent in providing both 

security development on the ground as well as funding and managing expertise as a 

security hub. An additional actor in the sphere of security innovators is CCC, a Crown 

corporation that acts as the monopoly procurement agent for the purchase and “in-kind 

donation” of “infrastructures” within security aid regimes. They act as a central gateway 

for the involvement of private security technology companies in security development, a 

process I detail in this chapter and more extensively in Chapter 7. Finally, the sphere of 

security innovators also includes a wide array of non-Canadian entities who act as 

“implementing partners” of security aid. This can include NGOs who receive security 

assistance for work in the global South, but more prominently involves a number of 

international organizations that are very active security innovators within their own 

mandates. Prominent international security innovators that I discuss are agencies like the 

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), the International Organization for 

Migration (IOM), and Interpol. While my dissertation does not go into great detail on the 

activities and strategic interests of these security innovators, I do map where they have 

intersected with Canadian security aid, opening a pathway for further exploration.  

 The peripheral sphere represents what Major-General Rousseau called the “New 

Global Security Environment,” and what this dissertation refers to as the transversal 

geographies of (in)security. This is the sphere of recipient countries. As recipients of 

assistance, these countries are the sites of security development. In line with development 
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discourses, these countries are sometimes referred to as “partners” or “beneficiaries,” 

although as I detail extensively, these “partners” are viewed as deficient by the global 

North. Former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan used the term “weak links”24 to 

describe how these countries have not fully integrated into global systems of security 

governance, and Franko Aas (2013) has used the term “deviants states” to underline the 

reformatory logics through which Northern countries perceive these “partners.” 

Throughout this dissertation, I offer a number of case studies on high-priority security aid 

projects, and this chapter aims to further map out the spatial focus of Canadian security 

aid. Importantly, it is worth highlighting that this “map” is not a representation of global 

(in)securities as much as a representation of the spatial focus of Canadian security 

practices. There are many localities facing tragic violence and insecurity that receive very 

little funding or attention from security innovators. My point is not to address how or if 

security assistance would ameliorate these sites of insecurity, or engage in an evaluation 

of places “most in need” of security development. Instead, as I argue throughout this 

dissertation, the geographies explored represent areas where security development 

programming is leveraged to advance Canadian strategic interests. 

 The spheres outlined above are structures of the security aid regime. Both aspects 

of the Canadian aid regime — hubs and innovators — share a division of labour and 

engage in related by separate spheres of practice. However, individual actors often travel 

through these two spheres. For example, with the security aid hubs are numerous experts 

who have worked in the field. Likewise, security innovators are often well-educated, and 

highly experienced in the political-strategic spheres of security hubs. Therefore, when 

referring to individuals or groups I often interchange the terms “experts” and “security 
                                                 
24 Kofi Annan quoted in Patrick (2011): “our defences are only as strong as their weakest links.” 
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innovators” to refer to actors within both spheres of Canadian security aid. As I describe 

throughout the dissertation, the overall character of Canadian security aid itself is 

produced by the tangible and creative practices of security innovators and, therefore, the 

term is applicable to individuals across the spheres in addition to the particular nodes of  

expertise that are mobilized in the field for security development.  

 In the next section I detail the main security aid hubs from DFATD. 

Subsequently, I detail Canadian security innovators (including DND, CCC, and RCMP). 

After providing a detailed map of agencies of Canadian security assistance, I map the 

geographies of (in)security addressed by Canadian security aid.   

 

Security aid hubs 

 Canada’s Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade, and Development (DFATD) is 

one of the large departments of the Canadian bureaucracy (formerly DFAIT). In June 

2013, Canada’s international development agency — the Canadian International 

Development Agency (CIDA) — was formally rolled into the Foreign Affairs 

department. Although the merger of CIDA and Foreign Affairs had been an issue of long-

standing debate, the merger has coincided with a more vocal effort by Canadian 

politicians to combine development programming with its broader international interests. 

While the hyperbole from the Harper government (and critics) emphasize the merger as a 

new form of “economic diplomacy” — developed in the Global Markets Action Plan 

(Canada 2013) — Canadian foreign affairs and development bureaucracies have a long-

standing tradition of using development strategies to further commercial interests (Brown 

2013; Morrison 1998; Spicer 1966). Moreover, economic development regimes and 
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humanitarian assistance programs from Northern states have — from their conception — 

been tied to self–interest, not altruism (Cowen and Shenton 1996). What is germane to 

my examination of security aid regimes is how bureaucracies have mobilized 

humanitarian reasons within the global security turn to target specific localities and 

populations as potential vectors of risk, which involves various security projects to 

develop the capacities of security governance to order these places and populations. 

 I begin by detailing the most prominent funding mechanisms of security aid. 

Administered by DFATD, these agencies are: the Global Peace and Security Fund 

(GPSF), the Anti-Crime Capacity Building Program (ACCBP), and the Counter-terrorism 

Capacity Building (CTCB) program. Having all been designed as foreign policy tools 

within the “war on terror,” these security aid hubs are central to creating the character of 

Canada’s “aid” contribution to the security community. As I detail below, funding from 

DFATD security assistance envelops often flow to other Canadian agencies as the 

“implementing partners” of development projects. Therefore, the involvement of DFATD 

agencies in security development is often at the bureaucratic level, meaning that DFATD 

experts do not do the on the ground training. Instead, they provide assessments, 

overview, expert opinions, and follow-ups to all projects that flow their funding 

mechanisms. For example, a DFATD program such as the ACCBP would be tasked with 

designing a program should the government of Canada commit $2 million to improve 

cross-border identity analysis in Jamaica. Employees from the ACCBP would draw up a 

project proposal, working in conjunction with Canadian security innovators (usually the 

RCMP or CBSA) as well as representatives of Jamaica or other regional entities. This 

often involves funding an initial assessment or scoping mission to assess current 
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capabilities and make a plan of development. A proposal would be drafted by DFATD 

officials within the security aid hubs, often in consultation with security innovators (other 

departments) or with private companies regarding technology procurements (biometrics, 

fingerprints, etc.). Proposals then go upwards within the DFATD bureaucracy, which 

typically entails revisions after consultations with other DFATD branches, and strategic 

considerations from upper echelons of the bureaucracy. In recent years, this has also 

included more direct involvement from the Minister’s Office. After revisions are 

accepted, the project can be approved by the Minister’s Office. DFATD would arrange 

the logistics with the implementing partner, who would be responsible for the trainings 

and capacity building in the field. In the case of border management in Jamaica, it could 

involve multiple implementing partners including the RCMP, DND, and CBSA, as well 

as support for embassy liaisons. Often, this is what is referred to as the “whole of 

government” approach, and could also include private trainings from technology 

companies.   

 As with many of the projects discussed in this dissertation, DFATD branches 

serve as the funding arm, thus acting as information hubs and project managers for 

hundreds of projects simultaneously. In addition to important bureaucratic hubs for 

security assistance, these funding mechanisms are also of significant political value. 

Since the appointment of former Foreign Affairs Minister John Baird (2011–2015), these 

DFATD funding mechanisms have been subjected to intense political interference. In 

Chapter 5, I detail how Canadian experts and security innovators have described the 

“politicization of aid” as a form of interference where the funding processes of security 

aid hubs were disrupted and Canadian aid was curtailed dramatically. In what was 
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described as a significant disruption to security assistance work, two primary interests 

were behind Minister Baird’s activities in reforming security aid. First was a pan-

governmental effort to reduce budgets, cut costs, and incur lapsed funding through 

delays. This was not remote to DFATD, but an aspect of a political strategy to curb the 

national deficit before the 2015 election. Second was Minister Baird’s personal desire to 

rebrand the department — long a symbol of small-l liberalism — under a more 

conservative banner and, as a more specific goal, harness the spending of security aid to 

increase his personal visibility and the promotion of Conservative foreign policy 

priorities. While I detail the critiques provided by participants in this study in Chapter 5, 

the “politicization of aid” is important to highlight given the spending statistics compiled 

below.  

 

START-GPSF: Global Peace and Security Fund 

 Announced in the 2005 as part of the Government of Canada’s International 

Policy Statement, the Global Peace and Security Fund (GPSF) was created as the 

government’s lead agency for security aid.25 Administered by the Stabilization and 

Reconstruction Task Force (START), the fund was created as an international response 

mechanism to “weak links” in global security. DFATD describes the mandate of GPSF 

programming as assisting “fragile states” that “are not properly the responsibility of 

DND, and are outside the core purposes of Canada's Official Development Assistance 

(ODA) Program” (DFATD 2007:iii). With an annual project fund of $150 million, the 

GPSF has a very large scope of security assistance operations, far exceeding the threshold 

                                                 
25 The program is also commonly referred to as the Global Peace and Security Program (GPSP). Canadian 
bureaucracies interchange both terms. I have standardized using the acronym GPSF.  
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of “failed states.” Notably, almost immediately upon its announcement, a number of 

NGOs warned that the GPSF would lead to a “securitization of development” (CCIC 

2005). In many regards this critique is accurate, particularly since START-GPSF quickly 

became the coordinating agency for security development work in Afghanistan, and the 

key facilitator of the “whole of government” approach integral to Canada’s 3-D counter-

insurgency strategy (Chin 2009; Klassen 2013). 

 As a frequent point of conversation among participants in this study, both the 

Stabilization and Reconstruction Taskforce (START) and their program funding branch, 

the Global Peace and Security Fund (GPSF), are a central platform for the “whole of 

government” approach. Generally this is attributable to the large bureaucracy that 

supported GPSF projects. With a staffing contingent of up to 70 people in five groups of 

focus (human security; conflict prevention and peace-building; peacebuilding and peace 

operations; humanitarian affairs; and mine action and small arms), the GPSF had a 

significant influence on the development of Canadian security aid hubs. In addition to the 

project spending, full costs associated with running the GPSF security aid hub amounted 

to over $1.1 billion dollars from 2005–2013.26 With a large supporting cast of experts 

and managers, START had considerable power in framing Canada’s security assistance 

programming. Though initially deeply involved in the less-than-successful “hearts and 

minds” campaign in Afghanistan,27 the GPSF quickly expanded across a larger field of 

geographical interest. Due to the size the fund, I have not compiled a geographic chart, as 

I do with the ACCBP below. However, the projects discussed in this dissertation provide 

                                                 
26 Figures calculated by the Treasury Board: http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/hidb-bdih/plan-
eng.aspx?Org=0&Hi=27&Pl=451 (accessed April 8, 2015).  
27 Although some security innovators continue to promote the Afghan mission as a successful mission, 
some insiders have been highly critical of the “hearts and minds” campaign (see Levitz 2015; Mulroney 
2015).  
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a good illustration of some major “places of interest.” Outside of Afghanistan, the fund 

has been very active in Haiti and Palestine, as well as supporting numerous projects in 

Latin America (particularly Colombia) and Africa. An important aspect of the GPSF is 

that it combines an interest in managing very large security development projects (such 

as over $100 million in spending in Haiti, mostly on “infrastructures” such as prisons, 

police stations, and border checkpoints), as well as an array of small projects in diverse 

locations. It should be noted that, in terms of quantity, the GPSF runs hundreds of project 

per year that are quite small, and often focused on human security projects. While these 

projects represent a large number of the GPSF projects, they are typically quite 

inexpensive and account for only a small amount of total programming.  

 As the spending chart below indicates, the GPSF has an annual budget of $150 

million although, from the period of 2009 to 2014, it has not spent nearly that much in 

assistance funding.28  

 

                                                 
28 Figures compiled using the Supplementary Information Tables that are appended to Annual Budget 
reports for the department; they are available from the DFATD. 
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Figure 1: START-GPSF spending 2009–2014 
 

As demonstrated in the chart, the largest funding year for the period under review 

is 2010–2011, with spending of $125.7 million. Spending during the subsequent year 

(2011–2012) dropped to $63.8 million and corresponds with the arrival of Minister Baird 

(May 2011), as well as the rollback of programs in Afghanistan. An explanatory note in 

the Budget explains the funding drop as follows:  

 
Canada’s military engagement in Afghanistan ended in July 2011, and START-
GPSF programming shifted from regionally focused programming, mainly in 
Kandahar province, to nationally oriented programming based in Kabul. This 
shift, which required standing back up 100 per cent of the Afghanistan envelope, 
combined with delays in approvals occasioned by the 2011 elections, is 
responsible for a significant portion of the programming variance. (DFATD 
2012).  

 
Spending in 2012–2013 is demonstrative of the funding lapses under the Baird 

administration, which participants have described. Planned spending was set at $97.7 

million, yet the new system of project approvals caused a slowdown in spending which 

amounted to $72.9 million. Spending dropped further in 2013–2014 to $60.4 million, 
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representing almost exclusively projects with pre-approval, since the GPSF had an 

expired mandate.  

Mandates for the GPSF are authorized by the federal Cabinet. A major point of 

conversation among participants was the dramatic unknowns about the continuation of 

the GPSF due to the expiration of its mandate. Participants recounted how Minister Baird 

was adamantly opposed to further funding through the GPSF, but was pushed by the 

Prime Minister’s Office to grant a one-year extension in March 2013. However, in March 

2014, the mandate did not receive a further extension, and the GPSF has since been in 

limbo. As I note in Chapter 5, the START-GPSF program was a unique global program 

of security development programming and was used as a model for other rapid-response 

programming units in Northern counties. Security innovators considered this a major 

accomplishment and a demonstration of Canadian innovation and leadership. In this 

context, the lapsing of funding was a particularly sharp point of critique around the 

“politicization of aid.” When one participant was asked if a START-GPSF program could 

exist without a programming dimension, they scoffed and responded: “I’m not sure what 

the hell [it] would be doing.” In large measure, the potential undoing of the GPSF — 

should the Conservative government stay in power —will be a result of the more focused 

and “strategic” avenues of security aid provided by the next two hubs discussed: the 

CTCB and the ACCBP.  

 

CTCB: Counter-terrorism capacity building program 

Announced following the post-9/11 National Security Strategy in 2004 (see 

Canada 2004), the CTCB program is funded from the international assistance envelop 
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with the mandate “to share our expertise” of security and counter-terrorism.29 Providing 

security assistance in the form of trainings, equipment, and technical and legal assistance, 

the CTCB is a funding mechanism intended strictly for countries that meet the eligibility 

as ODA. The graph below demonstrates CTCB spending from 2009 to 2014:30 

 

 
Figure 2: CTCB spending 2009–2014.  
 

CTCB program funding is not fixed and, as demonstrated by the graph, program 

spending doubled from 2009–2010 to 2010–2011 from $9 million to $18.1 million. 

Escaping the purposeful lapsing of funds, spending in 2011–2012 was relatively 

consistent with the year previous ($16.9 million). However, the 2012–2013 numbers 

demonstrate a significant funding lapse, with $17.2 million in planned spending matched 

                                                 
29 Quoted from the CTCB website: http://www.international.gc.ca/crime/ctcb-rcat.aspx?lang=eng (accessed 
April 8, 2015).  
30 Figures compiled from the Supplementary Information Tables that are appended to Annual Budget 
reports for the department; available from the DFATD. 
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with only $10.2 million in actual spending. A similar lapse in funds has been recorded for 

2013–2014, with $17.8 million planned, but only $12.7 million in actual spending.  

As of July 2013, there have been at least 527 CTCB initiatives.31 Of those 

initiatives, there were 431 funded projects from the start of the CTCB in 2005 to July 

2013. In total, the CTCB has managed projects valued at $149,883,725.58.32 However, 

over two dozen projects have redacted spending totals.    

Over the course of the chapters in the dissertation, I discuss CTCB programming 

in many areas, including the Sahel region (below), training Pakistan border police 

(Chapter 8), providing numerous technologies of security aid (Chapter 7), and various 

regional capacity building projects (Chapter 8). As a security aid hub with the mandate to 

develop counter-terrorism capacities, CTCB programming has a central focus on 

surveillance, intelligence, and security sector programming. However, these techniques 

of security overlap with other areas of policing and the criminal justice system. Below 

contains a breakdown of the 431 CTCB projects into seven categories.33  

                                                 
31 This is gathered from the numbering of the CTCB projects, which are filed consecutively under year-
number. 
32 Due to the accounting practices in the CTCB, the project values includes funding figures from other 
government departments. I calculate the OGD contribution to this total project value as $15,680,277.72. 
33 Although project objectives overlap, each project has been categorized according to one “main focus.” 
For example: legislative reforms against terrorism are classified as policing/criminal justice (security sector 
reform); DND trainings for Naval Boarding parties are classified as border security, not SSR or policing; 
and training police on maritime surveillance techniques is classified as border security, not policing. 
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Figure 3: CTCB projects by sector. 
 

Of significance is the high number of redactions related to the types of trainings 

involved. My methodology for classifying counter-terrorism and intelligence projects — 

which have a higher likelihood of redaction — is to categorize them under Security 

Sector Reform. Therefore, it is likely that many of the redacted projects would fit under 

the SSR category.  

Policing and criminal justice involve specific projects to build the security 

techniques of policing agencies. This includes a number of projects to increase 

cooperation with Interpol, major crimes investigative techniques, and workshops for 

prosecutors, police, and judges. Many of the terrorism financing workshops are provided 

by FINTRAC within the “Global” category, and include numerous participants in an 

effort to integrate and standardize best practices. Border security comprises a 

combination of airport security and port security trainings and, like FINTRAC and 

policing projects, displays an overarching objective of integration and coordination. I 
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detail aspects of these security techniques in Chapter 8, yet it is worth noting that 

Canadian security innovation in highly advanced in developing these aspects of the 

transversal security community.  

 A breakdown of the regional focus of the fund reveals certain “places of interest” 

that are high-priorities for CTCB security development projects. The 431 projects can be 

divided among seven “regions” and an eighth category for redacted locations:  

 

 
Figure 4: CTCB projects by region. 
 

As the region with the highest representation of projects, Asia is almost 

exclusively focused on Indonesia and Southeast Asia. As I discuss below (and in more 

detail in Chapter 8), the arrival of two migrant boats in 2010 sparked a frenzied “anti-

human smuggling agenda” that shifted SEA capacity-building responsibilities to the 

ACCBP. Before the moral panic surrounding what has been framed as “illegal migration” 

(see Dauvergne 2008), the SEA funding included elements of border/migration control 
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projects, but had a larger focus on security sector reform and anti-terrorism. After 2010, 

the focus has been almost exclusively on borders and migration control — and has been 

directed by the ACCBP.  

Of the Afghan projects, only four projects pre-date 2010. As the GPSF was the 

primary fund for the “reconstruction” efforts that supported the military counter-

insurgency campaign, a shift towards “capacity building” funding demonstrates an 

important bureaucratic support function for the cut-and-run exit strategy. Corresponding 

with the exit strategy from Afghanistan and a general broadening of the spatial focus of 

Canada’s “war on terror” agenda (see Monaghan 2014), there has been a dramatic re-

orientation in the “places of interest” of the CTCB. One aspect of this shift in focus is due 

to the impact of the newer ACCBP fund created with an exclusive focus on Latin 

America. Of the 93 Americas projects listed above, only four were implemented after 

2009 (and all in 2010). Likewise, of the 45 Global category projects, 40 took place from 

2005–009. Making up for the dramatic fall off in projects from Latin America and 

Global, there has been a dramatic increase in programming in the Trans-Sahel region as a 

“place of interest” where, previous to 2010, there were only two projects.34 Many of 

these anti-terrorism projects complement the programming in the “Africa” category 

which is exclusively focused on Somalia and the north-eastern region.  

 As one action memorandum written for the Minister of Foreign Affairs in April 

2012 opens: “Africa has changed” (DFATD 2012-3104:2). Warning that “Links between 

organized crime and terrorism are growing,” the Memo details various ways the 

“international community is responding to change” (ibid.). In concert with the shift of 

                                                 
34 Within the post-2010 period, I have aggregated a couple small projects from the Sahel, Sahara, North 
Africa region into this category. The Specific breakdown with projects in brackets is: Sahel (51); Algeria 
(one); Magreb (three); Mali (four); Niger (five); and Nigeria (three). 
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focus within the “war on terror” towards the Sahel and Sahara regions (see Backmann 

2014; Keenan 2009a; Keenan 2009b), Canadian programming has focused almost 

exclusively on counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency. Total spending from these 61 

CTCB projects has been at least $34,857,127.14, which does not include 10 projects that 

have had their costs redacted.  

 In 2010–2011, the CTCB set up a direct Sahel Fund to support programming in 

the region. Projects have focused on both the development of techniques and 

infrastructures of security. Perhaps the largest investment in security aid has been the 

CTCBs funding of Canadian Special Forces’ (CANSOFCOM) participation in a multi-

national training exercise called Operation Flintlock. Although some additional projects 

are likely redacted, at least seven projects have gone through DND — at a cost of 

$5,182,907 — for these special forces trainings. Another project worth $2,083,404 can be 

added to these —  though the partner is redacted —which is listed as costs for the 

purchase of “French Equipment and Training.” Likely, this relates to Canada paying the 

French for their participation. Another potential project includes the Canadian 

Commercial Corporation providing security hardwares for a redacted amount.  

 Operation Flintlock has become a major training operation for the transversal 

security community in the Sahel region with the objective of coordinating counter-

terrorism activities with “like-minded” African nations. The operation was organized and 

primarily sponsored by United States Africa Command (USAFRICOM), whose 

questionable motives and clandestine violence in the Sahel has been extensively detailed 

by anthropologist Jeremy Keenan (2009a;b). In addition to US special forces, a “secret” 

briefing note for the Minister of Defence outlines how the operation incorporates special 
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operations forces of “select international partners,” including the UK, France, 

Netherlands, and Denmark, as well as “several Western African nations” (DND 2013-

486:2).  

 Much of Canada’s previous funding and capacity building in the Trans-Sahel 

region targeted the enhancement of the security forces in Mali (DND 2013-590; DND 

2012-621; DND 2012-1962). Through the Military Training Cooperation Program 

(MTCP) (discussed below), three Canadian Forces trainers were in Mali at the time of the 

coup and nine Malian Officers were “studying in training establishments across Canada 

on various courses under MTCP auspices” (DND 2013-590:43). Following the coup in 

2012, Canada suspended programming and military cooperation.35 Ironically, following 

the coup, Canada immediately — and secretly — began preparations to send Special 

Forces to Mali in support of the ousted government (Brewster 2013; DND 2012-1962). In 

2013, the CTCB sent $5 million to the Trust Fund in Support of the African-led 

International Support Mission in Mali (AFISMA). 

 Having participated in Operation Flintlock since 2009, Canada is involved in a 

program that “trains national Counter-Terrorist (CT) and/or Special Operations Forces 

(SOF) from the Trans-Sahara Counter-Terrorism Partnership (TSCTP) nations” (DND 

2013-486:2). Until 2013, Canada has been partnered with Mali in a training format 

pairing Special Forces from the global North with Special Forces from the global South. 

Canada had an extensive trading and aid relationship with Mali (DND 2012-621), but 

redirected all programming assistance after the 2012 coup towards the international Trust 

                                                 
35 From a DND briefing note to the Minister of Defence: “The coup has damaged Canada's, and DND’s, 
long and productive history of cooperation: aid to the government is suspended and other kinds of 
assistance are in jeopardy, including military cooperation. Canada wishes to resume productive exchanges 
once constitutional order is re-established” (DND 2013-590:43).  
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Fund to Support Peace and Security in Mali (DFATD 2014-847:19-39). For the 2013 

training program, the Minister off National Defence signed a “CT partnership” with 

security forces from Niger. The secret briefing details how “a small training team of 

approximately [redacted] CANSOFCOM personnel would deploy to Niger to conduct 

pre-deployment training” (DND 2013-486:3) with their comrades in the Nigerien unit. 

Participants from CANSOFCOM includes a Special Operations training team, “a 

[redacted] from the Canadian Special Operations Regiment,” and a “Special Operations 

Aviation Detachment (SOAD) composed of [redacted] armed CH-146 Griffon 

helicopters” (ibid.). In addition to the parlaying of counter-terrorism techniques, the 

documents detail that CTCB also approved the “donation of 150 sets of non-lethal 

individual soldier equipment for the Niger Army,” which consisted of “boots, rucksacks, 

First Aids kits and other similar items” (ibid.). 

 As detailed in Chapter 6, there has been an increasing role for the military within 

security aid regimes. Canada’s techniques programs in the Sahel region demonstrate how 

these assistance programs fit within a broad scope of Canadian innovation in the 

transversal security community. Like the ACCBP programs in Latin America 

demonstrate, a major contribution of Canadian security aid projects has been to promote 

tangible techniques of security governance. Demonstrating how the Trans-Sahel region 

has become a particular site of intersection for development and counter-terrorism 

practices (Bachmann 2014; Miles 2012), Flintlock is a key initiative for Canadian 

security assistance and demonstrates how security aid funds — like the CTCB — 

promote Canadian security innovation in the broader context of norm-supporting the 

transversal security community.  
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ACCBP: Anti-Crime Capacity Building Program  

The newest of the security aid hubs, the ACCBP has emerged as a crown jewel of the 

Harper government’s foreign affairs strategy. Announced during the North American 

Leaders’ Summit in 2009, the ACCBP was designed as an element of the government’s 

three-pillar “re-engagement strategy” with Latin America.36 Long an area under the 

norm-making influence of the United States (Petras 1995; Robinson 1996), the 

transversal security community has expanded the security and surveillance regimes in 

Latin America dramatically (Arteaga Botello 2012; 2009; also Guzik 2013; Müller 2012; 

Swanson 2007), and the ACCBP has positioned Canadian security innovation within this 

transformation. Given that Canadian foreign policy towards Latin America has been 

driven by a combination of supporting US policy while advancing Canadian resource 

extraction interests (Brown 2014; Studnicki-Gizbert and Bazo 2013; Veltmeyer 2013), 

the “reengagement strategy” has fused economic interests with humanitarian reasons of 

democracy and rule of law. As the “master narrative of liberal order building” (Neocleous 

2008:5), security has been centered as the bridge between resource extraction and the rule 

of law, while raising Canadian profile as a reliable and practical norm-supporter of the 

transversal security community. 

 Intended as a program to enhance the capacities of “like-minded” countries in 

areas of criminal justice, security, and the rule of law, the ACCBP was designed to 

allocate up to $15 million annually. Unlike other security aid hubs, the ACCBP has over-

spent in some years. In addition, the AACBP was designed as a lead agency to disperse 

                                                 
36 The three pillars of Canada’s re-engagement strategy are: “The promotion and enhancement of 
prosperity; security; and the fundamental values of freedom, democracy, human rights and the rule of law” 
(DFAIT 2010-2423:1). 
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funds under the Canadian Initiative for Security in Central America (CISCA) funding 

envelope, which supports crime control projects in Central America. Prime Minister 

Harper announced the five-year, $25-million funding envelope in April 2012 (Canada 

2012). Below is a representation of ACCBP spending from 2009–2014:37 

 

 
Figure 5: ACCBP spending 2009– 2014. 
 

As demonstrated by the chart, the ACCBP experienced a consistent increase in 

spending over its first three years of operation: from $20.9 million, to $26.8 million, then 

$36.3 million by 2011–2012. Similar to other hubs, the 2012–2013 year illustrates both a 

dramatic cut in planned spending ($21.2 million), as well as a significant amount of 

lapsed funding, having spent only $15.2 million in programming. However, the ACCBP 

spending figures have recovered somewhat in 2013–2014, with planned spending set at 

$12.2 million, but program spending at $17.3 million.  

                                                 
37 Figures compiled from the Supplementary Information Tables appended to Annual Budget reports for the 
department; these figures are available from the DFATD. 
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 The fund was originally focused on strategic interests in Latin America, but has 

since broadened the “places of interest” for security assistance, including a considerable 

focus in Southeast Asia (see Chapter 8). Below is an illustration of the regional division 

of 225 ACCBP38 projects from January 2009 to February 2012: 

 

 
Figure 6: ACCBP projects by region.  
 

As noted above, the ACCBP was created specifically to advance Canadian 

strategic interests in Latin America. As the graph illustrates, a large percentage of 

ACCBP programming from the 2009–2013 period is focused on Latin America, 

representing approximately 74 per cent of the projects (including Mexico and 

hemispheric projects).  

 In addition to security aid, Canada’s reengagement strategy with Latin America 

has included a range of security commitments. Latin America has emerged as a central 

                                                 
38 Due to regional overlaps on many projects, there is a total value of 296 for this graph.  

 134



“place of interest” within Canadian security aid. For advancing Canadian strategic 

interests, security aid in Latin America is performed through being a norm-supporter of 

the US-driven hemispheric security agenda. A briefing note prepared from Minister of 

State of Foreign Affairs (of the Americas) Diane Ablonczy, written for OAS meetings in 

2012, captures this relationship: 

 

Illustration 2: Briefing note from 2012 for the Minister of State of Foreign Affairs (of the Americas) 
(DFATD 2012-1956: 67-68). 
 

Demonstrating the centrality of security governance as a vehicle for broader 

strategic interests, the briefing note demonstrates the weight of US interests on the 

calculation of Canadian “security assistance.” The second bullet regarding Canada’s 

influence as a “driving” force shaping other donors’ strategies for security assistance in 

Latin America is particularly demonstrative of the Canadian character of norm-

supporting. Not possible without the norm-making direction of the US, the second bullet 

points to the high prioritization of Canadian knowledge practices in providing practical 

and technically-oriented direction in the region.  

 In terms of security assistance to South America, the spending graph for the 

ACCBP shows a slight decline over the 2009–2011 period. Despite an overall decline in 

the spending for the region, it is worth highlighting that Columbia, the primary recipient 
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of the aid, has remained stable. In addition to the funds from the ACCBP, Colombia 

received $15 million in funds between 2005 and 2009 from START-GPSF (DFATD 

2010-0549). GPSF programming for 2010 totalled $5,699,518, and spending in 2011 

totalled $3,491,266.32.39 As a result of numerous conjoining interests (in particular the 

mining and recourses sectors and US relations), the Canadian government has sought to 

increase relations with Colombia in recent years through the Canada-Colombia Security 

Consultations (DFATD 2010-2427; DFATD 2010-2429). Demonstrating the strategic 

interests behind these processes of security cooperation, one briefing note from 2010 to 

the Minister of Foreign Affairs explained: “Colombia is Canada’s 6th trading partner in 

Central and South America and a growing investment destination for Canadian 

companies, particular in the extractive sector” (DFATD 2010-549; see also DFATD 

2010-540). A unique aspect of the security aid in Colombia is that it is a venue for 

Canada to learn from Colombian “best practices.” Unlike most security aid programming 

that flows from North-to-South, documents related to capacity building in Colombia 

underline the mutual benefits than can be accrued through Canadian assistance 

programming. For example, discussants at the Canada-Colombia Security Consultations 

had the following remarks in the context of Canadian counter-terrorism capacity building 

provided through the CTCB:  

 
Canada underlined the fact that the day’s discussions further supported the like-
mindedness of Canada and Colombia on most matters relating to illicit drugs, 
organized crime and terrorism and articulated the apparent desire of both 
countries to learn more from one another’s experiences through tangible 

                                                 
39 Funds for 2010 calculated from DFATD 2011-1373, and 2011 from DFATD 2011-1374. It is worth 
noting that many of the START projects in Colombia are human security projects that aim to provide 
NGO-directed assistance to specific at-risk groups. These projects do not have the objectives of integrating 
security governance agencies, yet funds through other hubs have explicitly tried to build collaborative 
security capacities. 
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cooperation by building on areas where we actually work well together already. 
(DFATD 2010-2429:9). 

 
Reflecting Foucault’s (2003:102) notion of the “boomerang effect” — where 

techniques of security developed and tested aboard travel back to the global North (see 

also Graham 2011; Coaffee and Murakami Wood 2006; Shapiro 2007) — Canadian 

security aid has been used to fund “collaborations” that seek to harness Colombian 

expertise in military and counter-insurgency techniques. As a situation where aid funds 

are directed towards “capacity building” in Colombia, a boomerang effect “brings home” 

more enhanced and systematized counter-insurgency capacities to Canadian agencies. 

This relation is made clear in the following email from René Gervais, Canada’s Defence 

Attaché in Colombia, discussing the Canada-Colombia Security Collaborations:  

 

 
Illustration 3: Email regarding the Canada-Colombia Security Collaborations (DFATD 2010-2427:101-
102). 
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The message concludes that “the Colombian approach to counter-narcotics in 

Colombia has been no-nonsense and quite effective,” and counsels DND-CF to “at a 

minimum sit down with ICT [DFATD] prior to the event to confirm our policy and 

technical position on crop eradication and counter drug operations” (DFATD 2010-

2427:101-102). Although Canada did not engage in crop eradications (unlike the US) as a 

counter-insurgency tactic, the important aspect of the message underpins how the 

knowledge-systems of security techniques need to be cultivated and enhanced. Doing so 

makes them deployable in the future — which is the thrust of Gervais’s email — and 

suggests that the knowledge-practices that “came home” would have practical value far 

beyond the counter-insurgency in Afghanistan.   

 Another significant “place of interest” for ACCBP programming has been Central 

America. Although funding decreased over the period examined above, ACCBP 

programming in Central America and the Caribbean has, with only a few exceptions, 

aimed at building capacities in the context of combating drugs. Often cited as a “transit 

area” within Canadian documents, countries have received significant aid funds under the 

mantle of the drug war. The overarching aim of these programs has been towards 

integrating regional and international systems of intelligence and policing. As a central 

“security technique” to professionalize policing and surveillance in the global South 

(which I detail in Chapter 8), the integration approach aims to network these recipient 

countries into the broader surveillance and policing web. A quick overview of some of 

the programming demonstrates Canada’s approach to this character of the transversal 

security community:40   

 
                                                 
40 All examples from project charts contained in DFATD 2011–1380.  
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=> In 2011, the RCMP were contracted for $1,209,067.71 to provided Regional 
Security System Training to 10 Eastern Caribbean countries with the aim of 
“professionalizing law enforcement: training, standardization, etc.”  

 
=> To develop a Regional Container Control Program for Latin America, 
UNODC was contracted for $3,590,801 to train Central American countries on 
using the system. 

 
=> Demonstrating a fluidity to the categories of aid “recipients,” some security 
aid recipients also engage in training projects. For example, given their valuable 
expertise in the drug war and counter-insurgency, Colombia was contracted for $1 
million to “strengthening law enforcement systems in Honduras and Guatemala.” 

 
=> Interpol delivered a capacity building project for policing organized crime to 
seven Caribbean countries and Mexico ($1,595,813.98).  

 
=> As many as 20 Central and South American countries were provided the 
UNODC’s Global Scientific Forensics Support Program. 

 
=> $1,491,293.74 of funding was provided to eight Central American states and 
the Dominican Republic to support “specialized training for authorities from 
SICA member states in methods of collecting, analyzing and disseminating crime 
data, implementing regional assessment tools, and developing expertise in 
investigating security incidents, crime, and violence.” 

 
In addition to efforts to develop integrated surveillance in Central and South 

America, Mexico occupies a significant “place of interest” for Canadian security aid. As 

noted in the briefing note for Minister Ablonczy (graphic above) that discusses Latin 

American security interests, the US focus on Mexico — particularly the security aid 

provided through their Merida Initiative (Arteaga Botello 2012; 2009) — is a major 

consideration for Canadian security aid. One “Strategic Overview” document provided 

for the Minister of Foreign Affairs during a diplomatic trip to Mexico in 2013 recounts 

how “Security cooperation has evolved into a central pillar of Canada’s engagement with 

Mexico” (DFATD 2012-3329:28; see also PSC 2014-78). The ACCBP has been 

described as “the main channel of Canada’s enhanced security cooperation with Mexico,” 

contributing over $8 million in security capacity-building programming between 2009 
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and 2012 (DFATD 2012-3329: 17 / 40). ACCBP programs have “served to train Mexican 

law enforcement officials in investigative techniques, intelligence-gathering and the use 

of new technologies” (DFATD 2012-03329:1). 

 Although originally focused on Latin America, the ACCBP has been expanded to 

other “places of interest.” In 2009, the ACCBP opened a number of projects in Southeast 

Asia (SEA) region to address the issue of human smuggling. While the CTCB has been 

active in African countries for many years, ACCBP approved its first project in Africa in 

2011 that shipped $1 million in unspecified policing goods to Benin (through the 

Canadian Commercial Corporation) to address issues of human smuggling. A key 

unknown variable pertaining to the data analyzed above is the large increase in redacted 

projects from 2009–2011 (nine) to 2011–2013 (40), which corresponds to the expansion 

of the ACCBP mandate from Latin America to broader spheres of interest.  

 In addition to exploring where the ACCBP is active, I have explored what forms 

of security development are promoted by this security aid fund. While areas of 

programming can be categorized under five themes — crime control, illicit drugs, 

security sector reform, and migration/border control — the funding goes towards a wide-

range of projects that can include, but are not limited to: workshops, needs assessments, 

document printing, and a host of projects aimed to enhance the technologies and 

techniques of security. To illustrate areas of focus, the graph below illustrates the division 

of 225 ACCBP projects into “main sectors” of development from January 2007 to 

February 2012: 
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Figure 7: ACCBP projects by sector.  
 

The method for calculating this chart involved counting each project as only one 

“main sector” despite an obvious reality that programming of the ACCBP most often 

deals with several agencies. Calculating the “main sector” of security development is 

subjective, and the representation for the category of policing and criminal justice system 

is lower than the actual programming involving policing agencies. Likewise, the category 

of “security sector reform” (SSR) could — given the all-encompassing definition of SSR 

— include most of the programming, yet I have limited it to programming that works 

with security services (as opposed to police). To demonstrate how these were classified 

consider the following examples: A contract ($511,462) with the UNODC to train over 

20 Latin American police agencies on “computer-based NDS by enhancing [their] ability 

to collect data on domestic and international illicit drug transactions” was classified under 

drug control, not police capacity building. A contract ($1,595,813.96) with Interpol to 

“train officers responsible for international police cooperation… to combat transnational 

organized crime in the Americas” was categorized as policing. A $1,295,267.20 training 
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program with five SEA region law enforcement (Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Thailand, 

Malaysia, and Vietnam) to “Prevent Human Smuggling through Training & Connectivity 

to Interpol Systems” was classified as human smuggling, not policing or border security. 

And a contract with the Organization of American States (OAS) ($1,236,966.25) for a 

“technical cooperation initiative to assist beneficiary States throughout Americas to 

comply with international document security standards & other best practices re: travel 

documents from International Civil Aviation Organization” was categorized as border 

security.  

 Despite some limitations, the graph illustrates major priorities of security 

development, and has served as guide for my explorations of security aid practices. 

Moreover, I would stress that programming areas correspond with the threats from 

“places of interest.” For example, the centrality of the drug war in the security strategies 

towards Latin America has meant that programming in the region has been almost 

exclusively focused on policing, drug enforcement, and border security. Likewise, the 

human trafficking programming has been almost exclusively tied to Canadian security 

aid in Southeast Asia.  

The above graph serves as a representation of key areas of expertise, and the focal 

points for the development practices of Canadian security innovation. In Chapter 8, I 

argue that as the high-priority of policing-related capacity building demonstrates, the 

mobilization of “policing sciences” has become a major avenue of Canadian security 

innovation. With significant overlaps in areas of drug and mobility controls, a major 

component of the argument that I develop regarding “security techniques” demonstrates 

that policing-related capacity building projects are central to the integration norm of the 
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transversal security community. Aiming to integrate multiple countries into surveillance 

and policing webs, this avenue of “aid” has been highly productive in showcasing 

security innovation and advancing strategic interests, including but not limited to 

increasing the visibility of Canada as a norm-supporter of the US (and other norm-

makers), improving bilateral relations with recipient states, increasing support for 

Canadian security industries, raising Canadian visibility as a security innovator, and — 

perhaps most importantly — improving the reformatory practices to transform “deviant 

states” of the global South into frontline police enforcement agencies in the “evolving 

global threat environment.”  

 As the main hubs for security aid funding, the GPSF, CTCB, and ACCBP are 

bureaucracies of security expertise. As I argue in subsequent chapters, these risk 

bureaucracies are central in the management in the practices of developing security, 

surveillance, and social control regimes in the global South. As hubs for information and 

management, they liaise between the many actors and spheres of security aid, and their 

expertise is as much in the management of (in)security knowledges as it is in the 

navigation of strategic interests.  As I detail in Chapters 4, these hubs are pivotal for 

pairing security innovation with strategic interests, thereby making security aid a venue 

for Canadian positioning as a supporter of transversal security norms. Having mapped out 

the practices of the security aid funding hubs, now I turn towards the sphere of security 

innovators.  

 

Security innovators 
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 I define security innovation as the tangible, concrete, and strategic ways in which 

knowledges of security are mobilized by Canada as a norm-supporter of the transversal 

security community. While norm-makers are typically characterized by their abilities to 

shape and control agendas of global government through “hard power” or normative 

framing of securitizing discourses, Canadian contributions to the normative imperatives 

of the security community are provided through supportive practices and expertise of 

security innovators. As a norm-supporter, Canada does not set the agenda of global 

security, but contributes tangible projects of security development that focus on 

infrastructures or techniques (“hardwares” and “softwares”) of security, as well as 

security interventions. The defining characteristic of security innovation is practicality. 

Security innovators support efforts of transversal surveillance and social control through 

practical, operational contributions. Though security hubs are also embedded within the 

framework of security innovation, I distinguish a separate sphere of practice where 

security innovators are principally responsible for the operational, practical 

“development” of security governance. Below, I explore the practices of three principle 

security innovators: the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces; the 

Canadian Commercial Corporation; and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. I also 

include a fourth category that lists other security innovators who appear throughout this 

study, though in far less central roles.  

 

DND and the Canadian Forces 

 In the map depicting the three spheres of security aid, you will notice that the 

Department of National Defence (DND) and the Canadian Forces (CF) have been 
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hyphenated, and cross over the fluid frontier between the spheres of funding hubs and 

security innovators. While this conjoining of the bureaucracy (DND) and the military 

(CF) may offend those who invest heavily in the notion that each solitude has distinct 

chains of command and authorities, my purpose here is to simplify the explanation of 

how the Canadian military apparatus (DND-CF) makes significant contributions to both 

spheres of security aid.  

My rationale for defining DND-CF within the sphere of security innovators stems 

from three main points. First, the availability of information on security aid spending has 

been very difficult to aggregate. I present a number of spending figures for DND-CF 

contributions, including spending totals to the DND-CF contribution in Palestine 

(Chapter 4 case study); a detailed case study with associated costs of the DND-CF human 

security intervention in Libya (Chapter 6); costs associated with the broader DND-CF 

Middle East operations (Chapter 6); costs involved in the DND-CF donations of “surplus 

gear” as a form of security infrastructures aid (Chapter 7); and costs of the sophisticated 

Military Training and Coordination Program (below and Chapter 8). Although DND-CF 

funds significantly more security aid than any other “hub,” there are no definitive figures 

on the DND-CFs overall security aid funding. This is due to the plurality of DND-CF 

security aid funds, the secretiveness and opaqueness of getting documents from DND, as 

well as the challenge — discussed in Chapter 2 — presented by having no sorting 

category of security aid within Canadian bureaucracies.  

A second rationale stems from a desire to narrate against a popular myth of DND 

and CF autonomy. An argument can be made that there is merit in dividing the two 

entities to demonstrate how the DND (the bureaucratic arm) mobilizes particular 
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expertise in diplomacy and political strategy; while the CF (military arm) mobilizes 

particular knowledge practices like psy-ops, naval boardings, and “smart” munitions. I 

appreciate an element of that argument, but my counter-point rests on a premise that the 

operational cultures of both DND and CF overlap and render this “divide” more myth 

than reality. In large part, the conjoined culture arises from the fact that the DND 

(bureaucratic) arm is itself heavily populated by former military personal (mainly men). 

Moreover, the culture of DND is strongly deferential to military culture (not Ottawa or 

civilian culture) and, while a structural distinction can be made in terms of chain of 

command, the solitudes collapse under a broader sociological lens power and 

performativity.  

Finally, a third (and related) rationale for categorizing DND-CF within the 

security innovators sphere stems from wanting to simplify the narrative of my text. As I 

will outline, DND-CF are major contributors to the security aid regime, and I aim to 

present their contributions in a unified and clear manner. 

To appreciate the character of DND-CF contributions, I contrast practices of 

security aid with those that have been traditionally studied under “military aid” (see 

Blanton 1999; Derouen and Heo 2004). Security aid practices have two principle 

distinctions. First, unlike the governing norms of territorial integrity that characterized 

the military aid during Cold War, security assistance — particularly in the forms of 

interventions (Chapter 6) — is animated by humanitarian rationalities such as the 

Responsibility to Protect, the protection of civilians, and the promotion of democracy. 

This has transformed the control over the “internal” affairs of a “recipient” (and not a 

“client”) from a secondary (or peripheral) objective into the primary objective (Sylvan 
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and Majeski 2009:25). Second, the conditional nature of sovereignty means that the 

“assistance” regimes are not only a matter of increasing fortifications or armaments, but 

also advance interoperability and integration in a coordinated process of governing 

transversal threats. Writing on the collapsing internal/external divides that characterize 

the management of (in)securities, Bigo (2006:393) has noted that the “symbolic frontiers 

associating the military with the ‘external’ and the police with the ‘internal’ have been 

destabilized.” Irrespective of the traditional spheres of practice, militaries have integrated 

with police forces, border agents, prison managers, development workers, security 

bureaucrats, judicial authorities, school teachers, and hockey players in an integrated and 

coordinated effort to govern (in)security.  

 A principle guiding mechanism for DND-CF’s engagement in transversal security 

governance is a relatively new doctrine known as the Global Engagement Strategy 

(GES). Formalized in 2011, the GES was developed through a “whole of government” 

approach that looked to harmonize DND-CF operations with other security hubs and 

innovators (notably DFATD, RCMP, and PSC) to maximize the strategic value of 

security aid resources. An outline of the GES terms this coordination effort as a means to 

provide “strategic-level guidance to defence international relations” (DND 2011-

1137:18). A primary emphasis of the GES is to create “economic opportunities” and 

expand “the projection of Canadian influence,” primarily through partnerships with the 

United States. As the GES puts it, the framework “will assist in better connecting the 

strategic ‘ends’ and ‘ways’ with the ‘means’” (DND 2011-1138:47). The graphic below, 

from an internal PowerPoint presentation of the finalized GES to military officials, sets 
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out five priority areas to focus “defence diplomacy resources” to support Canadian 

strategic interests. 

 

 
Illustration 4: PowerPoint slide outlining the Global Engagement Strategy (DND 2011-1137:3).  
 

The long-standing primary objective of DND-CF has been furthering the close 

alliance with the US, resulting in significant interoperability and an integrated defence 

industrial base in North America (Charbonneau and Cox 2008). However, the overall 

tone of the GES priorities demonstrates a shift to the “emerging global threat 

environment” that Major-General Rousseau addressed at the outset of this chapter. In 

many ways, the strategic trajectory of Canadian involvement is under the US as a norm-

maker. But the GES also promotes bilateral and multilateral engagements to move 

Canadian foreign policy from outside direct US involvement. Moreover, the focus on 

“operations and developing capabilities” in the global South demonstrates the practical 

contributions corresponding to the broader strategic interests of providing innovative 
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support within the transversal security community. In mobilizing these priorities, DND-

CF includes a slide that maps the operational processes of the GES: 
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Illustration 5: A PowerPoint slide mapping the priorities of the GES (DND 2011-01138:3) 
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Although the regional priorities and areas of focus are redacted, the map gives a 

sense of how the GES will serve as a comprehensive doctrine to strategically coordinate 

and expand the global presence of DND-CF. Like other security aid projects — like those 

administered by the GPSF, ACCBP, CTCB — the GES is rationalized through normative 

imperatives (i.e. “the ends”) of enhancing democracy, the rule of law, and human 

security. Yet the practices (i.e. “means”) offered by military are far more resourceful than 

smaller bureaucratic departments. As the document notes, the DND-CF “tool box” can 

“involve a broad spectrum of international activities by the Defence Team,” including 

high-level engagement and visits, the creation of formal defence cooperation agreements, 

international personnel placements, the placement of Canadian Defence Attachés in 

embassies and other strategic locations, ship and aircraft visits, joint exercises and 

capacity-building initiatives (DND 2011–1138:1). These “means” are supported by the 

resources of the military — the largest department of the Canadian government, and 

second largest employers in the country — and benefit from both the formal Canadian 

diplomatic channels as well as exclusive military networks. 

 Perhaps among the most significant “tools” of security innovation are exchange 

missions. Currently DND-CF fills over 1,500 positions, mostly with NATO, NORAD, 

the US, and other key allies (e.g. over 40 with UK). Exchange programs have allowed 

Canada to maintain an active presence within the US military during the “war on terror,” 

with substantial contributions to US forces in Iraq (though the Canadian government 

made the political/rhetorical decision to not join the ‘Coalition of the Willing’) (COAT 

2010). Another major exchange program is Operation Proteus (discussed in the case 

study to Chapter 4), which consists of approximately 20–25 members as part of the US-
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led effort to develop the Palestinian Security Forces. Making up the largest contingent 

within the multilateral deployment (more troops than the US) has resulted in what has 

been called a “prized” contributor by US General Keith Dayton, who has been “effusive 

in his praise for the professionalism and skill of the Canadian contingent” (PCO 2010-

558: 1). In addition to increasing interoperability, these exchange efforts create 

partnerships — like the security trainings given in Jordan to Palestine Security Forces — 

that provide gateways to other assistance. In the case of the PA trainings, the partnership 

with Jordan created a possibility for the donation of $5 million worth of armoured 

vehicles to the Jordanian military (Berthiaume 2013) in the midst of the Arab Spring.  

 A major security aid component of the GES is the Military Training and 

Cooperation Program (MTCP), a capacity building project focused on the global South. 

As a program run through DND/CF, the explicit purpose of the MTCP is to provide 

military training and education programs to “developing,” non-NATO member countries. 

As one briefing note to the Minister of National Defence outlined, the MTCP “seeks to 

work with ‘like-minded’ countries to achieve common objectives and works exclusively 

with developing countries” (DND 2014-708:1). With an annual budget of $20 million, 

the program’s objective is to work towards “building governance capacities of member 

countries” that are “consistent with DND’s Global Engagement Strategy” (ibid.). 

Although originally created in the 1960s, the renewed MTCP program was made official 

in April 2014 and explicitly situated within the whole of government approach (DND 

2013-1523). After extensive consultations between DND, DFATD, along with CIDA and 

PSC, the MTCP was reformed to “expand and reinforce Canada’s bilateral defence 
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relations with countries around the world and promote Canada’s national profile on the 

world stage” (DND 2013-01523:2). 

 Reforms to program spending included a re-orientation of regional priorities and 

included an increase of funding to the Pacific region (coming from withdrawn funding 

from Eastern Europe). The current regional breakdown for MTCP spending has Africa 

and Middle East at 25 per cent, the Americas at 30 per cent, Asia-Pacific at 25 per cent, 

and Europe at 20 per cent. Since the re-orientation of the program, the MTCP has been 

increasingly focused on “strategic engagements.” This includes a higher degree of 

attention and funding to strategic allies, as well as efforts to have more comprehensive 

training programs. One note written for the Minister of Defence outlined that new 

“activities will shift to a ‘train-sustain’ model with emphasis on capacity building outside 

Canada. [MTCP] made clear that this will not consist of ‘drive-by’ capacity building, but 

long-term embedded OUTCAN activities. DMTC will begin planning for the FY13-14 

Tool Box in early 2012” (DND 2014-708:4). The objective of the strategic reorientation, 

argues another note, is so that “the Program allows for greater interoperability, burden 

sharing, and access/influence in countries of strategic relevance” (DND 2014-708:1). As 

a component for integrating “deviant states” in the global South, the security innovators 

with DND-CF look towards “strategic” engagements — as opposed to “drive by” training 

— as a means of enhancing the coordinated efforts of the transversal security community.  

 Reformed in concert with the guiding principles of the GES, the MTCP has 

placed an emphasis on the Pacific region. Yet their engagement with Latin America 

represents a longer-standing “place of interest” for Canada to develop security regimes. 

In referencing a recent push to develop programs with Guatemala, one document 
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references that “The MTCP remains DND/CAF’s primary tool for engagement in Central 

America” (DND 2013-702:2). Canada has numerous capacity building programs with 

countries in Latin America and the Caribbean including Colombia, Jamaica, Peru, 

Guatemala, and Belize. A recent press release prepared for a visit by PM Harper to Peru 

(Canada 2014) outlines that, since the MTCP’s inception in the 1960s, more than 4,400 

“candidates” from Latin America and the Caribbean have received training. 

  While a significant element of the MTCP training portfolio is focused on anti-

terrorism training (particularly in Asia), DND-CF programming in Latin America — like 

the security aid hubs — is focused almost exclusively around the US-driven “war on 

drugs.” With the “war on drugs” having an increased coalescence with the “war on 

terror” — as evidenced by the rising concern about a “drug-terror nexus” (Björnehed 

2004; Hutchinson and O’Malley 2008; Felbab-Brown 2010) — it is an important site to 

illustrate the collapsing divides between “internal” and “external” threats. Though the 

“war on drugs” has a long history of military involvement, that military involvement has 

nonetheless been governed through crime control, border management, and criminal law. 

This mixing of “external” and “internal” is particularly evident in Canada’s large 

contribution to Operation Caribbe.  

Operation Caribbe is a multinational counter-drug program in the Gulf of Mexico 

and the Caribbean in which Canada has been involved since 2005/2006 (DND 2013-702 

28). Directed by the US-led Joint Interagency Task Force-South to detect and interdict 

drug trafficking, Canada has participated in the mission for “both domestic security and 

foreign policy objectives” (DND 2011-914:3). As a security innovator, Canada’s 

contribution has been focused on providing surveillance assistance which has included 
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“maritime patrol aircraft and maritime surface and sub-surface assets for counter-drug 

surveillance and support” (DND 2011-914:4). To give an sense of the scope of the 

mission, the 2010 deployment featured four navy vessels —  HMCS Algonquin, HMCS 

Protecteur, HMCS Toronto, and HMCS Vancouver — that would have involved over 

1,000 sailors. As an example of the integrated approach of security governance, Op 

Caribbe has included a MoU between DND-CF and the US Coast Guard “to permit 

USCG Law Enforcement Detachments (LEDETs) to operate from CF vessels and 

aircraft” (ibid.). The MoU allows LEDETS to operate on Canadian vessels and engage in 

arrests and interdictions over the course of the missions. Like the communications 

strategies used by DND-CF in Op Artemis (discussed in Chapter 6), these operations are 

frequently used to generate media coverage in Canada promoting DND-CFs contribution 

to the drug war.  

 Op Caribbe is one of many programs used by DND-CF security innovators in the 

effort to develop interoperability and cooperation on transversal threats. DND-CF 

security aid has pursued multiple avenues to enhance hemispheric capacities to monitor 

movements. For example, DND-CF funded “IT requirements of the US SOUTHCOM-led 

Operations and Training building project in Belize” (DND 2013-702:2). For this project, 

US SOUTHCOM — the principle node for the US drug war — funded the security aid 

for the physical construction of Joint Operations Centre in Belize, while Canada funded 

the IT requirements. A parallel security aid funding agreement was made with 

SOUTHCOM for a Joint Operations Centre in Jamaica in 2011. As efforts integrate 

intelligence hubs through the region, a Canadian briefing note emphasized that the 

“CJOC support to the establishment of Jamaican and Belizean Joint Operation Centres 
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will be an important step in the standardization of regional operation centres” (ibid.). 

Using security aid through a number of initiatives, Canada has developed a (relatively) 

robust “Tool Box” to provide innovative and practical improvements towards increasing 

mobility and surveillance controls in Latin America. Under the trajectory designed by the 

GES, security aid programs demonstrates Canadian support for a broader normative 

agenda of “hemispheric” governance, while also adding to the visibility of Canadian 

security innovators as reliable and creative partners. 

 A major component of raising Canadian profile “on the world stage” relates to 

promoting practical security innovation through “defence diplomacy” and bilateral 

relations. Canada has recently attempted to increase its formal defence agreements by 

signing MoUs with countries outside NATO, particularly those in Latin America. The 

underlining rationale for the MoUs is to promote Canadian security innovation through 

security aid trainings and the provision of security hardwares. A recent MoU with Peru 

details intentions to cooperate “in various areas, including defence policy, research, 

development and production, search and rescue, and military training” (DND 2013-

0169:1). A briefing note to the Minister also highlights that “it is anticipated that this 

MoU will lead to commercial opportunities for Canadian industry” (ibid.). Likewise, the 

2012 MoU with Colombia underlines that “Colombia is an increasingly important 

economic partner for Canada and has been identified as a priority country in both the 

Government's Americas Strategy and the DND/CF Global Engagement Strategy” (DND 

2013-169:12). MoUs are often complementary to the security techniques training offered 

through the MTCP.  

 156



 Having its own domain of diplomatic activity, DND-CF can host a range of high 

level visits with the goal of facilitating more intimate partnerships. This is especially 

evident in Latin America, where Canadian military officials have participated in 

numerous multilateral initiatives, including recent participation in the US-sponsored 

Mexico/Guatemala/Belize Cross Border Workshops. According to DND, “these 

workshops are a means of gaining situational awareness of regional military problems 

and concerns with the aim of finding concrete solutions” (DND 2013-702:5 — emphasis 

added). Underlining how Canadian security innovation focus on tangible contributions to 

enhancing transversal policing, notes on Canada COM’s second participation in the 

Mexico/Belize Cross Border Workshop explained that “this iteration of the syndicate 

based workshop focused on surveillance in the sea, land and air domains” (DND 2013-

702:80).  

 Key components of Canada’s high-level trips are efforts to develop relationships 

using the MTCP so that Canadian security innovators can establish ties directly. While 

under the umbrella of US-driven hemispheric processes, security aid can work as a 

gateway for other security innovators to engage with non-US bilateral counterparts. For 

example, one Canadian Forces document describes how “The CF could play a valuable 

role as a conduit for connecting Cdn OGDs [other government departments] with MEX, 

GTM and BLZ militaries and other departments, thereby providing a bridge to Cdn 

OGDs for their leadership of Cdn engagement in region” (DND 2013-702:29). The 

document goes on to detail how the Canadian Forces can work as “A critical enabler for 

cooperation in the region will be the establishment of information sharing agreements and 

protocols, first between militaries, then among all whole-of-government partners” (DND 
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2013-702:30). Here, the embedding of DND-CF within the whole of government 

approach demonstrates how military assets and diplomatic functions are integrated into 

security governance regimes. Though the military makes up a central role, I would 

suggest that an understanding of the DND-CF practices as security innovators must 

foreground the collapsing of an “external” military threat that would reposition the 

activities of the “military” as themselves aspects of “policing” (Neocleous 2014; 2011). 

There is no better example of DND-CF as a “critical enabler for cooperation” than the 

process of policing global (in)securities is the growing practice of “ship visits.”  

 As an aspect of the GES’s “defence diplomacy” toolbox, ship visits are receptions 

held aboard Canadian warships when on deployment abroad. Typically organized 

through DFATD and local embassies, they can include 50 to 100 guests depending on the 

ship. Sometimes, with “two ships berthed abreast a reception for 100 could be conducted 

onboard with an easy flow of guests between the two ships” (DFATD 2011-1346:13). As 

a summary of such a visit indicates, guests to the event can include “a range of 

diplomatic, security sector and other government contacts, as well as commercial 

contacts, including Canadian business reps. Ship visits are popular and provide good 

networking opportunities. Canadian beer and food are much appreciated” (DFATD 2011-

1346:14). Ship visits have become a regularly scheduled element of Op Carribe, and have 

also been popular for advancing strategic interests in the Middle East and the Pacific.  

 For example, during the 2013 contribution to Op Armetis following the Libya 

intervention (discussed in Chapter 6), briefing notes explain how DND-CF were “able to 

leverage port visits to enhance bilateral defence relations” (DND 2013-1000:11). Using 

the HMCS Toronto, three ship visits were scheduled in Aqaba, Abu Dhabi, and DarEs 
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Salaam. A summary describes how “These engagements help Canada connect with major 

players within the region, leading to open engagement on security issues such as counter 

terrorism and counter piracy” (DND 2013-1006:72). Records of the visits detail the 

numerous high-level dignitaries. A guest list from the visit in Aqaba, Jordan, lists the 

Jordanian Chief of Defence Staff, and representatives from Qatar, UAE, Kuwait, and 

Lebanon. Despite having no formal diplomatic relations, two Iranian diplomats were also 

invited. Likewise, the visit to Abu Dhabi was designed to coincide with IDEX, the largest 

annual arms show in the Middle East. A summary of the visit recounts that “Although 

HMCS TORONTO is not officially involved in IDEX, hosting a formal reception 

onboard will provide an excellent opportunity to promote Canadian defence relations 

with international partners in cooperation with DFAIT” (DND 2013-1000:18). A major 

component of the ship visit program appears to be promoting Canadian corporations. 

Describing a ship visit arranged during Op Armetis in February 2013, Lieutenant-

commander Hingston of the HMCS Regina provides a rather straightforward account of 

strategic interests achieved:  

 
The engagement in Malaysia culminated with a Gala Corporate dinner, hosted by 
the High Commission and catered by the Hilton in KL. The flight deck was 
converted into a restaurant type atmosphere, where Canadian companies such as 
Manu1ife, Bombardier, Scotiabank, Viking Air, and various petroleum companies 
hosted key Malaysian business contacts for a high profile dinner. Using REG as 
the backdrop was key for attracting many critical clients, and thus, the dinner had 
a profound impact for the companies involved. (DND 2012-1828:350).  

 
A summary of the conclusion of the Regina’s training mission, suggested that 

“the Gala Corporate dinner proved to have probably the largest impact to supporting and 

furthering Canada's economic interests in the region” (ibid — emphasis added). While 

some might characterize Canada’s supportive role as strictly that of solidifying American 
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hegemony (Klassen 2014; Gordon 2010), I would stress that the strategy of norm-

supporting allows for both supporting American normative power, as well as pursuing 

distinct Canadian interests. One such interest can be most clearly linked with the 

objective of using security aid to advance Canadian businesses (which compete with US 

companies), as well as advancing the reputation of Canadian security expertise. Ship 

visits demonstrate how, within the context of norm-supporting an agenda of security 

governance framed by norm-makers such as the US, Canadian security innovators engage 

in creative means to further Canadian strategic interests.  

 In exploring a broad spectrum of contributions from DND-CF, I have emphasized 

elements of their role as security innovators within a transversal theatre of global threats. 

As a “central enabler” within the whole of government approach, DND-CF offers an 

extensive portfolio of assistance programs, all of which are illustrative of the practical, 

tangible character of Canadian security innovation. Now, I turn to another prominent 

security innovator: the Canadian Commercial Corporation.  

 

CCC – Canadian Commercial Corporation 

 I discuss CCC in further detail in Chapter 7, characterizing them as merchants of 

security. Here, I want to provide a brief introduction to map out CCC’s practices of 

security innovation within the Canadian security aid regime. CCC is a Crown corporation 

that manages government-to-government security and defence procurements. In the most 

general sense, CCC is the government agency that works at facilitating military purchases 

from foreign government buyers by acting as a representative for domestic (Canadian) 

defence and security corporations. Most of its activities (approximately 80-85 per cent) 
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are focused on getting contracts for Canadian companies with the US military.41 During 

the 2013–2014 fiscal year, CCC facilitated $1.1 billion in commercial transactions (down 

from $1.8 billion in 2012–2013 and $2.2 billion in 2011–2012), and claims to support 

over 18,300 defence-related jobs in Canada (CCC 2014:22; 4). CCC operates from an 

annual Parliamentary allotment of approximately $15 million, and also charges 

administrative fees for contracts. Technically a non-profit Crown agency, CCC articulates 

a profound commitment to market discourses as, ironically, companies wanting to sell to 

the US military are required to do “business” through the CCC monopoly.42 On the 

global stage, CCC is a relatively unique entity. As far as I know, Spain is the only other 

government to have a specialized CCC-like department (called Isdefe) 

 As a mercantilist entity, CCC acts as a merchant for Canadian security innovation 

by leveraging a broad array of government resources to promote the technologies and 

services of Canadian corporations. In addition to US contracts, CCC facilitates defence 

and security business across the world. Since the economic downturn, it has made 

numerous efforts to expand to emerging markets in the Global South. Currently, CCC 

works in approximately 60-70 countries (CCC 2012; 2013; 2014) to distribute defence 

and security products made by several hundred Canadian companies. Countries list under 

the sales to “Allies and like-minded Nations” include some NATO countries, but many 

are global hotspots with even more dubious human rights records than Canada and its 

“Allies.” CCCs list of “like-minded” allies includes countries like Saudi Arabia, Ghana, 

                                                 
41 Since 1952, arms trading between Canada and the US has been administered through the Defence 
Production Sharing Agreement (DPSA), an agreement granting exclusive status to CCC as an intermediary. 
As an agreement to coordinate a cooperative landscape for defence industrial sector in North America, the 
DPSA has been the major factor sustaining arms development in Canada.  
42 A point that was colourfully mocked by the late small-c Conservative Senator Doug Finley during senate 
hearings in 2011, available online: http://www.parl.gc.ca/content/sen/committee/411 per 
cent5CAEFA/03EVB-49101-e.HTM (accessed April 8, 2015).  
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Colombia, Kenya, Haiti, Ecuador, Peru, and Kyrgyzstan, among others. Most recently, 

CCC has received critical media attention due to their $14 billion contract to export 

Canadian-made light armoured vehicles (LAV) — produced by General Dynamics Land 

Systems Canada in London, Ontario — to support the Armoured Brigades Program in the 

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.43 Lauding the “largest trade deal in Canadian history,” the 

Chair of CCC’s Board of Directors commented that the arms deal with Saudi Arabia 

“was a truly extraordinary event for our country and I could not be more proud of the 

Corporation in this monumental achievement” (CCC 2014:13). CCC has also recently 

facilitated the $65 million sale of 24 LAVs to Colombia (CCC 2013:2). In the 2014 

Annual Report that details the Saudi LAV deal, there are no mention of human rights 

concerns, whether related to Saudi Arabia — accusations of human rights abuses are not 

hard to find — nor any other trading partner. As I discuss in Chapter 7, CCC operates on 

a distinct realm of “security innovation.” While the security innovators within security 

development are completely embedded in an operational environment concerned with 

(in)security, development, capacity absorbsions and governance indicators, CCC operates 

under exclusive rationalities of profits and economic wealth. It is worth underlying that, 

as a Crown corporation, CCC makes no “profit”. Surpluses accrued year-to-year are 

retained within government coffers, not paid out to investors or owners. Despite their 

existence as a centrally-planned, state-subsidized, government entity, CCC adopts the 

identity of free-market capitalists. While the Corporation does not make profit, the actors 

                                                 
43 Given the prominent discussions of Corporate Social Responsibility within CCC, it is worth highlighting 
some of their discussions involving arms sales in the Middle East. The year before the Arab Spring, CCC 
(2011:23) reported on business assumptions for the Middle Eastern contracts: “relative stability within the 
Middle East and a high demand for security and defence goods and services would lead to a number of high 
value contracts in the short term.” The subsequent year, CCC (2012:19) reported: “CCC’s global defence 
and security sales were significantly impacted by the budget constraints of foreign governments and the 
lingering effects of the Arab Spring in the Middle East, which have resulted in longer timelines for CCC 
contracts to materialize in key markets.” 
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within CCC have interpolated the free market identities of the security corporations in 

which they serve.  

Although the principle business transactions of CCC are traditional arms sales, the 

corporation provides two important forms of security aid. I characterize these assistance 

practices as indirect and direct security aid. 

 

CCC and indirect security aid:  

As a Crown corporation, CCC is explicitly mandated to promote Canadian 

economic interests abroad and acts as Canada’s primary marketing agent for the security 

and defence industry. The Corporation undertakes a “proactive” outreach agenda that 

includes research, an extensive networking schedule, and a wide range of promotional 

and marketing techniques to encourage foreign governments to buy Canadian security 

technologies. To expand beyond the DPSA, CCC has developed “proactive exporter and 

country strategies and targeted priority markets, such as Colombia, Peru, the Middle East 

and Ghana where it could be most effective in influencing future export sales for 

Canadian exporters” (CCC 2012:23). The indirect forms of subsidization provided by 

CCC to Canadian security corporations are substantial. CCC describes these marketing 

activities as follows: “[CCC] offers its exporter and foreign government buyer clients a 

suite of services, including prime contracting, procurement planning and strategy 

development, solicitation development and bidding, supplier selection, contract 

negotiations, performance monitoring, right through to project close-out” (CCC 2010:8). 

Advantages accrued thought these forms of indirect support — much of which parallels 

the enormous system of corporate welfare that defines the military-industrial complex 
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(Farish and Vitale 2011), similar to what Ball and Snider (2013) detail as the 

“surveillance industrial complex” — are tremendous.  

In addition to the “suite of services” mentioned above, CCC works to bolster the 

competitive advantage of Canadian exporters by providing advances on contracts with 

foreign governments and providing credit to countries with an AAA Moody’s rating or 

above (which represented approximately 90 per cent of clients in 2011) (CCC 2012:63). 

Even more supportive, CCC works with Canada’s Export Development Canada (EDC) to 

provide various forms of business insurance — such as financing risk performance bonds 

—  which aim to make Canadian corporations more attractive to foreign government 

buyers. Provisions of risk bonds insure that the Canadian manufacturer’s security 

products are guaranteed by EDC. If the dealers failed to deliver the arms or they failed to 

meet agreed quality standards, then customers could recoup their costs, as with an 

insurance policy. If the buyers had to get form of insurance themselves (for example 

when dealing with non-Canadian security companies), it would be treated as a cost to the 

buyer and, in return, they would either purchase less material, demand a lower price, or 

shop elsewhere. Performance bonds thereby acts as a form of indirect subsidy for the 

Canadian companies. CCC also works with foreign government clients to assure that the 

contracts will be completed in accordance with the contract terms and conditions, 

providing further incentive to procure from Canadian exporters. 

Through an effective bureaucracy that works through public and private channels, 

CCC is an important node of security innovation. Importantly, the practices of CCC 

demonstrate the centrality of public institutions in propelling “security consumption” 

(Goold et al. 2010). As mercantilists who advance the private interests of security and 
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defence corporations, CCC also advance strategic interests of public security innovators 

— particularly in promoting the profiles of security innovators (public and private) and, 

in so doing, contributing to the enhancement of security in the global South. While its 

primary influence is in supporting sales to the US military, the Crown corporation is 

increasingly targeting areas of the global South to increase Canadian exports. Through its 

extensive support system, CCC provides assistance to Canadian corporations in procuring 

contrasts, yet these types of direct foreign state contracts are only one element of CCC’s 

contribution to security development regimes. A larger contribution is through direct 

security aid.  

 

CCC and direct security aid:  

 In 2007, CCC signed a MoU with DFATD to become a procurement agent for the 

security aid hubs. Coinciding with CCC’s business strategy to expand to developing 

markets, the MoU has allowed for a significant growth in what they call “procurement 

services for federal government departments to support their international aid programs” 

(CCC 2010:5).  

 Procurement services of security aid function as follows: Through a process of 

consultation, a particular security-sector issue within a developing country is highlighted 

as a priority. Canadian agencies (and typically a politician) announce “aid” funding for 

such-and-such crime reduction strategy, or reconstruction effort; or support for such-and-

such peacekeeping commitment, or border enhancement project, or anything presented 

under the humanitarian sentiments of security, development, and democracy. Then a 

Canadian security aid hub will make the aid funding available. However, the funding 

 165



does not go to the developing country. Instead, funds are dispersed to CCC, who then 

contract a corporation (often, though not exclusively, Canadian) to provide the goods to 

the recipient government. The recipient government gets the security products as “in-

kind” donations and, with little fanfare, the corporations that specialize in various 

security and surveillance technologies get the “aid” funding with a “fee” going to CCC 

for their administration of the development assistance. This is the political economy of 

security aid, and millions of Canadian “aid” dollars are administered through these 

processes every year.  

 Since signing the MoU with DFATD in 2007, CCC has facilitated an impressive 

list of security development projects. Documents from the START-GPSF from 2007 to 

2011 show at least 40 contract payments with CCC totalling at least $83,685,045.29.44 

Donations were sent to Pakistan, Afghanistan, Haiti, Senegal, Uganda, and Sudan, which 

received the largest donation, worth the $42.7 million for an undisclosed construction 

project. Although CCC has a MoU, the GPSF sometimes contracts the United Nations 

Office of Project Services (UNOPS) for procurement. During the same period the GPSF 

purchased $17.8 million in security infrastructures through UNOPS, some of which 

includes materials for the Palestinian Authority (which I discuss in Chapter 4). Though 

many of the recipient’s police and security forces, such as those that I detail in Haiti 

(Chapter 7), have been documented as frequent human rights violations, one would never 

get the impression from CCC reports that the in-kind donation of security commodities 

would negatively impact human rights practices. Unlike reporting requirements in other 

security aid-providing jurisdictions — such as the UK and the US —Canadian companies 

                                                 
44 Compiled from DFATD 2011-1370; DFATD 2011-1371; DFATD 2011-1372; DFAFT 2011-1373; 
DFATD 2011-1374. 
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and their government representatives at CCC have no reporting or monitoring oversights 

built into these donated security and military products. Despite having no bearing on the 

post-contract use of the goods, CCC nonetheless present themselves as noble models of 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Take, for example, an entry in their 2009 Annual 

Report where they write:  

 
In representing both the Government of Canada and Canadian exporters, the 
Corporation has carefully considered all the implications of its business activities 
not only here at home but also abroad. As such, Corporate Social Responsibility 
has become an important consideration for CCC and the Corporation has worked 
to thread it throughout its business practices. (CCC 2009:7).  

 
Notwithstanding CCC’s repetitive claims about their CSR practices, the nature of 

their services within the defence and security industries — combined with their non-

existent monitoring of human rights practices associated with the millions of dollars of 

security materials — gives ample weight to Banerjee’s (2008:52) claim that despite the 

“emancipatory rhetoric, discourses of corporate citizenship, social responsibility… are 

defined by narrow business interests and serve to curtail interests of external 

stakeholders.” As CSR discourses are themselves an expression of humanitarian reason 

often invoked for competitive advantages (see Cochrane and Monaghan 2012), CCC can 

appeal to both a humanitarian-securitarian normative imperative as well as a market 

imperative.  

 In the near future, the prominence of these two rationalities — humanitarian 

reason and market imperatives — will mean that CCC activities are likely to increase. In 

providing direct security aid, CCC plays a crucial role in building security infrastructures 

that are effective and tangible. This form of security innovation contributes to broader 

strategies of Canadian norm-supporting, raising the profile of Canadian know-how as 
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well as the reputation of Canadian security aid bureaucracies in providing reliable and 

concrete support for global security development. As a central conduit for indirect 

security aid, the Harper government’s Global Markets Action Plan (Canada 2013) has 

marked an explicit movement towards increasing defence and security industries. This 

includes market-oriented aid policies as a new securitarian-tied aid, as well as a far 

broader effort to sell security infrastructures to the global South. I provide details 

regarding CCC’s areas of “market focus” in the global South (Chapter 7), yet this field 

remains in need of far more exploratory research and critical attention. 

 

RCMP – Royal Canadian Mounted Police  

 Canada’s national police force makes a substantive contribution to security aid 

efforts. While the RCMP does not have a formal budget line for security “assistance,” 

they are among the most prominent contributors of security innovation in the field. The 

most visible and active security aid contribution from the RCMP is in the development of 

security techniques through an impressive array of training, placements (secondments), 

and support programs. As I detail in Chapter 8, these training programs can take place 

abroad, as well as in Canada through high-level courses at the Canadian Police College. 

While the RCMP does not have a distinct budget for foreign assistance funds, they do 

have a large, permanent bureaucracy that organizes and operationalizes their security 

development contributions. In addition to these bureaucracies — such as the International 

Peace Operations bureau — security innovators from the RCMP regularly participate in 

security techniques trainings with the inclusion of their salaries and time structured as in-
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kind donations. While there are no overall figures for these various costs, the significance 

(and costs) of the RCMP’s security aid footprint cannot be underestimated.   

 To describe the practices of the RCMP’s security innovation, we can divide 

between two general approaches to their development of security techniques. The most 

comprehensive approach stem from long-term commitments to specific international 

deployments; the other relates to providing immediate trainings or expertise for short-

term projects funded by the security aid hubs.  

 As security innovators under the rubric of international deployments, RCMP 

officers are embedded within multinational forces to provide stabilization support, civil 

policing functions, and training programs in various hot spots. The RCMP’s international 

peace operations bureau (IPO) commits officers through a Canadian Police Arrangement 

(CPA), which acts as a partnership between DFATD, Public Safety Canada and the 

RCMP. CPAs also allow for regional and municipal forces to contribute members to 

peace operations, as demonstrated by several forces — such as Toronto Police, Durham 

Police, Montreal Police, and the Ontario Provincial Police — sending officers to 

Afghanistan.45 Since the inception of the CPA program in 1989, over 3,000 Canadian 

police have served on close to 60 peace operations around the world.46 As of January 

2014, there were 7 CPA missions — Afghanistan, Cote D’Ivoire (UNOCI), Democratic 

Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO), Haiti (MINUSTAH), South Sudan, Sudan 

(UNAMID), and the West Bank (EUPOL COPPS) — comprising approximately 150 

officers.  

                                                 
45 For example see: Durham Police FOI 2011-331; Toronto Police FOI; RCMP 2011-2021; OPP CSCS-
2011-1447; and Montreal Police FOI 11-570.  
46 RCMP IPO keep an updated tally of their international deployments online: http://www.rcmp-
grc.gc.ca/po-mp/index-eng.htm (accessed April 9, 2015).  

 169

http://www.rcmp-grc.gc.ca/po-mp/index-eng.htm
http://www.rcmp-grc.gc.ca/po-mp/index-eng.htm


 In addition to long-term contributions to international deployments, the RCMP 

makes a wide-range of short-term contributions to programs funded by the security aid 

hubs. Along with trainings, the RCMP regularly contribute their security expertise in 

conducting “needs assessments” to support the programming of security aid hubs. Needs 

assessments are small “aid” projects undertaken to assess the policing or border 

capabilities of receiving countries. Assessments can range from small projects, like 

$16,488.95 for the RCMP to evaluate Guatemalan SSR reforms, to very comprehensive 

projects, such as a $352,040 for an assessment in the Turks and Caicos. In most cases, 

needs assessments are the first stage in larger security development projects. For 

example, the Turks and Caicos project was combined with a subsequent RCMP capacity 

building project on SSR, valued at an additional $600,000, followed by a Department of 

Justice project to aimed at “strengthening the justice sector” for $346,027. 

As a security innovator within both long-term and short-term frameworks of 

security development programming, the RCMP’s contributions are illustrative of the 

humanitarian reason animating security aid, as well as the Canadian character of norm-

supporting. As I detail in Chapter 8, the RCMP are a central agency for developing 

security techniques aiming to advance the knowledge practices of criminal justice 

systems and enhance the “organizing” structures of security-related agencies across the 

global South. In particular, RCMP capacity building programming advances the 

objectives of the transversal security community to “professionalize” and integrate 

policing agencies of the global South into global networks of surveillance and social 

control. As I present in Chapter 8, this is most evident in the detailed cast study on 

security aid to Southeast Asia and the broad scope of trainings offered by the RCMP. 
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Other Canadian security innovators (CSC, CBSA, PSC) 

 Several other Canadian departments engage in security development as security 

innovators. Similar to the role of the RCMP, these departments and agencies mobilize 

their expertise to engage in capacity building projects in the field. In addition to being 

tasked as security innovators within programming from the security aid hubs, many of 

these departments have international branches, which regularly coordinate security aid 

initiatives under the whole of government approach. In particular, Public Safety Canada 

(PSC) participates in dozens of forums, working groups, and networks that aim to share 

“best practices” with other governments. A prominent example of PSC activity in the 

transnational field is their active role in the Roma-Lyon Group (RLG) (see also Scherrer 

2009; and also Monaghan 2015). While Canadian participation is far less influential than 

norm-makers (such as the US), the contributions made by Canada to the RLG represent a 

dynamic effort to situate Canada within the G8 security community. Providing a venue 

for Canadian security experts to engage with Western allies (possibly with the exclusion 

of Russia), transnational networks like the RLG allow for a strategic showcase of the 

innovative features of the Canadian risk bureaucracy. Borrowing from Beck (1992), 

Heng and McDonagh (2011:316-317) have used the term “risk bureaucracies” to depict 

how the major regulatory growth points for the “regulatory state” in a risk society where 

the government’s role is increasingly focused on “forecasting and developing risk-based 

guidelines to regulate and manage risks.” Risk-based approaches to security governance 

have been a major component of the dramatic growth of Canada’s security bureaucracies, 

which tripled in size over the decade following September 11, 2001 (MacDonald 2011).  
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 As a norm-supporter within transnational security governance regimes, Canada’s 

participation within these networks allows for the replication of foreign best practices as 

well as the showcasing of the expert knowledge of Canadian risk bureaucracies. 

Lipschutz (1999) has introduced the notion of “political economy of danger” to describe 

how risk bureaucracies can accumulate credibility in the field of security knowledge with 

innovative methods for defining and calling attention to “new” threats. Lipschutz (1999) 

writes that a “political economy of danger” refers to “where a range of actors becomes 

involved — for the most diverse reasons that were, however, never solely reducible to the 

goal of countering the alleged danger — in the business of analysing and defining” 

security threats. For scholars of security governance practices, the political economy of 

danger represents the effort of security experts to enhance their own power and 

institutional currency by showcasing their knowledge of new threats, as well as their 

techniques and technologies for combating these threats. Showcasing security expertise 

within a transnational framework can build prestige internationally, as well as rationalize 

security budgets for domestic and international work. As a secondary and often marginal 

actor within the global arena, the innovative and strategic deployment of Canada’s 

security expertise also functions to enhance its position on the international stage. Given 

the central role of the RLG in establishing a security agenda among norm-makers 

(Scherrer 2009), Canadian exposure — however provisional — within this transnational 

network serves to showcase a practical, norm-supporting commitment.  

 In addition to Canadian participation in the RLP, there are some other notable 

security bureaucracies that support the transversal security community. The Canadian 

Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) — which is also under the ministerial authority of 
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PSC — is a leading actor within international and transnational networks. As Canada’s 

primary human intelligence agency, CSIS has been quite active in the Global Futures 

Forum, which is an important venue for norm-makers to advance best practices on a 

number of security governance issues (see CSIS 2012-194). Communications Security 

Establishment Canada (CSEC), Canada’s signals intelligence agency, has also been a 

prominent international actor, particularly as a member of the Five Eyes community. 

Following a number of Snowden revelations, it has become evident that CSEC supports a 

number of the US National Security Agency’s global dataveillance projects.47  

Canada’s border security agency — the CBSA — have an active international 

department that engages in a wide range of technical assistance projects, which I discuss 

empirically vis-à-vis Haiti (chapter 7), as well as supporting the creation of the 

Palestinian Authority border management plan (Chapter 4) and the border policing 

capacity building in Southeast Asia (Chapter 8). Correctional Services Canada (CSC) and 

the Department of Justice (DoJ) International Legal Programs Section (ILPS) are other 

active security innovators, which I discuss at various points in this study. As I describe in 

the next chapter, reorganizations to security bureaucracies within the Government of 

Canada have reduced the independence of many smaller security development bureaus. 

With the creation of security aid hubs — centred in DFATD — and the whole of 

government approach, many of the projects developed and managed by smaller bureaus 

have been re-directed towards more “strategic” engagements. One participant describes 

these recent reforms as becoming “contractors, if you will” to the DFATD security hubs. 

                                                 
47 Leaksource maintains a catalogue of CSEC-related Snowden records, available online: 
http://leaksource.info/category/csec/ (accessed April 8, 2015).  

 173

http://leaksource.info/category/csec/


This strategic re-orientation and the whole of government approach are discussed in 

Chapter 4.  

 

Other actors (NGOs and ILOs) 

 In the mapping of security aid, I have included both non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) and inter-governmental agencies (IGOs) in the sphere of security 

innovator. Though these agencies are quite different in terms of objectives and political 

influences — with international agencies being far more subject to the influence of state-

actors, and NGOs less so — they are both situated within the sphere of security 

innovation, since they are prominent implementing partners of security aid. Though my 

empirical research has focused on the role of public agencies, it is important to include 

NGOs and IGOs on the map of security aid, as they are prominent implementing partners. 

 Like security innovators from public bureaucracies, these agents can also be 

characterized by their practical, tangible contributions. Yet, they have fundamental 

distinctions. NGOs, for example, are not fundamentally bound within the state-centrism 

of entities like the RCMP, CCC, or DND-CF. Though many critics have pointed to the 

role of NGOs in supporting the broader objectives of states that fund them — as I detail 

with the case study of Haiti (Chapter 7) — my research project has not included an 

exploration of these entities, though I do agree that this research should be undertaken in 

the future.  

 It is, however, worth noting the significance of IGOs in the delivery of security 

aid, particularly since ”recipients” rarely receive funding themselves. Security aid hubs 

distribute funds to hundreds of third party recipients and, in a recent trend, even these 
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implementing partners are increasingly “bunkered” away from the populations they 

intend to assist (Duffield 2012). Though increasingly removed from the local population, 

these implementing partners are the foreign experts who carry-out programs that “assist” 

recipients under whatever regime of improvement designed by the donor community. 

Security aid is structured by the same dynamic. Take, for example, a compilation of 555 

projects funded by the CTCB (431 from 2005–2013) and the ACCBP (124 from 2009–

2013).48 Of these 555 projects, only three sent funding to “recipient” governments (a 

fourth, as noted above, funds Colombia to conduct counter-insurgency training in Central 

America). Recipient governments do receive assistance, but it is almost exclusively in 

technologies and techniques which are provided by actors like international 

organizations, NGOs, or other Canadian departments. By far, the largest “recipient” of 

funds are other Canadian security innovators. For example, an examination of ACCBP 

contracts from 2007 to February 2012 reveals that the largest recipient has been the 

RCMP ,with at least 58 projects valued at $13,921,340.36. However, IGOs play a 

significant role as well. Surpassing any other “recipient” of security aid, for example, is 

the UNODC, which was funded for 40 projects over that period valued at 

$30,470,636.18. Another significant IGO security innovator is the International 

Organization for Migration (IOM), receiving 11 projects valued at $548,156.77. Much of 

the funding to these organizations is directed to the drug war in Latin America and 

migration policing in Southeast Asia, both of which I detail in this dissertation. The IOM 

has also received GSFP funds for the security aid projects in Haiti (Chapter 7). While I 

map out aspects of the roles played by these IGOs, it remains an under-explored element 

of my research. Indeed, Pickering and Weber (2013:94) have argued that intersections of 
                                                 
48 Compiled from DFATD 2011-1380. 
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security and development “have created significant opportunities for the expansion of 

social control by individual agencies.” Future work will expand on their place in the 

security aid apparatus and will benefit from a strong and growing body of critical 

scholarship on these entities in security development regimes. 

 

Conclusions 

 Mapping bureaucracies that engage in security aid is an exploratory process. 

There are numerous barriers for properly illustrating the web of actors involved in the 

process. Barriers include the difficulty in gaining access to spending figures; navigating 

myriad projects, programs, or task forces that lack a central registry; and the secrecy 

protections that are typical of international affairs (and national security in particular). 

But perhaps the largest barrier is “security aid’s” lack of categorical certainty. Security 

aid is not a fixed or defined entity within policy or governance circles. As an international 

assistance regime, it has emerged as a set of practices from numerous separate actors and 

institutions. What I have presented above is only a sketch of these vast risk bureaucracies, 

though still an expansive mosaic demonstrating the agencies and geographies engaged by 

security aid practices.  

 In providing the categories of security aid hubs and security innovators, I trace a 

division of labour within Canadian expertise in security development. Hubs mobilize 

strategic knowledge of international relations, diplomacy, risk management, and 

managerial sciences. They are the information workers of security development, who 

shepherd knowledge practices of policing, surveillance, and social control into practical 

and tangible contributions to the norm-supporting strategies of Canadian foreign policy. I 
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detail these strategic engagements in the next chapter. Working in conjunction with the 

security aid hubs are the security innovators. As the practitioners of Canadian security 

innovation, these experts mobilize technical knowledge of surveillance and policing 

practices. As actors in the field of security development, these security innovators make 

the practical contributions of capacity building, training, and enhancing the abilities of 

“recipient” counties in the global South. Security innovators are the experts tasked with 

bringing the contributions of Canadian security aid into practice, and these experts 

negotiate between the strategic imperatives of security aid — that aspire towards 

transversal visions of social control — and the complexities and contradictions of 

“doing” security development in the global South. I provide an extensive discussion of 

the inconsistencies and barriers encountered by security innovators in the field in Chapter 

5.  

In examining the practices of security aid, I contribute to sociologies of security 

suggesting that activities of security bureaucracies — and not the pronouncements of 

political officials — are important sites for understanding how governance practices 

“travel” (Melossi et al. 2011; Salter 2010; Scherrer 2009). Acting as  “travelling 

technocrats” (Larner and Laurie 2010) in the field of security governance, experts in 

Canada’s security aid bureaucracies have practical engagement in the traversal security 

community. These engagements involve trading in security/insecurity knowledge and 

providing practical “development” reforms that enhance the coordination of security 

within deviant states of in the global South. As I detail in subsequent chapters, these 

security aid practices translate into a number of strategic interests. Given that the 

transversal security community has a central preoccupation with governing through risk, 
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countries of the global North must develop strategic and differential expertise in fields of 

(in)security, or what Lipschutz (1999) calls the “political economy of danger.” In other 

words, they must be security innovators. Having mapped out many of the prominent 

actors and institutions that narrate the practices of Canadian security aid, I turn towards 

an exploration of how experts engaged in security aid discuss “strategic” engagements.  
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Chapter Four 
Norm-supporting: Security innovation and the transversal  
 
Introduction 

 A number of scholars have tried to explain the supporting role of Canadian 

internationalism on the global stage. In studies that characterize Canada as a secondary or 

marginal power on the international stage, two prominent camps can be distinguished. 

First, a broad IR school evaluates Canadian internationalism based on the 

characterizations (and differing interpretations) of Canada as a “middle power” (Gordon 

1966; see also Bernard 2006; Nossal 1989), or engagements in “quiet diplomacy” (Lyon 

1976). Literature on what Holmes (1966) originally called “middlepowermanship” 

depicts states as rational-actors, pursuing self-interests through their dependence on the 

“hard power” of Great Powers. Though the literature spans both sides of the political 

spectrum — particularly around questions of supporting “hard” or “soft” power — the 

consensus elements of the middle power debates involve deliberations over strategic 

engagements within international mechanisms and institutions, with a focus on securing 

the cooperation and endorsement of powerful states. Framed by IR theory, this 

scholarship is almost exclusively focused on a “politics of bargaining” (Bernard 

2006:243) driven by political elite. Unlike my focus on security experts and practices, 

this literature stems from research designs focused on state relations, political parties, and 

macro policy orientations anchored to different interpretations of the ”national interest” 

(see Donaghy and Carroll 2011).  

 A second body of literature, from political economy, characterizes Canada as a 

secondary power within US hegemonic strategies. To explain Canadian involvement in 

the “war on terror” and Canadian foreign policy more broadly, scholars have described 

 179



recent security interventions as a “stratified multilateralism with US imperialism” and an 

“imperial policy of a secondary state in the US-led Empire of Capital” (Klassen and Albo 

2013:xi; see also Gordon 2013; 2010; Klassen 2014; Meskin Wood 2005; Panitch and 

Gindin 2009). In this conceptualization of Canadian internationalism as an extension of 

the interests of the US capitalist class, scholars have suggest that “Canadian foreign 

policy is [best] understood as a ‘secondary’ component of the ‘new imperialism’” 

(Klassen 2013:12) to “elevate Canada’s political, economic, and military rank within that 

system, and to expand the interests of Canadian capital on national, regional, and global 

scales” (Klassen 2013:30; see also “armoured neoliberalism” in Klassen 2014). In 

conceptualizing a capitalist class as homogenous, as opposed to antagonistic and 

differential (Nitzen and Bichler 2009), the “new imperialism” framework cannot account 

for distinctions within elite interests. Nor is there space to theorize the role of security 

elites and differential interests within more powerful donor counties of the global North. 

While I do not necessarily dispute the conclusions that Canadian strategies of security 

governance fulfil a supporting role in US geopolitical dominance and an influential 

secondary role in the “war on terror,” exclusive arguments around capital accumulation 

and American hegemony limit an understanding of strategic interests pursued through 

security aid. Economic interests are an important element of security aid, yet the interests 

pursued by these regimes of assistance also need to account for the advancement of 

specialized knowledge, bureaucratic expertise, and competition, as well as the interest of 

Canadian institutions in advancing their own image and reputations with allies beyond 

the United States.  
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 Borrowing (and adapting) from both “middle power” literature and “new 

imperialism” scholarship that emphasizes the marginal influence of Canadian 

internationalism, I argue that Canadian participation in security governance is best 

characterized by the notion of norm-supporting. Describing Canada as a “supporter” 

highlights that the Canadian state is subordinate to norm-makers — primarily, although 

not exclusively, the United States — and situates itself in strategic pursuit of strategic 

interests within a framework that tends to curry favour and recognition by more powerful 

actors. Yet, my analysis shifts away from the macro level of politics and the power games 

of politicians. Instead, I follow the line of argumentation put forth in critical security 

studies and sociologies of security that suggests trends in security governance are driven 

primarily by what Bigo (2008) describes as experts in the management of (in)security. 

Unlike more traditional IR approaches, this chapter underlines how governance regimes 

cannot be characterized by singular notions of the state’s rational “self-interests’” 

remaining under the authority of politicians. Politicians figure into the layered practices 

of security governance, but these practices are so heterogeneous they cannot be 

controlled by the professionals of politics. This is particularly true in Canada, where most 

legislators find out about secretive practices of security experts the same way the public 

does: from Edward Snowden.   

 Politicians can be involved in the layered world of security governance, but 

practices of security are driven by an assemblage of experts, innovators, networks, and 

heterogeneous forces (Adler and Pouliot; 2011; Bigo 2011a; Müller 2010; Pouliot 2010; 

Salter 2010). Transversal governance regimes exist under a framework established by 

legislators and political executives, yet their practices far exceed the controls or 
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intelligibility accorded to political authorities. Outside of the oversight from political 

authorities, an array of security “best practices” travel through transversal networks for 

cooperation that aims to enhance the management of (in)security (Scherrer 2009; see also 

Barnett and Finnemore 2004; Kauppi and Madsen 2014). Much of this expertise is 

produced and circulated by security bureaucracies such as prison services, policing 

agencies, border authorities, intelligence, and public safety departments. A point of focus 

within critical security studies has been to explore how these bureaucracies link through 

transversal security networks functioning as nodes for security experts and expertise to 

circulate and reproduce new practices of surveillance and security across jurisdictional 

settings. As the ongoing Snowden revelations reveal, the scope of transversal security 

cooperation far exceeds the knowledge of public bodies or politicians.  

 In characterizing Canada as a norm-supporter, this chapter highlights both the 

country’s secondary position in global affairs and its leadership role within security 

innovation. Canadian expertise in surveillance, policing sciences, border controls, and 

prison management are influential sources of security knowledge, expertise, and 

innovation, which translates into a dynamic sector for the advancement of Canadian 

strategic interests. Security innovation is not driven by the professional politicians; it is 

driven by security experts, and neither the middle power literature nor the “new 

imperialism” literature accounts for how security bureaucracies advance interests in a 

transversal security community where “doing security” has become a powerful normative 

logic of contemporary governance or, as Huysmans (2014) says, has become unbound. 

Within the aspirational trends of the transversal security community, Canadian security 

aid has been especially effective at mobilizing technical knowledge to develop security 
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practices. Doing so contributes to transversal efforts to enhance the policing and 

surveillance capacities of recipient states in the global South, while enhancing the 

reputational status of Canadian security innovators.  

 By engaging the literature on norm transfer, I argue that the conceptualization of 

norm-supporter can be a fruitful notion for secondary powers like Canada. Following 

Björkdahl (2013; 2007), I suggest that the polemics between “norm-makers” and “norm-

takers” leaves little room for theorizing how secondary powers of the global North 

manoeuvre influence within global governance regimes. I demonstrate that, as a norm-

supporter, Canada’s foreign policy initiatives rarely frame agendas, as is suggested of a 

norm-maker. Yet Canadian security innovators are highly active in advancing transversal 

security governance through a focus on tangible development practices. The empirical 

focus of this chapter aims to narrate two meanings of strategic interests offered by 

Canadian security experts, then situate how these strategic considerations result in 

security aid as an avenue for supporting normative imperatives of the transversal security 

community.  

 The chapter has two parts. First, I position the notion of norm-supporting by 

placing literature on norm transfers in conversation with scholarship security 

communities. I argue that contemporary security governance is illustrative of a 

transversal security community, based on normative imperatives of cooperation and 

integration. Second, I offer an empirical assessment of Canadian strategic interests 

gathered from interviews with security experts and exploratory analysis of declassified 

records. In providing theoretical depth to the notion of security innovation, I describe the 

two meanings of “strategic” interests: one corresponding with enhancements to the 
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security of the Canadian population, the other with a desire for maximizing norm-

supporting practices through the “whole of government approach” to security aid. 

Disentangling some of what Cornwall (2007) calls “buzzwords and fuzzwords” of 

security bureaucracies, I stress  how security innovation is a strategic device to increase 

the visibility and influence of Canadian expertise, advance Canadian techniques and 

technologies of surveillance and social control, and contribute as a creative and reliable 

norm-supporter to the transversal security governance agendas. 

 

Norm-making and the transversal security community 

Literature on “norm-making” has emphasized how regimes of practices are 

transferred or distilled across organizations, particularly across policy fields between 

countries. Often produced by expert knowledge of policy makers, scholars have argued 

that these practices — often packaged as “best practice” regimes — are projections of the 

normative power of powerful states, who influence interlocutors through cooperative, not 

coercive, relations (Scherrer 2009; Scherrer and Dumont 2010). Manners (2002:253) has 

defined normative power by saying it is representative of actors that can “shape what can 

be ‘normal’ in international life.” Debates on norm-making (and norm-taking) have been 

particularly fruitful for theorizing how security governance norms have transferred over 

the past decade-plus. Scholars have noted the normative (and norm-making) power of the 

United States in the “war on terror” (Argomaniz 2009; Kempin and Mawdsley 2013; 

Pawlak 2009). Some scholars have described how norms transfer from “the negotiations 

of value” between more-and-less influential countries within the European security 

community (Brommerson 2010; Burgess 2009:323; Horgby and Rhinard 2014; Rees 
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2008). Others have detailed the rising responsibility of the EU in promoting human rights 

norms as opposed to the exceptionalism of US unilateralism (Andreas and Nadelmann 

2006; 235-244; Manners 2006; Hettne and Söderbaum 2005). At the core of the norm-

making literature is an exploration of how norms can be negotiated and transferred 

through cooperative security communities, and how some actors can practice influence 

through appeals to ideals of cooperation and principles of common governance. 

 In describing normative changes within security communities, Krahmann 

(2013:55) has underlined that norms prescribe “how individuals or collectives ought to 

act because of ethical or moral concerns.” Security imperatives are often a reference to a 

value-position correlating with the political good: the good life, happiness, the 

maximization of security, and the positive conception of liberty. The normative terrain 

for transnational policy transfers are twinned with the advocacy of normatively good 

trends of global governance. Yet, despite the link between policy changes and normative 

values, the transfer of norms are often described as technical in orientation, involving 

rules of practice, best practices regimes, and standardization of technical specifications. 

Though often articulated as “good” governance norms, these policy transformations are 

prescribed as apolitical cooperation on technical aspects of security governance. While 

norms are always normative (Krahmann 2013), the value of cooperation and 

interoperability that connects participants of the transversal security community conveys 

the adoption of best practices from norm-makers as a form of assistance, not coercion.  

 Scholarship on the dynamics of security have dramatically transformed over the 

past two decades, particularly given that theorization of “security” outside a very narrow 

field of “national security” is a relatively new theorization (Buzan 1983). This 

 185



transformation has had profound implications on how states “do” security, as well as how 

scholars research and theorize security practices. In contrast to the bipolarity of the Cold 

War, security governance literature has emphasized the emergence of “new threats” 

encompassing a far broader spectrum of security risks — including but not limited to 

failed states, famines, organized crime, cyber threats, ‘irregular’ migrations, and, of 

course, terrorism. As a constellation of potential threats, the proliferation of security risks 

are principally associated with the global South, and concerns about these populations 

“importing their political disputes into the First World” (Bigo, 2006:387; see also 

Duffield 2007; 2001). Although threats from the global South are not novel in 

themselves, the territoriality of “new threats” has erased the division between “external” 

threats in the colonies and “internal” threats within the wealthy countries of the global 

North. Instead, the “new wars” are security operations that tend to “be mutual enterprises 

rather than contests of the wills” (Kaldor 2013:13). Instead of enmities of warfare, 

security operations are coordinated, multinational policing efforts to ensure global 

stability with increasingly “porous sovereignties” (Brown 2008).49 As governance efforts 

that are planetary in scope, threats located in the geographies of (in)security have 

implications in their immediate locations, the “internal” polities of the global North, and 

towards international order.  

Governing security threats is a transversal practice that has changed the relations 

between countries who cooperate on the grounds of “security.” In the original 

formulation of the concept of “security community,” Deutsch et al. (1957:5-9) described 

                                                 
49 In announcing Canada’s extension of the bombing campaign against ISIL, the Harper government 
revealed they did not even request the nominal consent of the Syrian government.  Moreover, it became 
clear that questions concerning the formal legality of pursuing a bombing campaign within Syria had not 
even occurred to military planners or the executive (see Wherry 2015).  
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“a shared community” among countries that would work towards “integration.” Speaking 

specifically to North Atlantic countries during the Cold War, the central component of 

the shared community was a no-war principle in which the states forming the community 

could not imagine a war among each other, what WFver (1998:71) called the “identity-

based no-war community.” The concept of security community allowed for competition 

between member countries, yet conflicts are “dealt with as are normal political, 

economic, environmental, and societal problems — not as matters of security” (Buzan 

and WFver 2003:56; see also Adler and Barnett 1998). Koschut (2014:342) has written 

that the “security community describes a ‘zone of peace’ by effectively transcending the 

security dilemma among its members through the attainment of mutual trust and a sense 

of community to resolve their disputes peacefully.” 

 Theories of security communities have underlined how the notion of “security” 

contains a common reference, inter-subjective meanings of threats are shared, and a 

collective approach is taken to confronting insecurities. Kitchen (2010a; 2010b) has 

argued that the transatlantic security community has fostered a common identity 

(Atlanticism) enabling members to act together in-the-world. Regarding the transatlantic 

community, it is not just “an alliance based on common interest, but also a values 

community which shares a common identity and behavioural norms” (Kitchen 

2010a:106; 2010b; see also Moore 2007). For the transatlantic security community, this 

value-identity formation has twinned with shared liberal values and many of post-Cold 

War security missions — particularly the “out of area” NATO missions — have been tied 

up with projections of human rights, the responsibility to protect, and promoting 

democracy (Huysmans 2002; Rotmann et al. 2014).  
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 Breaking with the dominant characterization of security communities having a 

shared security identity (e.g. Adler and Barnett 1998), Pouliot (2010; 2007:606) 

examined the nascent Russian-Atlantic security community to demonstrate that security 

communities need not require a shared sense of values (or “a genuine sense of we-ness”). 

For Pouliot (2010), the practices of cooperation are what bind security communities, not 

a shared necessarily a communion of values. This point is particularly relevant to the 

transversal security community, especially in regards to political liberalism. For the 

primarily norms shared in the transversal security community are centred around 

practical concerns in the governance of (in)security. Practical concerns can involve the 

improvement of human rights or implementing representative democracy, yet they do not 

necessitate these norms. The primary consideration is cooperation on issues of 

(in)security, primarily through integrated approaches to govern issues of crime, terrorism, 

instability, and unease. The shared communitarian value of the transversal security is a 

normative imperative of integration and cooperation, and membership in the community 

is conditional only on partaking in these cooperative practices set by norm-makers. 

 In so long as countries comply with the security governance requirements of the 

norm-makers, these countries share in the main value-criteria for membership in the 

transversal. Only through the rational of transversal cooperation can the persistent use of 

“like-minded nations” by Canadian security experts can be explained. When applied to 

Saudi Arabia, Jordan, or Colombia, the term like-minded nation does not imply the 

shared liberal values of the NATO transatlantic community. However, it does articulate 

the shared norms of the transversal community, as well as their willingness to participate 

in the security agenda of norm-makers.   
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 Unlike the NATO security community, the transversal is more fluid and 

conditional. I underline that counties can be members of multiple security communities at 

multiple stages of security community development (Adler and Greve 2009). For 

example, Canada participates in the mature NATO transatlantic security community and 

Five Eyes security intelligence community, as well as the hemispheric security 

community. Canada also cultivates a mature and unique bilateral security community 

with the United States (Charbonneau and Cox 2008; Hobbing 2010). Moreover, Canada 

is a prominent member of the transversal security community, which influences aspects 

of other transnational security communities. While the NATO security community has 

been defined based on its ability to transfer norms and shared political values (Kitchen 

2010a), the transfer of political values within the transversal security community is 

secondary to the primary norms of integration, cooperation, and interoperability.  

 The transversal security community is intimately paired with  the norm-making 

powers of the global North. However, it is not exclusive to the global North. Russia and 

China are both participants in the transversal security community, though their status as 

normative influence is debatable.50 As demonstrated with recent cooperation between the 

US and Iran on bombings against ISIL, even a country within the “axis of evil” can 

participate in practical aspects of the transversal security community. Given the 

aspirational character of surveillance and social control practices, membership in the 

transversal security community is open and fluid. Some countries may participate more 

fully than others, and generally the level of commitment can be associated with various 

                                                 
50 Contessi (2013) has demonstrated how China engages in what he calls “norm-brokering,” a balancing of 
their strategic interests with an increasing coordination of security activities with the West. Despite 
increased cooperation on some fronts, both Russia and China have taken prominent positions against 
security interventions, voicing strong support for non-interventionist sovereignty principles (Ziegler 2015).  
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strategic interests. My purpose is not to chart the participation of member countries or the 

strategic interests that animate these engagements, but to stress that the norm-making 

powers of the transversal security community are centred within a group of countries and 

alliances of the global North. These countries and alliance have been particularly active 

in the globalization of security governance.  

 A number of scholars have contested the polarity of norm-makers and norm-

takers within literature on policy transfers. Detailing the normative influence of Sweden, 

Bjorkdahl (2013) argues that small states can engage in “norm entrepreneurship” to 

“punch above their weight,” despite having less institutional power within transnational 

security communities. Acharya (2011) has contested the polemic by suggesting that 

policy transfers within transnational security networks are dynamic processes where the 

normative agenda of powerful states is often contested, particularly by the global South. 

Attending to the lack of theorization and attention towards sub-powerful countries in the 

norm-making literature, Acharya (2011:96) uses the term “norm subsidiary” to describe 

the “process whereby local actors develop new rules, offer new understandings of global 

rules or reaffirm global rules in the regional context.” Giving a more nuanced and 

localized interpretation of norm diffusion in the global South, Acharya’s (2011) 

framework of norm subsidiaries also offers insights into the agency of middle power 

countries who play a “subsidiary” role in the creation, mobilization, and re-circulation of 

transversal security norms.  

 A significant distinction from the recent works of Bjorkdahl or Acharya is 

highlighted by the Canadian participation within the transversal security community. 

Rarely is Canada a norm entrepreneur that, as a minority voice, acts to persuade others of 
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the inherent value of a particular proposition.51 Canada may well engage in security 

entrepreneurship, yet its creativity is not on a political-values terrain of advocacy and 

persuasion, but rather on the value-neutral terrain of technical practices. Similarly — and 

unlike countries of the global South — Canada does not present significant contestation 

or notable re-interpretation of best practices regimes established by norm-makers. Often a 

beneficiary of the entrepreneurialism of norm-makers, Canada accepts trends of 

harmonization as an aspect of international good governance and, in playing a supportive 

role, helps to practice the norm. As Kavalski (2013:249) has noted, “normative powers 

are in the business not of enforcing orders over other actors, but of engaging other actors 

in shared practices.” As opposed to an entrepreneurship role based on prescriptive values 

(Finnmore and Sikkink 1998), Canadian practices are focused on the technical terrain of 

developing regulatory norms. While all normative practices “embody a quality of 

‘oughtness’ and shared moral assessment” (Finnmore and Sikkink 1998:891), the 

Canadian focus on regulatory norms makes the value-embeddedness of security aid an 

implicit form of value-transformation, as opposed to more explicit tact of norm 

prescription.  

 As a norm-supporter that can be characterized by the provision of practical and 

tangible solutions, Canada develops security innovation that privileges a notion of value-

neutrality to the development of security practices. Though appearing neutral, the implicit 

value proposition of Canadian security aid is that these norms are, in fact, normatively 

good. Critiques of the “liberal peace” have pointed out that representations of the “value 

                                                 
51 Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) have developed the notion of norm entrepreneurs within international 
organizations. Some scholars have made strong arguments regarding Canadian practices of norm 
entrepreneurship within the human security agenda and the development of the Protect (R2P) doctrine (see 
Maclean et al. 2006). Curle (2007) has made a claim of Canadian norm-making in the establishment of the 
UN Declaration.  
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neutrality” of rule of law regimes betray normative biases that privilege modes of 

governance based exclusively from ideals of the global North (Chandler 2010; Oliveira 

2013; Park 2010; Sabaratnam 2013).  As an active participant within the transversal 

security community, Canada has prioritized a practical orientation towards sharing, 

diffusing, and harmonizing security norms and — although security innovators stress 

their apolitical and technical objectives — their practices support an agenda of security 

development set by norm-makers. This position of technical and practical support is what 

characterizes Canada as a norm-supporter. In this sense, Canadian participation in the 

norm cycle is less about advocating new norms but in transmitting (cascading) new 

normative practices as “normal.” Instead of an engagement over value contestation, 

Canadian security innovation is instead focused on technical contributions to advance, 

perfect, and transfer the techniques and technologies that assist in the transversal 

management of (in)security. Adler (2005) has noted that security communities are best 

conceptualized as “communities of practice” and, as a security innovator, Canada 

supports the rule of the norm through technical security development practices.  

 Security aid is an important aspect for transferring Canadian security innovation 

abroad. Doing so provides a norm-supportive function of cementing norms of security 

governance while simultaneously advancing what are termed Canadian “strategic 

interests” within the transversal security community. Scholarship on the role of experts in 

security governance has called attention to the need to study the various levels, 

competing interests, and divergent priorities that comprise security communities. As 

Oelsner (2009:196) notes, security governance literature forces “attention to the different 

levels in which security and security policy unfold, and to the multiplicity of actors and 
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institutions that are involved in the process of defining” security policies (see also Salter 

2010; Bigo 2008; Bonelli 2008; Scherrer 2009). The challenge for countries engaging 

within these transversal networks is marshalling their advantage within the field of 

security innovation to increase their visibility and influence.  

 A key component of Canadian security aid is increasing the visibility of Canadian 

security expertise within the highly competitive field of security governance. As I explore 

this below, I’ll also examine how Canada advances two distinct facets of foreign policy 

interests. First is increasing the surveillance and social control mechanisms of recipient 

countries as an aspect of enhancing the security of the Canadian population. Giving 

weight to the blurring of “internal crime-fighting and external war-making” (Burgess 

2009:316), this claim of “strategic” security aid privileges the security of Canadians 

against “new threats” from the global South (Duffield 2001). Secondly, strategic interests 

relate to the twinning of security aid dollars to broader foreign policy priorities. Like all 

practices of “aid,” security aid is not an altruistic practice, but a political process hitched 

to the domestic priorities of the donor nations. This second dimension of “strategic 

interests” introduces the centrality of security innovation as a means for Canada to fulfil 

its role as a norm-supporter, providing a “problem solving approach” to the management 

of (in)security.  

 To advance these “strategic” interests, security aid has been specialized through 

the development of programming funding hubs, like the START-GPSF, CTCB, and 

ACCBP (introduced in Chapter 3). These funding hubs provide a pivotal role in support 

the “strategic” interests of Canadian security aid. Functioning as a bridge between the 

security innovators within various bureaucracies of the Canadian government 
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(corrections, policing, security, and borders) and the recipient countries where security 

development takes place, the funding hubs act as strategic planners to align the security 

assistance projects with the broader trends of security governance established by norm-

makers. As security governance is a crowded area of global governance, security aid hubs 

provide strategic vision. Their expertise is to advance the visibility and influence of 

Canadian security aid through the deployment of technical and logistical creativity 

provided by Canadian security innovators. 

 In the sections that follow, I detail how security aid allows for a number of 

strategic advantages. They include efforts to enhance the safety of Canadians, expand 

surveillance and policing capacities to the global South, promote commercial interests, 

increase the visibility of Canadian norm-supporting, and contribute positively to 

relationships with norm-makers, particularly the US. Centrally, I detail how security aid 

fits into Canada’s characterization of norm-supporter. Aid regimes are not an exclusive 

means of norm-supporting, yet I argue the bureaucratic organization of security aid has 

been strategically positioned to make practical, tangible contributions to the development 

of transversal security governance. 

 

Being a ‘player on the security stage’ 

 Below, I explore how Canadian security aid practitioners have represented the 

benefit, successes, and strategic value of Canadian security aid. Much of these 

discussions have been framed within dialogs about Canada’s place in the world in 

relation to security governance regimes, particularly within my characterization of the 

transversal security community. In other words, it answers several questions: How does 
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Canada contribute to cooperative and integrated approaches in addressing global issues of 

(in)security? What are the priorities in terms of Canadian security aid funding? What are 

the major challenges and benefits of Canadian efforts to develop security?  

Canada is not alone in using security aid funds. Security assistance projects have 

provided a particular format for many countries of the global North to allocate 

development funding under the banner of fighting terrorism or contributing to global 

security efforts, particularly under the framework of security sector reform (Albrecht and 

Stepputat 2015; Bouris and Reigeluth 2012). Security sector reform is not exclusive to 

the transversal security community. However, efforts at security reform have 

dramatically accelerated (Denney 2015; Egnell and Haldén 2009). One participant 

described security sector reform as follows: 

 
SSR is at the more strategic level. Working with [recipient] states at the strategic 
governmental level to reform the security sector; everything from military, down 
to customs, borders, corrections, police, internal intelligence services. That’s more 
of the strategic roadmap, then you got the sub-units, like police units — that deal 
on the concrete knowledge of police, borders, the judiciary, and corrections, at 
operational levels. (Interview 9).   

 

The participant describes two levels of reform. One is a strategic or “high” level 

of reform concerned with integrating systems of governance and organization. The other 

level of reform  — a “low” level —addresses the range of technical aspects of security 

and policing practices. In line with much of the literature on security sector reform, the 

participant stressed that one level cannot be reformed without the other. In contrast to 

early periods of security sector reform that focused largely on fortifying the security 

capacities of recipient counties, current practices aim towards comprehensive governance 

reforms and often blend with “state building” strategies (Jackson 2011). In reference to 
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the EU’s approach — spelled out in the European Security Strategy — Bouris and 

Reigeluth (2012:182) have noted that this has meant the adoption of “a bottom-up 

approach to the state-building project which means that there has been a shift from 

government to governance.”  

The totalizing emphasis of contemporary security sector reform — and its 

inclusion of many layered aspects of governance — has been a major focus of critique. 

Particularly within the literature on the “securitization of aid” (Howell and Lind 2009a; 

Howell and Lind 2009b; Hyndman 2009; Shannon 2009; Wilkinson 2015), scholars have 

called attention to how security issues have solicited a larger focus from donor nations, 

hence holding a higher priority within North-South aid funding mechanisms. Although I 

emphasize that security aid is a distinct form of assistance, the securitization of aid — 

which is another notable aspect of the transversal security community — demonstrates 

how norm-makers have strategically foregrounded the need to develop security 

governance in the global South, often at the expense of other areas of need. With the 

foregrounding of security and the totalizing scope of governance quagmires as critical 

components of security sector reform, Canadian security aid programming has sought to 

fill a particular gap in the training and development of these governing techniques.  

 Many participants in my study referred to security development funding as 

“sexy,” due to it having both an international appeal as well as a resonance with domestic 

Canadian interests. One participant stressed that the security aid regime in Canada 

accelerated in the mid-2000s because Canada had to “pony up” and “be a player on the 

security stage” (Interview 10). The same participant noted that there were perceptions 

that the Government of Canada “hadn’t done enough on the security stage” (Interview 
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10), and another participant added that the new security aid programs provided “Canada 

an opportunity to play.” Moreover, these funding arrangements provide an ability to 

“punch above our weight” (Interview 5) and to “put money where our mouth is” 

(Interview 5). Although participants underlined that security aid funding provided for an 

important symbolic gesture to other countries (particularly the United States), one 

participant added that the funding was “more about politics than substance” (Interview 

10). 

Participants noted that, in creating security aid hubs, Canadian authorities could 

be counted upon by the international community to provide a rapid response to 

international calls for assistance through direct program funding. Program funding is not 

simply a lump donation of “aid,” but the creation of particular projects that focus on 

targeted areas of transversal security governance. These programs can implement projects 

that cater to particular requests from recipient countries, filling gaps identified by 

Canadian security innovators or by norm-makers of the transversal security community. 

This can include situations that are constructed as immediate “crisis” environments like 

those in Haiti, Afghanistan, Libya, Mali, or — more recently — Ukraine, as well as 

priority areas like Colombia, Mexico, Palestine, and other traditional “hot spots” 

established by the transversal security community. As flexible hubs that would create 

programming catered to specific areas or problems, the START-GPSF, AACBP, and 

CTCB have preapproved funding authorities that eliminate the requirement for political 

(Ministerial) approval and allow Canadian security innovators to engage in projects in a 

more efficient and consistent manner. As I address next chapter, the independence of this 

structure withered significantly under former Minister of Foreign Affairs John Baird, 
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which is among the many inconsistencies of security aid regimes. Yet these security aid 

hubs remain an important consideration for advancing Canadian interests through the 

strategic deployment of Canadian security expertise within these security governance 

regimes.   

Having a capacity to provide catered and timely security development 

programming is particularly valuable, since being seen as a “player on the security stage” 

is difficult in such a crowded theatre. Like other aid regimes, a key component for the 

Canadian authorities is a question of retaining influence. For a small player like Canada, 

funding security initiatives through non-directed funding with major entities like the UN 

Department of Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) means very little in terms of bolstering 

Canadian influence or visibility on the international security stage. Nor does it 

particularly help in developing relationships with recipient nations, or advancing 

Canadian interests. Instead, the use of funding hubs that direct security aid programming 

can allow Canada to influence the contents and outcomes of the assistance packages and 

build relationships in the process. One participant described the advantage of having 

domestic security programming by underlining the highly competitive field of 

international security assistance when administered through the UN: 

 
Whenever the Americans are in the same sand box, good luck. The UN loses 
every time. Because what the Americans do, they focus on the hard materials. 
They have a lot of money. They produce quick results in terms of the mortar. As 
well as the weapons, all the cool, Gucci gear […] It’s often competitive among 
the member states. Sometimes I feel like we’re often trying to sell ourselves, it’s 
not a real relationship of ‘lets work together, we’re here with some expertise and 
some money, and lets implement your vision — one that’s expectable by the UN.’ 
[Instead], we’re trying to sell ourselves just to stay involved so that we continue 
to get the funding to stay engaged. That’s at a little more strategic level. 
(Interview 9). 
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Although some participants have noted that Canadian involvement through the 

UN is highly valued and “well regarded” (Interview 13), the comments above reflect a 

limited ability of officials to marshal Canada’s smaller institutional status within crowded 

international bodies. In discussing the possibilities of working around the UN through 

other forms of security aid programming, the participant quoted above added:  

 
Canada can have a great role. Under the current government, there will not be 
much initiative towards the UN. Member states are seeing the UN as inefficient 
bureaucratic beast. Bilateral engagement, they can control the agenda better. I 
think that’s huge. Canada’s involvement in Afghanistan, they can control their 
expectations. Because once you’re filtered into a place like the UN, you lose 
control over any type of objective and agenda. You can feed into it on the 
periphery, but — to be honest — you’re one of how many member states. 
(Interview 9 — emphasis added). 

 
Engagement through the “bureaucratic beast” of the UN is particularly 

cumbersome due to political barriers and nuances. Political alliances embedded within 

the UN buttress against the cooperative imperative of transversal security, whereas 

Canadian funding through security aid mechanisms can address the practical dimension 

of security governance, while also maintaining a degree of control that would be lost in 

the political landscapes of the UN.  

In addition to the difficulty of enacting control over security development within a 

UN-directed framework, Canada’s involvement in UN is also curtailed by domestic 

pressures, including the Harper government’s hostility towards the UN at an ideological 

level. One participant from a security aid hub noted practical concerns with working 

through the UN, saying that work with the UN on security development projects is “very 

wasteful” and “very time consuming” with little to show in terms of results (Interview 

10). Suggesting that the Canadian public has little appetite for UN-driven assistance 
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programming, the participant added that “Canadians don’t want to hear about diplomatic 

visits and guys with bowties meeting at the UN” (Interview 10). Instead, goes the 

argument, Canadians “want to hear about programming,” they want to hear “our borders 

are more secure,” and they want to hear that “the Government of Canada is not lazy about 

security” (Interview 10). Other participants noted that, by developing programming hubs 

for security aid, the Government of Canada can pursue security development projects 

outside the UN and allow “us to be specific in our engagements” (Interview 1).  

Canada is among numerous countries pursuing security aid strategies at bilateral 

levels. As noted by one of the participants above, many member states would regard the 

UN as an “inefficient bureaucratic beast,” and would rather direct their own assistance 

programming. While many other countries are involved in security aid regimes, a number 

of participants in my research noted that the Canadian approach to security aid 

programming has a particular distinct character. Canada does not simply throw around 

“Gucci gear” like the Americans or, as another participant put it, “just dump money in 

projects like the EU and Spain… that is not how we play” (Interview 1). Discussing the 

competitive field in supplying security aid programming, one participant noted “there is a 

lot of demand out there” (Interview 8) for security aid, and a number of participants used 

the term “shopping lists” to describe how recipient nations would come to meetings with 

specific demands for security goods and services (Interview 1; Interview 4; Interview 10; 

Interview 13 — I discuss this in greater detail in Chapter 5). For Canadian officials that 

direct these funds, a key component used to distinguish the Canadian approach to security 

aid from other donor countries is a strategic approach towards the quality of 

programming provided.  
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 Numerous participants stressed the high reputation for Canadian assistance and, 

as one participant put it, Canadian aid is “more strategic” than other countries and we 

“take programming seriously” (Interview 1 — emphasis added). Another participant 

noted that both the US and the UK have adopted the security aid programming model of 

START-GPSF (Interview 3), while another senior director added that the specialization 

and attention provided by these security development hubs ensures more oversight than 

provided by other donor counties (Interview 1). The participant added that “our 

accountability requirements make the Canadian approach different and better” (Interview 

1). Moreover, the advantage of having specific programming arms for security aid 

provides a “priority setting that helps focus” foreign assistance (Interview 10). Most 

interview participants stressed that programming funding is a key component of what 

distinguishes Canadian security aid, as it gives a high degree of flexibility in advancing 

Canadian security innovation, functioning to increase Canadian visibility and influence in 

the field of security development.  

 Given the crowded theatre of security aid, a heavy emphasis within the Canadian 

security assistance bureaucracy is placed on programming being strategic. Yet these 

“strategic” imperatives play out in several ways, and often refer simultaneously to a 

number of inter-related strategies. In relation to the global theatre of security assistance, 

Canadian security aid hubs allow the Canadian government to distinguish itself from the 

crowded UN-driven theatre and be more of a “player on the security stage.” As more 

targeted forms of assistance, the programs allow security aid hubs to enact their 

managerial expertise in aligning Canadian security innovation towards more concrete and 

practical development projects. Notably the realignment does not include a distinct form 
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of “Canadian” programming, but rather a movement away from the anonymity of the UN 

and towards a line of programming in which the Canadian government can exert more 

strategic control. Given that practices of the transversal security community are driven by 

norm-makers, this reorientation is central in Canadian norm-supporting. Yet, the 

frequently used term “strategic” regarding security aid programming has a number of 

meanings. Below I outline how security innovators have invoked “strategic” to describe 

Canadian security aid practices.  

 

Two meanings of ‘strategic’ 

Participants presented two meanings of “strategic” within the context of security 

aid programming — both relating to the objectives of the programming itself. The first 

meaning relates to centrality in which the “internal” security of the Canadian population 

is threatened by the insecurity of the global South. A number of scholars have detailed 

how domestic politics within wealthier donor states have placed an expectation that 

foreign aid service the needs of domestic audience (Bigo 2002; Duffield 2007; Chandler 

2007; Huysmans 2014; Walters 2004). Security policy is a particularly potent field for 

these domestic entitlements, and many participants stressed that the first consideration for 

setting priorities in program funding should be the “security threats to Canada” 

(Interview 1; Interview 5; Interview 13). As an articulation of the transversal condition of 

(in)security governance, these “assistance” funds are described by participants as being 

technically strategic for the objective of improving the safety and security of Canadians. 

Similar to what Hyndman (2007) has detailed as a process of the “geopolitics of fear,” 

this meaning of “strategic” suggests that giving international aid can only be rationalized 
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on the grounds that it makes people living in donor states feel safer. To describe the 

importance of developing Canadian security expertise through bilateral capacity building 

programs, one participant said:  

 

Especially if you’re doing something like border management, if you do some 
successful capacity building with countries, I mean international border 
management is everybody, it’s not just like the United States, you have all kinds 
of things you have to discuss with them, and you can help them, for example if 
you help somebody with migrant smuggling, well that’s good for us, because you 
don’t get so many boats arriving and things like that. (Interview 6 — emphasis 
added).  

 
Comments such as this emphasize the blurring of internal and external 

boundaries, and highlight how geographies of (in)security are domestic concerns for 

Canadians’ security. Though security aid can be characterized as an articulation of 

humanitarian reason, security innovators stress the concrete benefits for Canadians in 

doing capacity building with countries of the global South. As the above quote 

demonstrates, security priorities can be construed as reactions to public demands, 

however unreasonable. The reference from the participant above regarding “so many 

boats arriving” on Canadian shores is especially revealing. At the time of this interview, 

there had been only two boats of migrants arriving in Canada to seek refugee status (I 

discuss these in detail in Chapter 8). While Canada has been systematically curtailing the 

ability of refugees to arrive in Canada and seek asylum (Arbel and Brenner 2013), the 

country does accept over 10,000 refugees per year. The 600 travellers who escaped the 

Sri Lankan civil war represent a small fraction of total refugee claimants and, in contrast 

to the suggestion of the participant above, present a very remote security threat.  
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 Regardless of the threat itself, the arrival of refugee boats has created a particular 

opportunity for Canadian security innovators. As I discuss in Chapter 8, a comprehensive 

security aid program was initiated through the ACCBP and CTCB after the boat arrivals 

to develop surveillance and policing capacities in Southeast Asia (including an innovative 

Canadian-led project to create Portable Intelligence Units). As a demonstration of how 

security aid is used to integrate recipient countries into transversal networks, the security 

aid to the SEA region was under the norm-making influence of the US and Australia, 

which had been engaged in maritime security development for several years. Yet, 

importantly, these projects are demonstrative of how security innovators view the 

transversality of security threats, and how domestic threat priorities animate a specific 

“strategic” meaning of foreign assistance projects.  

 The transversality of threats to Canada are noteworthy in that they correspond 

with rationalities of other global Northern counties, and require that security development 

projects have a tangible and direct effect on enhancing security for the donor countries. In 

this meaning of strategic, the “deviant states” (Franko Aas 2013) of the global South are 

expected to fulfil transversal policing responsibilities as recipients of aid. The strategic 

objectives of aid are security-oriented objectives with an explicit requirement that foreign 

assistance programming provide advantages for “Canadians,” while also aiming at a 

technical advancement in the systems of policing and social control in the global South.  

 There is a particular role for Canadian security innovation within these efforts to 

develop transversal security, yet the objectives for enhancing these governance capacities 

reside in the interests of Canadian security. One participant discussed advancing 

“strategic” interests in the following terms:  
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[Aid funding] generally has to be strategic. [It] has to be connected with 
Government of Canada priorities. My [department] develops every year what we 
call an International Strategic Framework. Now that’s not just about countries - 
not just geography - we also talk about thematic priorities. For example, if we’re 
talking about one of the big words for the [department]… is what we call ‘pushing 
the borders out.’ It means having the border control happen to a certain degree 
before the goods or the people arrive to Canada. So, that’s really a very essential 
priority of the [Government of Canada]. So of course, when we’re looking at 
capacity building plans, well we look at stuff like that: like, will what we do with 
country X help us ‘push the border out.’ And it’s not necessarily a question of the 
next border, like the Canada — US border, because we know (…you must have 
seen what’s happening, not just with Mexico but Central and South America) it 
happens before, it doesn’t just happen at the Canada-US border. So we think of all 
this.  (Interview 6). 

 
A central component for the “pushing border out” strategy is precisely to enhance 

the security governance of the transversal spaces in the interest of enhancing Canadian 

border management.52 Latin American recipient countries are expected to undertake 

border policing for Canada, and thereby increase the security of Canadians (in the 

governance capacities of the transversal). In combining programming areas with strategic 

priorities such as the “pushing the borders out” framework, security aid functions to 

advance the notion of “security for Canadians,” while also demonstrating Canadian 

expertise in the development of security governance. Through the ACCBP, Canada has 

funded a host of programs under the rationale of “pushing out the borders” with the 

objective of relaying Canadian “best practices” to recipient countries. These programs 

also work to integrate Latin American policing and surveillance agencies to cooperate in 

pre-screening, information sharing, and trans-border crime control under the norm-

making influence of the US (particularly vis-à-vis the “war on drugs” see: Paley 2015). 

An explicit element of this strategy is to improve transversal surveillance so that recipient 

                                                 
52 Canada’s efforts to “push out” the border are detailed in the 2011 Action Plan called Beyond the Border: 
A Shared Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic Competitiveness (Canada 2011). For a critical 
account of the Beyond the Border plan, see Arbel and Brenner (2013).   
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nations can neutralize potential risks as far away from Canadian borders as possible as an 

effort to “push the border out.” As a form of advancing strategic interests, these security 

aid packages appeal to an iteration of “strategic” that corresponds directly to a direct, 

tangible enhancement of the transversal security community, with a caveat that the 

improvements benefit Canada.  

 A second meaning of “strategic” shares a similar conservatism in underlining that 

“aid” regimes must serve a direct benefit for “Canadians.” Yet this second iteration does 

not constrain itself solely to the domain of security. Participants used this second 

meaning often explicitly in reference to the advancement of broader foreign policy 

interests including but, not limited to, the enhancement of transversal security techniques. 

What this definition emphasizes is that security aid must advance Canadian interests 

abroad. As Stephen Brown (2007) has argued, Canadian foreign assistance projects have 

always twinned the contradictory rationales of pursuing domestic self-interests with 

rhetoric of altruistic motives. Recent trends (pre-dating the Harper government) have 

accelerated an explicit prioritization of Canadian strategic interests (Brown 2007), and 

also reflect the contemporary humanitarian sentiment of global governance (Fassin 

2012). The Harper government’s parallel of a “principled foreign policy” with the 

advancement of economic interests in the Global Markers Action Plan epitomizes this 

duality. Though Harper has provided a particular bluster to the foreign assistance regime, 

the concomitance of moral sentiments (altruism) and strategic interests (IR realism) have 

long antecedents in Canadian aid policies.  

 Brown (2007) has noted that in the decades following Canada’s first “foreign 

assistance” programs — the first being the support of 1950’s Colombo Plan to combat 
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communism in Asia (and promote Canadian business interests, see Morrison [1998] 

quoted in Brown [2007]) — “international realism” has largely displaced “humane 

internationalism” and “Canadian security has become even more important in the foreign 

aid discourse” (Brown 2007:215; see also Pratt [2000] quoted in Brown [2007]). Though 

sometimes romanticised as having more moral sentiments than strategic interests, 

Canadian foreign policy has long combined “assistance” regimes to the advancement of 

foreign policy objectives. Given the long-standing self-interests served by the Canadian 

aid regime, security aid programming can be considered a relevantly recent avenue for 

promoting this meaning of “strategic.” A number of my study participants articulated this 

growing value of “security” assistance funding as a means to advance broader Canadian 

interests.  

Answering the question “how do we set priorities for program funding?”, one 

senior manager used the term “foreign policy considerations” to describe how the 

Government of Canada decides the regions and projects that get priority (Interview 1). In 

many of the discussions arising from questions of strategic priorities, participants used 

the term “like-minded nations” to describe countries where Canada invests more security 

aid dollars. In using the term “like-minded nation,” participants often denoted that these 

countries were “buying in” to the programs (and would therefore be more “successful”), 

as well as being aligned with broader geo-political interests. The term “like-minded” was 

not, however, a description of the countries’ outlook towards democracy or human rights. 

Given this meaning of “like-minded,” it went almost without incident that participants 

would categorize Jordan, Colombia, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates within 

this group. As noted above, Canadian security experts use the term “like-minded” to 
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describe a willingness to cooperate on transversal security governance initiatives, rather 

than cultural or ethical values.  

Meanings of “strategic” and “foreign interests” are often esoteric. As a flexible 

and highly popularized speech devise, officials deploy “support strategic interests” as a 

type of catch-all category. Like other “buzzwords and fuzzwords” of governance, these 

terms “gain their purchase and power through their vague and euphemistic qualities, their 

capacity to embrace a multitude of possible meanings, and their normative resonance” 

(Cornwall 2007:472; see also Cornwall and Brock 2005). The allure and popularity of 

buzzwords, argues Cornwall (2007:474), is entirely in their ability to “fuzz” rationales 

and therefore articulate a broader purpose. She writes: “Policies depend on a measure of 

ambiguity to secure the endorsement of diverse potential actors and audiences.” Cornwall 

(ibid.) adds that “buzzwords aid this process, by providing concepts that can float free of 

concrete referents, to be filled with meaning by their users.” High-profile fields like 

development and security governance engage in a constant production of new buzzwords 

and fuzzwords, and the use of “strategic” as a buzzword has a particular salience for 

security experts themselves. While many government buzzwords are typically a 

communication device to external audiences — the general public, civil society 

organizations, other countries, or interlocutors — the buzzword “strategic” also functions 

as a self-referential device within security aid hubs that rationalizes the tying of aid to 

more explicit agendas of the Canadian government.  

For some participants the question “what priorities are most important to the 

strategic interests of security assistance?” solicited critical responses about the pursuit of 

economic interests. While many of the participants offered buzzwords and fuzzwords of 
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advancing “strategic interests” in regards to foreign policy objectives, other participants 

questioned the movement towards tying security aid to explicitly commercial interests. 

One participant responded: “Strategic for what, I don’t know. Strategic for business 

development [laugh]” (Interview 12). Referencing the Harper government’s Global 

Markets Action Plan and stressing the overall decline of multinational deployments under 

the UN peacekeeping banner, the participant added: “It’s very much related, as you 

would have seen, to Canadian business, Canadian corporations, where Canada wants to 

build relations” (Interview 12). A recently retired public servant, with over 30 years of 

experience in development and security development, responded to the question of 

Canada’s strategic priorities as follows:  

 
The agenda of the current government, not just in development, is trade. And so 
it’s a shift, in my view, away from development as-it-was to more ‘what are 
Canada’s interests, economic interests’? It’s a new type of tied-aid. They ended 
tied-aid under this [Harper] government, but at the same time they are linking 
development projects often to trade relations. (Interview 16).  

 
While the Harper government has recently declared that Canada would no longer 

engage in the practice of tied aid, the Global Markets Action Plan — announced in the 

fall of 2013 — explicitly ties ODA funding to potential areas of commercial interest. 

After a lengthy posting on a high-priority security aid project, the respondent added: 

“When I came back from [posting location], I said; ‘I just don’t want to work for this 

government anymore.’” Echoing a number of concerns about the politicization of security 

aid projects from the Baird administration, which are discussed in Chapter 5, the 

participant was overly frustrated by the tying of security aid to commercial interests. 

They added:  

 

 209



I’m not opposed to some type of domestic agenda, but let’s call it what it is: trade. 
It’s not development. It’s driven by domestic agendas, which to me is ‘tied.’ 
We’re saying: ‘we’re going to give you money, so that our companies can go in 
and extract your minerals.’ (Interview 16). 

 
The Harper government’s Global Markets Action Plan has received a high degree 

of scrutiny since it was announced, yet relates only (explicitly) to economic development 

projects that are funded through ODA. There is no explicit policy for tying security aid, 

which is not ODA funded aid. In fact, I would suggest the profitable supply of security 

and surveillance materials through security aid funding (which I discuss further in 

Chapter 7) is more appropriately described as an evolving, organic partnership between 

industry and Canadian security officials who collaborate in the process of advancing 

Canadian strategic interests. When Canada looks to bolster the ballistics capacities of 

Central American countries, they are doing so as part of a broader initiative of the 

transversal security community to integrate information sharing and police 

collaborations, as well as export Canadian security innovation to Caribbean countries.53 

To do so, security bureaucracies do not need an explicit policy that sources Canadian 

technologies, since Canadian technologies are already deeply embedded into the 

operations of Canadian risk bureaucracies. Though tied aid is not a component of security 

aid regimes, a senior programming official from one of the prominent security aid hubs 

warned that while the US system is much more tethered to specific economic interests, 

“we are going that direction” (Interview 3). While economic interests are among the mix 

of interests that comprise the “strategic” direction of security aid, these are secondary to a 

larger concern with enhancing Canadian visibility and reputational standing as a security 

                                                 
53 ACCBP put $791,556 towards the Regional Integrated Ballistic Information Network (RIBIN) ballistics 
identification network in Barbados, Trinidad and Tobago, and Jamaica, developed by Canada-based 
Forensic Technologies Ltd. Another contract with Forensic Technologies Ltd. ($2,084,044) funded the 
Central American Ballistic Information Network (CABIN) for Belize and Costa Rica. 
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innovator. Importantly, this “strategic” consideration includes a security-orientation to 

improving the transversality of policing and surveillance. Yet the primary rationalization 

is not the improvement of Canadian security, but rather the improvement of Canadian 

security innovation. Unlike an articulation of strategic that privileges security for 

Canadians, this articulation of strategic interests of security aid privileges the transversal 

and, most specifically, how Canadian security innovation can support the norm-

integration of the transversal security community. In many regards, this articulation of 

“strategic” is a major component of the reorganization of security aid bureaucracies under 

what has become known as the “whole of government” approach, and provides an 

illustration of how security aid fits into Canada’s “place” in the transversal security 

community. 

 

Strategic interests and the ‘whole of government’ approach  

A significant component for understanding the meaning of “strategic” interests 

can be linked to the funding structure of security aid itself. Security aid bureaucracies in 

Canada are both new and old. Various departments have historically engaged in forms of 

international assistance based on departmental priorities, funded by internal departmental 

budgets. Yet, beginning with the Government of Canada response to the Afghanistan 

mission, the post-9/11 security aid regimes have been organized around DFATD as the 

administrator of security development funding. While many departments do still have 

their own foreign assistance programming, the creation of large funding hubs such as the 

START-GPSF, ACCBP, and CTCB resulted in a significant transformation within 

Canadian foreign assistance bureaucracies, where international work has become more 
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reliant on DFATD as the principle funder. One participant described these dynamics as a 

broader strategic undertaking:  

 
As years went by, and certainly as our ability to act, perhaps, as independently as 
had in the past — kinda changed  a little bit — we became more aligned with 
what are the government priorities, started to get involved with DFATD, CIDA 
(before CIDA became part of DFATD) we started to engage more with them, it 
became more ‘here’s where the government is going, here are the countries where 
the government is interested in working with or assisting’, so it became a bit more 
strategic in terms of the countries we would become involved in. (Interview 14 — 
emphasis added). 

 
Recent budget cutbacks across the Canadian federal government have accelerated 

the dependence of many risk bureaucracies on the DFATD-funded security aid hubs. One 

participant referred to the current moment as a “transition period” due to the current 

disruption in security aid funding by the Baird administration (Interview 7). The 

participant also noted that their projects have recently pursued other third-party funding 

to enhance foreign capacity building projects (listing the OAS, World Bank, IMF, UN). 

In describing the reduction of international work taken the RCMP, one participant noted a 

combination of funding restructuring that corresponded with personnel changes in upper 

management (Interview 12). When discussing the dependence on DFATD-directed 

programming, one participant explained:  

 
We do not have a mandate to do international work. We are domestic. So it’s 
kinda a nice thing to do, and we would suggest that it is actually a very important 
thing to do.  It’s kind of part of our mission, we do believe in providing our 
experience to others, so others can learn. But again, no funding from that — at all.  
No policy really, surrounding that. Certainly working with START, it was very 
very very bureaucratic — didn’t change the actual work on the ground — but the 
getting there [laugh]… All that to say, I think that we’ll still be doing it, but I 
think we’ll be far more strategic. I think we’ll be aligned more with the bigger 
government priorities. I know if DFAIT is involved, they will seek to use us, um, 
but I don’t see us doing as much as we used to. (Interview 14 — emphasis added).  
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Similar to views expressed by a number of other participants, this comment 

reflects a concern that workload from DFATD-funded projects has involved a large 

increase in paperwork and administrative affairs. I detail these discussions more fully in 

the subsequent chapter, but an important element of this transformation is a result of the 

documentary process of rationalizing the “strategic” element of security aid missions. 

While it might not “change the actual work on the ground,” the documentary production 

involved in security development projects is incredibly prolific. Much of the 

documentation itself is a manifestation of the risk bureaucracy’s engagement in the 

production and circulation of risk. Risk assessments are conducted on every possible 

aspect of any given project. Then, upon thorough risk assessments, the projects are 

prioritized based on how they contribute to Canadian strategic interests and, for the most 

part, how much they can demonstrate an enhanced governance of risk! The process itself 

is a demonstration of the power of risk-thinking as a paradigm of governance, yet it also 

highlights the underlying interest in developing risk expertise through security 

development frameworks. Most importantly, the comment above reflects how security 

aid hubs managed by DFATD have transformed internal practices of many security 

innovators. While many departments have had long traditions of pursuing security 

development based on their own priorities, the newly designed institutions of Canada’s 

security aid regime have re-aligned the funding mechanisms so that security innovators 

have become embedded into a larger strategic framework of foreign affairs.  

 The most illustrative element of this strategic framework is the new “whole of 

government” approach. Itself now an unavoidable buzzword in the Canadian 

development lexicon, the whole of government approach was first articulated in the 2005 

 213



International Policy Statement (IPS), written in the context of the war in Afghanistan. 

The objective of the IPS was to synergize the activities of the Department of National 

Defence, Foreign Affairs, and the development work of CIDA (Desrosiers and Lagassé 

2009). As a Canadian version of the American “hearts and minds” framework, its 

intention was to eliminate programming duplication, advance a unified strategic vision, 

and assist the war effort with a counter-insurgency strategy that included development 

(Chin 2009; see also: Stewart and Brown 2007:56-78). Intertwined with the Department 

of Defence’s 3D counter-insurgency policy in Afghanistan, the whole of government 

approach has been critiqued for its explicit linking of development work to the war 

campaign (Charbonneau and Parent 2010; Fenton and Elmer 2013; Joya 2013; Stein and 

Lang 2007).54 One participant referred to the 3D approach as an effort to “win the hearts 

and minds of Canadian soldiers,” which had little to do with the Afghan population 

(Interview 16). Giving tremendous weight to the criticisms of Canada’s Afghan strategy, 

the projects pursued by the whole of government approach have all failed.55 Even its 

most signature development project, the Dahla Dam, has been abandoned by the 

Canadian government and now faces a slow process of withering away (Pugliese 2014).  

 Although critics of the whole of government approach have correctly pointed out 

its logistical and ethical shortcomings, the reorganization of aid (and security) 

                                                 
54 Stein and Lang (2007) provide an insider account of the organizational dysfunction incurred by the 3D 
doctrine. They quote an unidentified senior military official saying that “Three D was never anything more 
than Chris Alexander [Canada’s first ambassador in Kabul] and General Andrew Leslie tearing around in a 
jeep” (Stein and Lang 207:279). While Stein and Lang remain supporters of the 3D approach — as well as 
the Afghan mission in general — their account details the strong animosities between CIDA, DFAIT, and 
DND 
55 One participant who worked on the Afghan file for several years noted: “They have left everything. If 
you go there, you would see. Everything is incomplete. Nothing is complete… the whole work is a total 
loss” (Interview 15). Speaking of the poor process of assessments and prioritization, the participant added: 
“Seriously speaking, Jeff, if we analyzed properly, if we admitted, when we found out there were problems, 
and we worked to reform them, to modify them, we could have been successful. That’s what bothers me 
most” (Interview 15). 
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bureaucracies has been under-explored. Some have celebrated the whole of government 

approach (Baranyi 2014), despite numerous practical concerns raised by practitioners 

(detailed in Chapter 5). Notwithstanding disagreements on the efficacy of these changes, 

the bureaucratic transformations themselves have been profound. The most significant 

component of this has been the centrality of DFATD in the management of foreign 

assistance projects, including, but not limited to, security aid. While my project does not 

directly address traditional ODA funding, the folding of CIDA into DFAIT in 2013 only 

accelerated the program of making DFATD the key cog of the whole of government 

approach.56 Throughout a wide range of programs, the whole of government approach 

has become a standard buzzword and, most often, revolves around DFATD coordinating 

activities between various security and risk management experts from other government 

departments in the process of foreign assistance projects.  

 An example of the whole of government approach relates to Canadian efforts at 

migration control in Southeast Asia, which includes the Portable Intelligence Units. 

Documents related to these security aid projects underline how the whole of government 

approach is an “integrated approach [that] draws on the full scope of Canadian law 

enforcement, migration and border management, defence, and foreign affairs expertise to 

work together both domestically and abroad” (DFATD 2012-03267:3). As a 

reorganization of the Canadian bureaucracy that is itself an articulation of the transversal, 

the whole of government approach has normalized a fusion of humanitarianism and 

security governance that only recently began to harmonize in the Afghan military 

                                                 
56 Anecdotally, during a recent conversation with an investigator with the OIC over a long-overdue ATI 
with CIDA, I was instructed about options moving forward with my complaint. The investigator advised 
me to file a new request for some of the information and added: “But you know that’s with DFATD now?” 
I said: “Oh yes, what a mess,” which solicited the reply: “[Laugh] Is it ever.”  
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mission. However, instead of a militarization of aid (Christie 2012; Pugh 2001), the 

whole of government approach — particularly post-Afghan war — has meant an 

increased blurring between military and criminal matters, in many ways bringing the 

military into the governance of transversal crime. In particular, the Department of 

Defence has maintained a large role for their technical security innovation, yet the 

reorganization of aid under the whole of government approach has centred DFATD as the 

strategic director of Canadian foreign interests. One participant described this 

transformation as follows:  

 
We were never funded to do international work. It’s not in our mandate. So there 
was no envelop of money put aside. You know. We would often times be looking 
to work with CIDA to get some money. But then it changed, where DFAIT 
became a bit of a bigger player — or perhaps we became a player with DFAIT (is 
perhaps more of the case, than they became a bigger player [laugh]). We started 
working with them, they were the ones who came to the table with all of the 
money, and we kinda became employees — contractors if you will [laugh] — for 
DFAIT. And that changed things… and that was really kind of with Afghanistan. 
That was the first time we got significant funds. I mean that was huge huge huge 
project. (Interview 14 — emphasis added).    

 
Under the umbrella of DFATD, other departments — borders, defence, policing, 

prisons, transport, and public safety — have all become integrated as “contractors” into a 

framework for using security development as an avenue for strategic foreign assistance 

policies. It is within this organizational transformation that the “strategic” element of 

Canadian security aid regime assumes its principle characteristic: security innovation. In 

contrast to assistance projects managed through the “bureaucratic beast” of the UN, security 

aid projects in Canada marshal bilateral and regional goals where Canadian influence can be 

more fully controlled and directed. In the pursuit of enhancing security governance, the 

whole of government framework has centralized security aid through the infrastructures of 
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DFATD (and to a lesser extent DND) and brought the array of risk and security managers 

into the framework as deliverers of security development programming. 

 In contrast to the crowded security stage at the transnational level, Canadian security 

aid projects focus on more regional and specific projects where Canadian security expertise 

can be more visible and have more impact. Discussions of “strategic” considerations often 

involve an emphasis on developing relations with particular countries of priority. 

Frequent mentions included Afghanistan, Libya, Haiti, Jordan, and Palestine (though, of 

course, Palestine is not a country). Countries were often described or mentioned in terms 

of particular conflicts or crisis, where Canada was interested in playing a role within 

larger efforts directed by norm-makers of the international community. Regions were also 

frequently mentioned, though regional discussions often corresponded with discussions 

of larger thematic priorities of transversal security. Several participants discussed 

combating drugs and crime in Latin America, some discussed increasing capacities to 

detect illegal migration and enhance border securities in Latin America and Southeast 

Asia, while others discussed improving policing sciences in the Middle East and Africa to 

combat terrorism and ensure more political stability. Additionally, these programs also 

contribute to broader government priorities aiming to promote Canadian security 

innovation that complements efforts of norm-makers within transnational security 

networks. With the case of Canadian security aid projects through ACCBP in Latin 

America, these strategic iterations ensure that security expertise is developed in a number 

of recipient countries through enhanced border surveillance and control technologies. As 

a mechanism to be “strategic in our engagements,” the security aid case studies in the 

following chapters demonstrate how tangible, concrete contributions from Canadian 

security innovators support the transversal agenda framed by norm-makers.  
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 Supporting the broader priorities of transversal surveillance and policing bridges 

meanings of “strategic,” linking domestic security improvements to the development of 

more robust security practices in the global South. Refrains around “irregular” and illegal 

mobilities have become dominant themes of global insecurity, having been presented as 

both domestic threats to countries of the North as well as threats to global order (Duffield 

2010; Weber and Bowling 2008; 2004). Noting the priority that mobility controls have 

elicited by the transversal security community, Duffield (2008:146) argues that “in 

policing the state of exception surrounding irregular circulation, industrialized countries 

now regularly spend more on immigration and asylum control than they do on 

development.” In developing security expertise in border surveillance and mobility 

controls, security aid programs advance the positionality of Canadian risk bureaucracies 

by ensuring that the systems of surveillance — as well as the training programs within 

recipient states — are interoperable with Canadian and norm-maker agencies. As a norm-

supporter within a community that aspires towards transversal surveillance, Canada 

ensures these projects attempt to make concrete steps towards developing the capacities 

of recipient agencies so they can participate in their roles as norm-takers. Importantly, the 

strategic value of security aid is underlined as both benefiting domestic “security” and 

supporting the efforts of the transversal security community, particularly norm-makers. 

Acting as a norm-supporter within the international “security stage,” the primary 

characteristic of Canadian security aid contributions is to enable Canada to “punch above its 

weight” and “be a player” through creative means. In effect, the buzzword (and fuzzword) of 

“strategic,” with all its ambiguities, is a semiotic device for innovation.  

 When Canada looks towards a whole of government approach to advance its strategic 

interests, the calculus of security aid programming depends upon how Canadian risk 
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management experts can most effectively enter into (in)security dilemmas and establish what 

they refer to as Canadian “value added.” As the lead department for advancing Canadian 

foreign affairs, DFATD marshals the security expertise of its “contractor” departments to 

develop the innovative aspects of Canadian security governance. As a security innovator, 

Canada provides security aid contributions by way of technologies and techniques that are 

particular, functional ways for Canadian “strategic” interests to become integrated into the 

larger agenda of the transversal security community.   

 

Conclusions 

 Security aid represents a tangible set of practices to discuss Canada’s “place in the 

world.” While this debate may seem tedious to most, a focus on security aid places the 

emphasis away from the pronouncements and machinations (or imaginations) of the 

political class, and points towards a particular domain of specialization that can help 

explain a dilemma of Canada’s foreign affairs inferiority complex; while an element of 

the Canadian imaginary aspires at being norm-makers, the country makes small, tangible, 

contributions to support governing norms of the broader security communities. As a 

norm-supporter, Canada has taken an international role in the recognition and 

legitimization of norm-making from powerful states, doing so in a strategic manner that 

contributes to enhancing Canadian interests along the way. This is especially true within 

the transversal security community where Canada is an innovator in the design and 

development of security governance practices in the global South. As a supporter (and 

not necessarily a subordinate), Canada maintains a high level of agency in developing 

innovative and creative means to support the agendas of norm-makers, working on the 

ground in jurisdictions of recipient countries to coordinate and enhance surveillance, 
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policing, and security practices. In the field of security governance, Canada is more than 

merely a hewer of wood and drawer of water, but rather a security innovator whose 

expertise in the management of (in)security is valued on the grounds that: 1) the 

surveillance and security techniques and technologies make tangible contributions to 

integrating and enhancing transversal systems of social control; and 2) Canadian security 

aid practices help legitimate the normative system of “security” as it relates to an 

exportable set of “best practices” to be embedded into the global South.  

 While norm-making countries display a power to “frame” the agendas of 

transversal security governance, less influential counties also have a constitutive role in 

the cementing of normative power through developing security best practice regimes. As 

I have argued above, the institutional re-organization of security aid in Canada and the 

creation of security aid hubs — like the START-GPSF, CTCB, and ACCCP — has 

allowed Canadian security innovation to develop a strategic program that assists in 

making Canada “a player on the security stage.” As I further elaborate in my chapters on 

security aid typologies, Canadian aid has been particularly effective at advancing 

Canadian security knowledges within the professional domains of police sciences, prison 

technologies and techniques, and rule of law and justice reform oversights. In line with 

other countries of the transversal security community, security aid fulfils a strategic 

function in that it improves the security of Canadians by enhancing a collaborative 

approach to governing issues of global (in)security. In addition to securing against a 

broad spectrum of global threats, security aid has also been effective in broader strategic 

interests of making Canadian security innovators more visible and influential within the 
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global security governance regime and, as a result, positioning Canada within the 

normative power of “security” norm-making.  

As revealed by our contemporary moment of global (in)security, the normative 

power of security governance is without an end. Efforts to enhance “security” have 

proliferated all domains of governance, and building the security capacities of the global 

South has been among the most prominent efforts of the transversal security community. 

As Foucault stressed, the “power of the norm” lies in its property to appear neutral and 

self-evident, while simultaneously reconfiguring social realities that deviate from those 

standards of conduct. Unlike norm entrepreneurs who mobilize and negotiate value-

expressions of security, Canadian norm-supporting is a norm-making through practice. 

Canadian security innovation, with its neutral and operational character, has been a force 

to proliferate security techniques and technologies on the self-evident grounds that 

anyone would want more security. Rationalized as a universalistic moral sentiment of 

assistance, Canada has developed practices of security governance through “aid” regimes 

targeting the global South while fulfilling strategic interests that enhance its stature in the 

transversal security community.  

 To provide a comprehensive account of Canadian norm-supporting, I examine 

Canadian security aid to Palestine as a case study appended to this chapter. According to 

one study participant, this comprehensive program is “one of the most successful” 

missions of Canadian security aid (Interview 2). Developed to satisfy Israeli requests for 

security, the effort was described by its US architect — General Keith Dayton — as a 

process of “Peace through Security” (Bedien 2009:8). Stemming from the December 

2007 Paris Conference of Donors for the Palestinian Territories, countries (mostly 
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Western) made a number of commitments to develop security regimes in Palestine, 

ranging from policing, to border control, to prisons. Under the strategic direction of the 

United States and Israel, Canada emerged as a major contributor, pledging $300 million 

over a five-year period to “support Palestinian efforts to increase security, strengthen 

governance and promote prosperity” (CIDA 2010-330:330). One participant with direct 

authority over Canada’s contribution described the first objective of the security aid 

program as aiming to “support Israeli confidence that Palestinians can handle their own 

affairs” (Interview 4). Organized under the rubric of the whole of government approach, 

the aid funding has been primarily managed through DFATD, CIDA, and DND (CIDA 

2012-532:126), but also includes other departments, such as PCO, the RCMP, the CBSA, 

Justice Canada, Public Safety Canada, and a number of private contractors who were 

contracted for specific projects. As an actor within a broader project of security sector 

reform, the examination of Canada’s security aid program in Palestine demonstrates a 

number of key aspects of security innovation that Canada mobilizes as a norm-supporter. 

As I detail thoroughly within the case study, this includes the high visibility and roles of 

Canadian risk management experts, the prominence of Canadian innovative techniques 

and technologies implemented within the security sector reform project, and the broader 

contribution of security aid as a function of supporting norm-makers in the strategic 

interest of Canadian foreign policy.  
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Chapter Four Case-study (4.2):  
Norm-supporting in Palestine 
 
Introduction 

 Movement on the Middle East Peace Process (MEPP) has been a slow and fraught 

process, which has now splintered into two parallel processes ostensibly seeking to 

establish a “two state” solution. One has seen an accelerated Israeli aggression, in terms 

of land acquisition, militarism, and the construction of apartheid  or “ghettoization” (Falk 

2012; Korn 2008; Weizman 2007; Zureik 2010) strategies with an aim of making a 

Palestinian state practically unfeasible. The other process involves the Palestinian 

Authority (PA) pursuing state status through international forums while simultaneously 

building functional state institutions to manage the Occupied Territories as a quasi-

government. Canada’s participation in the latter strategy is the focus of this case study.  

As an ardent support of Israel, Canada has been active in helping accelerate Israeli 

policies while also supporting an aspect of the PA’s state-building strategy. While the 

Canadian government has unequivocally denounced PA efforts at gaining recognition 

through multilateral forums — which I discuss at the conclusion of this case study — 

numerous Canadian departments have supported the “whole of government” aid package 

that aims to develop the security capacities of the Palestinian state. One of the 

participants in this study referred to aid programming in Palestine as one of the most 

successful programs of Canadian security aid. As one of the most complex (and 

competitive) aid environments, this acclaim is notable. This case study aims to 

understand the meaning of ”success” within the context of these various security 

assistance programs.  
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 As mentioned in the conclusions of the last chapter, the $300-million security aid 

package to Palestine was announced at 2007 Paris Conference of Donors for the 

Palestinian Territories. While this represents a significant monetary investment for a 

country like Canada, it is worth underlining that this sum is a paltry amount of the total 

aid funding pledge from the Paris Conference, which totalled commitments of almost $8 

billion. The EU (European Commission plus member states) accounts for the largest 

share of this funding, giving three times more than the US and Saudi Arabia, the second 

and third largest donors respectively (see Youngs and Michou 2011). Canada’s aid 

contribution ranks 10th among donors, yet — as Canada is a norm-supporter — the 

allocation of aid funding has been placed strategically to offer practical and tangible 

contributions to the agenda framed by norm-makers. Making Canada a technically-

focused innovator for the agendas of major donors, the security aid package has been 

deployed to enhance the efforts enhance security governance regimes of the PA and 

increase the recognition of Canadian contributions within these multi-national efforts. 

One participant described this as having to “be strategic to make small contributions have 

big impact” (Interview 4). 

Palestine has long been a “place of interest” in the geographies of (in)security, 

particularly given that the Israeli occupation of Palestine has geopolitical implications 

beyond the Palestinian frontier lands. As an important site for norm-makers of the 

transversal security community, a significant preoccupation of the post-Oslo peace 

process has been to integrate the Palestinian Authority as a norm-taker, thereby 

transferring the practices of the Israeli occupation onto the PA security forces. The aim of 

strengthening the security apparatus of a future Palestinian state was a central theme of 
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the Paris Conference. The focus was on integrating the PA into a transversal security 

community, as part of a larger strategy by norm-makers to enhance the abilities to 

manage (in)securities of the Middle East.  

 Canada is among those Paris Conference donors, and this case study details the 

array of Canadian security aid contributions that have been delivered to the PA. Given 

the influence of the “war on terror” to the efforts of supporting the PA, “aid” to Palestine 

mimics other “new war” territorialities where development logics are constituted through 

appeals to security (Duffield 2007; 2001; Chandler 2006). While discursively framed 

under humanitarian reasons of state-building and the rule of law, the normative power of 

security has trumped over any other governance norm within the post-Paris aid regime. 

Security has been described as a precursor to development, a precursor to the rule of 

law, as well as precursor to an independent state. As I detail below, Canada has played 

an integral role in norm-supporting the hegemony of security in Palestine. As a security 

innovator, Canada and its risk bureaucracies have had wide reach in terms of capacity 

building in areas of policing, security services, border security, prisons, and the criminal 

justice system. As I detail, these capacity building projects have contributed to the PA’s 

operational abilities and, beyond their impacts on democracy suppression, have centred 

the norm of security as a technically focused undertaking of security development. In 

developing key components of the security sector reform agenda, Canadian officials have 

largely refrained from any larger questions around the “Peace Process,” the acceleration 

of Israeli colonial practices, or the authoritarianism of the PA; instead, they have focused 

only on technical capacity building of the PA. As I argue in the conclusion of the case 

study, the technical focus of Canada as a security innovator is a key element of norm-
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supporting in that it never questions the “power of the norm.” The main evaluation of 

“success,” therefore, has nothing to do with questions of democracy, or authoritarianism, 

or the legitimate aspirations and human dignity of the Palestinian people.  For security 

innovators, the main criteria of success is whether the “aid” funding has improved 

Canadian interests, Canadian visibility, and Canadian influence in the eyes of norm-

makers. For the reasons I explore below, security aid in Palestine has been an 

indisputable success.  

 

Norm-supporters in Palestine  

 More than 100 countries participated in the Paris Conference, hosted by the 

Middle-East Quartet, with the objective of supporting the Palestinian Authority’s 

“Palestinian Reform and Development Plan” (PRDP). Held in response to the electoral 

victory of Hamas and subsequent schism between Hamas (in Gaza) and Fatah (in the 

West Bank), the main function of the Paris Conference was to consolidate international 

legitimacy for the Palestinian Authority (PA) and the demonization of Hamas as a 

terrorist entity within the “war on terror” (Leech 2014; Bouris and Reigeluth 2012). On 

this precariously authoritarian foundation, the international community — led by the US 

and the EU — rationalized the new international assistance for the PA under the banner 

of “rule of law” development and state building, yet security sector enhancement has 

been the overwhelming focus of the aid. Within the roadmap of the PRDP,  security 

sector reform became the foremost priority. The most important agent to direct this 

program was the US special envoy known as the United States Security Coordinator 

(USSC).  
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As a strategy to build a state apparatus within Palestine, the PRDP has been 

developed foremost to demonstrate that PA security forces can satisfy Israeli demands 

around counter-terrorism, mobility, policing, and social control. Driven by norm-makers 

in the Quartet according to Israeli demands, the PRDP has been a process designed by the 

(international) norm-making community with little to no input from Palestinian 

stakeholders aside from the PA “old guard” (Sayigh 2007; see also Bröning 2011; 

Youngs and Michou 2011). In developing an international assistance and reform plan in 

this manner, a paradox has emerged. Under the rational of building state capacities and 

the “rule of law,” the international community has provided widespread technical, 

infrastructural, and political assistance in making the Palestinian Authority an 

increasingly authoritarian and illegitimate (in the eyes of its denizens) entity. Gains in 

terms of safety and security in the West Bank have been attained through increasingly 

illiberal policing strategies and the abandonment of any pretence toward the democratic 

values that provided the humanitarian justification of the aid regimes.  

 In discussing major challenges of doing security aid work in Palestine, one 

participant in this study referred to the “significant democratic deficit” of the Palestinian 

Authority, a reference to the fact that the Palestinian Legislative Council (PLC) has not 

sat since 2007. In addition to the lack of representative institutions, many Hamas 

members elected to government in 2006 are in Israeli (or Palestinian) jails. President 

Mahmoud Abbas’s term in office expired in January 2009, yet presidential elections have 

been continuously postponed or cancelled. Local elections were last scheduled and 

cancelled in July 2010. And, though the significant Fatah–Hamas Gaza truce agreement 

 227



signed in April 2014 pledged new general elections, those plans have been postponed 

indefinitely.  

 As a direct consequence of the democratic deficit and increasing PA 

authoritarianism, the security situation of the West Bank has dramatically improved 

under the PRDP. Not only have personal safety and mobility issues improved, so too 

have PA relations with Israel, in particular thanks to the integration of the PA security 

forces into Israeli military control. Further eroding the domestic legitimacy of the PA, 

many West Bank residents view the PA as an administrative tool of the Israeli occupation 

— and not as a political entity capable of providing liberation. These dynamics have been 

further accelerated by the violent crackdown on peaceful activists associated with the 

Arab Spring (Amnesty International 2013; Leech 2014; Sharnoff  2012). While US 

President Obama was publicly supporting Arab Spring opposition movements, the PA 

was systematically suppressing its heterogeneous political opposition under the direct 

support of the US and the community of aid donors (see Hrigilt 2013). While the 

polarization of the political field pre-dates the Fatah-Hamas schism (Jamil 2010), the 

political and territorial fragmentation of Palestine has been accelerated by outside 

interference, particularly through the security aid regime of the Paris Conference. While 

normative power debates sometimes emphasize how positive-value norms can travel 

through diplomatic engagements, value-based norm transfers in the security aid to 

Palestine have been rhetorical only. Instead of diffusing liberal values, an examination of 

practices reveals how security aid in Palestine has transpired largely as technically-

focused and value-blind in orientation. By proliferating in the practices of security 

governance in the field, Canadian security innovation has been central in supporting an 
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agenda to develop norms of security capacities with no regard to even rhetorical 

attachments to human rights or sovereign aspirations of Palestinian civilians.  

 

Canadian security aid to Palestine 

 Priorities for security development stemming from the PRDP were first 

established from the US-negotiated Agreement on Movement and Access, signed in 

November 2005. Supposedly designed as an effort to advance the notion of a Palestinian 

state, the Movement and Access agreement aimed to establish a unified system of border 

management, provide assistance to the Palestinian Presidential Guard, and develop 

security-sector planning capacity (CIDA 2010-338:7). As a process of border 

enhancement to construct a governed border (albeit disputed), the PA and the 

Government of Israel signed the General Administration for Crossings and Borders 

(GACB) following Israel’s withdrawal from Gaza in 2005. Even though Israel’s military 

occupation has not provided the Palestinians with autonomy to manage borders and 

crossings on their side, the PA has actively developed border policing capacities in an 

effort to satisfy security demands made by Israel and the United States.  

 At the time of Canada’s pledge of $300 million in security aid funding at the Paris 

Conference, the “direct benefit to Canada” would include “the expected establishment of 

a viable Palestinian state, with well functioning institutions, that is democratic, 

accountable and living in peace and security as a neighbour to Israel” (CIDA 2010-

330:333). Administered primarily through Canada’s foreign assistance agency, CIDA, the 

aid funding was rhetorically categorized as “development assistance” supporting  efforts 

at “governance and prosperity” through security governance. Given that the PRDP is 
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framed within neo-liberal discourses of development (Leech 2014) and CIDA’s 

institutional culture (Hyndman 2009), aid to Palestine underlined that “Canada 

recognizes that a stable, peaceful and democratic society is made up of an effective, 

legitimate and accountable security system” (DFATD 2011-959:109). Emphasizing the 

need for security, CIDA officials (2010-330:332) added that “development assistance to 

the West Bank and Gaza is instrumental for the achievement of Canada's foreign policy 

objectives in the Middle East... in an effort to build security, governance and prosperity.”  

 Following the security development funding announcement, Canadian officials 

took pride in the notion that Canada became a “lead donor” in the area of security and 

justice reform in Palestine. In briefing materials, CIDA officials would note remarks like: 

“Canada was recently commended by EUPOL COPPS as having made the first major 

contribution to the mission” (CIDA 2010-338:12). The national security advisor to the 

Prime Minister was briefed that “Canadian personnel have established real credibility 

with Palestinian and Israeli security officials” (PCO 2010-558:2). Canada’s Department 

of Justice celebrated an illusion that Canada had become “a major player” in the Middle 

East peace process (DoJ 2010-1638:10). While underlining that Canada “has become a 

lead donor” (CIDA 2010-338:11), CIDA documents detail that — as a security innovator 

— Canada made security aid contributions through two major entities (both norm-

makers) who have ultimate control over the security reforms in Palestine. These entities 

are the highly influential United States Security Coordinator (USSC) and the EU Police 

Coordinating Office for Palestinian Police Support (EUPOL COPPS). Consistent with its 

character as a norm-supporter, Canada has attempted to provide a visible and reliable 
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supportive role within the mandates of organizations created by the agendas of the United 

States, Israel, and, to a lesser extent, the European Union.  

 Within the reform agenda established by the norm-making countries, my purpose 

here is to detail the significant contributions that Canada has made as a norm-supporter. 

Contrary to the rhetoric of democracy and sovereignty, Canadian security aid practices 

have been almost exclusively focused on developing the capacities of the PA as 

subordinates within the Israeli and US security forces. Efforts to develop the Palestinian 

security state encompass both type two (infrastructure) and type three (technique) 

security aid components, and below I have divided these contributions into three general 

themes: 1) efforts to enhance border management and border policing; 2) justice sector 

and police reform; and 3) security sector reform targeting the Palestinian Authority 

Security Forces (PASF). As an aggregate, these three categories of attention are what 

constitute the principle components of Canada’s security aid program in Palestine and 

offer a unique perspective on the “strategic” activities of norm-supporting.  

 

Border control assistance 

 Border controls have been the least prominent but nonetheless significant 

contributions to security sector reform in Palestine. Canada’s contribution to border 

capacity building pre-dates the 2007 Paris agreements, and includes a 2005 security aid 

project funded by START-GPSF and the now-defunct Human Security Program (see 

HSP 05-179 in CBSA 2010-4262). Under this project, CBSA directed a Border 

Modernization Program under the authority of the USSC, which focused on movements 

at the Rafah and Karni Crossings as well as “modernization” of the newly created 
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General Administration for Crossings and Borders (GACB). In response the Fatah-

Hamas schism in Palestine, Abbas issued a decree that give all border management 

responsibilities to the newly created GACB. Through the decree, Abbas made the GABC 

report directly to the Presidential Office of the PA. Therefore, all funding would go 

directly to the PA. Canada and the USSC could continue providing security aid funding 

without providing assistance, direct or otherwise, to Hamas, as this would have 

contravened Canadian anti-terrorism legislation. In developing the work program under 

the USSC, the focus was to develop an overall structure for the new GABC as well as 

establish technical enforcement components that included intelligence, contraband, and 

technology development.  

 A letter from START to the CBSA details the goals of the aid mission: “All the 

activity conducted in this phase has the superordinate objective of increasing the 

institutional capaci1y of the designated border management cadre to competently and 

responsibly organize and resource themselves and to manage its own affairs” (CBSA 

2010-4262:42). Internal notes within the original project proposal to the CBSA director 

stressed that “As the master plan will lead to individual capacity building projects, it 

would be easier for the CBSA to be involved in the planning phase than to be responsible 

for fixing or trying to influence the plan at a later stage” (CBSA 2010-4262:3). Work on 

border mobilities had been highlighted by the USSC and the PA as a high priority area to 

advance the MEPP. However, USSC efforts were complicated by the 2006 election and 

subsequent schism that resulted in Hamas governing Gaza and the PA governing the 

West Bank. Canada was tasked by the USSC to create a Project Document that would 

guide the reforms of GACB in 2007, yet the project reform has been completely stalled. 
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ATIA requests for the document were completely redacted (DND 2012-1108), and a 

complaint with the OIC (3212-1540) reveals that the document itself has never passed the 

draft stage due to unspecified factors.  

 The CBSA’s proposed plan of assistance was based on earlier “pre-diagnostic 

missions,” as well as the guidance of Mr. Denis Lefebvre, a former Vice President of the 

CBSA, who was deployed to the Dayton Missions from July 2005 to March 2006 (CBSA 

2010-462:18). The new program continued to be administered by Mr. Lefebvre who had 

become the technical expert on border issues within General Dayton’s team. By many 

accounts, Mr. Lefebvre was highly effective in his position. Documents leaked with the 

Palestine Papers make numerous mention of Mr. Lefebvre as the main interlocutor 

between the PA, the USSC, and Israel on the issue of border movement.57 It also appears 

he had a significant influence in easing restrictions on movements people and goods. 

While critics of Israeli policies demonstrate the violent excessiveness (and arbitrariness) 

of Israeli mobility controls, the influence of a Canadian security innovator within the 

USSC was nonetheless effective within this completely unreasonable milieu. As 

supporting evidence of Mr. Lefebvre’s influence, General Dayton sent a letter to DFATD 

urging the continuation of Mr. Lefebvre’s position. The letter outlined the operational 

requirements that Mr. Lefebvre has fulfilled, and expressed “appreciation for Canada’s 

significant contributions to the success of this mission” (CBSA 2010-0462:30). Internal 

documents related to the contract renewal detail that “Mr. Lefebvre, a former senior 

official with the CBSA has been instrumental in helping the Palestinians and Israelis 

                                                 
57 Al-Jazeera and the UK Guardian published the Palestine Papers online in January 2011, which 
comprised a database of 1,600 leaked internal documents from the Israel-Palestine negotiations from 1999– 
2010. Files in the database are word searchable. The publication of the Papers solicited a high degree of 
scrutiny of Fatah and the PA, as well as the United States.  
 

 233



bridge differences regarding border management following the Israeli withdrawal from 

the Gaza Strip” (CBSA 2010-4262:19).  

 When legal and contractual difficulties arose and Canada could no longer offer 

Mr. Lefebvre a contract, the CBSA then arranged to have Canada fund his continued 

work for the USSC thought through the UNDP. Noting that Mr. Lefebvre’s deployment 

to the USSC was “a key element of Canada's ongoing efforts to advance the Middle East 

Peace Process” (CBSA 2010-4262:30), DFATD was informed that “the Crown is limited 

in its ability to continue contracting directly with Mr. Lefebvre” (CBSA 2010-4262:31). 

After redactions from the memo — likely explaining the Crown’s legal limitations — it is 

noted that the “UNDP has agreed to act as the contracting authority on Canada’s behalf 

for this deployment” (ibid.). Under this arrangement, Canada would continue to pay for 

the deployment of Mr. Lefebvre ($300,000 for six months) and accrue the strategic 

benefit of maintaining a highly-placed security innovator within the USSC. A final 

section of the briefing note, appearing under “Canadian Value Added,” underlines the 

centrality of the Canadian contribution: “The provision of a border management expert 

with the requisite security and immigration knowledge, steeped in best practices 

including smart border principles, integrity promotion programs, trade facilitation; and 

transborder cooperation, would reinforce the work of both Dayton and Wolfensohn in 

post-withdrawal institution-building and economic development” (CBSA 2010-

4262:33).58 In a theme that is typical of Canadian support for the USSC, special mention 

is reserved in the CBSA documents to highlight the approval of General Dayton and the 

                                                 
58 Speaking directly to the expertise of Mr. Lefebvre, the note adds: “M. Lefebvre is well positioned to 
assist given his previous involvement in negotiations and Canadian credibility with both parties. The 
challenge at this time is to prevent a period of absence in M. Lefebvre's deployment, which would be 
detrimental to the ongoing negotiations” (CBSA 2010-4262:33). 
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USSC for Canadian security innovation. Underlining the technical and practical expertise 

that security innovators can contribute to the programs of norm-makers, the notes reads: 

“Both M. Lefebvre and DND’s contributions to the USSC Mission have received the 

strong approbation of the USSC mission” (CBSA 2010-4262:34).  

 Following the Fatah-Hamas schism — referred to in Canadian documents as the 

“Gaza takeover” — border mobility projects were largely suspended. It is unclear when 

Mr. Lefebvre ended his involvements with the USSC. Despite the brief disruption in 

border control programming, the USSC again raised the priority of border mobility in 

early 2009 and “asked Canada to take the lead on borders and crossings based on its 

previous involvement in that area” (DFATD 2010-2024:1). As an aspect of the whole of 

government approach that informed the post-Paris conference security aid package, the 

Canadian government accepted this responsibility and, in May of 2009, sent a CBSA 

assessment and scoping mission to consider the development of a Unified Border 

Management System. Funding was also put in place to ensure the Canadian component of 

the USSC mission would have a dedicated Movement and Access section.  

 While the border control section has been among the least prominent avenues of 

security aid, it has nonetheless made significant contributions. Beginning with the Mr. 

Lefebvre’s groundwork, Canadian expertise has been at the forefront of the US-driven 

attempts to develop PA control over the West Bank’s borders. While Israel retains 

ultimate control over all border affairs, the USSC has made significant efforts to bolster 

the PAs position through the development of “smart border” techniques, more 

sophisticated information management systems, and increased capacities for trans-border 

cooperation with Israel. Although border control is only one branch of the USSC mission, 
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it has allowed Canada a specific area of specialization to influence reforms. One briefing 

note underlines the importance of this contribution: “Dayton expressed his appreciation 

for the principles of the National Master Plan, and underscored the importance of 

Canada’s timely contribution, a dedicated CBSA expert in the field, to advance the 

project” (DFATD 2010-2024:3). Importantly, the border control expertise is only one 

component of the overall security aid package that supports the USSC mission. I will 

detail the mission more thoroughly after an overview of the justice sector and policing 

reforms that were also directed from the post-Paris security aid package to Palestine.  

 

Justice sector and police reform 

 In terms of monetary value, justice sector reform has been the most substantial 

element of Canada’s security aid to Palestine. Worth approximately $150 million, the 

programs include a vast amount of infrastructure construction (prisons, court houses, 

police stations, and security installations) as well as programs to develop policing 

sciences (forensics, public order policing, and administrative management), legal and 

judicial training, and more. Directed by CIDA under the whole of government 

framework, the work to date has focused exclusively in the West Bank, and has been 

divided into four priority areas: a) the building of a central courts complex in Ramallah 

and other “much-needed courthouses” in other West Bank regions; b) development and 

support of forensics services; c) support and training to prosecution services; and d) 

training programs focused on judicial independence and human rights (CIDA 2012-

532:83).  
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 The flagship Canadian project in the field of legal reform is known as the Shakara 

Project — an Arabic word for connoting trust and partnership (DoJ 2012-2148:2). 

Delivered by the Department of Justice through its security assistance arm, the 

International Legal Programs Section (ILPS), Shakara aims to develop and training 

prosecution services, as well as implement training programs focused on judicial 

independence and developing human rights capacities. A note from Department of Justice 

officials reads: “Canada’s role as lead donor affords unique opportunities for partnership 

with other donors and organizations - both local and international- in both the 

implementation of Sharaka and responding to the [Office of the Attorney General and the 

Public Prosecution Service] needs that fall beyond the program’s scope” (CIDA 2010-

330:267). In addition to the “unique opportunities” to advance relationships with other 

donor countries, an emphasis on legal expertise was established to strategically position 

Canadian involvement. In honing legal expertise of Canadian security innovators, one 

participant noted that the emphasis on justice sector reform was “strategic,” in that the 

prosecutorial services were the “poor cousin” amongst aid recipient agencies in Palestine, 

with most funds going to the security services (Interview 4). Moreover, as a particular 

node to make Canadian aid more effective, justice sector reform was premised on the 

“rule of law as an essential precursor” to economic development (Interview 4).59 With 

Canadian guidance, the project aimed to create a “virtuous circle” that would facilitate an 

“enabling environment” for broader political stabilization (Interview 4). A further 

advantage of the Shakara project was that CIDA was able to “bring together lots of 

                                                 
59 CIDA operates under a strongly neo-liberal paradigm of economic development (Hyndman 2009). 
Briefing notes frequently underline that Canadian aid to Palestine should be used for private market 
development. For example: “As a consequence of Canadian efforts to improve rule of law 
and the public's confidence in the justice system, CIDA is helping to improve the environment within 
which investment and economic growth can flourish” (CIDA A2010-282:45). 
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players” (Interview 4) through the coordination of justice sector reform. Given the 

crowded theatre of international donors in Palestine, the rationale behind the Shakara 

project was combine an area of significant expertise from Canada with an area that would 

have more influence and visibility as a donor.  

 Typical of the responsibilization discourses of Western criminal justice systems, it 

is worth noting the neo-liberal reformatory strategies on which the projects rest. Canadian 

documents outline that “CIDA is helping improve the capabilities of justice and security 

institutions to better plan and manage their responsibilities” (CIDA 2010-338:11). 

Similar to what Park (2010) has called the “rule of law fable,” reformatory discourses 

such as these present donor countries as neutral actors with a cultural monopoly on peace, 

while casting recipients as the source of instability and violence (see also Chandler 2010). 

Like other areas of security sector reform in Palestine, transformations to the Palestinian 

legal systems have typically demanded Palestinian participation, yet the designs of the 

projects themselves rarely include Palestinians in their creation. Bouris (2012:260) has 

noted that “SSR in the OPTs has long remained an externally-led reform process which 

several times made things more complicated without taking local ownership into 

account.”60 In their comprehensive evaluation of justice sector reform in Palestine, 

Youngs and Michou (2011) offer the following conclusions on the relationships between 

donors and recipients in Palestine: “Our Palestinian interlocutors welcome the enormous 

increase in international funds but lament that donor acknowledgement of local priorities 

is — in their view — still limited. The lack of Palestinian ownership of security sector 

                                                 
60 In a separate publication, Dimitris Bouris with Stuart Reigeluth (2012:185) have argued that “the main 
obstacle to a genuine SSR (including initiatives on JSR) has been that it has long remained an externally-
led process without always taking into consideration local needs and demands.”  
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reforms is a particularly acute concern.” Canadian documents, as well as study 

participants, stress that recipients “buy in” and “take responsibility” for the security 

development projects offered by Canadian security innovators. Yet, with Palestine and 

other recipients, a fundamental contradiction is embedded into these aid programs, in 

which recipients are expected to “take ownership” of a development project that is 

imposed through norm-makers. While Canadian expertise is strictly premised on 

developing techniques and technical enhancements, it is important to underline how the 

“techno fixes” (Haggerty 2004) of security are themselves integral to the larger normative 

practices of reform.  

 An important element of the justice sector reform is that it is the only sector of 

Canadian security aid that maintained a rhetorical commitment to positive-values of 

normative transfer. Yet the funding had a heavy emphasis on developing infrastructures 

(buildings and equipment) of the justice sector that, when put into practice of security 

development, became increasingly value-neutral. Simultaneously, Canadian security 

innovators became more involved in technical management. One participant described 

Canada’s post-Paris contributions as functioning as a “system integrator” (Interview 4) 

by funding a host of infrastructure projects to enhance the integration and cooperation 

across the justice system. The largest single project has been the funding of a $50-million 

Courthouse Construction Project to build courthouse facilities in Hebron and Tulkarem, 

as well as a Courts Complex in Ramallah (CIDA 2012-532:38). A briefing from CIDA 

stresses that “The Ramallah Courts Complex, for instance, will represent one of the key 

institutions of a future Palestinian state” (CIDA 2012-532:232). CIDA has also developed 

plans to build “much-needed” courthouses in Hebron and Tulkarern as well as “build 
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other courthouses and/or add additional spaces to existing courthouses in the West Bank” 

(CIDA 2012-532:83). CIDA funds also completely refurbished the Office of the Attorney 

General Headquarters with new evidence storage rooms; a new archive storage room; 

new hardware and equipment storage space; a new conference room; a new office for 

store keeper; new interview rooms; new holding cells; and new security staff offices 

(CIDA 2010-330:62). Canada has also funded a total of $1.29 million into prison 

construction, including a prison in Nablus (RCMP 2011-805).  

 In total, funding from the international community as part of the PRDP has 

included funds for an incredible 52 new prisons and eight new security compounds 

throughout the West Bank (Leech 2014:9). No documents discovered over the process of 

this research indicate the specific need for prison construction. Regardless of the PAs 

support or request for prison construction, the notion that ”aid” dollars are building 

prisons in one of the most systematically repressive environments — since 1967, 40 per 

cent of the adult male population in the West Bank and Gaza Strip (roughly 800,000 

people) have been the victim of some form of detention by Israel (Journal of Palestine 

Studies 2014; see also Bornstein (2010) — is never addressed within declassified 

Canadian documents reviewed for this research. Nor are there any (unredacted) 

acknowledgements of human rights issues within PA prisons. A number of sources have 

reported on PA security forces using torture against Hamas members in the new PA 

facilities, sometimes in the company off Western security and intelligence officials 

(Cobain 2009). No Canadian officials have been directly linked to these intelligence 

practices. However, given the integration of Canadian officials in the USSC — which I 

discuss below — the degree of separation is a thin line. Recent Memorandums of 
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Understanding (MoUs) on security and intelligence with Israel and Jordan add another 

concerning element within Canada’s decade-long movement towards formalizing the 

outsourcing of torture. Notwithstanding the potential presence of Canadian officials, 

security infrastructure aid is irrevocably connected with the future practices that stem 

from that infrastructure. Unlike the US and its post-sourcing human rights reviews, 

Canada has no policies for investigating what practices — and human rights violations — 

are facilitated with donations of security aid. I make this point simply to underline that 

the rhetorical animation of humanitarian reason for these processes — particularly within 

the justice sector — become secondary (or non-existent) in the practices of security 

development. As a norm-supporter, Canada strategic limits its security innovation to 

technical norm-transfers by solving practical and immediate tasks. 

 In terms of infrastructure support for the civilian police agency — the Palestinian 

Civilian Police (PCP) — Canada has prioritized the development of procedures relating 

to arrest, detention, and use of force (RCMP 2011-805:239). Canadian assistance funded 

a $1.6-million forensics program, as well as numerous efforts through the RCMP training 

that aim to support the “professionalization of the Palestinian Civilian Police, training 

crime scene first responders and police investigators in evidence collection, and 

providing UNODC/Interpol investigation training” (CIDA 2012-532:328). Canadian 

police are responsible for “assessing the training needs of the PCP as well as mentoring, 

training, equipping and professionalizing the service’s members” (RCMP 2012-

3277:322). Of the many funding initiatives to the PCP, $3 million has been allocated for 

public order policing capacities. This includes updated and technologically enhanced 

radio and communications support for public order policing in the West Bank. A 
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significant portion of the work done by Canadian officers has involved the creation of a 

new police training program and assistance with the design of the new Jericho Police 

Training Centre. In addition to leading the “transformational change” of the 

organizational structure of training in the PCP, Canadian officers conduct courses on 

Local Informant Recruitment, Advanced Investigative Interviewing, the use of the Tonfa 

(police baton), and a course on the “Role of the Police during an Election” (RCMP 2012–

3277:25; RCMP 2011-805:148).61 Public order policing, i.e. the training of police to deal 

with political protests, has been an area of preoccupation for the Canadian RCMP 

trainers. Canada has also supplied equipment to the PCP Public Order units and assisted 

with the training of 1,000 police in public order policing, directly in relation to the 

January 2009 elections62 (RCMP 2011–805:132). Although the elections have yet to take 

place, the PCP has increasingly been tasked by the IDF as a lead agency to deal with 

public order policing (Zanotti 2010), most recently during IDF bombings in Gaza and 

during Arab Spring demonstration. 

 Another $4.5 million was directed towards police IT infrastructure to implement 

local area networks and wide area networks, as well as procure sufficient computing 

hardware to upgrade PCP IT capacity. Supporting the installation of Cisco’s SmartNet 

Systems was funding ($1.3 million) to procure and setup two 200ft communications 

towers on behalf of the PCP in early 2009. In support of PCP training, $2.4 million was 

allocated to the construction and rehabilitation of the Jericho Police Training Facility, as 

                                                 
61 Canadian officers are also engaged in worldly diplomatic activity: “Lastly, this month the writer entered 
the Guinness Book of World Records. Attending with the Head of Mission, I participated in an event at a 
small village to eat the world’s largest plate of a local Palestinian chicken dish. The Prime Minister of 
Palestine was on hand, along with many other V.I.P.’s and media to witness the event” (RCMP 2011-
805:162). 
62 Although President Abbas’ term was to end — and did, formally — in January 2009, elections have yet 
to take place owing to a number of delays.  
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well as support the development of new training programs that “can respond 

appropriately and relevantly to the 21st Century environment” (CIDA 2012-532:328). To 

develop a PCP information management systems, $2 million was awarded to support 

functions such as police operations, human resources, logistics, raining, document 

management and improvements to the investigation/case management system. Under the 

title of “Command and Control Capacity Development and Information and 

Communication Technology Integration Project,” another $2.6 million funded equipment 

and training to integrate various agencies of the PASF (DFATD 2014-847). Finally, up to 

$5 million was diverted to the RCMP to deploy officers to support the EUPOL-COPPS 

mission that aimed to reform the PCP. Under EUPOL-COPPS, the RCMP has dedicated 

two staff persons to support the capacity building efforts of the PCP, “leaving a lasting 

Canadian imprint enabling the PCP to better respond to learning challenges in the future” 

(RCMP 2012-3277:14). Similar to what Bayley (2005) has detailed with US police 

capacity assistance, projects are frequently framed as democracy-building and rule of law 

promoting. Yet, upon delivery, the vast majority of the trainings are technical and 

operational with only vague overtures to human rights issues. One participant 

acknowledged the lack of substantive focus, saying “it will never work” (Interview 11) 

when asked about human rights and gender-based trainings.  

 Although these programs are framed as aid programs for Palestine, Canada’s 

efforts to bolster the Palestinian policing apparatus must be contextualized within the 

norm-supporting framework of Canada’s Middle East policy, which is strongly 

deferential to norm-makers like the US, the Quartet, and Israel. Speaking to the value of 

Canadian involvement, a briefing note describes that “We are warmly welcomed by the 
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Palestinian Authority, the PCP and the local population, partly because we are not 

Americans, who are seen as allies of Israel” (RCMP 2011-805:263). In contrast to 

narratives of support from the local population, Ryana (2013) has discussed how the 

creation of the Palestinian Authority security state is not in the interests of Palestinians, 

but is a policy designed by — and implemented to satisfy — Israel. Emphasizing this 

point, a briefing memo for new members of the mission starts with the phrase: “Serving 

on an international peace operation is an opportunity to utilize your policing expertise to 

assist the Palestinian Authorities in building their capacity to ensure safer homes, 

communities and a brighter future for the people of Israel” (RCMP 2011-805:210). 

In addition to the PCP capacity building mission, the other — and main — avenue 

for developing policing capacities has been focused on the PAs security forces. While the 

PCP mission has been directed by the EU, reforms to the security forces have been 

controlled exclusively by the United States under the USSC mission. As the flagship 

security development program in Palestine, Canadian security innovation has played an 

important, supporting role. 

 

Security sector reform: The USSC and Operation Proteus 

Since nominal autonomies were promised to the Palestinian people in the 1994 

Oslo Accords, preoccupation with “security” have been the central focus of the 

international community’s discussion of the possibility of allowing a state called 

“Palestine” (Bouris 2012; Lia 2006:267-324). Following the US-initiated Movements and 

Access Agreement, the US State department established the USSC for the 

“professionalization of the Palestinian Authority security forces” (DND 2012-866:3). 
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Headed by a special envoy appointed by the Secretary of State, the USSC has been 

predominately shaped by US General Keith Dayton, who headed the group from 2005 

until 2010. The USSC has been subsequently led by General Michael Moeller from 

October 2010 to October 2012, then by Vice Admiral Paul Bushon from October 2012 to 

present. It was during Dayton’s leadership period where the USSC adopted its current 

focus on supporting the PA suppression campaign directed against Hamas. A number of 

journalistic reports have described the violence of PA forces under the direction of the 

US, in particular the role of Bush administration officials in supporting Fatah strongman 

Muhammad Dahlan (see Rose 2008). Hamas has gone as far as to describe the PA 

security forces as the “Dayton Forces” (Thrall 2010). From 2007 to 2010, the US State 

Department allocated approximately $392 million to train and equip the PA security 

forces, oversee construction of related infrastructure projects, and develop the capacity of 

the PA (GOA 2010). Despite the lack of democratic legitimacy held by the PA in the 

West Bank, the USSC has played a central role in US (and Israeli) strategic plans to 

curtail Hamas.  

 Security sector reform has become the “alpha and omega” of the state-building 

process in general and in the Occupied Palestinian Territories in particular (Bouris 

2010:382). It has focused on a number of policing-style agencies that comprise the 

Palestinian Authority Security Forces (PASF) in the West Bank. The main focus of the 

USSC’s efforts at “capacity building and professionalization” has been the National 

Security Force (NSF) and the Palestinian Gendarmerie, with secondary emphasis on the 

Presidential Guard (DND 2010-1284:6). As noted above, training of the Palestinian Civil 

Police (PCP) has been delegated to the EU — thought the EUCOPPS mission — and 
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Canada has played (again) a supportive role. With direct USSC oversight, a Strategic 

Planning Department was established within the PA’s Ministry of Interior, which has 

facilitated the development of a comprehensive plan for the re-organization, restructuring 

and development of the PASF (DND 2010-1284:23). Although Canada is a significant 

actor, the security sector reforms are largely organized and funded by the United States, 

which has contributed over $150 million in support of the professionalization 

programmes. 

Under Dayton’s leadership, the USSC developed five lines of operation. As 

detailed by Canadian briefing notes, these include: 1) monitoring and supporting the 

development of the PASF at the tactical and operational levels; 2) monitoring and 

directing PASF infrastructure efforts; 3) leading USSC efforts in support of border and 

movement and access issues; 4) facilitating collaboration and cooperation between 

development groups and the USSC in regards to justice sector reform; and 5) leading in 

the development of PASF logistics capability from the strategic to tactical level (DND 

2012-547:5; CBSA 2010-4262:9).  

 Canadian funding has been allocated to a number of significant infrastructure 

projects (CIDA 2012-0532:327). Funding of $1.5 million was directed towards the Joint-

Operating Centres (JOC) — similar to those established in the Caribbean, discussed in 

Chapter 3 — which aim to fuse operational capabilities within the West Bank and 

improve liaison with Israeli Security Services, the US, Jordan, and other transversal 

actors. However, the main focus of the Joint Operating Centres is to act as a fusion centre 

to integrate the various elements of the PASF into Israeli command. As an element for 

the USSC in terms of satisfying Israeli demands, one briefing note to Canada’s Minister 
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of Defence describes Canada as being a “good enabler” within the establishment of JOC, 

“help[ing] shape much of this early thinking and work” (DND 2010-1284:41). Canada 

also funded a small arms safety training centre ($2.9 million), which was designed to 

provide the Palestinian Security Forces (NSF, PCP) with facilities and appropriate safety 

training in the use and handling firearms. A further $3.25 million was directed toward the 

Ministry of the Interior Logistics Complex, which aims to enhance logistics capacity, 

including the ability to unify all logistics departments under one central commission, 

develop and strengthen the logistical capabilities of the PA security establishment, and 

strengthen planning and coordination of logistical support for the PA security 

establishment. 

 Strategically targeting cities that have been associated with resistance to Israeli 

occupation, the USSC began work in 2007 to reinforce PASF presence in Jenin and 

Hebron. According to the World Bank and former United States Secretary of State Rice, 

the reinforced PA presence has helped the two cities — “once lawless and havens for 

terrorists” —  to “re-establish law and order and curb the activities of militias” (quoted in 

CIDA 2012-532:31). The characterization of the space being without law stems from an 

explicitly colonial genealogy of control (Comaroff and Comaroff 2007; Hall 2003; 

Mawani 2005), but reinforces how the central purpose of the security development 

program in Palestine is to ensure the PA can enforce Israel’s prescriptions of “law and 

order.” The Canadian briefing note goes on to explain the early results of PASF trainings 

under Dayton have “allowed Israel to cut its incursions into Jenin by about 40 percent” 

(ibid.).  

 247



 Canada’s most direct contribution to the USSC security sector reform has been 

directed by the Department of National Defence and is known as Operation Proteus. As a 

norm-supporter within the framework of the USSC, Operation Proteus has provided a 

number of innovative contributions to the US and EU efforts to professionalize the PA 

security forces. From 2007 to present, Canadian contributions have ranged from 15 to as 

many as 20 military members and several civilian members. Operation Proteus has 

accounted for almost half of the USSC’s 50-person staff, providing more staff than other 

member countries like the UK, Turkey and even the US — which only has approximately 

16 staff. Canadians have been continuously affirmed as integral to the management of the 

mission, which has included the provision of Arabic translators (Bedien 2009:5). Some 

recent documents from DND point towards another increase to staff levels in 2013–2014, 

at the request of the USSC (DND 2013-1963). Briefing notes to the Minister of Defence 

stress that, although the “force ceiling” was increased to 20 (in August 2012), short-term 

requests for “specialized skills and expertise” have “often increased the number of 

personnel in theatre above the mission’s existing force ceiling” (DND 2013-1292:2-3). 

The specialized expertise, however, has ensured that Canadian security innovators 

“became more integrated within the USSC organization” (ibid.). A memorandum written 

to Canada’s Defence Minister details how “Canada’s contribution is valued by the 

Israelis, Palestinians and is an important element in the Canada-US bilateral security and 

defence relationship... Dayton relies heavily on Canada in areas ranging from 

infrastructure, borders (movement and access), and donor liaison” (DND 2012-547:20). 

By 2010, Canada’s Operation Proteus commander Colonel Lewis was fully integrated 

 248



into Dayton’s team and functioned as a line commander within the USSC, “an indication 

of the importance of the Canadian contribution” (DFATD 2011-959:110).  

 More recently, Canada, at the request of the US, has added a high-ranking 

Brigadier General to augment the standing of the mission within the overall command 

structure of the Canadian Forces. Briefing notes written for Canada’s Chief of Defence 

Staff (CDS) for a meeting with USSC head Vice-Admiral Bushon in 2013 included the 

following “talking point” for Canada’s highest-ranking soldier: “Our commitment is even 

stronger with last year's increase of CAF personnel from 18 to 20, assigning a BGen as 

the Task Force Commander (TFC) of Op PROTEUS and by integrating our team into 

yours” (DND 2013-1963:49). In the briefing report for Canada’s CDS, marked as 

“confidential,” the “points to register” included: “Our increased commitment to the 

USSC is certainly a great opportunity for Canada to enhance its contribution to the 

Middle East Peace Process (MEPP) and to Israeli and Palestinian security concerns, but 

even more importantly - to support our closest ally in this mission” (ibid.). As a common 

theme for “strategic” use of security aid funds, the development of PA security forces is 

an objective but, “even more importantly,” is the objective is supporting the role of US as 

a norm-maker of the transversal security community. 

 The USSC mission has been highly influential in capacity-building the PA to 

administer security governance of the West Bank. By 2012, the USSC had trained over 

9000 Palestinian security forces (DND 2012-547:4). Logistically, this entails “training 

and equipping battalions under USSC oversight at the Jordanian International Police 

Training Centre” (DFATD 2011-959:110), which was built with American funds in 2003 
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for the training of Iraqi police (Thrall 2010).63 According to Bedien (2009), the Jordan 

International Police Training Center (JIPTC) was used to train about 32,000 Iraqi police 

officers until around 2007, and the United States has sought to keep the facility active 

with its program for the PA. The USSC-trained “special battalions” are para-military 

“gendarmerie-style” (Zanotti 2010:16) groups that are the largest unit of the PA security 

forces.  

 While largely regarded as a proxy for the Israeli occupation (Thrall 2010), the PA 

security forces have become a tokenistic symbol for donor countries to publicize their 

contributions to an otherwise failed process of ending the Israeli occupation. As a 

briefing note to Canada’s Minister of Defence put it: “In the absence of a formal peace 

process, Palestinian reform, which is improving security for Palestinians and Israelis 

alike, is a real bright spot in the Middle East” (DND 2012-547:4 — emphasis added). 

Underlining what norm-makers of the transversal security community see as a successful 

security development mission, briefing notes for the 2013 visit to Canada by Vice-

Admiral Bushon stated that the USSC mission has been identified as a structure to be 

exported in future security aid missions:  

 
The USSC mission [redacted] and is now being flagged as a potential model for 
other nations requiring similar support. The mission enjoys broad bipartisan 
support in both the US House of Representatives and the Senate. Former 
Secretary of State Clinton described the mission as the most effective one of its 
kind in the world. The mission is also strongly supported by Israel. (DND 2013-
1963:50).  

 

                                                 
63 Although Canada did not officially join the Coalition of the Willing during the invasion of Iraq, Canadian 
security aid was allocated to assist the US in its post-invasion stabilization plans. For example, through the 
JIPTC, RCMP officers were highly placed in training Iraqi security forces from 2003 to 2007 (see RCMP 
2014-99). I discuss the Iraq security aid mission in more detail in Chapter 8. 
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Given the acceleration of Israeli land acquisition and militarism, the technically-

cloaked project of security sector reform has been ideal for demonstrating “successful” 

engagement by the donor community. Yet the demonstration of success does not place 

any emphasis on value-norms, particularly given the significant “democratic deficit” of 

the PA and the illiberal policing practices of the PASF. Norm-makers are only focused on 

the transfer of practical security norms and developing surveillance and policing 

capacities of the PA to satisfy demands for Israeli law and order. For Canada, the 

emphasis on security sector reform has offered an opportunity to “punch above its 

weight” through the contribution of security innovators to this technically-oriented norm-

transfer. Since Canada is a non-player in the Peace Process, the technically-cloaked 

program on security reform allows Canada to commit significant resources, insert itself 

as a player in the region, and enhance its position as a norm-supporter of what amounts to 

an internationally-coordinated pacification program. Though security development has 

become a replacement of — not a complement to —the peace process, Canada has used 

the expertise of its security innovators as an opportunity to significantly increase its 

reputation and visibility as a norm-supporter. As an aspect of the strategic deployment of 

security aid, I stress below how Canadian security innovation in Palestine has been 

catered to enhance Canadian visibility and influence in a broader spectrum of transversal 

security governance.  

 

“The Canadian Factor”: Security innovation in Palestine 

Canada’s contribution to the creation of the Palestinian Authority security state 

displays a number of characteristics that speak to security innovation. Given that the 
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security development of the Palestine Authority is a project driven by norm-makers (US, 

EU, and to satisfy Israel), Canada has channelled its contributions into technically-

focused projects that enhance capacities of the policing and security forces. Focusing on 

border management, courts, the civilian police, and security forces has allowed Canada to 

play an important role in advancing the agenda set by norm-makers by providing 

technocratic support that aims to develop “best” practices in those institutions.  

 Supporting Canada’s role as a security innovator, Canadian officials look towards 

specialized and particular areas for Canada to function as a “system integrator” and 

“critical enabler” to leave a “lasting Canadian imprint.” In proposing the Shakara project 

to upper management, CIDA program officials explained that “Such a program fills a 

significant gap in existing international support to the Palestinian justice sector and 

represents a key area where Canada can bring value-added expertise” (CIDA 2010-

330:548). In cases like the Shakara project, there is a clear departmental interest (Justice 

Department) to showcase their expertise at security innovation. Similarly, CBSA officials 

discussing participation in the border-reform project of the USSC underline: “Accepting 

the opportunity to directly advise the USSC in relation to borders, while assisting the PA, 

would be a precedent setting opportunity for the CBSA” (CBSA 2010-4262:3). 

Regarding the RCMP deploying as supporting actors to the EUCOPPS policing mission 

with the PCP, discussion notes highlight that “The government of Canada determined 

that participation in this mission provided an excellent opportunity to make an important 

contribution... and one leaving a lasting Canadian imprint enabling the PCP to better 

respond to learning challenges in the future” (RCMP 2012-3277:321). Due to the large 

contingent of Canadian members within the USSC, briefing notes for a meeting between 

 252



Minister of Foreign Affairs John Baird and USSC chief General Moeller in 2012 during a 

visit to Israel advise Baird to: “Ask how they see Canada’s role in Gen Moeller’s new 

campaign plan, noting Canada’s interest in supporting his objectives while also keeping 

an identifiable Canadian element” (DFATD 2011-2067:19 - emphasis added). In these 

cases, we can trace how contributions to security aid projects are often premised on the 

reward of leaving a “Canadian imprint” or Canadian “value-added expertise” to projects 

designed and coordinated by security norm-makers.  

 When Canadian security aid experts, like those from Sharaka or the RCMP or 

CBSA, speak of adding Canadian value, their focus is very narrowly prescribed to 

enhancing technical elements of larger projects. For Canadian security aid, becoming a 

“major player” in effect does not refer to making major decisions about the course or 

framing of a project (i.e. norm-making), but instead refers to becoming a relied-upon 

operative and executor. The role of norm-supporter never expresses itself more clearly 

than in the desire to satisfy the norm-makers. Canadian officials, who met with General 

Dayton regularly, would often make special note of the positive refrains made towards 

the Canadian contribution. References to General Dayton’s approval of Canadian security 

innovation are consistent throughout textual records from the Op Proteus mission. CIDA 

meetings with Dayton from November 2009 contained handwritten notes stressing how 

Canada was “leading from behind,” providing a “catalytic effect,” and“gathering the 

stakeholders,” and describing Canadian participants as “indispensable, couldn’t do it w/o 

cda” (CIDA 2010-338:19-24). A post-meeting summary of the meeting recounts how 

Dayton suggested that Canada was on the “ground floor” with respect to state-building 

efforts and that “we were pre-positioned to support Palestinian Prime Minister Fayyad’s 
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2-year plan [PRDP] for attaining statehood.” The summary report further noted that 

Canada, “through its respective programming channels,” had taken “a tangible lead and 

made an indispensable contribution” (CIDA 2010-338:25).  

 

 
Illustration 6: Handwritten notes from a meeting between CIDA Minister Bev Oda and General Dayton, 
November 2009 (CIDA 2010-338:22). 
 

As a major contributor to the USSC, Canadian security innovators have frequently 

been praised for their diligent and creative work. Demonstrating how norm-supporting 

works to curry strategic recognition from norm-makers, the improvements to the security 

apparatus in Palestine are frequently described as benefitting Canada via improved 

relations with the US, Israel, and the PA. A briefing note to the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs outlines that: “Thanks to Canada’s assistance, tangible results on the ground can 

be seen in the security and judicial sectors. Such improvements contribute to the security 

of Israel and helps increase Israel’s confidence in the Palestinian Authority’s ability to 

maintain calm and rule of law in the areas of the West Bank under its control” (DFATD 

2011-2068:77; CIDA 2012-532:246). The above quotation demonstrates the emphasis on 

tangible results in developing security governance, while also acknowledging that the 

measurement of the ”rule of law” is not based on normative values of liberalism, but on 
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practices of managing insecurities as defined by Israel. Social control practices of 

repression and authoritarianism against Palestinian populations — from the PA or Israeli 

security forces — are not a factor for evaluating “improvements,” nor are they even 

acknowledged.  

 Canada’s most visible contribution to the USSC has come from the Department of 

National Defence. Given the interoperability of Canadian and United States military 

forces, the integration of Canadian officers into the USSC is only one of many facets of 

the US-Canada security relationship. Yet it is an important one for its practical 

contributions to global (in)security governance. As a norm-supporter of numerous facets 

of US norm-making in the transversal security community, the Op Proteus mission has 

been important for showcasing Canadian security innovation. One set of briefing notes 

for Canada’s Minister of Defence underlines that “[Dayton] has recognized that the 

Canadian contingent provides unique capabilities to his mission and has therefore 

entrusted CF members with significant leadership and operational responsibilities” (DND 

2010-1284:41). Further stressing the strategic value of Canadian security aid in satisfying 

broader foreign policy interests, the briefing note concludes that General Dayton is “a 

strong believer” in the Canadian contribution and “has been, and continues to be, an 

enthusiastic advocate of Canada’s support to this US mission with both the Bush and the 

new Obama administrations” (ibid.). Similar to Canadian integration into US military 

ranks during the Iraq invasion in 2003 (COAT 2010), Canadian Forces have developed a 

strong reputation as reliable and practical supporters of US military operations. DND 

frequently highlight their role as trusted norm-supporters when discussing Dayton’s 

praise of the mission. Under a headline “The Canadian Factor,” a 2009 discussion paper 
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on the future of the Op Proteus mission states how “the Canadian contribution to the 

USSC is particularly prized by both General Dayton and the USG” (DND 2010-1284:28). 

As the pursuit of accolades from General Dayton demonstrates, the “Canadian Factor” in 

Palestine supports Canadian strategic interests through the embedding of Canadian 

security innovators within the projects of norm-markers and the advancing of bilateral 

relations — particularly with the US. As an indication of the successfulness of Canadian 

contributions, Dayton has relied heavily on Canadian security innovators, as they have 

proven to be reliable and creative security development workers. A meeting summary 

between Minister of Defence Mackay with Israeli Minister of Defence Ehud Barak 

recounts:  

 
The Proteus team provides an appreciative USSC with its largest and most 
effective contingent in helping to reform and build a professional Palestinian 
security force. Cda’s efforts are extremely well respected by the Palestinians and 
the Israelis who are already seeing real resulted [sic] in terms of peace and 
security. (DND 2011-0501:4). 

 
As a contribution to the capacities of the PAs security forces, the security aid to 

Palestine has also functioned to improve bilateral relations between Canada and Israel. 

Discussions of the mission’s successes are mainly in terms of fortifying the “hard 

security” abilities of the PA to enforce Israeli law and order in the occupied territories. As 

one anonymous diplomat interviewed by the International Crisis Group put it: “…the 

main criterion of success is Israeli satisfaction. If the Israelis tell us that this is working 

well, we consider it a success” (International Crisis Group 2010: 16). Similarly, briefing 

notes for the Canadian Foreign Minister highlight that “The significant increase in 

capacity of Palestinian security forces to combat terrorism and maintain peace and 

security in the West Bank is a success story with important positive impacts for Israeli 
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security. Israel has recognized USSC’s contribution to this” (DFATD 2011-2068:29; 

DFATD 2011-2067:19). In other notes, DND officials have underlined that Canada’s 

contribution to the USSC is “valued by the Israelis, Palestinians and Egyptians and is an 

important element in the Canadian-US bilateral security and defence relationship” (DND 

2010-1284:39). The notes continue: “Indeed, despite the slowing of formal Final-Status 

Negotiations between the PA and Israel, there continue to be improvements on day-to-

day issues” (DND 2010-1284:41 — emphasis added). While it is true that the security 

situation in the West Bank has improved, it is regrettable — and absent from any 

Canadian documents — that these improvements have been a result of a significant rise 

in authoritarian practices of the PA.  

 

Alice Hills (2009:80) has pointed out that security development is rarely “for all,” 

but based on “relations of domination and coercion, rather than shared norms, and is 

typically produced and expressed in terms of differentiation and exclusion.” In Palestine, 

the security aid has not fostered a liberal system of “rule of law,” but an authoritarian 

version of social control based on the rule of force. Though security aid in Palestine — 

from Canada as well as from others in the broader post-Paris framework — has been 

framed by the humanitarian sentiments captured by developing the “rule of law,” a 

number of recent reports have detailed the slide away from democratic standards in the 

West Bank. Amnesty International’s most recent report (2013), entitled “Shut up we are 

the police,” details the repression of Arab Spring protestors, while Youngs and Michou’s 

(2011) recent study of development assistance provides a broad picture of the repressive 

policing practices in the West Bank. Noting that many civil society organisations have 
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been shut down, others face pervasive administrative controls or unpredictable raids, and 

“associations seen to be affiliated to the opposition” are targeted for dissolution, Youngs 

and Michou (2011:3) write:  

 
The aim of security reform was to establish a more professional and de-
factionalised national security force. Reform has been remarkably effective in 
tackling the West Bank’s gangland-style justice. It has also succeeded in re-
incorporating the main West Bank militia through an amnesty programme. The 
Al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigades have been rendered un-operational. The number of 
Israeli controlled check-points has decreased… However, while security has 
improved, democratic control over security forces has weakened. Illegal arrests 
have increased. Political purges are becoming more frequent, with officials being 
forced out on specious security grounds. The security clampdown does not enjoy 
strong democratic legitimacy; indeed it is the subject of strong popular 
resentment. Ordinary policing has been an outstanding success, but the 
intelligence and security services function in a more politicised and less benign 
fashion, outside the scope of the law. NGOs point to increased use of torture and 
illegal detentions. The combination of a weak judiciary and strong security forces 
presents the danger of Palestine becoming a police state. (see also Bouris and 
Reigeluth 2012; Leech 2014). 

 
Within this context, the effusive praises around the “success” of the mission need 

to be understood as references to the “strategic” interests of security aid, not principles of 

rule of law or democracy. Though the security aid is rationalized as an effort to develop 

value-positive norms of democracy and the rule of law, the litany of successes presented 

in reports from Canadian security innovators address only two dimensions: the practical 

increase in the security capacities of the PASF, and the performance of security 

innovators in support of the governance projects of norm-makers. On these grounds of 

evaluation, the Canadian security aid contribution to the Palestinian Authority has been 

highly successful. As a briefing note the Defence Minister put it: “OP PROTEUS is a 

high-value mission in which a few personnel are having a tremendous impact on the 

ground” (DND 2010-1284:45). A separate briefing for Minister Baird reads: “The 
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significant increase in capacity of Palestinian security forces to combat terrorism and 

maintain peace and security in the West Bank is a success story with important positive 

impacts for Israeli security” (DFATD 2011-2067:19). As a relatively small security aid 

contribution, the strategic faculties of security innovators have allowed Canada to “punch 

above its weight.”  

 The “high value” of the mission is a combination of practical, tangible security 

development corresponding with increased visibility and reputational status of Canada as 

a norm-supporter. Under the whole of government approach, the security aid in Palestine 

has allowed a number of security innovators — the CBSA, the RCMP, DND, CIDA, 

Justice Canada — to develop links with norm-makers and, in turn, further develop 

internal expertise and abilities. Some departments have also used the integration of 

Canadian experts into the USSC as an opportunity to institutionalize future norm-

supporting practices in the transversal security community. For example, the 

successfulness of the Op Proteus mission enticed the Department of National Defence to 

re-shape their Middle East branch around their increasing centrality to the USSC mission. 

In 2012, the central command of the Canadian Forces informed Op Proteus commander 

General Michael Pearson that his role “will evolve during your tour to include Canadian 

National Commander (CNC) Middle East. At a to-be-specified date, you will have 

national authority over all CF Middle East missions and personnel” (DND 2012-866:4 

— emphasis added). In a directive issued by the Commander of the Canadian 

Expeditionary Force, Pearson is told that “you will be my eyes and ears in the region” 

(DND 2012-866:26). Stressing the importance of intelligence collection as part of 

Canada’s integration into the USSC, Pearson is instructed to report on any threats to 
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“Canadian interests” as part of the “Commander's Critical Information Requirements 

(CCCIRs)” (DND 2012-866:5). The briefing package for General Pearson underlines the 

geo-political stakes in claiming that, with the “dynamic events” of the “Arab Spring and 

associated regime changes,” CEFCOM needs to “enhance its level of preparedness 

through better situational awareness in order to be able to effectively respond to a 

spectrum of events in the region” (DND 2012-866:28).  Given the significance of the 

Middle East to the transversal security community, the centrality of the Op Proteus 

mission cannot be understated. The organizational shift to centre Op Proteus for 

“situational awareness” of all Middle East affairs highlights the efficacy of the mission as 

an intelligence hub, with surveillant “eyes and ears” far exceeding the West Bank. As a 

gateway into further practices of transversal security governance, security aid in Palestine 

has increased the visibility and reliability of Canadian security innovators within the 

transversal security community, as well as making the US-guided Op Proteus mission  

a hub for Canadian strategic planning. One briefing note on the success of the security aid 

mission in Palestine concluded: “DND’s engagement in security sector reform through 

Op Proteus is achieving significant strategic effect, and enjoys widespread 

interdepartmental support” (CIDA 2010-338:13 — emphasis added). As a program of 

norm-supporting, the security development regime in Palestine has supported the goals of 

norm-makers — particularly, though not exclusively, the US — as well as establishing a 

“strategic effect” for Canadian foreign policy interests.  

 In a context where Canadian influence would only be marginal on its own, 

practices of security innovation have established a very productive node for Canada to 

become a “player on the security stage.” While not framing the direction of the effort to 
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manage the insecurity threats presented by Palestinians, Canada’s contributions are 

strictly practical and supportive of the norm-makers of the Paris “roadmap.” Given the 

Harper government’s unequivocal support for Israel, the security aid project in Palestine 

has been central in advancing Israeli and US interests in developing a security state that 

can function to suppress any political forces that challenge Israel’s land acquisition 

strategies. Developing systems of mobility controls, prisons, and policing and security 

apparatuses fused under Israeli supervision remains of central importance to this long-

term strategy of Israel and the US.64 Canada’s importance in developing these systems of 

security governance and social control are well attested to by the position of Canada 

within the USSC system.  

 The centrality of Canadian security innovation became quite clear in the aftermath 

of the UN vote on granting Palestine non-member status in the fall of 2012. With a 

vote of 138 in favour, nine against (including Canada, the US, and Israel) and 41 

abstentions, Canada was particularly vocal in opposing the vote because, as Baird argued, 

it undermined the negotiations process. Notwithstanding the irony that the security aid 

project is itself an attempt to undermine the negotiations process, Baird responded by 

threatening to cut the “aid” programs to Palestine. Following the vote, Baird stated on 

November 29, 2012 that he was “considering all available next steps” (National Post 

2012). Not realizing that the “aid” to Palestine was in fact a supporting the norm-makers 

in pacifying Palestine — while also making significant contributions to Canadian 

strategic interests — Baird was forced, through an announcement by a spokesperson on 

                                                 
64 One subtle note contained in a briefing to the Canadian Chief of Defence Staff stated: “All activities 
undertaken by Op PROTEUS and the USSC require Israel's approval” (DND 2013-1963:51). As I discuss 
in the conclusions, the overarching control of Israel was a point of frustration, creating inefficiencies for 
Canadian security innovators. 
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December 4, 2012, to acknowledge that all “aid” funding for Palestine would continue 

(Canadian Press 2012). It was a dramatic flip-flop from a political operator who rarely 

concedes any ground or acknowledges wrong-doing and — although it was never 

acknowledged in the public realm — discloses the significant contributions of Canadian 

security aid to the transversal security community’s agenda in the Middle East.  

 

Conclusions 

 As one of the most successful programs of Canadian security aid, the multi-

layered security development mission in Palestine has received widespread praise from 

international allies (particularly norm-makers of the Paris conference such as Israel and 

the US) as well as within the Canadian security development bureaucracy. A recent 

document from the Department of National Defence says that “The mission enjoys 

widespread interdepartmental support as it has been a key enabler of successful DFATD 

programming in the region. Through their technical assistance oversight and leadership, 

Op PROTEUS personnel have allowed DFATD’s Global Peace and Security Fund 

(GPSF) projects to be implemented more effectively and efficiently” (DND 2013-

1963:51). Summarizing many of the characteristics that make security aid an effective 

tool for advancing Canadian interests, the note highlights how strategic programming can 

harness technical assets of security innovation to position Canada as a component and 

efficient supporter to efforts at developing governance regimes in geographies on 

(in)security.  

 Though the security aid project is rationalized as rule of law based, the “success” 

of the mission must be contextualized according to the criteria of norm-supporting. In 
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terms of advancing Canadian security innovation, Canadian visibility in supporting norm-

makers, and institutionalizing forms of Canadian influence, the security aid programming 

in Palestine has been an unequivocal success. Despite Minister Baird’s reactionary threats 

to cut the program, a “secret” briefing note on US relations (REL US) from 2013 

meetings with Vice-Admiral Bushon reveal that a new security aid package to Palestine 

will be approved. The note states:  

 
During a meeting with DFAIT, the subject of continued aid funding to the PA was 
discussed. On this matter, DFAIT indicated that they had received clear direction 
to support US efforts to reenergize the MEPP and that they were optimistic that a 
new aid package to PA would be forthcoming. (DND 2013-1963:70). 

 
Given the “success” of the mission in terms of advancing Canadian strategic 

interests, the Government of Canada seems likely to announce another security aid 

package to Palestine. At the time of this writing, there are no indications on the specific 

direction of the security aid. However, it is reasonable to assume that the “aid” will be 

framed around building rule of law through security sector reform. Given the direction set 

by norm-making powers within the MEPP, the normative power of security will structure 

continued support for the PA. As a result, continued security aid will likely contribute to 

the Palestinian paradox where a general increase in security is a direct result of 

authoritarian policing practices cultivated by donor countries and security innovators like 

Canada. Leech (2014:7) has detailed that the “shift towards greater authoritarianism” is 

condoned by a desire to integrate “the PA as an agent on the US side of the so-called War 

on Terror.” With the primary focus on eliminating Hamas, Sayigh (2007:16) has 

remarked that the “war on terror” agenda has reinforced the positions of established US 

allies by strengthening Fatah’s “old guard,” and in particular “the impasse with Hamas 
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enabled them to renew their long-standing resistance to internal reform and 

democratisation.” Concluding their assessment of international aid efforts to the 

Palestinian Authority, Youngs and Michou (2011:10) paint a similar portrait of 

authoritarianism in Palestine:  

 
Much US-funded security cooperation with Palestinian forces focuses on basic 
law and order; but much other work is more akin to direct counter-terrorism back 
up for Fatah forces against Hamas. A huge number of joint missions are now 
deployed between Palestinian and Israeli security forces under the watch of the 
US. It is not clear that US actions have always aimed to assist the democratic 
elements of security reform. Indeed, the US actively pushed Abbas to tighten his 
control and decrees over the security forces. 

 
In the international community’s efforts to pursue a “peace plan,” the emphasis 

has been a norm-transfer of security best practices. Holding that “security” be a precursor 

to any other value has allowed norm-makers to ignore Israeli intransigence, while 

focusing a robust effort of security development to transform the PA into an extension of 

the Israeli Mukhabarat (Pappe 2008). Highlighting the limited possibilities or alternatives 

given the totality of Israeli control over the Occupied Territories, Youngs and Michou 

(2011:11) included this note on the view from Palestinian participants in their study: “In 

this context an alternative form of development suggested by certain local actors would 

be to downplay statebuilding and civil society under occupation in favour of a resistance 

strategy that involves the dissolution of the PA. The frequency with which we heard this 

option raised was sobering.” Although Canadian views of success are premised on 

satisfying norm-makers by increasing the social control capacities of the PA, what 

Youngs and Michou (2011) have emphasized is the utter lack of domestic legitimacy held 

by the PA, despite efforts by the USSC et al. to legitimize their authority. Canadian 

security aid has been integral in providing technically-focused and innovative techniques 
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to support the consolidation of a security governance regime in Palestine. As a norm-

supporter, Canada has solidified the normative priority of security established by norm-

makers and functioned to strengthen the PA as a node within security governance regime 

anchored in the “war on terrorism.” Like foreign aid regimes in general, the “success” of 

the “aid” programming is not adjudicated based on its supporting function towards the 

dignity and desires of the recipient populations, but rather as a return on investment in the 

pursuit of Canadian strategic interests.  

 

Coda: The other side of ‘success’ and barriers to security development  

The case study of Palestine demonstrates how security aid fulfils a strategic 

function, best characterized by Canada’s positionality as a norm-supporter of global 

security governance. Canadian security innovation allows for an enhanced influence of 

Canadian expertise in an increasingly crowded stage of global governance as well as a 

state of global (in)security. In the sense of supporting foreign policy interests, security aid 

has been very successful. However. A major competent of my research underlines a 

disjuncture between the technical objectives of security aid projects and their outcomes. 

Security aid regimes strive to enhance the surveillance, policing, border, and social 

control functions of recipient regimes. Yet, as a number of my research participants 

detailed, evaluating security aid projects based on measurements of obtaining these 

elements of control reveal an important consideration: developing security governance 

practices is difficult and often unsuccessful. In some ways, Palestine is an outlier in this 

regard. But a closer examination of the actual impacts of Canadian security aid in 

Palestine reveal a more nuanced picture of the practical “successes.”  
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 A number of participants in the study had experience in Palestine. Two 

participants had worked as security innovators delivering aspects of the security aid 

programs. Two others were senior administrators of security aid projects, and a number 

of other senior managers mentioned Palestine as one of the dozens of project areas under 

their mandate. When possible, I would ask participants how they “measured success” or 

“what are the greatest challenges for implementation” to solicit discussions of particular 

programming. Regarding Palestine, two participants were able to give wide-ranging 

answers that offer a degree of complexity into the “successfulness” of the missions.  As I 

detail next chapter, most security aid projects suffer from inconsistencies and 

implementation barriers. Several of the participants within this study were very forthright 

about the broad array of challenges to security aid programming and the difficulties in 

“measuring success” of capacity building efforts. 

 In relation to the security aid in Palestine, a number of contextualities around the 

implementation of aid make the “successfulness” of the aid less tangible. While the aid 

has been of considerable value to Canadian strategic interests, participants discussed how 

“massive personality challenges” (Interview 4) made the implementation of programming 

very difficult. Combined with a very diplomatic effort at “making attitudinal change,” it 

resulted in many projects taking longer than anticipated. One participant noted we are 

“only half succeeding because of politics” (Interview 2), noting in particular the 

minefield of inter-PA divisions. Despite the rhetoric of rule of law development, a 

participant noted “I have different ideas of good governance, that my PA colleagues don’t 

share,” adding that “bricks and mortar will not improve” human rights practices 

(Interview 2). While Canadian security aid has followed a “build, equip, and train” 
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approach, participants noted that the strategy for security aid has been to provide 

significant infrastructure in the hopes of influencing governance reforms afterwards. Yet 

the PA has been interested only in “cosmic reforms,” and Canadian officials trying to 

reform governance issues have encountered “lots of resistance” (Interview 2). Another 

complicating factor has been a tendency of the PA to be very particular about the 

provision of products, including “wanting to pick the colour of paint” (Interview 2).  

 Similar to other projects I describe next chapter, a major source of confusion and 

discord stems from the lack of usefulness of infrastructure aid. An example in Palestine 

includes the provision, through the Canadian Commercial Corporation, of a state-of-the-

art gym and training facility for police officers. Along with the equipment, the 

Government of Canada provided training and user information for the machines. Yet the 

PA had no individuals prepared to take the training, nor were trainings developed on the 

PA’s end. In addition to being ill-prepared upon setup of the gym, the PA had made no 

account for the Operations and Maintenance costs, and Canadian officials did not require 

an assessment for the long-term function of the facility. After completion, the lighting 

alone would cost $30,000 per year, and according to a participant, the PA was unable to 

use the facility. Another participant described the constant delays incurred because Israel 

controlled all materials that would be provided for security development. A considerable 

delay was incurred in creating the firing range to train PA security forces, because Israel 

made significant efforts to ensure that all equipment was at a lesser quality than Israel’s. 

Moreover, Israel also ensured that body armour provided by security aid funds was at a 

quality that Israeli munitions would still puncture. One participant was critical of Israel’s 
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constant oversight because of the inefficiencies it would create for security innovators. 

They described:  

 
[Everything] has to be screened through the Israelis first. So to bring computers, 
or other stuff, and the Israelis see a threat in that. You never know what they’re 
going to accept. So you’re trying to bring some stuff, and you can’t always do 
this, a lot of their infrastructure they can’t get. Because [Israel says] they could be 
transformed into weapons. There’s always limitations within to make progress” 
(Interview 11). 

 
Like other aid recipient countries, the PA has viewed international donors as a 

revenue stream, creating a dynamic where donor countries do not necessarily take the 

commitments from donor countries as authentic. One participant suggested that the “PA 

is pulling our legs” (Interview 4). As detailed by the inconsistencies and challenges 

related to implementation of security aid in Palestine, the programs themselves often fail 

in implementing the desired functions of surveillance, policing, and social control. While 

results vary, the challenges of social ordering through security development are many and 

we should not expect a smooth and uncontested transition from strategies of security 

development into the practices that take shape. In the following chapter, I offer a detailed 

analysis of these challenges by grouping the responses and discussions from participants 

within three six prominent categories of criticism. I argue that security assistance is an 

aspirational process, with a focus on how Canadian security innovators narrate the 

challenging processes of developing security.  
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Chapter Five  
Inconsistencies and contradictions of security aid 
 
Introduction 

Security aid projects aim to enhance the surveillance, policing, and social control 

functions of recipient countries. As projects of the transversal security community, these 

“assistance” packages develop security governance capacities of countries who are seen 

as a source of global insecurities. Canadian efforts at security innovation, in particular, 

are strategically crafted to focus on tangible and practical enhancements to the practices 

of security governance. Yet, as I pointed out in the conclusion of the case study on 

security aid to Palestine, these efforts to develop security practices can encounter a 

number of barriers and challenges on the ground. As I argued in previous chapters, 

security aid is often characterized as very “successful” in terms of advancing strategic 

interests, but this chapter examines the deficiencies and inconsistencies of security aid in 

terms of developing security governance practices.  

 Documenting a poor record of “success” in developing security should really 

come as little to no surprise. With the exception of neo-classical economics, scholarship 

on development and globalization has been largely critical of the global North’s strategies 

and practices of economic development. On a strategic level, many have pointed out how 

the power dynamics of globalization structure global economies to advance Northern 

interests and solidify inequality. On a practical level, despite lofty claims over the past 

four decades to reduce or eliminate poverty, vast disparities of wealth have been 

exacerbated, not ameliorated (Oxfam 2014; Sassen 2015; also: Easterly 2006). Many 

development programs and initiatives have not worked, despite vast institutional 

resources and support. Donor countries have held to a neo-liberal development strategy 
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focused on unlimited wealth creation, while ignoring the global North’s role in 

fundamentally unequal wealth distribution. Whether judged on strategic or practical 

grounds, development has failed in living up to its imaginings of a more just, humane, or 

safe world.  

 Scholars who underscore the “new” place of security within development have 

shown that the inequalities and injustices of development regimes have produced calls for 

more security (Taylor 2009). Development’s role in producing (in)security is correlated 

with the “new” preoccupation with developing the security governance practices of the 

global South (Duffield 2007; 2001). Yet, in a parallel with the failures of economic 

development in general, a large body of scholarship has critiqued the effectiveness and 

lack of “successes” in security development (Abrahamsen 2005; Bouris and Reigeluth 

2012; Bowling 2010; Davis 2006; Hills 2012a; 2012b; 2010; 2009; Jefferson 2007; 

Maguire and King 2013; Macaulay, 2007; Marriage 2010; Rosga 2010; Samara 2010; 

Sayigh 2009; Zanotti 2010; 2008; and critiques of security sector reform in general: 

Albrecht and Stepputat 2015; Egnell and Haldén 2009; Eriksen 2011). Given the depth of 

this literature and its broad empirical analysis of the geographies of (in)security, it should 

be of little surprise that security development regimes often fail to live up to their 

comprehensive plans of enhancing surveillance and social control practices. 

 As a contribution to this literature on exporting/developing security governance 

regimes, this chapter presents reflections by Canadian security innovators on security 

development work in the global South. Most of the data presented and analyzed within 

this chapter stems from my discussions with Canadian experts and their reflections on the 

following questions: What makes a security development project “successful?” What are 
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the major barriers for project implementation? What are some major challenges going 

forward? Responses to these questions were wide-ranging and very thoughtful. While a 

concern within the research design of this project was that participants (especially from 

government) would simply recite “media lines,” much of the discussions with 

participants refute this concern. Participants were reflective, often quite critical. Only one 

participant from 16 can be described as providing disingenuous “media line” answers, for 

example in suggesting that “all projects have been successful” and “all brought value,” 

and responding there are no barriers to security aid because “it’s not that hard” (Interview 

1).  That one outlier aside, the rest of the participants expressed a very high devotion to 

both public service as well as humanitarian reason aid regimes in general. While the main 

focus of this chapter is to discuss the short-comings and failures of security aid 

programming, I conclude this chapter by presenting a number of prescriptions for 

improving security aid programming that were offered by participants. As I underline, 

many of the participants in this study were highly critical of the “successfulness” of 

security aid, yet they hold a strong conviction that security aid can be fine-tuned, 

improved, and made into an emancipatory undertaking.  

 A wide range of responses provided by participants regarding barriers and 

challenges of security have been aggregated within this chapter, which I have given the 

title “inconsistencies and contradictions.” I have chosen “inconsistencies and 

contradictions” as a framework to describe these critiques since these two themes run 

through many of the dynamics that are discussed. “Inconsistencies” refers to dynamics 

that limit the ability of security aid projects to live-up to their stated objectives, while 

“contradictions” refers to a mix of activities that may, in fact, be altogether contrary to 
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the objectives of the aid missions. In the case of both “inconsistencies and 

contradictions,” these dynamics are common (and work in parallel) to many of the 

challenges of “aid” in general, and the aim of this chapter is to provide an empirical 

demonstration of how Canadian expertise fits within these broader contours of global 

governance. Borrowing inspiration from sociological studies on organizations and 

surveillance, I detail the many short-comings of security aid to underline that efforts at 

governance (and social control) operate on multiple levels. To borrow from a 

Foucauldian lexicon, discussions about “successful” projects can demonstrate how 

security aid operates on a level of rationalities and levels of functionality. As I have 

argued earlier, security aid is a product of an aspirational logic of security governance. In 

terms of a governing rationality, security has become a ubiquitous cause, seeking to 

manage and tame potential risks. As a security innovator, Canada makes a modest 

contribution to developing security practices in the global South by advancing 

(supporting) these aspirations towards transversal security. Yet, on the level of 

functionality, security aid is far from a totalizing and grandiose portrait of the security 

control society. As I detail below, there are many barriers and challenges to doing 

security development and, in terms of the functional advance of Canadian capacity 

building efforts, many security aid projects rarely live up to their visions of social control.  

 The intention of this chapter is not to suggest that security aid does not work, but 

to demonstrate that failure is in fact an integral element in the acceleration of security aid 

work. In discussing similarities between neo-liberal economics and the expansion of 

surveillance, Murakami Wood (2013) suggests both social entities are predicated on 

views that are simultaneously totalizing and unrealizable. They hold utopian ideals, yet 
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unassailable practical limitations. He writes that, as policies, these efforts “are always 

incomplete and the failure of any particular policy is not seen as a reason for its 

abandonment rather as the conditions for a new wave of regulatory innovation” 

(Murakami Wood 2013:321). Efforts to develop security practices are — like neo-liberal 

globalization — always aspirational. There is no “successful” model of social control, 

only models that govern risk more efficiently. In detailing the inconsistencies and 

contradictions of security aid, this chapter is divided into two major themes: internal 

barriers and external barriers. As “internal” barriers, I discuss barriers that have been 

discursively framed as challenges within the Canadian bureaucracies (or bureaucracies of 

aid delivery). I detail three challenges as internal: 1) the politicization of aid; 2) practices 

of reporting and assessments; and 3) the current status of Canadian expertise. After 

detailing “internal” barriers, I examine three “external” barriers. As “external” barriers, 

these are challenges that have been discursively represented as being outside of the 

Canadian bureaucracy. The three barriers I discuss are: 1) the transformation of 

multilateralism; 2) navigating “politics”; and 3) the challenge of exporting (normative) 

values, with an emphasis on developing norms. As I detail in my analysis and discussion 

of each item, these challenges can only be provisionally described as “external” since, as 

an invocation from Canadian security innovators, the production of these problematics 

are themselves paired with Canadian involvement in security development projects. In 

other words, while these challenges are certainly a barriers to Canadian programming, 

that challenge itself relates to how Canadian security innovators will engage in delivering 

programming. Therefore, these externalities are twinned to the internal mechanisms of 

security aid — and never an exclusive “reality” of the recipient polity. Notwithstanding 
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the artificiality of the division between internal/external, these categories serve as good 

demarcations to make sense of the messy empirical reflections on developing security in 

the global South.  

 

Internal barriers 

 A significant number of scholars have noted that a focus on the global South as a 

vector of (in)security threats mirrors development discourses that also rely upon singular 

portrayals of the world’s most impoverished territories as primarily responsible for their 

own misfortune (Taylor 2009; also Duffield 2007; Pugh 2004). A fixation on the 

“external” barriers is especially true regarding more policy-side research on security 

development; where a common, if not the common, theme is the difficulty “out there” in 

developing nations. Certainly, a fair degree of discussion reflects upon policies and 

practices of donor nations, yet the discursive framework that structures these discussions 

is often a question of “how do we become more efficient and effective?”, given the 

overwhelming external difficulties presented by the unstable environments of the global 

South 

 In contrast to scholarship focused on external dynamics or challenges, critical 

scholarship — particularly from globalization studies and the field of mobility studies — 

places an emphasis on unequal power relations and how development regimes are 

imposed on the Global South without “questioning the hierarchical relationship between 

the ‘North’ and the ‘South’” (Geiger and Pécoud 2013:371). A major emphasis of this 

literature has focused on the internal rationalities of donor nations by critiquing 

unrealistic beliefs on the part of Northern donors that they can “impose” a transformation 
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to culture or beliefs systems abroad (Ilcan and Lacey 2011). Within this exists a critical 

scholarship with studies from legal, criminological, or sociological domains that 

challenge the notion that “police” or other criminological systems can be replicated 

abroad, or are even desired by recipient populations. 

 This chapter contributes to critical inquires that foreshadow the internal dynamics 

of donor nations within a larger context of transversal governance practices. Drawing 

from extensive first-hand experience of Canadian security innovators, the discussions and 

analysis below contribute to both policy-side literature on challenges to security 

development as well critical scholarship on exploitative power dynamics of globalization. 

Like my focus on “security aid” in general, the main objective is to focus on Canadian 

dynamics and practices. While this includes the perspectives of security experts on policy 

challenges towards external dynamics, I prioritize a focus on the discussions of internal 

barriers to security development. After exploring the international dynamics presented by 

participants, I examine external factors, which includes discussions of the challenging 

dynamics of programming abroad, but also contains a critical discussion of how these 

external challenges reflect upon internal (domestic) rationalizations upholding divisions 

of the world as “developed” and “underdeveloped,” an expression of the social imaginary 

that Said’s Orientalism (1978) exposed as premised upon “flexible positional superiority” 

that imagines and produces a world of the insecure, irrational, and uncivilized Other (see 

also Escobar 1995; Mitchell 2002). Here, I will underline that my division between 

internal/external is foremost a categorical device to discuss my empirical data, which is 

represented to further demonstrate Canada’s norm-supporting role in the transversal 

security community.  
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 Before exploring discussions of “external” barriers to security aid, I begin by 

discussing the internal dynamics of Canadian security development. While there have 

been a wide range of comments from participants, I have selected three prominent and 

reoccurring themes. These include the politicization of security aid, processes of 

assessments and reporting, as well as thoughts on Canadian “expertise” in doing security 

development. I will begin with the most potent and critical reflections offered by 

participants: the politicization of security aid within DFATD under the former Minister of 

Foreign Affairs John Baird.  

 

Politicization of aid 

 Most of Canada’s current security aid funds have been established in the context 

of the “war on terror.” Although security aid programming pre-dates the “war on terror,” 

the re-organization of security aid bureaucracies helped spur a more strategic role for 

security aid as an element of Canadian norm-supporting. As I discussed last chapter, the 

major impetus for the reorganization of security aid bureaucracies was a practical need to 

support the “hearts and minds” counter-insurgency approach (also known as 3D 

approach) in Afghanistan. However, in addition to the Afghanistan campaign, the 

strategic reorganization of security aid coincided with the transversal security 

communities efforts to “secure and stabilize” the volatile global South. While these “new 

wars” (Duffield 2001) also pre-date the “war on terror,” the transversal approach to the 

global coordination of (in)security governance has dramatically accelerated in parallel 

with the ascension of “security aid” bureaucracies in Canada. Much of Canada’s security 

aid funding, within this reorganization, has been directed through the Department of 
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Foreign Affairs (DFATD). And, although the programs pre-date the ministerial 

appointment of John Baird, who served as Minister from May 2011 to March 2015, the 

internal dynamics of security aid funding hubs were radically transformed under his 

leadership.  

 Baird’s influence on security aid (and the department more generally) was 

immediate upon his appointment. As detailed in Chapter 3 regarding funding lapses in 

security aid spending — and the GPSF-START, ACCBP, CTCB programs — Baird has 

aimed to control (and decrease) spending on foreign assistance. The mechanism to 

establish new controls over funding was established through an executive memorandum 

distributed to all programming areas that placed restrictions on spending authorities. 

Distributed in June of 2011, the memo required all security aid hubs to submit their 

proposals for ministerial approval (DFATD 2014-912). Previous to the memo, spending 

authorities would be established through a budget process, approved by the Minister and 

the government, which would delegate programming branches the authority to approve 

spending according to specific mandates, internal approval processes, and accountability 

requirements. Before the memo from Baird, security aid hubs had a fair degree of 

autonomy to engage in programming based on their mandates and internal structures. A 

key rationalization for these spending authorities was that, for example with START-

GPSF, the funds and programs have been established to address critical emergency 

issues. Therefore, the fund was created to be a flexible, specialized area for Canada to 

engage in foreign assistance programming related to security issues, where the expert 

knowledge of security innovators could respond quickly without direct Ministerial 

oversight of all programming.  
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 Following the memo, the process of project approvals transformed dramatically. 

Interview participants noted how the internal bureaucracy at DFATD was concerned 

about the motivation of Baird — a notoriously rapacious partisan — to rebrand the 

Foreign Affairs establishment, long associated with accomplishments of the Liberal 

Party. Given the more limited histories of Conservative foreign policy accomplishments, 

a comical element of Baird’s approach has included the very repetitious use of John A. 

Macdonald and John Diefenbaker for rebranding.65 On a more substantive level, 

participants have discussed how the Minister has been vocal in wanting to “tackle the 

independence” (Interview 2) of DFATD and bureaucrats seen as Liberal or merely 

liberal. With an aim of moving away from projects that would be associated with the 

Liberals, Baird would respond to programming requests with “why can’t CIDA do this?” 

(Interview 2). With both its independence (in terms of funding authorities) and a legacy 

as having been established by Liberal governments, security aid hubs — particularly 

START-GPSF — have been targeted for phase-out under Baird.  

 The funding memo requiring Ministerial approval has been a central tool in re-

orienting the direction of foreign affairs. One participant, when asked a question about 

how Canada “stacks up” to other countries in security development expertise, responded 

by saying: “My answer three years ago is different than now” (Interview 5). Explaining 

the “dramatic increase in the politicization of engagements abroad,” the participant 

discussed how “what we do well are discrete projects” (Interview 5 — emphasis added). 

While “we used to be really good,” programming has “been very, very, very hampered” 

by the Minister’s office and has become “almost impossible to do” (ibid.).  

                                                 
65 One prominent Canadian columnist has made light of John Baird’s tendency to re-name things after 
Diefenbaker, while also underlining Baird’s partisan historical revisionism (Cohen 2014). For an example 
of Baird’s hagiography of Diefenbaker, see Baird (2012).  
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 A central critique of the politicization of security aid is that there is no longer a 

clear criteria for what projects are supported and approved, and why. Under Baird’s 

revamped funding arrangement, program areas have to submit project initiation requests 

for funding approval. Often waiting for months (or longer), they receive responses that 

projects are “not approved.” Without any explanations, it is unclear whether the projects 

are “rejected” or simply not moving forward immediately. One participant described the 

process as follows: 

 
Q:  is there a growing experience of proposals going up and being rejected? 
A: Yes and [proposals] are getting rejected with no rationale. Not even coming 
back and saying ‘this doesn’t meet the priority or whatever.’ Nothing, whatsoever. 
You get no indication of why it has not been approved. So it’s hard to judge. 
Well, okay what do we look for? And that’s what almost became laughable. 
People start to say, ‘well, we’ll have to figure out what the Minister wants.’ And 
they go through all these hoops and then it would go up, then it would sit there for 
months or years (mostly years) then they would reject it — and you would have 
no idea why. (Interview 16). 

  
Although used interchangeably in the quote above, the languishing of projects 

creates a lack of distinction between formal and informal project rejections. For security 

innovators, it is unclear whether there are technical problems with project proposals, or 

simply a lack of will to implant projects for political reasons. As detailed in Chapter 3, 

the requirement for constant ministerial approvals has created a backlog of projects and 

large amounts of lapsed funding. Along with many other departments in the Government 

of Canada, funding lapses have been a strategy for the Harper government to balance the 

budget before the fall 2015 election. These funding lapses are not unique to security aid 

funding, but nonetheless have had a significant effect on programming in the security aid 

hubs. In particular, with START-GPSF, participants have speculated that Baird’s effort to 

stymie funds is grounded in a dislike of the fund’s Liberal roots. Although the bulk of 
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START work has taken place under the Conservatives, Baird has significantly blocked 

their programming. Importantly, the re-visioning of START pre-dated Baird, and has its 

roots in an audit of the program from 2008, which gave rise to a “renewal” process under 

the Conservatives. Given START’s strong global reputation — the US and the UK have 

both created stabilization programs from the START model — the expectation was that 

the Conservatives would renew the mandate. Yet, under Baird, the conversation went 

from “renewal to refocusing” (Interview 2). Then, Baird made it clear that current 

programming didn’t align with Canadian interests, which resulted in the “complete 

rewrite of renewal” (Interview 2).  

Baird’s handcuffing of START-GPSF funding has created friction between 

himself and Prime Minister Harper. Although Harper has overseen the strategy of 

funding lapse, the START-GPSF project has been an important element of advancing 

Canadian strategic interests. On two occasions, the Prime Minister’s Office has directed 

Minister Baird to renew START’s mandate and carry on with the department’s security 

aid programming. While START’s mandate expired in March 2012, it was given a one-

year renewal from Cabinet until spring 2013. At the urging of Prime Minster Harper, 

START received another one-year mandate extension in the spring of 2013. However, 

since March 2014, the START program has had no mandate and no authorities. Given the 

nebulous and tentative bureaucratic environment, programming experts have described 

the difficulty in engaging in regular, structured programming. One expert that works 

extensively with DFATD commented:  

 
For the past three or four years, the Stabilization and Reconstruction Task Force 
(START) programming, they haven’t had a mandate, they’re on hold, they’ve put 
in Treasury Board submissions, they are doing hardly any programming in the 
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department. It’s all coming down right from the Ministers office. It’s the 
Ministers advisers that are doing all the programming. (Interview 12). 

 
One participant, highly critical of folding up START, noted that other 

programming areas have benefitted from START’s current hiatus. Another participant 

described being “shocked” by the creation of ACCBP, given the existence of START and 

CTCB. Demonstrating how security governance institutions should be understood as 

competitive rather than homogenous fields (Bigo 2008), participants described how the 

re-organization of funding authorities in DFATD have involved a requirement that, if you 

want to spend your program money, the programs must be of immediate interest to John 

Baird. One participant described the collective experience as allowing “some senior 

bureaucrats play the game, but independent thinkers are discouraged” (Interview 5). In 

what one participant called a “hodgepodge of priorities,” (Interview 5), several security 

innovators discussed how the politicization of security aid has created an environment 

where program areas have no structured, long-term plans, but instead follow the 

whimsical interests of Minster Baird. A participant described:      

 
[Workers in security aid hubs are] out there scrambling around to find 4 or 5 
projects that they can announce, at the ministers demand. If he just got back from 
China, well let’s find some projects for China. They could use a whole bunch of 
money to support [inaudible] but then they just give a bunch of money to 
UNICEF. The reason they do that is because they have lapsed so much money 
over the past 3 or 4 years, they’ve got to do something. (Interview 12). 

 
Like the participant above, several security innovators described how program 

areas would search internal, confidential databases to view the Minister’s travel schedule 

and think up programming ideas based on his upcoming itinerary. Sometimes travel dates 

were uploaded with as little as days’ or weeks’ notice. Two participants used the same 

terminology to describe how the Minister’s Office — mostly comprising young men with 

 281



little respect for the expertise of department — would call programming sectors and say 

“go find me a project here” (Interview 5; Interview 16). Regardless if the funding group 

had relationships with the region or sector or topic, the requests for projects would be 

“done for PR purposes” (Interview 5).  

Two major themes can be gleaned from what participants described as the 

politicization of security aid projects. First, participants stressed that short-term projects 

have very little tangible impact in terms of developing security. Second, several 

participants were highly critical of what they described as the damage to Canada’s long-

term credibility within international security development circles. In describing the limits 

of short term project planning, one participant said:  

 
But these commitments of a year or two, I mean, it looks good politically when 
you give them some money, but at the end of the day it’s not pursued through to 
fruition where it means something, and it doesn’t really do a whole bunch for 
their country. It just falls back and another project will take off from there, trying 
to do the same thing. (Interview 11). 

 
A practitioner with extensive technical expertise and an explicit distancing from 

partisan politics, the participant stressed that security development — if it is to be 

successful, and the participant was not very optimistic in general of the potential for 

success — needs to be staggered, multi-levelled, and coordinated with multi-national 

partners. One-off projects are simply “throwing money away” (Interview 11). Another 

participant underlined how the politicization of aid — and its focus on the PR value to 

Minister Baird — was antithetical to developing security capacities:  

 

It’s quick impact with hardly any sustainability. Make a statement, meet the 
Minister’s outcome objective, but really short term. And you know, someone said 
about the Minister’s people, they said ‘well human trafficking was last year.’  
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Human trafficking, like it stopped, you know? … That’s their attitude…quick 
impact projects that are just not going to make a difference. We’re going to do a 
little bit of this, here and there, and unless they’re integrated and working in-sync 
with someone like UNDP that has a long term process it won’t be sustainable. 
That’s my biggest criticism right now. (Interview 12). 

 
Importantly, security innovators who critique the short-term planning of the Baird 

administration take issue with the politicization of security aid on the grounds that it 

makes the projects unsustainable. For these practitioners and experts, security aid can 

work if practiced properly. As quoted earlier, these projects are most successful when 

done discretely. Yet the politicized, PR-driven efforts of John Baird are antithetical to 

discretion. And, under the PR-glaze of Baird’s programming, substantive spending has 

lapsed, even on major Conservative-branded initiatives in Libya (discussed next chapter), 

Latin America, and other “places of interest.”  

In addition to creating a gap between PR and potential for sustainable security 

development, participants stressed that the politicization of aid has damaged Canadian 

relationships and credibility in the security development field. One participant, with 

extensive international experience, explained recent experiences of working at bilateral 

meetings on major security development projects with other donors:   

 
It would become very embarrassing when you say ‘the project is up for approval.’ 
Then the next meeting would occur a year later and you’d say ‘well we haven’t 
heard,’ and you know. And eventually, after whenever — another year or so — 
you’d have to say it’s not approved. I think we’ve really lost a lot of respect with 
other donors. (Interview 16). 

 
Noting that “Canada has lost a lot of clout with other donors,” the participant 

added that “people used to say ‘Canada is coming in, so I guess we’ll come in’” 

(Interview 16). Another participant warned that Canada was “losing partners” because 

people “don’t want to sit at the table, take their time, when we cannot make firm 
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commitments on money, terms, schedules, etc.” (Interview 5). The politicization of aid 

was, the participant added, “ruining our credibility” (Interview 5). Another participant, 

asked if cuts were damaging Canadian credibility, replied: “Absolutely. It’s reduced 

Canadian multilateralism. It’s all about bilaterals, short term, quick impact” (Interview 

12). Others have noted how the Harper government’s political positioning in regards to 

multilateralism has damaged Canadian credibility, yet the comments from these security 

innovators reveal how internal, bureaucratic practices undermine reputational status. 

Moreover, rarely would these participants lament the political rhetoric of the Harper 

government. Sometimes participants would note the political animosities towards the UN 

as a matter of fact, yet these descriptive accounts of politics were treated as anecdotal. 

For security experts, the most damaging aspect of the Baird administration was the 

inefficiency and unpredictability of security aid practices. Political rhetoric was treated as 

an expectation (and more like a distraction), whereas their work was treated as a separate 

and quasi-autonomous tract of international practices. Baird’s derailing of these 

international practices was the focus of their critique.  

 A common theme stemming from participants’ discussions of the politicization of 

aid was that micro-management from Baird and his staff would compromise the 

relationships that program areas had cultivated with various bilateral, international and 

multilateral partners. Since the success of security aid programs depended on these 

relationships — what one participant called “investment in people and relationships” 

(Interview 2) — the inconsistencies of funding would mean “irreversible” losses to those 

relationships (Interview 2). One participant noted that these inconsistencies were a 

product of the political operatives themselves not having much of a strategic direction:  
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“One of the things with this government is that they make a decision and they haven’t 

figured out how this is going to work. Then they have to figure it out” (Interview 16). 

Mentioning the merger of DFAIT and CIDA — which was kept secret before a big, 

budget-related announcement — the participant added: “I still don’t think they’ve figured 

it out” (Interview 16). 

 Within this dynamic of secrecy and political control, participants noted tensions 

within departments over approaches to increasing Ministerial control. Some participants 

noted that many skilled people have simply opted to leave the public service, or 

transferred to lesser profile positions. Noting that a “hierarchy used to be respected,” a 

participant noted that Ministerial staff would routinely call programming staff and put 

forward exact demands (Interview 5). Senior levels were described as “cowering” under 

the intensive pressures of Baird’s office and one participant described “seeing senior staff 

being routinely reamed out by the Minister’s Office.” Another participant chided that 

there are a number of people willing to accept and accommodate higher levels of political 

interference if it improves their funding or status, describing how “people [are] trying to 

build empires” and seeking to be important in the “eyes of the Minister’s Office” 

(Interview 2). 

 Participants who discussed the politicization of aid programming under Baird 

came to the conclusion that damage was done to the “calling” of public service. One 

participant lamented that people join the public service for “greater good,” “want a 

fulfilling job, and to contribute to something important.” Yet the politicization of aid 

programs has damaged these key characteristics of the job. Another participant summed 

up the chilling effect on public service like this:  
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[Public service] used to be an honourable profession. … there for the common 
good.  And now, it’s there to serve the political masters. And that was always 
there, there was always an element of it — but it seems, now, not to be about the 
common good, but more narrowly focused on what the top wants…. Politicians 
say that ‘Canada no longer plays along to get along’ but that’s in fact what is 
happening within the civil service. You play along with the masters to get ahead.  
So they are engendering what they claim Canada was doing internationally. 
(Interview 16).66 

 
Highlighting how the politicization of aid has created a number of inconsistencies, 

participants described how the micro-management of security aid hubs has disrupted the 

ability of security innovators to execute their craft. The inconsistencies created by former 

Minister Baird created further problems, with security aid not only becoming less 

effective at developing security in the global South, but also damaging Canadian 

credibility in the transversal security community. Despite these claims from within the 

inner workings of Canadian security aid bureaucracies, there are still many facets of 

security aid that advance Canadian norm-supporting in the transversal security 

community. I detail these practices in the typology chapters ahead, yet the critiques 

voiced by security innovators demonstrate the tensions that are “internal” to security 

development work.   

 The discussion on the politicization of aid reveals frictions between professionals 

of politics and security innovators. For security innovators, the increased involvement of 

professionals of politics causes less efficient security aid, threatens relationships between 

transversal security experts, and — particularly under Minister Baird — moves security 
                                                 
66 Referencing a popular Ottawa discussion around Treasure Board President Tony Clement’s approach to 
negotiations with the public service, the participant added: “If you look at how civil servants are perceived, 
how the image of a certain view of the civil service which is promoted by this government, where we don’t 
know what we’re  doing, we’re lazy, we take a lot of sick leave… or that you know, we’re expensive, our 
pensions, blah, blah, blah, blah blah.  It seems that you denigrate.  So there’s no sense of we’re in an 
honourable profession that’s trying to build the common good of Canada and the world. It’s not valued. 
And that’s the message they give across consistently: civil servants are lazy and not valued” (Interview 16). 
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aid away from its “strategic” orientations (both in terms of technical-orientations and 

foreign policy contributions) towards a “strategic” dimension catering only to a very 

shallow domestic politics. This tendency of using security aid towards a domestic 

communications devise is of particular critical emphasis to security innovators, due to 

their belief that security development is an expertise that should follow a particular 

pattern to be sustainable and successful. For these practitioners, inconsistencies and 

contradictions arising from the Baird administration have damaged the ability of Canada 

to deploy security innovation as a meaningful contribution to the transversal security 

community.  

As I explore further below, the interference of political actors in the professional 

field of security development is a hindrance. Yet it can be overcome by a distancing of 

the security and political fields. The transversal networks of security experts are often far 

removed from political actors, despite the prominence of blustery political rhetoric in the 

public domain. Given the significant embeddedness of Canadian security innovators 

within transversal security networks, political ministers and staff can only exact limited 

control and, certainly in terms of funding mechanisms, their influence can be significant 

but not totally controlling. Aside from political interference, there are a number of other 

barriers creating inconsistencies and contradictions in the development of security. I 

move onto to discussions of reporting and assessments below.  

 

Assessments and reporting 

 While the politicization of security aid funding comprised a large component of 

participants’ discussion of barriers to “success,” another significant internal challenge to 
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security aid centres on reporting practices. These practices relate specifically to the 

requirements of security innovators to record and report on their activities. Much like any 

other risk bureaucracy, security aid programs produce extensive documents and 

documentary requirements (similar to the administration of Canadian policing, see 

Ericson and Haggerty 1997). Administrative work assigned to staff within the programs 

is onerous, as is work required by partners or security innovators in the field. Since the 

requirements for reporting have become so central in everyday practices of security aid, 

they became a frequent topic of conversation during interviews. Two streams of critique 

emerged from discussions about reporting: one was a discussion of the sheer quantity of 

the reporting requirements, the other was a discussion of the quality of the reports 

themselves.  

 When asked about the quantity of reporting requirements, one participant — who 

has provided technical security training within a number of projects —responded as 

follows:  

 
I wasn’t ready for that. The first time I went out there. My god when it came 
down to write, I think it was about 80 some pages. There were two or three of us 
involved, emails all over the place. It could have been summed up in 10 pages 
really. I guess for me, I’m not a paperwork person, more of a hands-on kind of 
person. But when you’re starting to deal with stuff I don’t know how to answer, 
because I don’t know if there is an answer. You can’t assess or give a value. 
(Interview 11). 

 
Take for example the “logic model” featured below. This form represents one aid 

project to support the security intervention in Libya (discussed next chapter). As a project 

to fund a team of Canadian security innovators — through the private NGO CANADEM 

(discussed later in this chapter) — the logic model outlines the outcomes (immediate, 

intermediate, and ultimate) of the aid project. Included with the logic model is a detailed 
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report for each stage of all five initiatives within this funding process. The report includes 

detailed descriptions of steps taken by security innovators to develop the program and 

goals for evaluating successfulness at each stage of outcome. Then, the report outlines 

various foreseen “risks” that could present barriers to the sustainability of the security 

development initiative. The final narrative reports are often several hundred pages. So, 

too, are the original proposals spelling out these processes from a pre-mission 

perspective.  

 

Illustration 7: Logic model from DFATD 2013-1571:81. 
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Another participant, who has worked with START-GPSF on a number of 

projects, provided the following response when asked about the paperwork requirements 

for security aid projects: 

 
I understand kinda where START is coming from. Because theirs was a pretty 
new program as well, and a lot of scrutiny, and big money, and what are we 
getting back from that? So I understood that, but didn’t make it any easier [laugh]. 
It’s like: ‘So like, I cannot even do the work because I’m so busy reporting it to 
you.’ Or like, ‘I’m supposed to be doing that but how am I going to measure that.’ 
And sometimes with [area of expertise], measuring success — certainly in other 
countries — [pause] can be a little bit difficult [laugh]. (Interview 14).  

 
In discussing paperwork requirements for approval processes, a number of 

participants spoke about the extensive bureaucratic trail that was required — sometimes 

for projects of very little total value (one participant noted a $10,000 project  that 

required months of paperwork). A participant described the pathway that a proposal 

document would travel in order to get approval:  

 
You would send it to your Director. Who would send it to the Director General 
for comments. Then it would go to the VP and come back and have comments. 
Then it would go to the President who would come back and you would have 
comments. Then it would go to the Minister and [their] staff and it would come 
back and have comments. So you’re constantly doing it, or re-doing it, to the way 
that the next level wants. And I believe in checks and balances for sure, but it gets 
to a point where it’s just adding to an enormous length of time. (Interview 16). 

 
In addition to the extensive time requirements for administrative reporting, the 

participant added that the content of proposals would shift based on expectations for  

“guessing about what the next level wants” (Interview 16). The net result would be that 

projects, once moving through the approval process, were much different than originally 

conceived. While this could be interpreted as strengthening the process through rigour 

and debate — similar to an academic peer review process — some participants noted that 
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it often made program work more difficult. Most immediately, the reforms of the 

approval process unilaterally change the requirements that partner and implementing 

entities must perform. Often implementing agencies or partners are involved in the 

reform of projects. Yet sometimes they are not, or simply agree to reforms for reasons of 

efficacy.  

 When reforms have been taken to simply move the project forward, certain risks 

are increased. Given that experts have devised the original proposals based on direct, 

field experience, only to have reforms imposed by Ottawa, there might be heightened 

risks during implementation that have not been considered by bureaucrats in Ottawa (to 

be fair, there might be risks not considered by experts in the field). More generally, if a 

division has emerged between those in the field and those in Ottawa, there is a risk that 

the approved project might, in fact, be different than the actual project once implemented. 

This disjuncture raises a larger question about the quality of reporting and, more 

specifically, the ability of proposals and reports to accurately reflect realities on the 

ground.  

 Discussions around reporting included a broad array of different types of reports 

and documents. Project proposals and final narrative reports have been discussed above, 

and another major reporting format includes in-progress status reports that appear under 

various titles of field or visit reports, scoping missions, mission assessments, or progress 

reports. These are “field” reports conducted during the timespan of projects to gauge how 

projects are advancing, and whether the projects are meeting their objectives. These are 

sometimes conducted by non-governmental and intergovernmental third parties, 

sometimes contracted to security innovators from non-DFATD departments, and 
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sometimes conducted by security aid hubs, but always sent back to the security aid hubs 

in Ottawa for analysis. During a number of interviews, the issue of reporting quality 

became a topic of criticism. For example, one participant described their participation in 

doing a “visit report” for a security aid project. To conduct visit reports, members of 

Canada’s security aid hubs travel to the recipient countries and meet with various 

stakeholders and trainees, as well as the implementing partners and other Canadian 

officials.  

 Discussing the visit report conducted as an aspect of a large, pan-Caribbean anti-

crime initiative to improve various policing, mobility, and surveillance capacities, the 

participant described the surprisingly low level of achievements. Meeting with Canadian 

members of the CBSA and RCMP, the participant had a very poor assessment of the 

projects progress and outcomes. The participant also met with representatives of the 

recipient government who were “grateful for the money,” but the participant observed 

that the money was hardly being used for the intended purposes (a common theme that I 

discuss below as an “external” challenge). Furthermore, the participant had been told that 

other donors had similar experiences with the recipient and little was actually expected 

from the “aid.” Yet the visit report omitted negative discussions around misallocated 

funding and simply reported that the project was ongoing and meeting its schedules. 

Noting that — regrettably — these experiences are quite typical, the participant stressed 

that visit reports often depict scenarios where “every visit is a success” (Interview 10). 

Adding that “nobody wants to hear that money is wasted” (Interview 10), visit reports are 

symptomatic of security aid in general where “at the end of the day, as long as training is 

delivered it’s a success” (Interview 10). Like “aid” economies in general, the contents are 
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less important than the aesthetics of humanitarian reason offered by “assistance” 

programming.  

 A participant with extensive experience as a technical provider of security 

assistance, as well as experience as senior management within multilateral networks, 

provided a response on the dynamics that underlie tendencies to obscure messy realities 

within official reporting. Explaining that “nobody wants to be evaluated” (Interview 9), 

the participant said:  

 
From national authority’s perspective… typically evaluations they find the 
holes… The people we work with are very proud and capable people. Very proud 
and very capable. It’s their country, we’re guests. And often times we don’t 
approach it like that. They don’t want to be evaluated. [Intergovernmental] 
entities don’t want to be evaluated. Typically it leads to, ‘well if you’re not 
performing, you’re going to see a cut in your unit.’ It’s self-preservation. A lot of 
people leave their jobs at home to work for someone like the UN, and they’ll do 
everything they dang can to keep their positions. (Interview 9). 

 
In explaining a general aversion to evaluations and reports — particularly when 

donors, like Canada, come to assess their spending — players in the field of security aid 

have aversions for different reasons. As the participant noted, recipient countries are 

averse to evaluations because they tend to be more extensively scrutinized (and blamed) 

for project inefficiencies. As I discuss below, “external” barriers to project 

implementation often contain assumptions or reflections on the abilities (or inabilities) of 

recipient governments. Implementing agencies, like the UN or NGOs, are also averse to 

reports and evaluations, but their aversion is often based on what the participant called 

“self-preservation.” Since security aid is a large and lucrative economy, negative reports 

can have significant consequences on employment, future work, and contracts. Not only 

for individuals, but also for groups or departments engaged in security innovation, given 
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that a key component of security innovation is managing your visibility and reputation. 

Although security aid projects take place in often violent contexts, rarely do official 

reports make any mention of human rights issues or potential abuses. Even in the context 

of building prisons where human rights abuses are widespread and well-documented — 

as I discussed in Palestine, and will discuss in relation to Haiti in Chapter 7 — there are 

virtually no references in Canadian reports on these issues of a critical nature. The 

participant noted immediately above, in discussing the often difficult situations in which 

security innovators find themselves, reflected on the lack of criticism in official reports 

and concluded: “I’ve read reports that have said one thing, then I go to the field and I’m 

like ‘what the hell’ — it’s completely a different story” (Interview 9). 

 The disjuncture between reports and actualities of security aid is highly notable. 

Some might claim that the lack of critical records stems from a risk aversion to media 

scrutiny. Perhaps that is the case. In general, it would be safe to assume that donor 

populations do not want to hear about torture or human rights abuses associated with 

taxpayer “aid” funding. On the other hand, it is rare that negative media coverage of 

human rights abuses abroad have a significant impact on foreign security missions. A 

case in point would be the Afghan detainee torture scandal, which played out for months 

in the Canadian media with little impact on Canadian practices in Afghanistan. Public 

opposition to the Afghan mission, in large part, was swayed by the deaths of Canadian 

soldiers, not their involvement in human rights violations. Though negative media 

attention can have impacts in some cases, what motivates the cleansing of criticisms from 

the documents is not simply keeping information from the public but also, as participants 

have noted, stopping the flow of information within security aid bureaucracies. Similar to 
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the participant above, who found a “completely different story” once arriving in the field, 

a member of Canada’s foreign service (who worked extensively in Afghanistan) 

commented:   

 
They don’t talk about anything but good stuff about Afghanistan. So how can you 
learn? There’s nothing wrong in making a mistake in that kind of a context 
country. In which we were never involved. But people that briefed me had no clue 
about 3Ds. I had no clue what I would be facing. (Interview 15). 

 
Security aid projects often take place in gritty and hostile environments. Yet 

reports portray very clean and successful endeavours, regardless of the actualities in the 

field. Even when the “3D strategy” in Afghanistan was clearly not resulting in the 

objective of winning popular support among Afghans — nor could the NATO security 

forces claim to have control over vast arrays of Afghanistan — Canadian security 

innovators produced bloodless reports that portrayed unparalleled successes and 

advancement. Though media reports would frequently challenge the positive assertions of 

Canadian security development, officials continued to present a picture of development 

and progress. Even today, Canadian officials discuss the “successes” of the Afghan 

mission. Only rarely do officials involved challenge the mission, and when they do (see 

Payton 2015), these criticisms are treated as outliers to the view that the mission was 

successful.  

 A final element of note that emerged from discussions of reporting were 

criticisms addressing the personnel used to write field assessments. While many field 

assessments are done by security experts within Canadian departments — like the 

RCMP, CBSA, CSC — there also exists a lucrative private market for these assessment 

services. Similar to what Howell (2009) has detailed as a privatization of security 
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governance to not-for-profit organizations — what she calls GONGOs, governmentally-

organized non-governmental organizations — a broad field of private contractors and 

service providers exist within Canada, and the most significant private actor is an agency 

called CANADEM. With a roster of over 20,000 Canadian experts, CANADEM provides 

thousands of postings in areas of security, policing, and policy. Established in 1996, 

CANADEM is a leading actor in networking Canadian expertise into the lucrative 

security development field. Since its establishment, CANADEM has mobilized over 

2,500 experts through over 100 projects valued at over $65 million (DFATD 2013-

1571:2). From 1998 to 2012, DFATD has provided CANADEM with approximately 

$19.7 million in grants and contributions, including 21 projects funded from the GPSF 

(DFATD 2013-1571:1). Itself a non-profit agency, CANADEM functions to match 

Canadian contractors with potential clients seeking first-class expertise. Though 

Canadian expertise is often an important contributor in ameliorating immediate and 

technical problems, one participant noted the problem with a growing reliance on private 

sector support. Referring to an increase in the use of private actors to do assessment 

reports, they commented:  

 
[Contracted] evaluations are all made up. They say these are objective 
evaluations. You cannot have objective evaluations if you are contracting people. 
Because these people, their job, is earning money from contracts. They’re not 
going to say, they will not say anything adverse. And even if they did, they 
would, you know, often times — my experience is — [department] officers would 
ask them to take it out. Something critical.  Or they just ignore and just put it on 
the shelf. (Interview 15). 

 
Another participant who discussed the tendency towards “self-preservation” 

underlined that this is not always the case, but also described how reports would be 
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completely at odds with programming, often omitting any criticisms or short-comings 

while reporting exclusively on successes. They explained: 

 
On the individual level, which really feeds into the sustainability of the programs, 
are the individuals who write the reports, that feed into the [international] 
reports… But often at that level there’s a lot of self-preservation going on, which 
is really sick. And it makes me really sick. I’ve been to countries where the 
national authority is saying ‘you know what we don’t want you here anymore, 
you guys can’t help us, send us people who are not qualified, not interested, and 
they’re just here for the money. (Interview 9).67 

 
In addition to issues of potential economic self-interest guiding reporting 

practices, the expertise of independent assessments was also discussed. Noting that most 

of the experts that are tasked with these reporting assessments are retired public servants 

— what one participant called “old war horses like me” — who have somewhat dated 

technical experience. The participant explained: “in many areas, my experience is 20 

years old.  I’m not going to tell you war stories [but]. … when you’re talking about 

assessing a system, you want it to be assessed by someone who is doing it day-to-day in 

their own jurisdiction” (Interview 7). The participant did note that, in areas of policy and 

governance, senior experts can be more insightful than technical experts. Yet, for many 

security aid projects that require technical expertise, the option is often not available, and 

in “a lot of these operational assessments, the wrong people are going” (Interview 7). 

Explaining the cause of the lack of proper deployment for reporting missions, the 

participant said:  

 
It’s all a matter of cost. Frankly, the Canadian government has never been — in 
my area of knowledge and expertise — has never taken up the mantle. It does not 
want to spend the money. It will not release people from their current endeavours. 
Be they lowly frontline to senior level people. (Interview 7). 

                                                 
67 It should be noted that, when refereeing to “you guys,” the participant was not referring directly to 
Canadian officials but a broader context of participation in multilateral security assistance projects.  
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Costs for deploying experts to engage in assessments have become increasingly 

centralized with the creation of security aid hubs. Many departments that used to provide 

international assistance would fund their own assessments. Yet, following the creation of 

the hubs in the early 2000s, most reporting and assessments are strictly related to the 

“strategic” imperatives of the security aid hubs. While this organizational model has 

created new sources of external funding for departments, which some participants 

praised, it has limited the autonomy of departments to be more directly invested in the 

security development processes. In most projects, the security innovators from various 

departments are “contracted” — as a participant was quoted in the last chapter — into 

much larger (and more “strategic”) projects directed by the security aid hubs.  

 Since reporting is such an integral part of the day-to-day practices for many 

security innovators, it became a frequent topic of discussion. While cumbersome and 

often mundane, security innovators underline how the practices of reporting are the 

central means by which (in)security knowledge is communicated, yet the practices 

themselves are inconsistent. Several practitioners in the field stressed the importance of 

having accurate depictions of the insecurities at hand, but it is also practitioners in the 

field who engage in “self-preservation” by presenting bloodless reports that minimize 

those same insecurities. Criticism of the quantity and the quality of reporting practices 

indicate a number of ways in which these “internal” practices create inconsistencies and 

contradictions for the development of security governance practices. In the following 

chapters, a number of case studies — in Haiti, Libya, and Southeast Asia — demonstrate 

tendencies towards “cleaning” reports of potential controversy, as well as reporting 

practices that are complex in their detail. These case studies highlight the challenges 
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faced by security innovators who engage in these reporting practices, as well as the 

influence reporting practices have in promoting security innovation — or (in)security 

innovation — and the acceleration of security aid regimes. 

 

Internal expertise 

 The final issue to explore related to participants’ perspectives on internal barriers 

to security aid is the issue of expertise. When soliciting interview participants for the 

research project, I contacted individuals by sending a Recruitment Letter along with my 

Statement of Research and Informed Consent forms. The first paragraph of my 

Recruitment Letter would include the following sentences: “My research focuses on 

Canadian expertise in various fields of security sector reform. I am contacting you 

specifically for your expertise in foreign assistance policy and programming.” In the 

letter and the Statement of Research, I stressed the term “expertise” and, when some of 

the participants responded, I was surprised when they mentioned that they were not really 

“experts.” In what became a conversation piece, particularly with participants who 

worked as technical experts, I would ask why some participants would shy away from the 

label “expert.” One participant replied: 

 
I understand their reticence of folks saying that their not experts, because in fact 
they are not experts. You might be a great business analyst for example, but that 
means nothing to a person in Nicaragua who wants to know how to improve his 
small administration  efficiency in regards to security. Those business analytics 
just don’t match. It’s not like in Canada where you have a sophisticated system 
where you can measure the various movements with a whole cadre of bureaucrats 
who then analyze. It just doesn’t exist in this place. (Interview 7). 

 
One participant, who worked in a number of ground-level capacities as well as an 

upper-level manager, spoke about their discomfort with the label “expert” (although it 
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certainly applied), but also suggested that on the ground experience does not necessarily 

translate into effective skills for developing best practices in the global South. The 

participant explained:  

   
… just because you’ve been in the field, doesn’t mean you understand. Because a 
lot of folks can go very very narrow. They understand what they do in their tiny 
little world. And that’s not how it works. Certainly when you’re doing security 
sector reform. You’re working with all kinds of folks. You’re working with 
politics, which might not actually meet with what your objectives are as a lone 
little guy on the ground. So, it takes a lot, I think, in understanding the boots on 
the ground stuff (and understanding the mentality of that), as well as the bigger 
picture, and knowing that somewhere in there is where we’re going to get to. 
(Interview 14).  

 
In most cases, participants preferred to describe their work as continuously 

changing and fluid, where “expertise” was not a matter of sophisticated technical 

knowledge, but rather a set of personal characteristics allowing for innovation. This 

finding is similar to Bigo’s (2014) examination of EU border experts who felt 

uncomfortable with the label “expertise,” and instead used descriptive terms of “art” to 

discuss their craft. In discussing the changing dynamics of international assistance 

programming, a number of participants used the term “agility” to describe personal skills 

of teaching and diplomacy that could adapt to a variety of challenging situations that arise 

during projects. This is similar to the participant quoted directly above, who warned 

against “narrow” perspectives that do not change in different contexts. Often the 

challenging contexts that require “agility” involve external forces, yet participants noted 

that a key issue was that Canada needed to strategically develop these skills of agility. 

One participant detailed how the Government of Canada “needs something else,” because 

they are falling behind other countries within international circles. The participant said 

that the government should look towards internal training as well as encourage other 
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educational options to develop these “rare personal skills [that] are needed for the 

profession to move forward” (Interview 13). The participant noted that a paradox has 

emerged — particularly given the legacy of “development” thinking on various capacity 

building programs — in which a strong emphasis to stay long term, develop long-term 

plans, and stay on course creates a resistance to change, stifling an ability to be “agile” in 

situations requiring adaptation and innovation (Interview 13).  

 A major component of participants’ discussion of expertise was a modest critique 

of current abilities within the bureaucracies of security innovators to deal with the 

“external” realities of security development. These comments themselves were highly 

reflexive, and made in the context of working towards more effective security aid 

programming through a critical appraisal of the capabilities — i.e. “expertise” — of 

Canadians working in the field. An aspect of these discussions also reflected a realistic 

assessment of the limits that Canadian expertise, based on domestic “best practices,” can 

have in the global South. For example one participant critiqued the notion that “best 

practices” can simply be transferred from the specificities of Canada to other 

jurisdictions. Speaking specifically about border management, then about broader 

security and policing expertise, the participant said:  

 
Part of that is, I’ll tell you. The Canadian experience in this area is pretty [pause] 
simple.  Simple by the fact that we manage a border with the United States. We 
have a policy on immigration, which colours our control process. We really 
cannot export that to other parts of the world, because other parts of the world 
have a very different environment. It could be hostile because of geography, it 
could be hostile because of geopolitics...   The experiences cannot be transferred 
because they don’t have the same kind of civil service setup that we have. So, a 
lot of Canadian expertise actually is not particularly relevant to many parts of the 
world. (Interview 7). 
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The non-transferability of Canadian expertise is often expressed as an “external” 

barrier, particularly in regards to the lack of absorption capacity from recipient states in 

the global South. I detail how participants discussed these contradictions in an upcoming 

sub-section of this chapter on “exporting” normative values, yet the participants quoted 

above made their comments specifically in a context of critiquing “internal” expectations 

regarding the design of security aid projects. A central element of their critique of 

“expertise” rests upon an expectation that Canadian security innovation should be 

improving internally. These internal “reality checks” would ensure more effective 

security aid programming, as well as enhance the reputation of security innovators. 

Underlying these reflexive critiques, therefore, is a desire to improve the practices of 

security aid, particularly given the increasingly competitive and complex multination 

donor environment — which is the first topic to explore in the following section on 

“external” barriers to security aid.  

 

External barriers 

Making divisions between “internal” and “external” barriers is a problematic 

undertaking given the transversality of security practices. To separate the internal from 

the external, I emphasize that the internal/external “location” is a representation of how 

participants discursively locate particular challenges or barriers to security development. 

Cognizant of not wanting to lead answers, I would include very broad questions about 

challenges, like “What are some of the biggest challenges to security development 

programming?” Based on the response of the participants, I categorize the “location” to 

reflect my interpretation of where the participants’ have placed the central emphasis of 
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the challenge they describe. For example, when talking about politicization of aid — 

while the aid itself is all external programming — the location of the problem of 

politicization is domestic politics, and Mr. Baird’s micromanagement of the security aid 

hubs. Likewise, the discussion of reporting often relates to difficulties of accounting for 

what takes place in the field (externally), yet the discussions presented above locate the 

particular internal practices of reporting as a challenge within Canadian security aid 

structures.   

 Within this section on “external” barriers, locations of the problem are abroad; 

some relate to the transforming institutional arrangements of international organizations, 

or difficulties in the field dealing with the governments or cultures of recipient states. 

Although numerous challenges were discussed over the course of interviews with 

participants, I have highlighted three themes that were reoccurring and given high 

priority as major, contemporary challenges. Below, I discuss these issues under three 

categories: 1) the transformation of the multilateral donor environment; 2) difficulties 

with navigating politics in the field, what one participant thoughtfully called the “little P 

and big P politics; and 3) the challenge of exporting values and developing norms in 

recipient countries. 

 Before starting the discussion of my first category of transformations to donor 

environment, I will stress a certain problem with representations of “external” challenges 

in development discourses. As suggested earlier, narrow portrayals of development 

challenges as squarely a product of an irresponsible or chaotic recipient state have been 

extensively critiqued by scholars who demonstrate how these representations are a 

product of North–South power balances, often in parallel with the global North’s pursuit 
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of geopolitical and economic interests. Much like development discourses that project the 

challenges of economic development as “external” governance quagmires of recipient 

countries, representations of “external” security challenges located in the field are, of 

course, also knowledges produced by Canada as a donor state.68 In this sense, they are 

also “internal,” in the sense that these challenges are constructed and articulated by 

Canadian experts and, while they certainly represent challenges that are “external” in the 

field, they should be understood as “internal” in that their constitution as a 

problematization is itself determined by North-South power relations that envision 

uncivilized domains in need of law and ordering. It is the bureaucracies and experts of the 

donor states that have the authority to create the categories and characteristics of what is 

considered problematic. In detailing three major external challenges that have been 

identified by Canadian security innovators, my intention is not to diminish or contest the 

realities that these barriers present. Instead, I aim to demonstrate that Canada’s position 

as a donor country engenders a power of expertise that frames the “problematics of 

government” (Miller and Rose 2008) within recipient countries of the global South. 

Doing so reduces complex historical-social fabrics within recipient counties into 

caricatures of insecurity, and, therefore, priorities for security aid. The purpose of this 

dissertation is precisely to articulate how insecurities are expressed by donor security 

innovators. However, I do stress before exploring these topics that the categories for 

external challenges are “internal,” both in terms of the knowledge-production of donor 

                                                 
68 Casting polities as lacking civilization, rule of law, skills, and a desire for Western progress has long 
animated Western and colonial imaginings of “under-developed” worlds (Mitchell 2002; Park 2010; 
Ferguson 1990; Escobar 1995; Said 1978). Within Canadian bureaucracies, indigenous nations have long 
been subjected to these problematizations, or “governance imbroglios” (see Crosby and Monaghan 2012), 
which have characterized the Canadian state’s production of Indian otherness (see Monaghan 2013a; 
Monaghan 2013b; see also: Francis 1992; Hall 2003; Smith 2009; Mawani 2007).  
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countries, and the embedding of “external” subjects themselves being into the unbounded 

transversal.  

 

Transformation of multilateralism and the donor environment 

 In discussing international and transnational organizations, a number of the issues 

raised by participants pertained to major trends identified in recent scholarship on 

multilateral governance. Debates surrounding “emerging donors” (see Woods 2008) or 

“rising powers” (see Mawdsley 2014) within development scholarship shows how global 

political-economic transformations have resulted in a fracturing of the international field 

(Buzan 2011; Hurell 2007; Kupchan 2012; Manning 2006; Rotmann et al. 2014; Woods 

2005). Dominated by the powerful Western states since the end of the bipolar era, 

“emerging” states — China, Brazil, wealthy Arab states, India, Pakistan, Nigeria, Turkey, 

South Africa, Venezuela, etc. — have established themselves as “donor” states, in that 

they now deliver rather than receive international assistance funding. With the 

ascendency of these states as “donors,” a power shift has resulted in the dynamics of 

“aid” regimes.  

 A significant volume of literature has focused on challenges presented by this 

power shift (Gray and Murphy 2013; Stephen 2012; Weiss and Abdenur 2014). This 

literature has focused on numerous important aspects of aid delivery such as maintaining 

environmental standards, effective accountability practices (Brown and Woods 2007; 

Keck 2000), an established and consistent approach to human rights issues (Mawdsley 

2014), as well as examining impacts on the administration of debt relief, and — of course 

— the massive Western-driven literature on “aid effectiveness” (Hyndman 2007). 
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Although the architecture of aid continues to privilege the “traditional donors” in terms of 

decision-making authorities and structural positioning (Rotmann et al. 2014; Woods 

2008), the underlying dynamics of power have been unsettled, and these new dynamics 

have considerable impacts on how traditional donors, like Canada, do internationalism.  

 Perhaps the most immediate challenge presented by these new dynamics are the 

abilities of traditional donors to dictate terms of “aid” agreements. While criticism of 

“structural adjustments” have been a mainstay of critical globalization studies, security 

aid is also twinned to a broader reformatory project of “governance,” just as my typology 

chapters contribute to scholarship that draws attention to this trend (Chandler 2010; 2006; 

Duffield 2007). One participant detailed how “the Government of Canada and traditional 

donors used to run the show. Now that hold is loosening” (Interview 13). Similar to 

concerns from other traditional donors, the participant added that Canada’s “voice has 

become more diluted with so many seats at the table” (Interview 13). Within a more 

complex and fluid multilateral framework, the “non-traditionals do not follow the 

conventions established by the West … because the traditional donors have a way of 

doing things” (Interview 13). Concerns noted included that non-traditional donors do not 

have the same accountability standards, do not use the same tracking categories for ODA, 

and, by not following the same categories and definitions, create confusion and 

inefficiencies. While ODA refers specifically to traditional “economic and humanitarian 

assistance,” security aid rarely happens within ODA spending, which makes governing 

the delivery of aid even more complex. One participant noted that the plurality of donors 

has made it more difficult to establish the importance of programming from a Canadian 

perspective. They noted that within multilateral efforts, it has become more difficult “to 
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impress upon other governments why programs are important for security and security of 

Canadians” (Interview 10). Another participant detailed these inefficiencies in terms of a 

particular sector of technical assistance: 

 
There’s issues there because countries that are getting the funding, or getting 
these courses, they’re never going to say no to anything because they have 
nothing. So, you can have Germany who’s going to offer a [technology] course, 
Italy comes in and gives them a [technology] course, and you have Canada that 
wants to give them a [technology] course. We all have different approaches in 
some ways. So we use different wording for same things. We use different 
standards. Italy has their own, Germany has their own, we have our own. So they 
get all of this mixture of information, but they’re not going to say no because it’s 
free. Why would they? (Interview 11). 

 
The participant’s point is that, after the programs and trainings are delivered, they 

rarely work, since the various platforms do not share enough intelligibilities to function 

together. As policing scholars have demonstrated, efforts at technology transfers from the 

global North to the global South are often unsuccessful due to many technical difficulties 

in establishing a coherent set of technological practices that fit with a coherent set of 

policies practices (see Maguire and King 2013). In effect, the various trainings and 

upgrades become loose collections of information, not coherent programs.  

 Above concerns surrounding inefficiencies and duplication of efforts, a more 

critical subtext emerged when participants moved from discussing challenges among 

donors to speaking of the activities of recipients within these changing dynamics of 

international assistance. As the participant above notes, recipients are “never going to say 

no to anything” and, as some participants emphasized, recipient countries have begun to 

exploit the plural donor environment in efforts to maximize their levels of assistance. 

While many of these discussions were framed abstractly — referencing “recipient” 

countries — one state was signed out consistently by participants: Haiti. One participant 
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recalled how Haiti was a “freelancing” government with whom it was very difficult to 

negotiate. Haitian representatives were described as being willing to “say yes to 

anything” and “going to every table to take the money.” Despite these assurances, no 

implementation would take place. While sometimes being described as a compliant-yet-

dysfunctional interlocutor, Haiti also had the reputation of not “playing along” in 

complying with donors’ conditions. Citing the plural donor economy and the willingness 

of emerging donors to fund projects with fewer conditions, one participant noted that it 

has become “harder for the GoC and traditional donors to demand reforms and 

accountability when Haitian reps know they can get the cash elsewhere” (Interview 13). 

While appearing contradictory, it is reasonable to assume that Haitian negotiation tactics 

can vary depending on particular circumstances, using both compliant and non-compliant 

tactics when appropriate. The underlying suggestion here — with no aim on commenting 

on the validity or reasonableness of Haitian negotiation tactics — is a perception, from 

Canadian security innovators, suggesting that Haiti (and others) view security “aid” 

dollars as a potential revenue stream and are not “active” in taking responsibilities to 

integrate and cooperate in the transversal security community. These criticisms of Haiti 

are detailed more fully in Chapter 7’s case study on security infrastructures aid.   

 In describing the challenges of dealing with “freelancing” governments like Haiti, 

Canadian security innovators would frame these characterizations by inferring that the 

recipient countries were exploiting Canadian goodwill. One participant described how 

recipient countries would view assistance programs as a revenue stream and “come to 

meetings with shopping lists presented to Canada” (Interview 1). While “many EU 

countries just throw money” at these requests, the participant recalled, that “is not how 
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we play” (Interview 1). While some participants represented this as a dubious effort on 

the part of recipient governments — an effort in which Canada needed to take a more 

active role in mitigating — some participants reflected that this challenge is itself a 

product of placing more development assistance through the security envelop. In 

discussing the difficulties of measuring success in terms of security development, one 

participant noted: “That’s the challenge. What capacity building are you doing in Costa 

Rica? All they want is tourists to come down and go around the rainforest and make sure 

that we collect the taxes… [the projects have] very little to do with security” (Interview 

7).  

 Similar to the characterization of “freelancing,” the quote above indicates how 

security innovators often feel like recipient governments solicit funds in a manner that is 

disingenuous. While the quote notes a criticality towards the all-encompassing scope of 

“security aid” regimes themselves, this criticism reflects that “security” is an attractive 

agenda for framing development requests. As a governance practice, this critique is 

applicable to both donor and recipient countries, and underlines the “sexiness” of security 

in global assistance programs. The main current of the discussions about 

“trustworthiness” stems from the transforming dynamics of donor multilateralism and, 

for Canadian security innovators, the significant disruption that this transnational 

environment means for Canadian internationalism. Despite some reflections, my 

dissertation does not go far enough into exploring how increasing competitiveness in the 

multinational environment will place pressures on the cohesiveness of the transversal 

security community. In all likelihood, these pressures will result in Canada becoming 

ever-more characterizable as a norm-supporter, particularly with norm-makers of the 
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global North. A rupture with competitors like China or Russia is unlikely given their 

integration into global (in)security governance practices, yet could potentially place an 

impasse on growing collaborations. One thing is certain: as a norm-supporter, Canada 

will adjust its approach to internationalism in response to future transformations in the 

geographies of (in)security through the availability of security innovators.  

 Transformations to the donor environment are conjoined with the abilities and 

desires of the global North to engage in norm-making. As I have argued in preceding 

chapters, the emphasis of Canadian norm-supporting is often through technical aspects of 

developing the capacities of recipient countries. These reformatory projects can include 

the “techno fixes” (Haggerty 2004; Kearon 2013) of security and surveillance 

technologies, as well as the broader governance reforms embedded in these aid projects. 

A central rationality behind security aid is an improvement of the governing regime of 

security and, as an essential component of these transformations, requires changing the 

governance regimes of what Franko Aas (2013) calls “deviant states.” When participants’ 

discussions of assistance shifted from the technical realm into the realm of governance, a 

central “external” theme to security aid is the culture and governance characteristics of 

recipient countries. In two sections below, I discuss aspects of the challenges to 

delivering security aid, as they relate to the cultures of recipient countries. First, I will 

discuss how participants reflected on the difficulties of “imposing” values on recipient 

countries, then I discuss how participants reflected on navigating the “politics” of 

security aid. 

 

Exporting (normative) values, developing norms 
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 Discussions of recipient’s culture and values often solicit confusing and 

contradictory statements. Park (2010) has argued how security sector reform projects 

fostering the rule of law operate under simultaneous claims of neutrality and superiority. 

What she calls the “rule of law fable” takes “‘modern’ law [as] culturally neutral and, 

thus, universally applicable.” Domestic “culture” takes the character of antagonist, while 

the “fable” places reasoned law as the protagonist in a neo-colonial project of bringing 

civilization. A number of studies in colonial governmentality have made similar claims 

regarding the Janus-faced character of developing liberalism (Scott 1999; 1995; see also 

Legg 2007; Inda 2005; Smith 2009). As a critique at the core of most critical studies of 

development, the notion that the global South is of central culpability in questions of 

inequality makes for a humanitarian reason where the moral sentiments of “assistance” 

are self-imagined as morally relativistic — despite being anchored in Northern 

epistemologies of European reason — and thus can be understood as actions of political 

altruism, not realism.  

  Few participants would make outright derogatory characterizations of foreign 

cultures. In fact, most participants were genuinely respectful of the talents and abilities of 

their peers in recipient countries, and were sincere in their desire to assist with 

development practices. As Park (2010) notes with the rule of law fable, the power 

dynamic articulated in these relations of inequality are most evident in claims of 

neutrality. Where security aid donors self-identify as neutral actors, they simultaneously 

hold a normative presumption that systems of Western governance are more “effective,” 

“efficient,” “transparent,” “democratic,” “accountable,” “sustainable,”  etc. The 

prominence and repeatability of these buzzwords and fuzzwords (Cornwall 2007) 
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underscores the epistemological superiority of Western governance. The contradiction 

here is that the supposed neutrality is premised on a pre-figurative assumption of 

superiority, which is itself a product of the normative power, in that “the rule of law” is 

not “good” or “bad,” but simply normal.  

 While some comments betrayed a less “neutral” appearance — like one 

participant who opined that, in Africa, “corruption is their way of life” (Interview 13) — 

most participants were very careful to insist that Canada does not impose normative 

values. In response to a question regarding the challenges of implementing security aid, 

the participant quoted below stressed the need for political stability with a typical 

emphasis on neutrality:  

 
From our own experience… it [is the] willingness of the recipient, and also 
particularly, the willingness of the [pause] political structure [pause] of the 
recipient, you just don’t want the mid-level people to be interested, you want to 
have the senior management to really want it. That’s essential for successful 
capacity building… we always try to think about how do we make it sustainable 
and donor recipient connection, having a recipient really want it to happen, as 
much as a donor is essential. The donor cannot impose on the recipient. 
(Interview 6 — emphasis added). 

 
The comment above underlines a neutrality towards the imposition of normative 

values, and further articulates how aid regimes are focused on the development of value-

free, mutually agreed upon technical norms. Also demonstrated in the quote above is how 

the discussion of technical norms are articulated within a neo-liberal framework where 

aid recipients must sufficiently “buy in.” In this regard, Canadian assistance is no longer 

represented within a power dynamic, but simply a conversation amongst equal partners 

working to advance the cooperative ideals of the transversal security community. 

Commenting on neutral discourses of capacity-building, Chandler (2006:1) has argued 
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these function as “attempts by Western states and international institutions to deny the 

power which they wield and to evade accountability for its exercise.” Chandler (2006:9) 

has argued that the regulatory efforts at governance reforms “are much more invasive 

than those of nineteenth-century empire, preventing the establishment of strong links 

between non-Western states and their societies and resulting in the phenomenon of 

‘phantom states’ whose governing institutions may have extensive external resourcing 

but lack social or political legitimacy.” As an apt description for the security aid to 

Palestine described last chapter and the case study of Haiti in Chapter 7, these “phantom 

states” are fostered through norm-transfers that are technical-in-description, yet rest upon 

the assumed normative superiority of global North governance regimes.  

 Though some participants maintained the fiction of neutrality as a process of “not 

imposing” Canada’s normative values abroad, others were more honest in their 

assessments of security development practices. For example, one participant noted that an 

important aspect of having successful security development programming was to “avoid 

getting trapped into the politicization of the business” (Interview 7). The participant 

elaborated: 

 
That’s the hardest part. Canada is a positive immigration country. Have an open 
border policy to the world. That’s the way we are. That’s how it’s been setup… 
other parts of the world don’t see it the same way. You’re professional 
relationship with someone who’s in the same quote-business-unquote. You don’t 
get involved in the discussion of well ‘is your approach to undocumented 
movements of migrants a good on or a bad one’.  You kinda try to avoid that. We 
don’t export very well our policy. (Interview 7).   

 
Like other participants who brought up discussions of human rights — I did not 

include any questions about human rights in the structured aspects of my interviews or 

pre-interview materials supplied to participants — this participant explained that 
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Canadian normative values are a product of a particular context in which Canadian 

borders are free from conflict zones and relatively peaceful. Unlike many recipient 

countries who possess guarded and militarized borders, the participant stressed that a 

foregrounding of human rights might fit in a Canadian context, but is not transferable to 

conflict situations with little interest in human rights foregrounding. For this participant, 

efforts to enhance human rights practices should be a slow, incremental approach as 

opposed to unproductive lectures on human rights fundamentals which would be simply 

ignored or, worse still, risk damaging relationships of trust.  

 For participants who stressed the importance of refraining from imposing values, 

key components were continued engagement and an emphasis on gradual improvements. 

As opposed to “neutrality” meaning a partnership between equals, here “neutrality” takes 

a diplomatic definition, in which the superiority of normative values is acknowledged, 

but held back to advance relationships and long-term progress. Critics can point to a 

number of short-comings with this approach; most notably, it requires a causal approach 

to human rights principles. While security governance agencies often represent security 

aid programming in benign and bloodless terms — particularly in their reporting 

practices, as I discussed above —  the actualities of “doing” security requires violence 

(Hills 2009; Olsson 2013). Building the capacities of various security governance 

agencies means advancing their abilities to engage in violence. Tacitly, avoiding 

discussions about whether an approach is “a good one or a bad one” means that Canadian 

security innovators are not going to pass judgement on the human rights records of their 

interlocutors in the hopes that these practices will improve over time. Critics would point 

out the Faustian character of this agreement, but participants point towards a history of 
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improvements under this incremental approach to development. One participant 

explained making progress on human rights as follows:  

 
It’s political will to make the reforms necessary. Political will to provide the 
adequate resources to the programmatic approach of development and rule of law, 
or the security sector… Progress isn’t quick. We know that establishing a 
functioning rule of law system isn’t an overnight thing, it takes decades. Any type 
of security sector reform takes a long time. You’re changing mind sets not just 
structures. You know, to move a police force from this force aspect to public 
service concepts is huge. And that takes, man, that takes generations of police 
officers in that country to fully grasp and understand” (Interview 9 — emphasis 
added). 

 
Unlike a notion of neutrality where recipient states have “bought in” — and 

therefore, there is no “imposition” of values because of the voluntary (albeit imaginary) 

character of the relationship — this latter representation of neutrality is much more 

honest in terms of recognizing the violent consequences involved in security aid. 

Canadian security innovation assists in building the capacity of recipient states to control 

populations and establish political order. Few would dispute that violence is a necessarily 

component in establishing and sustaining political order. As Hills (2009:80; see also) has 

argued in relation to police training in the Global South, security is “rarely for all” and, 

particularly in post-conflict environments, is “based on relations of domination and 

coercion, rather than shared norms, and is typically produced and expressed in terms of 

differentiation and exclusion.” Acknowledging the very practical realities of security 

development may correspond with a “dark side” (Davis 2006), where the approach to 

“imposing” values is replaced by a practical and incremental desire to improve the 

technical aspects of security practices. As the participant noted, it is really about 

“changing mind sets” (and another participant used the terms “changing ideologies” 

(Interview 10]), though the engagement towards transforming those “minds sets” takes 
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place as a technical process of dispensing technologies, building structures, and training 

officers — and not political lectures about the value of human rights.  

 For this reason security aid is characterized paradoxically as developing norms, 

not exporting (normative) values. As norm-supporters with a focus on security 

innovation,  Canada makes contributions to the transversal security community that are 

framed as “neutral” security development practices. As best practice norms for 

surveillance and social control, these technical programs aim towards improving the 

building of capacity, without the encumbrances of explicit value judgements. Not only 

does this fulfil a strategic imperative as a practical norm-supporter of the transversal 

security community, but this blue collar approach to security development strikes to the 

core of Canadian humanitarian reason: a modest and reliable mythology of Canadian 

internationalism. A number of participants underscored the reputation of Canadians as 

reliable security development workers. One participant, describing the positive reputation 

accorded to Canadian experts within their field, described the work ethic as follows:  

 

So, we sometimes don’t get a lot of the subtleties. Ok, ‘you hired me to do this, 
I’m going to come in and do this for you.’ And sometimes we don’t understand 
that there’s a lot of those politics that are going around. Sometimes it may not be 
good for you to come and out-shine me and get things done right, because this 
shop won’t want you to get things done. So, yes, we’re seen as a get-the-job done. 
Call us, we’ll get the job done. (Interview 14).  

 
This comment highlights both the complex dynamics within multilateral efforts 

and the particular character that Canadian security innovators have promoted of 

themselves as practical, reliable supporters. As a demonstration of the centrality of 

humanitarian reason within security aid regimes, the characterization of security 

innovators as the developers of technical norms (and not value-imposers) is a powerful 
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trope. In discussing barriers to security development, the antithetical character to the 

neutral security innovator is the recalcitrant recipient of aid. Recalcitrant recipients, like 

the “freelancing” Haitian officials, are not sufficiently “buying in” to the reformatory 

project of security aid. In these discussions, as is demonstrated in the inset quotation 

directly above, the challenges to security development are often framed as “political” and 

sufficient “political will” to engage in the necessary reforms (see Jackson 2011). Itself 

underlining that security aid is best done when it is apolitical and value-free, the 

identification of “politics” as a source of development inconsistencies was a major theme 

from interview participants. In the section below, I explore the meanings of “politics” 

that have been presented as external barriers to security aid development.  

 

Navigating politics: ‘big P Politics, or little P politics’ 

 As I mentioned in the concluding discussions of Canada’s security aid mission in 

Palestine, one of the study participants described the “massive personality challenges” 

(Interview 4) that inhibited the implementation of Canadian programming. At issue, 

specifically, were the political dynamics within the Palestinian Authority and the various 

internal frictions between various security and policing outfits. Participants’ discussions 

of politics were almost always linked with discussions of political instability, which I 

examine further below. However, before getting into an analysis of instability discourses, 

I want to foreground some references to “politics” that relate more to the political as a 

field of navigation, as opposed to simply an external structure. As one participant put it 

while referring to the difficulties of international development work, “politics is played 

everywhere” (Interview 2). 
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During one interview, I asked a participant “what are the most challenging 

barriers to the proper implementation of security development projects?” The participant 

replied:  

 
[Long pause]. So, on a couple levels. Sometimes. Most of the time, it’s about 
personalities. There can be objectives that have been agreed upon at the very 
highest of levels. So for example, we go to country X and — we say, we go to 
Haiti. We’re with the UN. And we say ‘here’s what we’re trying to accomplish.’ 
But then the politics can get in the way. And those politics can be big P Politics, 
or little P politics. And that can really determine how easily it’s going to be for 
you to actually meet your objectives” (Interview 14 — emphasis added).  

 
I would interpret the “small P politics” to refer to the interpersonal dynamics that arise 

with a diverse field of personalities and approaches. In addressing the need to be “agile” 

in various contexts, participants noted how practical diplomatic skills are central for 

negotiating project objective and moving forward. These skills are essential on multiple 

levels. Some projects require internal negotiations to ensure Canadian security innovators 

and policy-makers are on the same page. Similarly, disagreements can arise among the 

donor community, or between donors and implementing agencies (NGOs or/and IGOs). 

Finally, we cannot assume that “recipients” are a homogenous group, and multiple 

agencies and actors can be competing within these jurisdictions. Within all these levels 

are dynamics of “small P politics” which must be navigated.  

 Balancing the small P politics of development is a delicate undertaking and, as the 

participant above notes, these outcomes are heavily influenced by the agility and ability 

of Canadian experts to navigate these externalities. Similar to the discussion above 

regarding internal barriers, these skills are an aspect of expertise largely influenced by 

internal dynamics. While negotiating the small P politics of personality conflicts may be 

more or less influenced by the agency of security innovators, the question of big P 

 318



Politics is often referenced by participants as far more removed. These discussions are 

often references to the stability of a recipient country’s political system, often with 

discursive representations depicting the recipient countries as chaotic, unreliable, and 

prone to violence. One participant described the change of big P Politics like this:  

 
The same problems are always going to be there. It’s always a question of 
political instability. Once you have a country that is finally stabilized, it could be 
fairly quick. Four or five years, you could have a program. But it’s always a 
challenge of instability and politics. And politics is always going to be the thing 
that is the killer, I don’t know how to put it any other way. Politics” (Interview 
11). 

 
In referring to the instability of the recipient’s political system as the “thing that is 

the killer,” this participant was underlining that many security aid projects are not very 

successful in terms of developing long-term security governance regimes. Presenting a 

mythical notion of “four or five years” needed to develop a complex and technical 

program (with the particular program being anonymized), the undercurrent of this 

suggestion is: with a stable political system they, in “four or five years,” could have a 

program that is more or less like ours. For security innovators who provide capacity 

building trainings, the instability of the recipient government is often expressed as a 

fundamentally fraught and broken element of an otherwise smoothly functioning system 

of security development. As one participant put it: 

 
What is not rewarding, you look back 4-5 years later, where are they now? It 
seems to be the same, still trying to get to the same spot they should have been 3 
year ago. Because politically there’s nothing you can do. If a place is not stable, 
it’s not stable. (Interview 11). 

 
Another participant offered a similar assessment of political instability when they 

said: “And after a while, you have to wonder: what the hell have you accomplished?” 
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(Interview 9). In these representations, security innovators describe themselves as 

inconsequential actors within a completely external political environment where they 

have no agency or control. In what should be a technically-driven and straight-forward 

process of advancement, the political instability and the lack of political will result in a 

practically unnavigable barrier to successful and sustainable security development. In 

these discussions of political instability, security innovators were particularly critical of 

the advances achieved by Canadian security aid. To illustrate, see the following exchange 

following a participant’s discussion of successful projects: 

 
It’s kind of nice when you can see a little bit, at least some hope, in some people.  
It would be really nice to go to a country some day and say ‘we brought this 
country to our standard, and we made them self-sufficient.’ That would be a great 
feeling to do something like that. I’ve never made it that far. I have never [laugh] 
never had a chance to see one project that went from A to Z because there’s 
always issues  
 
Q: How far have you made it in the A to Z? 

 
A: Not even to the point of giving an actual [expertise] program to a place where 
they would have accepted it. We’ve had some interest. We’ve laid it all out and 
yes they were in agreement, but something [always] happened, and it’s never 
happened” (Interview 11). 
 
Though many of the projects were designed to develop a full capacity program, 

none of the capacity building delivered by this participant went further than introductory 

trainings. A participant from another technical field of training shared similar 

experiences. Though there is “a lot of demand of there” (Interview 8), the successfulness 

of the projects depends on “finding the right candidates” This participant stressed the 

need to “check before the trainings if it’s the right candidates” (Interview 8), because 

often trainings would go forward with participants lacking the basic skills to succeed. In 

some cases, reports have been submitted to DFATD where capacity building trainings 
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have simply devolved into English language courses, taught by security experts. As with 

most security aid, argued the participant, “Canada is trying to do something very 

altruistic but sometimes developing countries cannot hold up despite their best 

intentions” (Interview 8). As a frequent topic of discussion, political stability often 

hinged on the political leadership — and its importance — in “buying into” security aid 

reforms. As one participant put it:  

 
I think that you need some continuity with the leadership of the recipient country. 
A lot of people who’ve done certain big projects, they tell me that ‘this 
particularly one worked really well because the top person was the same all the 
time of the project’. Some of those countries government changes, and then they 
change everybody at the higher level, and that makes it difficult for us, even if 
we’ve given good training and all that, to have something sustainable. (Interview 
6). 

 
Another said:  
 

You’ve got a lot of transient people in leadership positions. They are coming and 
going and coming and going. They change with the wind. Very little consistency. 
As well as at the UN side. That typically has something to do with it [lack of 
success]. (Interview 9). 

 
Transience and lack of consistency were among the most frequently discussed 

items when describing how political instability inhibits security development projects. A 

common detail within discussions of political instability was a strong feeling towards the 

selection of security aid recipients, particularly training areas like police officers, border 

guards, and correctional officers. Typically presented as strictly the external problems of 

recipient countries, the problem of political instability was a point of frustration for 

security innovators — who often simply wanted to deliver their capacity building 

training. Many participants placed an emphasis on the quality of trainees as a source of 
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disjuncture. Discussing security enhancement projects in Latin America, one participant 

commented: 

 
From Nicaragua to Panama, you’ve got rightwing to leftwing that are completely 
and totally run by people who are part of a nepotistic system. There is no civil 
service in those countries. They simply don’t exist. You’re not dealing with a 
professional civil service, that recruits, and selects, and trains people for 
careers…. you have an election, the new leadership takes over, and everybody is 
gone” (Interview 7). 

 
Adding to the criticism of instability, the participant added a dynamic of political 

corruption. They stated:  

 
You know why they probably want the technology? Probably because 
somebody’s brother-in-law gets the contract to install it. That’s just the way it is 
there. I was dealing with one country and the heads of the interior ministry … 
One guy was a dentist…he was there because his, you know, brother-in-law was 
the President. He didn’t have a clue… how can you sit down with someone like 
that and talk about the different strategies to deal with drug trafficking, rule of law 
when it comes to migration management, or refugee facilitation, he didn’t have a 
clue… but that’s the reality. (Interview 7). 

 
Having to deal with various levels of corruption was a reoccurring sub-theme 

within discussions of politics. One participant, who emphasized that Canada deals with 

its own levels of corruption (citing Quebec construction as an example), was very blunt 

in suggesting that there was little that Canada could do in fostering political stability. 

They suggested that “you are not going to change it [corruption],” but need to work 

within the political environments that exist. Another participant echoed this sentiment 

when speaking about corruption by suggesting that the challenge is not to establish 

systems of Western governance, but to adapt with the systems in place  within recipient 

countries. They said:  
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In a country like Pakistan, it’s the elite that run the government. They don’t want 
change…. We can’t force people into accepting your values because it’s yours. 
That’s not the way to go, at least in my book. You need to understand their 
values, and you need them to cater a system that is acceptable to their values. And 
then give them the training they need for their system. To go there and inflict our 
Western values, it’s not working. I don’t think it’s ever going to work, it never has 
worked, we keep doing the same thing, but you see the results (Interview 16) 

 
In parallel with discussions on imposing normative values, the comments above 

reflect a disposition towards neutrality and incremental work to progress the rule of law. 

In line with the quotations directly above, the participant stressed that the political 

instability of the global South is merely a reality that needed to be managed in doing 

work in the field. When these political instabilities would disrupt the smooth order of 

prescribed security aid projects, one participants stressed the inefficiencies these 

disruptions created due to the amount of preparatory work included in developing high-

level training programs. They explained:  

 

When you’re going to a place within a year, two or three times, and things change 
every time you go there. Well how good is your analysis when, in a year, when 
you’re going to finish in 5 years, and it changes every 3 or 4 months? You have to 
have some capacity for some stability in the system, otherwise you will be 
wasting your time. There has to be some continuity and support. Once you train 
people at a level like this, it has to have some sustainability (Interview 11). 

 
For this participant, a lack of political stability was cause for both the continuation of 

instability within the country as well as a misallocation of resources from donor counties. 

The participant warned: 

 
See the whole role of any of these things, it is not for you to control their lives 
forever, it is to give them some values, some laws, and once they are trained and 
it’s sustainable, then you’re on your own now. You’re doing good, it’s your stuff.  
We don’t want to be stuck in their country for 10 to 20 years, like look at Haiti. 
Are they better off now than they were 10, 25 years ago? And they are a poor 
country. It is sad to see. But what has been done with all the money that has been 
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sent to that country, why aren’t people’s lives better? There has to be a system in 
place to make it viable, and there has to be a will from the country itself to make 
it happen, make it change for the better. Otherwise you’re just throwing money. 
(Interview 11). 

 
What emerges from discussions around political stability are explicit accounts of 

the difficulties and complexities of doing security development practices in the global 

South. In particular, the comments from security innovators reveal a dislocation between 

the value-free practical desires to implement an A to Z program, with the socio-

contextual realities in which security aid takes place. Described as political instabilities, 

these realities represent an intelligibility gap on the part of security innovators to 

comprehend the socio-landscapes they seek to reform (see also Hills 2012a; Jackson 

2011). As a contrast to the successful and bloodless renditions of security aid 

programming presented by reporting practices, the discussions of political instability 

relate some on the ground practicalities of security aid programming where “successes” 

are few and far between. Most participants offered wide-ranging critiques of security aid, 

and were of the opinion that successes were difficult to quantify, especially within “logic 

models” or Canadian politic contexts that expected immediate, short-term validation. One 

participant stressed that it is “very difficult to achieve meaningful results… [and] it’s not 

about results, but about trainings…  at the end of the day, as long as training is delivered 

it’s a success” (Interview 10). Similar to the participant quoted earlier who laments that 

the only way to claim success is that “the trainings happen” (not that they result in 

substantive improvements), the participant quoted in the indented paragraph above 

concluded:  “I’m sure a lot of stuff is done for the same reason politically. It shows that 

an effort is being made even though you know it is never going to come to a proper 

conclusion” (Interview 11). In other words, the contents of the trainings are secondary to 
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the moral sentiments of development. Others underlined an incremental process of 

engagement grounded on very modest expectations of “success.” While one participant 

concluded it was worth questioning the “efficacy of the program in terms of real change” 

(Interview 10), security innovators remained optimistic that the incremental and practical 

development of security practices takes time and patience.  

 Despite the large investments of resources and attention (as well as the best 

intentions of security innovators), security aid “successes” are difficult to illustrate. 

Canada’s most intensive and identifiable efforts — Afghanistan, Libya, and Haiti — have 

been largely abandoned due to failures, and many of the study participants stressed that 

successes should be considered in either very particular or very general terms (i.e. we 

have built so-and-so many prison beds in Haiti), or with a much more incremental view 

of developing tools of governance and trying to encourage generational changing of 

“mindsets” in the global South. Through discussions of the barriers and challenges to 

security aid delivery, we can observe that, according to the Canadian security innovators 

who devise and deliver the programming, immediate efforts to enhance security 

governance in the global South often do not work as planned. Certainly when evaluated 

in terms of “results”  — what capacities have actually been sustainably developed and 

improved — security innovators have detailed significant barriers to Canadian security 

development.  

Discussions of external problems located as problems within the recipient 

countries are particularly expressive of North-South power dynamics, where the 

underdeveloped world is imagined as politically unstable and deviant in terms of 

governance capacities. As security innovators, Canadian security aid has a focus on the 
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technical and the practical, working to develop areas of expertise in policing, 

surveillance, and security services. Not wanting to impose normative values, Canadian 

security innovators work incrementally to develop practices. Building towards these 

practical engagements, the success of security development is always aspirational and 

unfolding. A key focus is then shifted to ensuring the “buy-in” from recipient states, 

demonstrating their active participation in developing the security governance practices 

characterizing their membership in the transversal security community.  

 

Conclusions: Promoting failure? The successfulness of (in)security 

 Despite the significant barriers to implementing “successful” security aid 

programming, it should be noted that Canadian security innovators firmly believe that 

security aid can work. Although interview participants were critical of current 

programming and approaches, many offered numerous prescriptions to address the 

internal and external barriers to security aid. Many of the most repeated themes and 

strongest opinions reflected a deep dissatisfaction with the current politicization of 

security aid under the Baird administration. Participants stressed the need for a 

“predictable and structured” approach (Interview 2), more thorough consultation and 

assessment processes, the creation of clear “exit points,” and — perhaps the most cited 

recommendation — a commitment to long-term planning not subject to the 

communications and PR needs of the minister. Many participants also stressed that 

Canadian security aid programs have many positive and constructive elements that can be 

furthered. Through the many facets of security aid, Canada has many close and trusted 

contacts (although some participants stressed that some relationships have been recently 
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strained). Canada also has a very professional public service with a strong diplomatic and 

international tradition. The legacy of bilingualism was cited on several occasions to 

describe Canada’s cultural approach to negotiation and compromise. Numerous 

participants also stressed the “sustainability” of programming, highlighting that Canada 

needed to improve its selection of recipients and provide more targeted support to those 

projects that are selected — allowing Canada to “be specific in its engagements” 

(Interview 5), as one participant put it. Despite pessimism about the current direction of 

security aid, many were nonetheless persistent in their aims to enhance security 

governance and, shortcomings notwithstanding, viewed Canada’s potential contribution 

to global security governance in positive terms.  

 In the subsequent three chapters, I will discuss and illustrate the three typologies 

of security aid: interventions, infrastructures, and techniques. With each of these types — 

and in discussing visions of social control in the global South in general — we can see 

how programs of security governance have totalizing aspirations for surveillance and 

security. Yet, as detailed above through discussions with Canadian security innovators, it 

is important to keep in mind that the actualities of enhancing the security governance 

regimes of the global South are often unsuccessful, fraught with inconsistencies and 

contradictions. Many programs have been characterised as “throwing away money” or 

being ineffective in terms of “real change.” And there are few examples of projects that 

go “from A to Z.” Moreover, politicization of aid and misrepresentational reporting 

practices can be contradictory to the aims of security development, creating further 

discord. As I argued last chapter, the primary “success” of security aid is the 

advancement of strategic interests through norm-supporting. The myriad inconsistencies 
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and contradictions discussed in this chapter lends further weight to an argument that the 

nuts-and-bolts of developing security governance practices in the global South is a 

secondary — or even more remote — objective.  

 As this chapter argues, the practices of security development cannot be 

understood as totalizing and all-encompassing process of global control. Security aid is 

fraught with technical failure, personality conflicts, and implementation barriers — many 

of which are to be located within Canadian bureaucracies and cultures. Discussions from 

security innovators regarding successes illustrate a multilayered process involving many 

failed aspects of development. Not only do security innovators of the global North 

engage in contradictory practices that undermine the practical development of security 

practices (like the politicization of aid), but countries of the global South activity resist 

the reformatory projects of globalization, including security development. While 

recipient countries see security aid as a revenue stream, critical development scholars 

have long pointed out that there should be no expectation that countries are content with 

the dynamics of inferiority contained in aid relations — and do implicitly and explicitly 

challenge these dynamics (Scott 1985). Though when recipients fail to develop according 

to a governance ideal presented by security innovators (a theme I explore more 

thoroughly in Chapter 8), this chapter demonstrates how criticisms of the “politics” of 

recalcitrant and deviant states arise, prompting aid donors to question the commitment 

(i.e. “buy-in”) of recipients towards their membership requirements in the transversal 

security community.  

 Barriers abound in developing security, but it is because of these inconsistencies 

and contradictions that security aid is successful. Developing practices of security 
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governance is an aspirational process, where failures and barriers can be invitations for 

more assistance. With the aspirational character of the transversal security community, 

the governance of risk is the art of taming the future. Threats, menace, and insecurities 

are unbounded, and the practices of governing these risks produce newer and modulated 

risks to tame. The key aspect for security development is advancing the integrated, 

cooperative norms of the transversal security community that seek to manage the 

geographies of (in)security. Security innovators and their interlocutors acknowledge that 

risks, threats, etc., can never “be completely suppressed” (Foucault 2007:19), but efforts 

at security governance become an exercise of guiding and delimiting indefinite series of 

probabilities. As Foucault (2007:20) explains it, “I think the management of these series 

that, because they are open series can only be controlled by an estimate of probabilities, 

is pretty much the essential characteristic of the mechanism of security.”  

 As a norm-supporter of the transversal security community, Canadian security 

innovators focus on tangible security development practices in the global South. Though 

particular programs might not take shape through Canadian security aid, the barriers that 

arise in developing security can result in further invitations for security aid programming 

— conditional only on the participation (buy-in) of recipient countries to reform in the 

mould of the transversal “phantom states.” As I explore in the subsequent three chapters 

on security aid typologies, the projects of security aid have designs that extend beyond 

functional evaluation of capacity building particular projects from “A to Z.” Much like 

the function of security aid is to advance strategic interests as opposed to the interests of 

recipients countries, the aims of security aid are limited to technical norms. But they 

approach the development of technical norms as a strategy for governance reforms that 
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are systemic in orientation. While Canadian security innovation privileges the value-

neutral development of technical norms, assistance regimes to the global South should be 

understood to govern geographies of (in)security in broader courses of strategic practices. 

I will now turn to examining these strategies through the three typologies of security aid, 

starting with “interventions.”  
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Chapter Six  
Security interventions: Policing the transversal  
 
Introducing typology #1: Security interventions 

 At the time of this writing, Canada has joined a US-led coalition of states in the 

bombing campaign against ISIL in Iraq and Syria. Announced amid growing anxiety and 

media reports of the potential genocide of the Yazidi peoples in northern Iraq 

(Kurdistan), Canada’s decision to join the war effort against ISIL was framed in moral 

sentiments and received widespread public support. Canada’s initial contribution to the 

war, announced in late August, 2014 (Operation Impact), was cautious: Canada would 

only commit to using Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) capacities (one CC-177 

Globemaster III strategic airlifter and a CC-130J Hercules transport aircraft) to deliver 

military equipment — donated by the Republic of Albania — to unnamed security forces 

in Iraq. Described as providing “critical aid” for security forces fighting terrorism (see 

PMO 2014), Canada’s initial contribution of security aid was supplemented with a more 

robust six month commitment of six RCAF fighter jets and 600 support personnel in 

October, 2014 (Campion-Smith 2015). By January 14, Royal Canadian Air Force aircraft 

had flown 335 missions since operations began in late October, including 214 sorties by 

CF-18s, and the mission was extended for another year in March 2015. The Harper 

government also announced that it would send 69 special forces to “advise and assist” 

Kurdish (peshmerga) security forces in Iraq. And in January 2015, it was learned that 

those special forces had been engaged in front-line firefights in addition to ground-level 

target spotting for the coalitions aerial campaign against ISIL.69 Though criticisms of the 

                                                 
69 It is notable that peshmerga forces are comprised of large elements of fighters from the PKK, a listed 
“terrorist entity” in Canada since the establishment of the list in 2001. Though any “providing,” 
“facilitating,” and “contributing” support towards listed terrorist entities is a serious criminal offence (see 
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obvious “mission creep” have appeared in the media, the intervention in Iraq continues to 

draw widespread public support. Moreover, it is rarely described as a war, almost always 

referred to as humanitarian assistance and providing security against terrorism.70  

 A number of scholars have noted that international military campaigns have 

increasing been conceptualized as policing practices (Agamben 2000; Bronson 2002; 

Dean 2006; Dubber 2006; Hardt and Negri 2000; Holmqvist 2014; Neocleous 2011; 

2104). Some have developed the notion of “policekeeping” to stress the movement of 

militaries towards policing functions (Day and Freeman 2003; Dubber 2006). As an 

expression of the transversal security community, military interventions as policing 

practices are characterizable through their legitimization as humanitarian governance, a 

view that the “targets” of the interventions are criminals, and an identification of the 

intervention themselves as crime control practices, not wars. Nor are the interventions 

contextualized to geo-political ambitions; they are only immediate “assistance” 

deployments for the protection of civilians against security threats (such as potential 

genocide). In describing the military intervention against ISIL in humanitarian terms, 

media or government accounts of the interventions are always disconnected from a large 

context of recent Canadian military activities. In fact, unmentioned in much of the 

discussion of the ISIL mission is that Iraq is the fifth state in the past 10 years in which 

Canada has engaged in a military intervention on the grounds of providing security aid. 

In all these cases, the logic of security interventions has been preventative and focused on 

                                                                                                                                                 
Monaghan 2013c), the arming and technical support for the peshmerga (PKK) demonstrates the fluid 
categories of membership in the transversal security community, which are primarily dependent on the 
practices of security cooperation.  
70 Canada’s motion in the House of Commons to authorize the mission is an excellent illustration of the 
twinned invocation of security and humanitarianism. Text of the motion available online: 
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/text-of-new-iraq-motion-expected-today-in-house-of-
commons/article23590584/ (accessed April 4, 2015).  
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establishing order, as opposed to a traditional military logic of defence and defeat. Given 

that policing is itself a notion associated with internal (domestic) governance (Dean 

2006), security inventions are illustrative of how the transversal security community has 

privileged contingent and fragmented norms of sovereignty. With an emphasis on 

transnational cooperation and interoperability, the typology of security interventions 

demonstrates how practices of the transversal security community, grounded in 

humanitarian reason, seek to intervene from within and reform recalcitrant states of the 

global South.  

 As the first typology of security aid, an exploration of security interventions 

places an emphasis on the role of the military as security innovators. As I detail below, 

“interventions” are not exclusively bombing campaigns or occupations, but include a 

broad field of activities falling under the Department of Defence’s Global Engagement 

Strategy (GES) discussed in Chapters 1 and 3. Administered under the GES, activities of 

“military diplomacy” are a series of mechanisms to advance Canadian norm-supporting 

strategic interests — particularly vis-à-vis working with the United States as the norm-

maker — to develop more robust, coordinated, and interoperable policing and 

surveillance practices. Engaging with debates on security governance and international 

affairs, the typology of security interventions demonstrates how contemporary 

invocations of “security” and “aid” are channelled as policing operations within the 

transversal security community.  

 In this chapter, I build on scholarship that describes how security discourses — 

particularly human security and the “responsibility to protect” — have become central 

enablers of interventions throughout broad geographies of (in)security (Duffield and 
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Waddell 2004; Morrissey 2011; Rotmann et al. 2014). With the erosion of Cold War 

binaries as the ordering logic of international politics, normative ideals that privilege 

human rights and the fight against terrorism have become the logics of transversal 

policing used to rationalize interventions — like the campaign to protect the Yazidi in 

Northern Iraq — under the mantle of “assistance” and humanitarian reason. As 

demonstrated by recent interventions in Iraq, Syria, Libya, Ivory Coast, Haiti, and Mali 

(among others), security concerns around human rights, the protection of civilians, and 

the maintenance of international stability are the principal tropes for establishing a 

normative-value terrain — both in terms of domestic politics as well as the transversal 

security community — to legitimize security interventions, as well as the reformatory 

projects of security aid that develop practical governance norms.  

 This chapter begins with an overview of the rapid evolution of the human security 

agenda. Promoters of human security ideals within international governance circles have 

argued that its normative power — particularly in the form of the “responsibility to 

protect” — has provided an important advancement for interventionist frameworks of 

global security governance. Under the ominous shadows of “never again” (Kersavage 

2014), human security grants vast privileges for norm-making powers to act against 

norm-violating states (or non-states in the case of entities like ISIL or Somali “pirates”) 

in the name of protecting vulnerable populations. Canada has made a significant 

contribution to the intellectual project of human security (MacLean et al. 2006) — a 

testament to Canada’s security innovation — and this chapter explores the practices of 

Canadian norm-supporting through a case study of the security intervention in Libya.  
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 The security intervention in Libya is particularly illustrative for three reasons. 

First, the intervention was the first use of R2P as a legal and moral instrument to depose a 

functioning government, making it an exemplary case for transversal security 

interventions. Second, the Canadian involvement in Libya illustrates Canada’s norm-

supporting role — it was a small and technically-oriented contribution — and, above all, 

demonstrates the prioritization of Canadian strategic interests. Third, I show how the 

security aid regime in Libya shifted quickly into a far larger commitment of security 

innovation, specifically through a practical norm-supporting role in the Combined 

Maritime Forces that police shipping lanes from the Pacific, through the Middle East, to 

Suez (known as the International Recommended Transit Corridor [IRTC]). As a 

significant case study of Canadian contributions to the aspirational designs of the 

transversal security community, I underline how security innovators advanced Canadian 

strategic interests through tangible surveillance and policing practices.  

 I have organized the chapter to provide an overview of the human security 

agenda, before detailing Canada’s security aid mission in Libya. As a typology of 

security aid, I use the empirical analysis of the Libya intervention to detail its 

humanitarian reason and its relation to the practices of the transversal security 

community. Like all security aid, its rationalizations emanate from the prioritization of 

Canadian strategic interests. However, I stress that the typology of security interventions 

also functions as a “gateway” for the two other typologies of infrastructure and 

techniques. Detailing how the security intervention in Libya also functions as a gateway 

for broader practices of the transversal security community — specifically examining 

Canada’s contribution to the Combined Maritime Forces under Operation Armetis — this 
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chapter illustrates the tremendous scope of security aid practices in fulfilling the 

aspirational visions of global security governance.  

 

The human security agenda and security interventions 

 Debates surrounding the notion of “human security” tend to oscillate between 

“narrow” or “broad” conceptualizations (Burgess and Owen 2004; Chandler 2012; Martin 

and Owen 2010). Yet most advocates agree that the significant influence in academic and 

policy areas has arisen from its expansive definition of “security.” Extending beyond 

rigidities of the Cold War, advocates of the human security agenda tend to apply its 

mandate to a wide range of economic, social, civil and political rights (Kaldor 2007). 

Expressed often as a “value-based approach” to the international, the agenda’s significant 

— one could argue paradigmatic (for a critique see Chandler 2012) — contribution has 

been to foreground the rights-based inspirational values of the individual while 

backgrounding the normative absolutism of state sovereignty. Developed in conjunction 

with the transformations to NATO’s “out of area norm” (see Kitchen 2010; 2009; 

Koschut 2014), norm-makers of the transversal security community (overlapping with the 

NATO security community, as well as the more exclusive transatlantic security 

community) have normalized a conditional and fragmented status of state sovereignty 

over “security.” 

 Critics of the human security agenda have persistently noted that it represents a 

“liberal problematic of security,” which rationalizes Western intervention under language 

of state failure, the “responsibility to protect” (R2P), and the protection of civilians 

(Duffield 2008; Rotmann et al. 2014; see also: Laffey and Nadarajah 2012; Taylor 2009). 
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While most critics support the underlying calls for human rights and dignity of the 

populations under duress, they nonetheless critique the ambiguity and flexibility of the 

concept (Bellamy and McDonald 2002; Paris 2002; Buzan 2004) as well as the motives 

of Western countries who manage the international interventions under the human 

security agenda (Chandler 2012). While academic debates have vacillated between more 

narrow conceptions of human security under the rubric of “freedom from fear” (which 

often call for immediate coercive actions in the name of global civil society; see Kaldor 

2003) to frameworks promoting “freedom from want” (which borrow broader focus of 

ensuring material and social resources; see Watson 2011 or Martin and Owen 2010), 

critics have argued that the human security agenda has been constructed and deployed by 

the global North in ways that are tied to — and perpetuate — political and economic 

interests. Recently, Martin and Owen (2010:211) have argued that broad, more holistic 

conceptions of human security have “all but vanished” in the face of the militarized (e.g. 

narrow) versions of R2P now dominating the international arena, including within the 

UN.  

 R2P was first formulated in a 2001 report by the International Commission on 

Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS). Funded by the Canadian government, the 

ICISS reframed sovereignty as contingent rather than absolute, applying a burden of 

responsibility on both states to protect their populations from mass atrocities, as well as 

expecting the  “international community” (e.g. norm-makers) to protect vulnerable 

populations when states fail to do so. Spearheaded by what Welsh (2012:293) refers to as 

“norm entrepreneurs,” the emergence of R2P has “[evolved] to focus on the protection of 

individual human beings, instead of the sovereign states that might abuse them.” 
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Although R2P was only formalized in 2001, scholars have placed it within the normative 

rise of the human security agenda since the collapse of bipolarity (Breslin and Christou 

2015). With the accelerations of human security discourses taking shape under the 

authority of international humanitarian law, the “evolving power of the R2P norm” 

(Weiss 2012:324) has enhanced the abilities for “humanitarian” interventions under the 

banner of the UN’s Chapter VII, which establishes the faculty for “protection of 

civilians.”  

 Though Libya has become a central point of focus of recent R2P literature, it is 

worth noting that, since the late 1990s, numerous operations have been mandated by the 

UN under Chapter VII to use “all necessary means” to protect civilians. Interventions in 

Haiti (MINUSTAH), Burundi (ONUB), Liberia (UNMIL), Sudan (UNMIS, UNAMID), 

the DRC (MONUC/MONUSCO), and Côte d’Ivoire (UNOCI) have explicitly adopted 

Chapter VII human security discourses. Yet the 2011 mission in Libya presents perhaps 

the most powerful exercise of force under the rational of protecting civilians, and the first 

explicit invocation of the R2P as a legal and moral rationale for security interventions 

(Kersavage 2014). Moreover, when NATO allies successfully pushed for a UN resolution 

under Chapter VII to use “all necessary means” to protect civilians in Libya and establish 

a no-fly zone (Resolution 1973), it was the first time the R2P had authorized an 

intervention against a functioning government (Bellamy and Williams 2011; Pommier 

2011; Weiss 2012). In what represents “a new politics of protection,” Bellamy and 

Williams (2011:826) have argued that the protection of civilians has now emerged as the 

dominant norm in which International Humanitarian Law can be mobilized to authorize 

the use of military force against sovereign states.  
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 As prominent supporters of the R2P have argued, the contemporary management 

of global (in)securities has propelled the once contested discourses of the R2P from “idea 

to norm” (Weiss and Thakur 2009; see also Welsh 2013). Placing emphasis on the 

contested diplomatic and political field surrounding R2P missions, Rotmann et al. 

(2014:358) have sketched out how R2P is an “evolving norm” shaped by seven “major 

powers” of Brazil, China, Europe, India, Russia, South Africa, and the US.71 While 

nonetheless contested, the principle norms of R2P involve the subordination of 

sovereignty to human security ideals. As a rationality of humanitarian governance, the 

R2P doctrine has consolidated a broad political and civil consensus on extraterritorial 

responsibility. Weiss (2012:322) has suggested that the “substantial normative and policy 

gains of the past decade are here to stay, in spite of the gnashing of Russian, Chinese, and 

others’ diplomatic teeth.” Central to the normative power of the R2P is the subordination 

of a “rogue’ or failed state’s sovereign authority to the norms of ‘assistance’ and 

‘security” — in other words, to the normative power of security aid.  

 While territorial integrity is still a prominent rhetorical framework on 

international relations, NATO’s operation in Libya gives empirical weight to claims that 

sovereignty over life within the geographies of (in)security is now fragmentary and 

contingent (Andreas 2003; Cowen 2014; Elden 2006). Security discourses are the means 

to manage these contingencies and, structured by the power dynamics of the 

interlocutors, countries of the global North are the norm-makers in deeming who and 

what constitutes a “contingency” within the problematic of (in)security (Dillon 2007; see 

also: Beck, 2002; Butler, 2004). As the war in Libya demonstrates, the international 

                                                 
71 Their special issue in Conflict, Security, and Development (14/4) has an article focused on each of these 
powers 
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community no longer requires the nominal consent of state authorities for international 

policing operations. Instead, interventions can be justified through appeals to norms of 

civilian protection, humanitarian assistance, and security.  

 NATO’s campaign to provide security aid to Libya began amidst the Arab Spring 

uprisings of 2011. Following the “days of rage” in towns like Benghazi and Misrata, 

Libyan President Muammar Gaddafi began a swift and bloody crackdown on protestors. 

While the crackdown was typical of Gaddafi’s long and violent dictatorship, norm-

makers of the transversal security community (led by France, the UK, and — to a lesser 

extent — the US) took an immediate response against Gaddafi. Immediately vilified as an 

international criminal, Gaddafi was quickly indicted by the International Criminal Court. 

Countries of the transversal security community — which includes Canada in this case — 

immediately severed relations with Gaddafi, despite recent efforts at normalizing 

relations with Gaddafi for almost a decade, which included high profile visits with 

Canadian Prime Minister Paul Martin. Despite Gaddafi’s recent participation in the 

transversal security community (as a contributor to the “war on terror”), Gaddafi was 

quickly rendered into the antagonist of Arab Spring. Though portrayed as a criminal and 

genocidal villain, Bellamy and Williams (2011:838) have noted that at the time of the 

Arab Spring, “none of the world’s existing genocide/atrocity risk assessment frameworks 

identified Libya as being at risk, despite some of those lists extending to 68 countries.” 

Relatedly, a number of authoritarian regimes in the Middle East responded with violence 

against protests during the Arab Spring — notably Bahrain and Saudi Arabia — though 

Libya became a global focal point where security aid was mobilized at the juncture of 

protecting civilians, providing security, and promoting democracy.  
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 In a series of fast moving events, Gaddafi’s forces were perched at the edge of 

Benghazi and threatening to raze the city. There is little doubt that Gaddafi would make 

good on his intentions to crush the rebellion and penalize sympathizers or, as he put it, 

“officers have been deployed in all tribes and regions so that they can purify all decisions 

from these cockroaches… [and] any Libyan who takes arms against Libya will be 

executed” (quoted in Bellamy and Williams 2011:838). Facing the imminence of 

Gaddafi’s military offensive, efforts to launch a military intervention were led by the UK, 

France, and an initially reluctant United States, while supported by what Canadian 

briefing notes describe as other NATO “a la carte” contributors (DFATD 2011-492:222). 

Military operations were initially led by the US along with the UK and France on March 

19th under UN resolution UNSCR 1973, and were subsequently taken over by NATO on 

March 31st, 2011. UNSCR 1973 provides language that NATO forces could use “all 

necessary means” to protect civilians and civilian-populated areas from attacks by 

Gaddafi military forces. Underlining the humanitarian aspects of the mission, Paragraph 

6 puts in place “a ban on all flights in the airspace of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya in order 

to help protect civilians,” excepting only those necessary to enforce the no-fly zone and 

those “whose sole purpose is humanitarian” (emphasis added). 

 In a case study of the security intervention in Libya, I characterize the Canadian 

security aid contributions as flowing from its orientation towards norm-supporting. 

Emerging and major powers hold a near monopoly on the possibilities to impose non-

negotiated solutions backed by the threat of force. Canada’s role as a security innovator 

— particularly in Libya — has been to focus on small and technically-oriented 

contributions to the security intervention campaign, as well as function as a visible and 
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vocal norm-supporter for the moral and legal responsibility for norm-makers to take 

international policing actions in Libya. Typical of all security aid, the case study below 

demonstrates Canadian practices as a security innovator, while also complicating the 

narrative of intervention — where “the sole purpose is humanitarian” — to demonstrate 

that security aid necessitates a foregrounding of Canadian strategic interests within the 

transversal security community.  

 

Security aid in Libya: A case study 

 Given that the UN Resolution did not explicitly endorse a “regime change” in 

Libya — only a cessation of hostilities and aggression by the country’s military forces — 

the coalition undertaking the security intervention against Gaddafi had a difficult 

diplomatic issue. Numerous NATO allies, other Western states, and some African Union 

members objected to NATO’s “mission creep” which jumped quickly from a “no fly 

zone” into a campaign to depose Gaddafi (Bellamy and Williams 2011; Rotmann et al. 

2014). During the conflict, some Canadian documents began to refer to the “no fly zone 

Plus” as the main component of the mission, though that terminology has no basis in the 

UN resolutions (see DFATD 2011-489:218). Following the lead of the UK and US as 

norm-makers of the intervention, Canada began to clearly advocate that Gaddafi be 

removed from power. To augment and justify the rationales for deposing Gaddafi, 

arguments were put forward to emphasize not only the violence of the Gaddafi regime’s 

crackdown on the Arab Spring, but its failure at governance. Mirroring global aid 

strategies in general and the human security agenda in particular, the justification for 

more intensive security interventions rest on the presentation of failed governance 
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regimes within recipient regimes. In the case of Libya, norm-makers quickly identified 

the Gaddafi regime as being unfit to govern, which necessitated a change for the 

protection of the population. The following briefing, prepared for Foreign Affairs 

Minister John Baird at the first meetings of the Contact Group for Libya, illustrates the 

representation of governance failure that rationalized the security intervention in Libya: 

 
Canada’s analysis is that the unrest in Libya, like other countries in the region, is 
founded on weak governance structures sustained by abusive security practices 
resulting in economic disparity. All three - political, security and economic 
reform - will need to be priorities. We must ensure that we offer coordinated 
assistance based on consultation with the Libyan people to develop ‘sustainable 
stability’. (DFATD 2011-1498:281).72 

 
At the outset of the conflict, norm-makers established the “Contact Group” to act 

as a forum to liaise between state actors and the National Transitional Council (NTC). 

The terminology of “sustainable stability” became a Canadian-driven “buzzword and 

fuzzword” (Cornwall 2007) to express the desire for a comprehensive program of 

security development. In addition to providing a moral and legal representation for 

security aid, “Canada’s analysis” of the unrest allows for a re-imagination of the Libyan 

regime as an outlier of “weak” governance and “abusive” security practices. There is 

little disputing Gaddafi’s authoritarian record. Yet this representation denies that, during 

the recent period leading up to the conflict, Libya had enjoyed its closest relations with 

the global North in a half-century, in large part due to Gaddafi’s acceptance in —  and 

collaborations with —  the transversal security community. Libya’s warming relations are 

particularly true with regard to Canada, through business relationships that I address 

                                                 
72 Baird used similar language in another speech to the Contact Group in May 2011: “We must work 
together to provide coordinated and value-added assistance. And, finally, we must target ‘sustainable 
stability’ - putting in place political, economic and security structures which will work not just in theory but 
in practice in Libya” (DFATD 2011-489:98-99). 
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below. Here, I underline that the reconstitution of Gaddafi as an international criminal 

with a “weak” commitment towards governance is a selective, strategic act of 

securitization based on the priorities of norm-makers of the transversal security 

community. Representing a rapid discursive shift from alley of the security community to 

villain, the security intervention in Libya is articulated by Minister Baird as an 

intervention to protect civilians from Gaddafi, as well as a project of political, security 

and economic reform. I detail how Canada, as a norm-supporter of the transversal 

security community, has rationalized its security innovation in Libya by invoking 

humanitarian reasons, yet focuses on practices that advance Canadian strategic interests. 

 For this case study, I present five subsections, each of which demonstrate a key 

aspect of Canada’s security aid regime. First, I underline Canada’s norm-supporting role 

and the mobilization of civilian protection and assistance discourses; second, I detail the 

empirical, practical contributions of Canadian security aid under the typology of  

“intervention”; third, I offer a detailed discussion of the economic strategic interests of 

Canadian security aid in Libya; fourth (and complementary to economic strategic 

interests), I detail how security interventions are gateways for further security innovation 

projects as efforts to build “sustainable stability”; and fifth, I examine a range of 

declassified military documents illustrating the expansive function of military operations 

as policing practices that comprise the transversal security community’s reformatory 

aspirations in the geographies of (in)security.  

 

NATO and the protection of civilians 
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 First, it is important to establish the norm-supporting role played by Canada in the 

mobilization of the R2P mandate against the Gaddafi regime. As demonstrated with the 

revisionism of Canada’s “sustainable stability” invocations at the Contact Group, the 

conflict itself had a fluid and improvisational character given that the “regime change” 

was an effort in the making, as opposed to a more concrete political reality. As 

mentioned, a key aspect for rationalizing the security intervention in Libya was the re-

framing of Gaddafi as a callous dictator, thereby invoking the normative responsibility of 

protection over the norms of state sovereignty and non-interference. Given Canada has 

little “hard power,” its contribution to the casting out of Gaddafi has little to do with 

material contributions to a military intervention. Yet, as a norm-supporter, Canada was 

especially vocal and visible in articulating the “muscular interventionism” (Orford 1999) 

norms of R2P.  

During the diplomatic engagements in early period of the NATO campaign, a 

briefing note marked “secret” prepared for Minister Baird’s attendance at an emergency 

NATO meeting had the following bullet as the first entry under “key messages to 

convey”:  

 
Canada welcomed NATO’s decision to accept responsibility for enforcing the 
arms embargo, the no-fly zone and most importantly the civilian protection 
mandate of UN Security Council Resolution 1973. (DFATD 2011-1498:106- 
emphasis added). 

 
Clearly intended to remind their NATO allies of the humanitarian ethos of the UN 

Resolution, the Canadian position buttressed against members who were sceptical 

towards supporting the mission. Further to underlining Canada’s diplomatic positioning 

as a vocal norm-supporter, this statement demonstrates what Bellamy and Williams 
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(2011) refer to as the “politics of protection,” by presenting a powerful normative frame 

in which political opposition or dissention is construed as contesting the moral sentiments 

of protecting civilians, as opposed to critiques of NATO hypocrisy or international norms 

of non-interference. Some NATO countries — most notably Germany — presented tepid 

opposition on technical and operational grounds. But to oppose NATO’s “responsibility’ 

for humanitarian policing would risk accusations of moral communion with Gaddafi. In a 

context where the humanitarian norms of R2P equate with a responsibility to act as global 

policeman in what Neocleous (2014; 2011) describes as “civilizing offensives,” the “key 

message” demonstrates Canada’s normative affinity to this project, as well as a practical 

norm-supporting role in framing these securitization discourses.  

As critics of R2P practices have detailed, a key discursive component of these 

interventions is that they transform the military operations from an act of aggression or 

Western self-interest into an effort to “assist” the Libyan people as benevolent “external 

saviours and external judges” (Chandler 2012:213). Even supporters have called R2P a 

form of “Empire lite” (Ignatieff 2003). The moral sentiments that promote the altruism of 

NATO can be illustrated by Canadian documents that stressed how “Canada is interested 

in working with allies and partners to help support a made-in-Libya solution to the 

current crisis” (DFATD 2011-489:246 — emphasis added). Despite a decade of support 

for the Gaddafi government and support — through Canadian companies — for Gaddafi 

economic projects (which I discuss below), the rapid transformation provided by the 

Arab Spring re-aligned Canada’s representation of Gaddafi.73 Canada and NATO allies 

were careful not to use discourses of “regime change” associated with the 2003 US 

                                                 
73 In an interesting parallel to the Canadian re-imagination of Gaddafi, Canadian documents began to refer 
to the Arab Spring as the Arab Awakening, a discursive choice with clearly religious-civilizational 
overtones. 
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invasion of Iraq, but instead emphasized the need for “robust civilian protection” 

(DFATD 2011-1498:295). In media lines prepared to assure the Canadian public of the 

justness of the intervention, Canadian officials demonstrate the discursive twinning of 

assistance with the protection of civilians in promoting the value of enforcing the no-fly 

zone because it “can assist in preventing the regime from attacking its own citizens; 

assist in the enforcement of the UN arms embargo and sanctions; and, assist in allowing 

for the safe delivery of humanitarian assistance” (DFATD 2011-1216:110 — emphasis 

added). While it cannot be understated that the interventions saved off immediate 

tragedy, the discursive representations for the security intervention highlight how 

rationalities of humanitarian governance form the parameters of intelligibility both for 

rationalizing war to the public, as well as providing sufficient legal authorities — what 

Weizman (2011:103)  calls “lawfare” — given the norm for international juridical 

authorization.  

With the case of Libya and the Arab Spring, we can clearly trace how securitizing 

discourses are strategic games, where the invocations of insecurity correspond to strategic 

interests of norm-makers. While hypocrisy abounds, the mobilization of insecurity threats 

are intended not as rationalizations for military defeat. Instead, they are meant as 

intervention practices to reform, manage, control, and govern. R2P has been critiqued by 

supporters as “diffuse and discretionary” (Welsh 2012:294) in its application. 

Humanitarian norms that apply to Gaddafi’s violent suppression of civilians do not apply 

to Saudi Arabia’s, nor do the rhetorical or material expressions of protection and 

solidarity offered to Libyan people necessarily apply to indigenous people, migrants, or 

so many groups that have been Othered. Jasbir Puar’s work has perfectly articulated the 
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exceptionalism which countries of global North grants themselves in disregarding their 

own moral liabilities, but simultaneously promote an affinity for global altruism (Puar 

2007; Puar and Rai 2002). In the Canadian context, scholars like Thobani (2007) have 

demonstrated how representations of moral evil abroad are twinned to the “exaltation” of 

a Canadian narrative of moral and normative superiority (see also Razack 2004 and Bell 

2011). By elevating the former-ally Gaddafi to a status of “terror monster,”74 discourses 

of assistance enact a performance of Canada and the global North as being “responsible” 

for the protection of civilians —against the barbarism of Gaddafi, thus rationalizing 

security aid.  

 Another prominent element of contemporary security interventions has been 

highlighted by scholars who argue that disorderly governments of the global South are 

portrayed not only as threatening their own public, but rather citizens of the global North 

or global security in toto (Duffield 2001; 2007; 2008; see also Bell 2013; Bigo 2002; 

2014; Burke 2002; Amoore 2006; Hyndman 2009). In underlining how (in)security 

functions in a system of global governance, Mark Duffield’s influential work cautioned 

how security and development are linked through concerns of countries from the global 

North about the threats presented by underdeveloped polities. Duffield argued that “the 

threat of an excluded South fomenting international instability through conflict, criminal 

activity and terrorism is now part of a new security framework” (Duffield, 2001:2). 

Numerous scholars have argued that the “war on terror” — especially its domestic 

political dimensions — has accelerated the pairing of security with development with the 

                                                 
74 While outside of my scope, one of the main areas of Canadian security aid to Libya was for women’s 
rights. The theme of women’s rights was central to many of John Baird’s announcements, as well as his 
visits to Libya. As an empirical demonstration, these prominent tropes of saving women support Puar’s 
argument that the gender constructions of Arabs and Muslim others are central tropes for the rationalization 
of violence — and saviour discourses — of security interventions. 
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“new” proviso that the insecure spaces of the Third World present immediate security 

threats to citizens on the North (Chandler 2007; Ericson 2007; Huysmans 2006). 

Canada’s representation of Gaddafi and the civil conflict in Libya mirrored these 

representations.  

In addition to the discursive representation that Gaddafi as a threat to Libyan 

civilians, John Baird also portrayed Gaddafi as a threat to the Canadian public. In a 

speech to the House of Commons in the lead-up to the war, Baird proclaimed:  

 
The violence in Libya is not a civil war: it is aggression committed against an 
imprisoned population by a callous dictator. Colonel Qadhafi holds human life 
cheap, and through his sponsorship of terrorists, such as those behind the 
Lockerbie bombing, he poses a direct threat to neighboring states as well as to 
Western democracies, including, let us be clear, to Canada. (DFATD 2011-
489:324). 

 
Baird’s portrayal of Gaddafi as an international threat demonstrates the fluidity of 

Western narratives regarding Libya and Gaddafi (see Sidaway 2012). The recent friendly 

relations following Gaddafi’s apology for the Lockerbie bombing and valuable work as 

an intelligence ally in the “war on terror” were instantaneously reversed. Overnight, 

Gaddafi was re-cast as a “callous dictator” who “holds life cheap” (which is probably 

true), playing upon the humanitarian sentiments of Canadians who were called to support 

a security in intervention in Libya. In his concluding remarks to Parliament, Baird 

suggested that “The international community and institutions should be ready to assist a 

new Libya, if asked, and play a positive role in its transition towards a genuine 

democracy” (DFATD 2011-489:324). Blending the moral sentiments of democratic 

altruism with the responsibility to protect civilians, Baird announced that Canada would 

be providing security aid to the NATO mission in Libya. As a form of security assistance 
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tied to an international policing mission, the security aid package foregrounded the 

contributions of Canada’s Navy and Air Force to the NATO mission, but also made 

prominent mentions of further security aid funding for “sustainable security” to facilitate 

Libya’s transition to democracy and freedom. Before detailing aspects of the security aid 

packages that aimed to develop infrastructures and techniques of security, I will first 

examine the “aid” that comprises the typology of security intervention contributed to the 

NATO mission in Libya. 

 

Security interventions as ‘aid’ 

Given the limited Canadian military capabilities, it was only following the 

leadership of the US, France, and the UK that Canadian support for a military role could 

be undertaken. I have emphasized above that the norm-making powers constructed the 

terrain of political possibilities, and Canada’s role as a norm-supporter has been to 

provide visible and vocal moral suasion for the mission. Canada’s role as a norm-

supporter was particularly relevant, since the NATO mission did not include the full 

NATO security community, with members like Germany being opposed to military 

intervention. The NATO “a la carte” composition of the coalition resulted in only seven 

Allies (including Canada) conducting military operations as part of the “strike group,” 

with the remainder sending largely symbolic positions. The rift within the NATO security 

community granted Canada a great opportunity to demonstrate its security innovation and 

maximize its visibility as a norm-supporter. While the overwhelming majority of the 

military contribution came from the US (who adopted a strategic position of “leading 

from behind,” according to one Canadian briefing note) and the UK, Canada was 
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entrusted with a prominent role for the NATO campaign. Most significantly, Lieutenant-

General Charles Bouchard was named the commander of the NATO bombing mission, 

dubbed Operation Unified Protector (OUP), and another Canadian held the position of 

tactical air director. During a press conference to explain Canada’s role within the NATO 

coalition, Canada’s Minister of Defence Peter Mackay explained the importance of 

Canada’s norm-supporting role:  

 
We have contributed both to the mission at a practical level with equipment, with 
personnel but yes we have contributed in Brussels, in the discussions that have 
taken place there, high level discussions with the Secretary General, with other 
member nations. We have had other discussions, Ministers Cannon, myself, 
others, the Prime Minister have been speaking with our international counterparts 
and so suffice it to say that Canada has played a very prominent place in where 
we find ourselves today and I hope in the future the success of this particular 
mission. (DFATD 2011-489:44). 

 
Taking a “very prominent” position as a norm-supporter provided positive optics 

for NATO in suggesting a larger international coalition was opposed to Gaddafi’s attacks, 

and allowed for Canadian security innovators to be more prominently placed in the 

pursuit of broader strategic interests. As an important aspect of normative power, the 

“very prominent” moral sentiments expressed by Minister Mackay, Baird, or Prime 

Minister Harper regarding the protection of civilians in Libya can only be norm-

supportive of an agenda shaped by norm-makers. Canadian activities in Brussels only 

have an audience based on the parameters set by norm-makers which, as detailed below, 

explains the absence of any moral sentiments (or Canadian bombast) concerning the 

current plight of Libyan civilians. And although the current violence and disorder 

afflicting Libyans in the post-interventionary moment — a violence married to NATO 

and Mackay’s delusional “future successes of the mission” — has no audience, the 
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temporal moment of Mackay’s announcement demonstrates how these very same 

populations were the signifier for Canada’s relatively significant security aid 

contribution.  

Canada’s overall security aid to the intervention phase in Libya included Navy 

and Air Force components. In terms of air power, Canada contributed six CF-18 Hornet 

fighter jets, two CC-177 Globemaster strategic transport aircraft, two CC-130J 

Hercules tactical transport aircraft, two CC-150 Polaris strategic air-to-air refuellers, and 

two CP-140 Aurora aircraft. Naval commitments included Her Majesty’s Canadian Ship 

(HMCS) Charlottetown, which has been described favorably as a “flexible and multi-

purpose naval asset with 240 sailors and air personnel” (DFATD 2011-489:25). HMCS 

Charlottetown was later replaced by HMCS Vancouver, which is a comparable Halifax-

class frigate, both of which are outfitted with a CH-124 Sea King helicopter that perform 

surveillance, search and rescue, and anti-submarine operations. Canada’s total 

commitment to OUP at its height was 655 members, but it is unclear if that number 

includes JTF2 Special Forces who participated in an undisclosed role during the mission.  

 Though the contribution made by Canada to OUP represents a significant 

percentage of Canada’s overall defence resources, it is important to underline how these 

naval and air commitments were only a small element of the overall NATO contingent. 

While NATO flew a reported 26,500 sorties during the operation, Canadian sorties 

amounted to only 1,539 — barely more than 0.5 per cent of the NATO air missions.75 

Again reinforcing the strategic importance of a norm-supporter, Canada’s modest 

contribution is better measured by its effectiveness in advancing Canadian visibility and 

                                                 
75  Statistics as of October 25, 2011 show the following sorties to date: CF-188 Hornet fighters (946); CC-
150 Polaris tankers (250); CP-140 Aurora long-range patrol aircraft (181); CC-130J Hercules airlifters (23); 
CC-130 Hercules tankers (139). 
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responsibility under the leadership of norm-makers. One significant area of contribution, 

outside of the nominal but symbolically important commanding positions, was the role of 

Canadian security innovators with the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) 

crew. As highly sophisticated surveillance aircraft, NATO’s AWACS fleet is the world’s 

only integrated multinational aerial surveillance unit, employing crew members and 

technicians from across 15 NATO nations. Though Canada had decided in the federal 

budget of 2011 to conclude Canadian participation in AWACS, before the Libya mission 

(DND 2012-325), Canada contributed a significant 12 members to the AWACS 

component of the mission.  

 CP-140 Aurora aircraft also contributed to the surveillance expertise of the NATO 

mission. Appearing at the press conference beside Minister Mackay to announce 

Canada’s participation in OUP, Chief of Defence Staff Tom Lawson described Canada’s 

role in providing security innovation and surveillance expertise to the mission: “The 

coalition is of course eager to employ [CP140 aircraft] surveillance and reconnaissance 

capabilities in support of the NATO arms embargo off the coast of Italy, sorry off the 

coast of Libya” (DFATD 2011-489:40). In addition to providing practical surveillance 

and target information, Auroras were also used as propaganda tools where they 

coordinate psyops operations  — originally started by the US — that broadcast radio 

messages (in English) to Gaddafi forces (Canadian Press 2011).  

 In summarizing Canada’s security aid contribution, Defence Minister Mackay 

offered the following remarks:  

 
I think it’s another example of how Canada has stepped forward and played a 
prominent role in times of crisis, when international leadership was required, 
when assistance was sought. Canadians and I’m very proud to say that many of 

 353



them in uniform assumed those leadership positions. We saw it in Haiti. We’ve 
seen it here in our own country when severe storm weather hit and we’ve 
certainly seen it for many years in Afghanistan and throughout our country’s 
history this puts the shine on our country. It puts the shine on the capabilities and 
the leadership within the Forces and what they bring to an effort such as this. 
(DFATD 2011-489:43). 

 
In entering the security intervention in Libya, “security aid” blends themes of 

“assistance” with humanitarian ideals of safety and well-being. Mackay’s emphasis on 

leadership is notable for illustrating how the activities of vocal and visible small-power 

can be framed as “leadership” within an operational terrain constructed and directed by 

norm-makers. In addition to being an illustrative articulation of a norm-supporting 

fantasy, Mackay’s invocation of Canadian folklore associated with Canadian military 

personal assisting with snowstorms (bagging sandbags during floods is a similar — 

though not invoked — allegory of the benevolent Canadian soldier), as well as recent 

security interventions in Afghanistan and Haiti, demonstrates how the governing 

rationality of security aid is one that relies upon “aid” as an altruistic form of assistance. 

As I have argued earlier, the folklore of “aid” has a long history in putting “the shine on 

our country” in terms of aggrandizing myths of Canadian internationalism. Below, I will 

further underline that security aid, in particular, is not about altruism and principled 

opposition to the “crisis” of governance under Gaddafi, but a strategic undertaking to 

promote strategic Canadian interests. In the pages that follow, I examine the prominent 

economic motives animating Canada’s opportunism in toppling the Gaddafi regime.  

 

Security innovation: ‘Assistance’ and economic interests 

As norm-supporters, Canada cannot set the agenda of security interventions. 

Norm-makers of the transnational security community dictate the terms of civilian 
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protection and Canada’s performance as a norm-supporter is focused on practical 

contributions of security innovation. During the build-up to the intervention, Canada 

displayed its prowess as a norm-supporter by taking nominal “leadership” roles, 

displaying highly visible normative-value sentiments, making small but strategic 

contributions to the technical aspects of the intervention, and earning some accolades for 

their support of the norm-makers. Like the security aid mission in Palestine, these 

contributions fulfill Canadian strategic interests by highlighting the visibility and 

innovativeness of Canadian security (and military) establishments. With the case study of 

security aid in Libya, however, an even more prominent element of Canadian strategic 

interests is demonstrated by the centrality of economic motives in the effort to depose 

Gaddafi.  

 Prior to the Arab Spring, Canadian economic interests in Libya had been 

accelerating slowly since the 2001 opening of  Canadian diplomatic office in Tripoli. 

Previous to the establishment of the trade office, Canada had very limited relations with 

Gaddafi’s Libya. Once the UN sanctions were lifted in 2003, Canada upgraded its trade 

office to a formal embassy in 2004 and pursued a number of commercial activities. 

Canadian exports to Libya were on the rise, reaching $246 million in 2010. According to 

a briefing note on Canada’s commercial activity in Libya, Canadian investment and the 

sale of services “took Canada’s economic interests much higher” (DFATD 2011-489:94). 

In early 2011, it was estimated that approximately 12 Canadian companies were present 

in the country (DFATD 2011-1215:57), most notably SNC-Lavalin and Suncor Energy. 

Ingratiating themselves with the Gaddafi family (Hamilton and Van Praet 2014), SNC-

Lavalin had won several lucrative contracts in Libya. This included building several large 
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components of the multi-billion dollar Man Made River Project, while also holding large 

contracts to remediate lakes near Benghazi, design and build a new airport in Benghazi, 

and design and build the $275 million Guryan prison — also known as the “Guryan 

Judicial City” (Daly 2012; Waldie 2011) — in Tripoli, which was slated to hold 4,000 

inmates.  

 Emails between DFATD officials trying to write a backgrounder for the Minister 

of Foreign Affairs underlined that “Prior to 2011, Canada had generally maintained good 

relations with Libya…Canada had strong commercial relations with Libya due to 

investments in the Libyan oil sector and the involvement of Canadian engineering 

companies in Libyan infrastructure projects” (DFATD 2011-1216:71). With the onset of 

the Arab Spring, many of the foreign contracts in Libya had been frozen, and there were 

discussions in the media that contracts might be awarded post-Gaddafi on the basis of 

how states supported the rebels. A combination of the prospect of losing important 

business contracts and the potential opening of a socialist, centrally-controlled economy 

presented a significant area of interest for Canadian government officials during the 

crisis.  

Commercial opportunities were of central concern to Canadian officials during 

the effort to depose Gaddafi. Addressing the topic of post-Gaddafi economic 

opportunities, a September 12, 2011 email from Ambassador Sandra McCardell with the 

subject line “Commercial ops” was distributed to a broad list of senior officials (DFATD 

2011-1216:69). After attending high-level meetings with NTC officials, McCardell 

wrote: 
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Overall, advice from NTC and like-minded was broadly consistent: previously 
established companies shd get back RIGHT NOW - to secure their assets, seek 
payments, re-establish business, re-confirm existing contracts.... large companies 
without existing contacts or medium companies shd be at the ready but careful. 
The NTC is shifting significantly personnel - not clear who will emerge as 
players. They are extremely busy and have difficult focussing on anything but key 
priorities (oil production, completing key infrastructure)” (ibid.).  

 
At a time when there was widespread speculation about rapid potential contracts 

to be issued after the conflict — somewhat similar to the Baghdad Year Zero approach76 

(see Klein 2004) — the Canadian embassy was working full-time on economic 

opportunities. Addressing the prospect of immediate opportunities, McCardell added that 

“there is very little infrastructure damage - NATO really was precise… There is a 

misperception that after 6 mo[nth]s of bombing, we are looking at a [redacted word] This 

is not the case.”  Four items appeared under a heading of “early sense of key 

opportunities” (ibid.). After the two first bullets being redacted, McCardell lists oil and 

gas (“as highest priority”), followed by IT opportunities (as “Libyans seek to connect 

with the world in a way not previously possible and [redacted sentence].” Under a 

heading of “long-range options,” McCardell lists mining and the airline industry. 

 Enthusiasm for the economic opportunities post-Gaddafi played a large part in the 

prominent role taken by John Baird during the intervention. Baird organized two trips to 

Libya during the conflict, first to Benghazi in June 2011 and then to Tripoli in October 

2011 — both of which came before the formal end of the NATO mission. During his trip 

to Benghazi, Baird proclaimed he was “incredibly, incredibly moved by the courage and 

determination” of the rebels and, with the help of the Canadian Commercial Corporation 

                                                 
76 The similarities are best described as general similarities and not direct correlations. This is mostly due to 
the NTC holding far more control over domestic resources than what transpired in Iraq in 2003. In this 
sense, it was not the neo-liberal dream of total deregulation, yet there was a wide-spread recognition that 
the transformation from socialist central planning would allow foreign investment in resources, which were 
all considered in play. 
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(to be discussed next chapter), delivered 355 military-grade medical trauma kits to assist 

the rebels on the front-lines (Scoffield 2011). Baird explained that “we provided 

hundreds of state-of-the-art trauma kits as a gift from Canada to the Libyan people” 

(DFATD 2011). As an aspect of Baird’s visibility strategy, he personally delivered the 

state-of-the-art medical kits, by way of Canadian Forces transport aircraft. Records 

indicate that the security aid hub START-GPSF was only notified about Baird’s request 

immediacy before his departure. START-GPSF staff then made an “urgent request” with 

CCC for the medical kits on Friday, June 17, 2011, originally seeking “a significant 

number of military grade first aid kits (approx 1000) to ship to Benghazi accompanying 

MINA on his planned visit Tuesday next week” (CCC 2012-66:2). Working over the 

weekend, START and CCC eventually finalized a purchase of 355 tactical trauma kits at 

a cost of $79,732.12. Export and internal procurement requirements were waived by 

DFATD and one CCC worker recounted by email the “mad dash shipment of medical 

kits to Libya, this supplier moved heaven and earth to get that done so fast to coincide 

with Minister Baird in Libya” (CCC 2012-66:388). In delivering these security aid goods, 

Baird was the first leader from a global North country to land in Libya as a demonstration 

of support for the NTC and, one month later, further explained the gift as an outgrowth of 

our moral obligation to support these Libyan “freedom fighters” (Taber 2011). 

 Baird’s second visit took place during the concluding moments of the 

intervention, approximately one week before Gaddafi was captured by rebels on October 

20, 2011, when he was shot, sodomized with a tent spike, and left to bleed out on a street. 

Baird’s second visit to Libya involved an even more elaborate effort to utilize Canadian 

security aid to advance strategic and economic interests. A “secret” briefing note for 
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Minister Baird underlined that the objective of the visit was  aimed to “set the foundation 

to pursue Canadian interests, in particular commercial interests in the New Libya” 

(DFATD 2011-1215:54). To maximize Canadian security aid, Baird’s briefing note 

argued: 

 
A high-level visit at this time would cement Canada’s role as a key player in 
Libya going forward based on our role over the past seven months… A 
ministerial visit would reinforce in the minds of the Libyans that Canada is among 
this elite group of New Libya supporters and sets the foundation for the active 
promotion of Canadian interests going forward. (DFATD 2011-1215:54). 

 
To actively promote Canadian interests going forward in the “New Libya,” Baird 

was accompanied by senior executives from SNC-Lavalin, Suncor and Pure 

Technologies. Canada’s embassy organized a separate commercial program for the 

companies “in support of their individual priorities in the context of re-establishing their 

presence in – or cooperation with – Libya” (DFATD 2011-1216:53). Travelling together 

in Canadian Forces aircraft under heavy security, corporate executives and the political 

elite were able to develop close personal and professional ties, illustrative of what 

O’Reilly (2010) calls a “state-corporate symbiosis.” Briefing notes for the Minister 

underline a number of economic objectives that Baird can pursue during his visit: “Libya 

requires new investment in many sectors including management, information and 

telecommunication systems, global connectivity, education, healthcare, sanitation, water, 

basic infrastructure, governance, and of course, oil” (DFATD 2011-1560:51). To take 

advantage of the high profile visit, another set of briefing notes for Baird emphasized that 

“You will want to highlight Canada's significant contribution in helping Libya to free 

itself from tyranny” (DFATD 2011-1560:12 — emphasis added) and, given the “wide 
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support in Canada for our diplomatic, military and humanitarian efforts… Canadians will 

want to see a return on our engagement and investment” (ibid.). 

 Written by senior bureaucrats, briefing notes provide strategic advice and 

practical speaking points for such visits, and they are not known for their rhetorical flair. 

In underlining Canada’s support for freedom against nothing short of tyranny, these notes 

demonstrate a complex wedding of rationalities within security aid, in that the document 

both exalts the normative and moral underpinnings of Canadian involvement in Libya 

while simultaneously articulating an expectation on “returns” for these gifts of altruism.  

 A major component of Minister Baird’s visit with leading Canadian corporations 

was to “cement Canada’s role as a key player” and raise Canada’s profile amongst the 

NTC leadership. As discussed previously in relation to the strategic orientations of being 

a norm-supporter, these forms of visibility-cultivation are particularly effective for 

advancing strategic interests. As an aspect of the politicization of aid discussed last 

chapter, it is also a communications-directed process that Baird has made an integral 

aspect of security assistance programming. Canadian visibility was prominent in the 

context of the Libya mission, despite Canada’s limited military contributions. Baird was 

also the most prominent Western leader to visit, and made sure Canadian corporate elites 

had privileged positions in the diplomatic maneuvers for contracts in the “New Libya.” 

To amplify Canada’s role as a prominent norm-supporter, Baird expressed an intention to 

use his public visit to Tripoli to maximize his media visibility. Much like the criticisms of 

security aid programming under Baird being short-termed and media-driven, his trip to 

Tripoli was capped with a last-minute, PR-orchestrated visit to the Bab al-Aziziya 

compound.  
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 A sprawling military compound that served as a primary residence for the Gaddafi 

family, Bab al-Aziziya was notorious for its large, gold-coloured sculpture depicting a 

left-hand crushing a US fighter jet. Commissioned by Gaddafi after the US bombing of 

the compound in 1986, it served as the backdrop of high-profile visits after Libya’s 

détente with the West and entrance into the transversal security community. During the 

Arab Spring uprising, Gaddafi stood in the entrance of Bab al-Aziziya to deliver his 

chilling public address denouncing the rebellion, where he pledged to punish the “rats” 

and “terrorists,” or die as a martyr. With the fall of Tripoli, the capture of Bab al-Aziziya 

— along with the iron fist sculpture — became a defining moment of the Libyan 

revolution and, hoping to parlay this revolutionary imagery, Minister Baird asked 

security innovators to schedule a media availability at Bab al-Aziziya. Arranging the 

logistics on the ground, Ambassador McCardell wrote in an email: 

 
Bab Aziziya: This should be doable with sufficient preparation. Our team is 
recceing the site now and will provide final word after consultation with NTC 
security. Note that our visitor would appear to be the first VIP to visit this site. 
The fist and plane ended up in Misrata (and, although we have asked, the NTC 
won’t bring it back for us ... ;-). (DFATD 2011-1216:60). 

 
Baird was accompanied by media to Bab al-Aziziya, where he handed out 

Canadian flag pins to youth in front of the compound, and invoked Canada’s 

contributions to the security intervention by telling reporters: “Obviously we’re fighting 

for Canadian companies to be able to begin their operations as soon as possible. That’ll 

be good for the Canadian economy and good for the future of Libya” (Clark 2011). 

Highlighting the importance of these visibility strategies of security aid, senior DFATD 

official Barbara Martin, who was making travel arrangements for Minister Baird, wrote 

in an email that “O/MINA/Day very happy to hear he can take media for 1 hour around 
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Tripoli” (DFATD 2011-1216:59). Other discussions of media optics revolved around 

security issues associated with putting up a Canadian flag at the “ceremonial” re-opening 

of the Canadian embassy for “a pan shot,” as well as the optics of Baird visiting the 

compound of the World Islamic Call Society, where McCardell noted “reported no 

activity or signage which would be problematic but we will check location today 

ourselves.”77 Much like the criticisms surrounding internal barriers to security aid that 

were examined in Chapter 5 (focused on the inconsistencies of security development 

funding), the Baird administration’s attention to media detail is illustrative of a tendency 

to place an emphasis on the representation of security assistance above the contents of 

security assistance.  

 The security aid funding announced by Baird during his trip to Libya illustrated 

the disjuncture between symbols and substance. In addition to promoting economic 

interests, a key component of Baird’s visit to Tripoli was the announcement that Canada 

would contribute $10 million in security assistance. In a context where various countries 

were pledging contributions to the NTC or to humanitarian aid in general — and the 

Canadian government was tallying these announcements in “Donor Tracking Charts” 

included in Baird’s travel documents (See DFATD 2011-492:39-45) — using the 

backdrop of the Bab al-Aziziya compound made for a splashy security development 

funding announcement. While this provided a large degree of international media 

coverage — which Canadian officials happily acknowledged — it helped obscure that 

Canada’s contribution of $10 million was small relative to other donors. Moreover, it also 

                                                 
77 DFATD officials were particularly worried about Baird’s PR move having associations with Gaddafi’s 
WICS. Although it should be noted that Ambassador McConnell understood the PR element of wanting to 
distance Baird from the WICS, she also defended the work of the WICS. In an email, she wrote: (Not that 
we need to get into this level of detail with 0/MINA but in fact WICS did a lot of really good work on inter-
faith dialogue in its day). (DFATD  2011-1216:63) 
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hid the fact that Baird had no specific projects for the spending announcement, despite 

his months of rhetoric around supporting “sustainable stability.” Immediately before 

Baird’s visit, on September 26, 2011, Baird had approved a small $170,000 capacity 

building package that aimed to address “priority needs” (DFATD 2014-1571:1) such as 

the disarmament and reintegration of militia, capacity building in veterans’ affairs, and 

strengthening the rule of law. Yet it was only after Baird’s visit that the security aid hubs 

quickly sprang into action to find areas where Canadian security innovators could make 

further strategic contributions.  

 

Security innovators: Interventions as gateway to further security aid 

A highly important aspect of the typology of “security innovations” is that these 

transversal policing operations function as gateways for further security assistance 

packages aiming to develop the infrastructures and techniques of security and social 

order. While advancing economic interests is an important aspects of Canada as a norm-

supporter, so too is advancing the influence and visibility of security innovators as 

contributors to the transversal security community’s effort to install a regime change in 

Libya.  

Canada made its first announcement of security aid equipment during Baird’s 

surprise visit to Benghazi to deliver the military trauma kits. Another furnishing of 

indirect security aid came with the provision of a micro-UAV known as the Aeryon 

Scout. Facilitated by the Canadian government, the NTC were able to procure Aeryon 

microdrones with the capacity to engage in covert surveillance and assist with ground 

targeting (Thanh Ha 2011). Similarly, an internal discussion on the provision of arms to 
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the rebels seems to have been opposed and not taken up (see DFATD 2011-1498:309-

329). While these two examples are worth noting, work to underscore the objective of 

“sustainable stability” began in earnest after the NTC’s consolidation of the revolution. 

Given Canada’s prominent posturing as supporters of the rebels, security development 

hubs like START-GPSF quickly began work on long-term security aid projects. The 

initial START-GPSF project for small $170,000 capacity building was approved by Baird 

immediately before his second visit to Tripoli. But, given how the project was rushed to 

approval for its announcement at Bab al-Aziziya, it was amended afterwards for the fiscal 

year 2012–2013 to include an additional $850,000, bringing the total project cost to 

$1,020,000. As the first in what was planned to be a flurry of contracts, the goal of the 

initial START-GPSF capacity building deployment was to send Canadian security 

innovators — hired through CANADEM — to provide in-the-field perspective on 

strategic contributions for further aid.  

Between October 2011 and March 31, 2013, START-GPSF funded the 

deployment of 11 security innovators on seven missions to Libya. The deployments 

included one advisor to the Ministry of Justice to do an assessment of facilities and 

medical care, two strategic communications experts to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

four experts to the Ministry of the Interior to advise on police trainings, one expert to the 

Ministry of Defence for advice on pensions and decommissioning rebel officers, an 

expert to provide a police facilities condition assessment for the Ministry of the Interior, 

and one legal advisor to the NTC for an assessment of the legal landscape (with an 

emphasis on commercial contracts).  
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Although the START-GPSF capacity building program was sizable effort, it 

represented only a small amount of the overall security aid funding announced by Baird, 

because no other internal projects were ready. In the meantime, Canadian officials began 

setting up a system to evaluate and approve proposals. One START-GPSF member wrote 

about the need to fast track programs because “... timely approval of [redacted] proposal 

is encouraged so that it can begin to effectively engage with the pace of developments on 

the ground in what is becoming a crowded field of intervention” (DFATD 2013-

1571:11). Along with a system to fast track new proposals within the competitive and 

“crowded” field, Canadian officials made trilingual (English, French, Arabic) posters to 

be advertised on the Embassy websites in Tripoli (DFATD 2013-1571:45). In a number 

of communications, Canadian security innovators stress the need (and frustrations) 

around efficiencies given the “crowded field” of security development.  

 Despite the measures taken to fund security aid projects in Libya, very few 

projects got off the ground. Projects that did get approved faced numerous challenges and 

did not result in the comprehensive long-term capacity building efforts envisioned by 

Canadian security innovators. For example, the final report from the CANADEM project 

reported on a myriad of barriers including, but not limited to: the inability of the NTC to 

clearly articulate its needs; challenges in identifying stakeholders, coordinating meetings, 

and locating resource documents, statistics or other data; barriers in obtaining Libya entry 

visas in a timely manner; and securing quality interpreters and translators (see full list of 

challenges in report on DFATD 2013-1571:57). At the conclusion of the project, the 

Canadian expert on pension reforms refused a second contract due to the chaotic 

arrangements and lack of progress. Most notably, the expert on prisons submitted an 
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absolutely scathing (and somewhat uncharacteristic) assessment of treatment of women 

in prison. While the capacity mission did make some notable contacts, it did not result in 

any substantive programming. 

 One other significant project that was approved was a $6-million contract signed 

in March, 2012, between DFATD’s Global Partnerships Program and the Organization 

for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). The objective of the project was to 

allow for “the provision of materials and expertise” (DND 2011-1218:17) for the 

Government of Libya to “assist the Libyan chemical weapons destruction program” 

(DFATD 2013-0330:1). However, it is unclear what contributions were made by the 

project since all purchases and final reports — possibly as many as 600 pages of 

documents on the project — were completely redacted (DFATD 2013-330:4-630).78 The 

fulfillment of another project pledging $4 million to remove explosives and secure 

stockpiles of conventional weapons — especially shoulder-fired man-portable air defense 

systems (MANPADS) — is also unknown, though there appears to be no available 

records that demonstrate it was pursued or completed (DFATD 2011-1560:15). Another 

general pledge of $5 million in “stabilization assistance for public order and the Rule of 

Law” also has no indication of implementation or completion, only documents that 

express a general interest in developing “rule of law” capacity (DFATD 2011-1560:42). 

As with most programming in Libya, the initial rush towards democracy building was 

interrupted by changing realities on the ground.  

                                                 
78 In February 2014, John Baird issued a statement to “congratulate” Libya authorities and the OPCW for 
completing the destruction of all declared quantities of mustard sulphur. No information on the quantities 
are provided, nor is there any information on any other of efforts to destroy chemical weapons (DFATD 
2014b).  
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 Over the course of Canada’s post-intervention involvements, documents from 

security aid hubs reveal that the desired goal of security development was becoming 

frustrated by a multitude of factors in which Canadian security innovators had little to no 

control. In a summary account of a scoping mission to Tripoli that took place between 

February 29th and March 16th, 2012, officials recounted many of the significant 

challenges to finding and developing further security aid projects. In a highly critical 

review of current possibilities, the report details how most sectors reflect a “pre-

occupation” with the upcoming elections that “leaves little capacity available to think and 

plan strategically towards enacting basic organizational reform” (DFATD 2013-1571:23). 

As norm-supporters with a focus on practical and tangible contributions, Canadian 

security innovators were becoming increasingly frustrated with a lack of coherence 

between the Libyan recipients and Canadian experts in engaging security development.  

 Repeating the claims raised by CANADEM experts, the report notes the 

difficulties in finding interlocutors or locating “capable docking points for such 

assistance that may be envisioned with the demonstrable capacity to coordinate 

effectively amongst key stakeholders” (DFATD 2013-1571:24) Overall, the assessment 

notes that delivering further security aid funding is “fraught with risk… and challenging 

with the light footprint that Canada currently has on the ground.” Though in addition to 

the external factors, the report concludes with what can be read as a critique of the 

whimsical nature of Canadian security aid announcements: “A successful and sustainable 

engagement in support of stability and democratic transition in Libya benefits from the 

articulation of clear Canadian vision” (DFATD 2013-1571:25). 
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Similar to the bleak assessment provided in the scoping mission quoted above, the 

Canadian Embassy began to report on the waning security environment in Libya. 

Although Canadian officials displayed a naïve optimism after the first elections in July 

2012,79 internal reports on violence and insecurities began to accelerate in late 2011. As 

became evident to the Canadian and international public with the attacks on the US 

embassy in September 2011, Western governments had pulled a dramatic about face on 

the Libyan revolution by the end of 2011. By mid-2013, John Baird was no longer 

trumpeting the freedom fighters of Libya, but instead issuing press releases with 

headlines such as “Canada Concerned by Lawlessness in Libya” (May 3, 2013 — 

DFATD 2013a) and then “Canada Condemns Violence in Tripoli” (November 16, 2013 

— DFATD 2013b). Like much of the media commentary by Western states that isolated 

“tribal” factionalism or unnamed “armed groups” as the source of disorder, Baird stressed 

that Canada was “increasingly concerned over the persistent lawlessness in Libya, 

notably the armed groups that have besieged a number of government offices” (DFATD 

2013a). Similar to discourses of “pirates” in Somalia or the tribalism of failed states 

(Oliveira 2013), statements like those in Baird’s press releases place any responsibility 

for the violence in Libya on Libyans, without any acknowledgment of the security 

interventions that precipitated the “persistent lawlessness.”  

 At the time of my interviews in August 2014, few participants had any positive 

stories regarding work they had undertaken in Libya. One participant noted that, as far as 

they knew, Canada had no functioning security aid programming in Libya by that time. 

By July 2014, Canada had withdrawn all staff from the Canadian embassy (DFATD 

                                                 
79 Direct email accounts from the Canadian embassy in Tripoli to Ottawa reported on the elections and their 
outcomes (see DFATD 2012-1740).  
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2014a). In what amounts to an incredibly short period of time — from Baird’s visit to 

Benghazi in June 2011 to the summer of 2014 — Canada had gone from participating in 

a significant transversal security intervention to having no security aid programming on 

the ground, as well as no formal diplomatic presence. Though Canada was among a vocal 

group of norm-supporters that rationalized the war to “protect civilians,” the ambitions of 

the transversal security community quickly broke down and deteriorated into an 

abandonment of the country. Much like security interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan, 

the civilians of Libya were central to the moral sentiments that animated the missions, yet 

the abandonment of the mission demonstrates how these same bodies can quickly become 

disposable and forgotten. Similar to how Bauman (2004) underlined a parallel in Western 

cultures between the mass disposal of garbage and the abandonment of unwanted people, 

the very populations in Libya who are vaunted as our responsibility to protect are 

tragically re-assumed as forgettable “wasted lives.”80 The collapse of security aid in 

Libya is a tragedy far greater than the lack of “success” regarding the particular projects 

of security development. Illustrating many of the inconsistencies discussed in Chapter 5, 

security development in Libya was far more difficult to implement than expected. And, 

like other interventions, norm-makers were reduced to virtual paralysis in advancing their 

stated ambitions of democracy and economic prosperity. Moreover, the failed security 

development mission in Libya is illustrative of the moral economy of security aid and 

how, despite Canadian claims of “assistance” and protection, the lives of the Libyan 

people are secondary (and easily disposed) in comparison to the underlying strategic 

interests of security aid. In the following section, I demonstrate how the security 

                                                 
80 Using a biopolitics framework to address similar conclusions, Duffield has written extensively using the 
term “uninsured life” (see Duffield 2005; 2007; 2008; 2010). 
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invention in Libya quickly moved from a focus on reforming Libya to more strategic 

concerns for transversal security governance.  

 

Security interventions and beyond: Op Armetis and the Combined Maritime Forces  

 Canada’s security aid mission in Libya provides an empirical demonstration of 

the strategic interests animating Canadian assistance regimes. As a security intervention, 

it demonstrates how the discourses of “assistance” rationalize security interventions 

abroad. The mission in Libya demonstrates how Canada operates as a marginal yet 

visible actor supporting norms of the transversal security community by making practical 

contributions to security interventions. In addition to Canada’s military contribution to 

the intervention, the efforts of Canadian officials to support select corporations 

demonstrate how particular economic interests motivate Canadian “aid.” And, although 

the operations have ended in unqualified failure, the quick deployment of Canadian 

security innovators to Libya —an aspect of the efforts to capacity build “sustainable 

stability” — offers an illustration of how security aid programming can be gatewayed 

through security interventions.  

 Much like Canada’s efforts as part of Op Proteus, discussed in the case study 

subsequent to Chapter 4, it is important to spotlight how security assistance efforts aim to 

enhance their own capacities as security innovators. As was the case with Op Proteus, an 

integral component of the “successfulness” of security aid can be demonstrated by its 

ability to enhance the reputation and influence of Canadian security innovators. 

Unsuccessful efforts to improve practices of human rights or advance a Middle East 

Peace Plan were inconsequential compared to the strategic value of increasing Canadian 
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visibility as a norm-supporter. It was the strategic value of the mission that received the 

effusive praise by security innovators over the success of the mission. Similarly, security 

development programming in Libya can be characterized as a failure, yet the influence of 

the security intervention in Libya has been more far-reaching d in terms of advancing 

Canadian strategic interests. As I outline in this section, the most important aspect of the 

mission has been its use as a springboard into a much larger security assistance mission 

in the Middle East region.  

 Strategic plans to use the security intervention in Libya for broader regional 

programming were initiated in late October 2011 (after Gaddafi’s death), when 

documents from DND report that the Government of Canada instructed the Canadian 

Forces to begin closure of the mission because they had achieved their objectives. 

However, the instructions indicate that the “CDS intent is to maintain a forward-deployed 

presence in the region until December 2012” (DND 2012-981:56-57). In a post-op report 

called “Op Mobile Closure and Transition,” Lieutenant-General Stuart Beare outlines 

how the Canadian government planned to transition the initial security aid contribution to 

NATO into a long-term commitment.81 Beare writes:  

 
We will transition forces to other operational taskings within the MENA region to 
provide situational awareness and a ready-response capability for future potential 
military operations. We will engage all stakeholders to cement the legacy of CF 
actions and achievement in OUP to sustain the CF’s credibility and enhance 
relations with our Allies and partners in order to validate the sacrifice and efforts 
made by our people and families. (DND 2012-981:59). 

 

                                                 
81 Another “secret” document acknowledges that, on November 15, 2011, the HMCS Charlottetown was 
given a “Prime Ministerial directive … to maintain a high readiness unit in the Middle East/North Africa 
(MENA) region.” (DND 2013-1000:2). 
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Upon the completion of Operation Unified Protector, and as an effort to “cement 

the legacy of CF actions and achievements,” DND ordered that the HMCS Charlottetown 

be re-deployed to the Arabian Sea region to conduct routine operations as part of the 

Combined Task Force 150, also known as CTF-150. CTF-150 is one of the units 

organized under the umbrella of the Combined Maritime Forces (CMF), a 30-member 

naval partnership that is based at the US Naval Central Command and US Navy Fifth 

Fleet at Naval Support Activity in Bahrain. Although the CMF is promoted as a “naval 

partnership,” it is directed by the US (as the norm-maker) and aims at “promoting 

security, stability and prosperity across approximately 2.5 million miles of international 

waters in the Arabian Sea region” (DND 2013-1000:15). It is under the command of a US 

Navy Vice-Admiral who serves as commander of the US Fifth Fleet, also based in 

Bahrain. As the image below demonstrates, a key component of the CTF-150 mission is 

the “interdiction” of potentially risky vessels. Appearing on the CMF website, the photo 

appears above a caption that reads: “Maritime Security Operations help develop security 

in the maritime environment, contributing toward stability and prosperity on a regional 

and global level” (CMF 2015).   
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Illustration 8: Photo of an interdiction of potential terrorists from Combined Maritime Forces website 
(CMF 2015).  
 
 

As a prominent example of coordination and interoperability within the 

transversal security community, the CMF aggregates a broad coalition under the authority 

and leadership of the US “war on terror” to police the International Recommended 

Transit Corridor (IRTC). Cowen (2014:129-161) has detailed how the IRTC constitutes a 

“new space” created to police the Gulf of Aden and protect commercial shipping traffic 

passing through the Suez Canal. To describe how the “space” of the IRCT has be 

constructed, Cowen (2014:130) argues that an “ensemble of legal experiments [are] 

recasting political space, international law, and imperial violence” under the combined 

mantle of combating piracy and terrorism (see also Oliveira 2013). Canada’s contribution 

to CTF-150 is an aspect of this project of the transversal security community, and an 

extension of a larger commitment to policing the IRCT that dates back to early military 

missions — particularly Operation ALTAIR — as well as Canada’s significant aid 

contributions to developing security in Somalia (see DND 2012-1782; DFATD 2011-

2465). It is worth noting that, while Canada has a long record of participation in CTF-150 

 373



as an active norm-support of the transversal security community, no Navy ships have 

been contributed since 2010.82 It was only following Canada’s security intervention in 

Libya that security innovators redoubled their norm-supporting role within the CMF with 

a new mission to the CTF-150 called Operation Artemis.  

As a major collaborative effort of the transversal security community, the CMF 

consists of three task forces that police the IRCT: CTF-150, CTF-151, and CTF-152. As 

one of the branches of the CMF, the CTF-150 conducts counter-terrorism and maritime 

security operations in the Arabian Sea region, including the Gulf of Aden, the Gulf of 

Oman, the Red Sea, and the northwest quadrant of the Indian Ocean. CTF-151 conducts 

counter-piracy operations off the coast of Somalia, while CTF-152 is responsible for 

maritime security in the Persian Gulf. Under the counter-terrorism mission of the CTF-

150, Canadian ships share tasks that “include detecting, deterring and protecting against 

terrorist activity by patrolling [their] area of responsibility and conducting maritime 

security operations” (DND 2013-1006:55). A major component of these marine 

operations includes the surveillance and interdiction of suspicious vessels. A number of 

these interdictions have been drug seizures, which the Canadian Forces have aggressively 

marketed as part of their communications strategy. One document describes the drug 

interdiction and subsequent Canadian media coverage as having “significant strategic and 

newsworthy affect” (DND 2013-1006:91). As a mirror of the US-led war on drugs with 

the  “war on terror,” the interdiction of drugs was also described as support for counter-

                                                 
82 From 2004 to 2008, seven Royal Canadian Navy ships served with CTF-150 while deployed on 
Operation ALTAIR. For an overview of Canadian contributions to the CMF, visit: 
http://www.forces.gc.ca/en/operations-abroad-current/op-artemis.page (accessed February 5, 2015).  
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terrorism operations which resulted “in the loss of funding for terrorist organizations 

throughout the region” (DND 2013-1006:110). 

 Though Canada’s Op Armetis contribution was originally mandated for 

approximately one year, it has been continually renewed. The HMCS Charlottetown was 

relieved by HMCS Regina in August 2012, followed by two crew rotations on the HMCS 

Toronto from January 2013 to February 2014, and was then relieved by a second tour of 

HMCS Regina. In early May 2014, HMCS Regina left the Arabian Sea to join NATO 

Standing Maritime Forces in the Mediterranean Sea and, beginning in December 2014, 

Op Armetis was extended in order to take a land-based command of CTF-150 until April 

2015 (DND 2013-1006:55). Although the financial costs of this security aid mission are 

difficult to account, documents from DND suggest that, for the six month period 

beginning in April 2012 until October 2013, the estimated cost for Op Artemis is at $86.8 

million (DND 2013-1000:11).  

 The surveillance capacities of Op Armetis has been a key component of Canada’s 

role as a security innovator making practical contributions to these practices of the 

transversal security community. Using HELAIRDET and the on-board UAV, Canadian 

ships were tasked with building and reporting “Pattern of Life” (POL) maps of the areas. 

One report noted how the Scan Eagle UAV “provided invaluable covert surveillance” in 

tracking ships and building the POL data (DND 2013-1006:76). Another document 

discussed how HMCS Toronto “Fused ISR [Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance] 

and ‘Heroin-Hunting’ Tactics” and how the ships “unique combination of air assets and 

sensors allowed her to maintain a layered ISR when searching for foreign warships and 

trafficking dhows” (DND 2013-1006:110).  

 375



 Much like the reports from Op Proteus that revelled in the accolades awarded to 

Canadian security innovators, post-mission reports from Op Armetis detail how “TOR 

became known for its Ready, Aye, Ready attitude ... whenever assigned any task no 

matter where in the JOA [Joint Operations Area] it existed” (DND 2013-1006:97). 

Another report recalled that “As a result of the historic and uncanny success of TOR in 

completing interdictions, accolades were received from our allies naval forces in the area, 

all knew of TOR and what she had accomplished” (DND 2013-1006:91). As an 

illustration of the strategic value of Canadian security innovators, notes detailing the 

creation of Op Armetis are illustrative of both the expansionary character of “security 

aid” as well as the strategic interests animating these missions. As with security aid 

projects in general, the Op Armetis mission is especially demonstrative of the role played 

by security innovators in supporting the norm-makers of the transversal security 

community.  

Originally under the banner of protecting civilians, Canada’s security intervention 

in Libya modulated into a tangible and concrete role in the transversal policing of the 

IRCT. Examples of drug intercepts demonstrate how these “counter-terrorism” practices 

are in fact crime control and regulatory practices of transversal policing. Moreover, 

Canada’s norm-supporting role created a number of strategic opportunities to advance the 

visibility and notoriety of Canadian security innovators. A “secret” memorandum 

authorizing Op Armetis from the Chief of Defence Staff (May 2012) offers a wide-

ranging account of the priorities and objectives of the engagement, which included 

contributions to the “war on terror,” global economic health, and US strategic interests, 

all while furthering global security governance. The memo summarizes these strategic 
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objectives succinctly, describing how the commitment will: “Support Canada’s strategic 

goals in the region, provide visibility, and maximize regional engagement with Allies and 

strategic partners in the region in accordance with the Global Engagement Strategy” 

(DND 2014-715:10-11). Underlining the intersection of broad strategic interests 

associated with norm-supporting (particularly vis-à-vis the US as the norm-maker of 

transversal policing) and protecting the health of global commerce, Canada’s contribution 

to Op Armetis demonstrate how military resources function as security aid. While many 

documents from DND underline the contribution to fighting terrorism, one briefing note 

put the objective of the mission more bluntly: “Op ARTEMIS continues to contribute to 

international peace and security by helping to keep some of the world’s most important 

waterways safe for global commerce” (DND 2013-1000:11). Following Morrissey 

(2011), we can use the case study of the security intervention in Libya to illustrate US-

driven strategy to secure “military-economic security interests” in the Middle East, with a 

focus on naval control of the IRCT (Cowen 2014). Other documents describe how one 

third of the global oil trade travels through the area of the IRCT patrolled by transversal 

security community of CTF-150.  

 The contribution of security aid to the CMF mission is a particularly salient 

example of the norm-supporting role played by Canada in the transversal security 

community. Contributing in a practical way to the aspirational visions of controlling the 

geographies of (in)security in the region, Canadian security innovators made small but 

concrete contributions to the surveillance and policing of the IRTC. With an emphasis on 

technical expertise in surveillance and management positions within the integrated 

military chain-of-command, a number of strategic functions were accomplished through 
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Canadian security innovation. The case studies in this chapter demonstrate how security 

aid to Libya, grounded in humanitarian reason of protecting civilians, can intensify into a 

long-term transversal policing commitment, and point towards future trajectories of 

Canadian norm-supporting.  

 

Conclusions: Security interventions and the military-security nexus 

 A detailed post-mission report written by J.R. Boyd, the Commanding Officer of 

the HMCS Regina during its Op Armetis mission, offered the following assessment of 

Canada’s contribution:  

  
REG has engaged HQs and other CMF units, maintained combat readiness and 
proven her ability to integrate with allied battle groups. Likewise, we have been 
able to continue building the notion of Canadian units as a preferred strategic 
partner to allied nations. We have proven the possibility of replenishment by 
launch and barge and the efficacy of our onboard [redacted] capabilities. We will 
depart the JOA having left behind the POL information required to effectively 
conduct MSO within the most significant areas of the CMF AO. (DND 2012-
1828:8). 

 
The above passage is an excellent representation of the strategic value — the 

“Canada Value Added” — of security aid. Boyd underlines the influence of Canada 

security innovators: Op Armetis has demonstrated the reliability of Canadian security 

actors, and their adept use of surveillance and control technologies. The sophisticated 

surveillance knowledge involving “pattern of life” (POL) maps created by Canadian 

security innovators were to be shared with partners. Most importantly, Boyd spotlights 

that Canadian security innovators have been highly visible, resulting in the perception of 

Canada as a “preferred strategic partner” for security governance work and a reliable 

norm-supporter of the transversal security community.  
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In detailing Canada’s participation in the intervention in Libya, this chapter 

demonstrates how strategic interests of commercial opportunities and security innovators 

are driving rationalities of security aid. We can see how security aid interventions 

progress from the initial category of humanitarian support, then act as “gateways” for two 

typologies of security aid: infrastructures and techniques. Subsequently, the development 

of the Op Armetis missions demonstrates how security interventions can evolve into far 

broader attempts to foster transversal policing and surveillance practices within 

geographies of (in)security.  

 This chapter demonstrates that the typology of security aid “interventions” 

corresponds with scholarship that critiques the increasing role of militaries in the policing 

of transversal insecurities. Scholars have critiqued the increasing role of military 

involvement in transversal policing, particularly given the significant capacities of 

violence controlled by military security innovators (Buzan 2008; Huysmans 2002). 

Within Canada’s contribution to the transversal security community, there are clear 

indications that the DND-CF are taking more active and prominent roles in security aid. 

This is particularly evident in the Global Engagement Strategy. Due to the limits of 

applied exploratory research, particularly research using ATIs on the military, documents 

on other Canadian security aid missions directed by Canada’s military are not fully 

available. This lack of documentation makes it difficult to narrate the many other projects 

that aspire to assist and develop security forces of the global South. However, a number 

of other major security intervention projects have been pursued, and do deserve to be 

included within the “intervention” typology. This includes a long-standing contribution 

known as Operation Caribbe (which involves deep integration with US military and 
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security forces in policing the drug war throughout the Americas); Operation Flintlock, 

which is directed by the US Africa command as an extensive training mission to capacity 

building African security forces; clandestine counter-terrorism operations in the Sahel 

region discussed in Chapter 3; as well as a network of “defence cooperation” agreements 

that allow for various forms of military assistance. In addition to these consistent 

operations, there are also the case studies in Palestine (Op Proteus) examined last chapter 

and, in the next chapter, Haiti, where the DND-CF participated in the removal of Jean-

Bertrand Aristide under the banner of humanitarian action. These missions demonstrate 

that “interventions” do not solely rely on the R2P and the human security agenda to 

engage in security interventions, but involve activities to “assist” and “develop” security 

across broad geographies of potential threat.  

 Underlining the suggestion that R2P is the “new norm,” the security intervention 

in Libya — and subsequent commitments through Op Armetis — demonstrates Canada’s 

role as a norm-supporter in the transversal security community. Rotmann et al. 

(2014:357-358) have observed that, while R2P is a complex, “non-linear, fluid and 

seemingly contradictory,” it sheds light on “conflicts about power, inequality and 

legitimacy that are fundamental to the changing global order as a whole.” Given the crisis 

over ISIL and Canada’s contributions to this war, we can agree that the R2P’s is an 

“unfinished journey” (Serrano and Weiss 2013), while still acknowledging its norm-

making power in having legitimized the extra-territorial authority of the transversal 

security community to engage in interventions around the world. Exampling the 

humanitarian and securitarian norms of the transversal, R2P reinforces what Mack 
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(2002:3 quoted in Duffield and Waddell 2004) has argued, in that human security “is less 

an analytical concept than a signifier of shared political and moral values.”  

As Kitchen (2010) and others (Hallams 2010; Huysmans 2002) have noted, the 

collapsing binary of the Cold War — particularly after the 1999 war in Kosovo —has 

allowed for a re-imagination of NATO’s mandate and the shared “security values” of the 

global North. As an extension of the transversal security community, the increasing 

conditionality of sovereignty points towards an accelerated interventionist agenda on the 

grounds of humanitarian reason. As a norm-supporter of these transversal dynamics, a 

strong likelihood exists that “security interventions” will comprise a larger and more 

powerful influence on Canadian security aid practices. One participant in the study 

placed a special emphasis on the effects of military-oriented objectives on security aid 

practices:  

 

I gets very very fuzzy. And you can understand the logic of it: if I wanted to 
patrol some area and I don’t have an aircraft, well the military happens to have 
those aircraft. But you don’t know what they do with that information. And so, 
you know, the dual use is one thing. Yes they’ll tell the civilian body that all is 
quite on the border, but what happens with the rest of the information. I don’t 
know. I’m just concerned that the militarization of border security. And I’m not a 
pacifist, don’t get me wrong here, but the balance here is tipping and the reasons 
for our it our, they claim financial, but I think there’s something lurking in the 
background with this. Whether the so called military industrial complex wants to 
sell drones all over the place… and here I’m blue skying… you’re not going to be 
able to sit down with those folks at the table and have a discussion on broad 
policy issues, like mobility rights, they will look at it strictly as a policing issue or 
a military issue… Now you have a different perception than someone who is a 
generation back from me and says the military is good because they can support 
us with their equipment. Except their motivation might be different. (Interview 7). 

 
 Stressing that they see “dark skies on the horizon,” the participant echoed a 

common sentiment within literature on the “militarization of aid” that, on a fundamental 
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level, the elevation of military command within aid regimes threatens the cultivation of 

the rule of law. As an important component of how security aid becomes an articulation 

of politics — in other words, how Canada’s practices of security aid make us think about 

our “place in the world” — the increasing reliance on security interventions and the 

dominance of the R2P in framing security aid commitments is illustrated by the dramatic 

celebration of the Libya mission held on Parliament Hill. Canada was the only member of 

the “alliance” to host a victory celebration (Taylor 2015). The ceremony featured fly-

overs from the Air Force jets involved in the mission among a cast of high-ranking 

officials. At a cost of over $850,000, it speaks to politicization of security aid where the 

moral sentiments of “aid” are filtered through a romance for Canadian troops. Yet the 

case study of security aid in Libya demonstrates how quickly these animating logics of 

humanitarian reason can be abandoned. What is left from the security aid to Libya are the 

strategic advancements of Canadian norm-supporting, while the tragedies and violence 

faced by Libyan people is wilfully ignored.  

 
 
 
 
 

 382



 
 
 
 
Chapter Seven  
Security infrastructures: ‘Hardwares’ of surveillance and social control 
 
Introduction typology #2: Security infrastructures 

As a contribution to understanding how states within the transversal security 

community participate in the globalization of security and surveillance, this chapter takes 

an empirical exploration of how Canadian aid provides “security infrastructures” to the 

global South. By focusing on the material and physical efforts of security development, I 

explore how Canadian foreign assistance funds prisons, border stations, and police 

academies, as well as providing a wide range of equipment — munitions, vehicles, and 

fingerprinting and database technologies, etc. — in an effort to enhance material 

“hardwares” of surveillance and social control.  

 Within literature on the security-development nexus, the theme of material 

development — i.e. the actual construction or provision of buildings, supplies, and 

materials — is rarely isolated as a separate stream of foreign assistance programming. 

Often times themes of “reconstruction,” infrastructure development, or material supplies 

are subordinated to the much more dominant themes of governance, democracy building, 

rule of law, and myriad trainings and capacity buildings — which all aim towards 

enhancing the “techniques” — e.g. softwares — of security governance. While I address 

these techniques of security governance in the next chapter, this chapter highlights a 

typology of “security infrastructures” that relates specifically to funds and programs 

providing the materials needed to govern (in)security.  
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 Distinguishing between infrastructures and techniques is important for 

demonstrating the scope of security aid programming. While the development of security 

infrastructures is an under-explored theme in security-development scholarship, a certain 

level of attention has been directed towards these assistance regimes as an aspect of 

“military aid” — particularly from US scholars (Blanton 1999; Blum 2004; Bueno de 

Mesquita and Smith 2007; Craft and Smaldone 2002; Derouen and Heo 2004; Gill 2004; 

Krause 2004; Sullivan et al. 2011). My contention here is that, unlike military aid that is 

focused on preparing defences to combat external threats, security aid is conditional by 

collapsed internal/external binaries of the transversal security community. Instead of an 

imagination of violence as stemming from external enemies to be destroyed, security 

innovators regard insecurities and contingencies as threats that need to be managed. As a 

practice to govern “international stability,” a significant element of security aid funding is 

directed towards infrastructures that do the practical work of security governance. While 

this includes militaries, it is more often focused on “civilian” agencies of border control, 

policing, and prisons. While typologies of security aid are often complementary, this 

chapter focuses on Canadian security aid funding directed towards those civilian security 

agencies in an effort to develop their material capacities to contribute to the transversal 

effort to manage insecurities.  

 As a contribution to understanding how security infrastructures fit into the 

transversal security community, this chapter shows that an important component of the 

efforts is to advance the material infrastructures needed for the globalization of security 

governance architectures. As an empirical exploration, I describe how Canada’s “aid” 

works to develop these infrastructures of security in the global South. I offer two detailed 
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case studies that speak to Canada’s role as a security innovator within this dynamic of 

developing security infrastructures. First, I examine a central mechanism in the political 

economy of security aid, a Crown corporation called the Canadian Commercial 

Corporation (CCC). Second, I offer a detailed analysis of Canada’s security aid project in 

Haiti.  

 As a Crown corporation, CCC is a state-funded entity that exists solely to advance 

Canadian business interests. Since the Crown corporation was created following WWII, 

its primary responsibility has been to expand Canadian defence industry sales — e.g. 

arms sales — to the United States. In fostering an integrated “North American defence 

industrial base” (CCC 2009: 13), CCC has been highly effective in supporting Canadian 

manufactures in their sales to the US military. However, in the past decade, CCC has 

turned towards the global market to “support the Government of Canada achieve its 

overall goals of building a strong and mutually beneficial North American partnership 

and a prosperous Canada through global commerce” (CCC 2008:46). In my case study ,I 

explain how CCC provides both direct and indirect forms of security assistance to the 

global South and other “like-minded allies.” I detail how “indirect” security aid 

encompasses a wide range of services provided by the Crown corporation to assist 

Canadian security-defence sales abroad. These services are comprehensive, involving 

financial support, diplomatic outreach and negotiations, as well as a continuous stream of 

advocacy and solicitation. In detailing forms of “direct” security aid, I examine how CCC 

has functioned as a major procurement agency for Canadian security aid hubs. When the 

ABBCP or START-GPSF approve “aid” of $2 million for a regionally-integrated 

ballistics identification network in Belize and Costa Rica, CCC acts as the procurement 
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agency that funnels the “aid” dollars to Canadian companies (in this case Forensic 

Technologies Ltd). The security hardwares are then classified as “in-kind” donations to 

the recipient governments. Few scholars have written about CCC and, with the exception 

of recent coverage of their $10-billion dollar sale of light armour vehicles to Saudi 

Arabia, the activities of CCC receive very little media or public attention. However, as I 

detail in the chapter, CCC serve as an important illustration of both the political economy 

of aid as well as the broader strategic interests animating the development of security 

infrastructures. 

 A second case study in this chapter examines Canada’s role in building what 

Hallsworth and Lea (2011) have called a “security state” in Haiti. As a country with a 

long history of subjection to foreign interventions and interference (Girard 2010; James 

2010), Haiti has been under a decade-long UN occupation that goes under the acronym 

MINUSTAH. Since contributing to the forced removal of Jean-Bertrand Aristide in 2004 

(Fenton and Engler 2005; Podur 2012), Canada has been an active norm-supporting actor 

in Haiti, a role that included dubious efforts to violently dismantle Aristide’s political 

party and exclude it from elections.83 Since backing the intervention in Haiti, Canada has 

been an unequivocal supporter of MINUSTAH, despite the UN mission’s significant 

crisis of legitimacy. Though the mission continues to receive extensions, Haitian 

President Michel Martelly has stated that the UN has committed “unacceptable errors” 

(Trenton 2011) and has pushed very hard — against the objection of Canada and others 

                                                 
83 Regardless of opinions regarding Aristide’s legacy (see Dupuy (2007) for a critical account of the 
Aristide regime, within a context of continuous foreign interventions), MINUSTAH and the security 
regime have engaged in widespread political repression of the Farmi Lavalas party; see: HealthRoots 
(2011); Johnston and Weisbrot (2011); IJDS (2014); Podur (2012). 
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— for the creation of a Haitian Army to replace the MINUSTAH mission.84 The Haitian 

Army proposal has broad public support given that MINUSTAH is viewed by many 

Haitians as an occupying force, and considering the significant public controversies 

involving MINUSTAH troops.85 Most notably, MINUSTAH’s direct responsibility for 

the cholera outbreak that has killed over 7,500 people (and infecting another 590,000), as 

well as a minimum of 81 reported cases of sexual abuse, gang rapes, and pedophilia 

(d’Adesky 2012; Amnesty International 2011; HRW 2014:259). These concerns are in 

addition to criticism of the massacres in poor neighborhoods, shootings of women and 

children, and numerous accounts of political violence, extra-judicial killings, and 

exceptional violence (Alternative Chance 2014; Amnesty International 2014; James 

2010; Snyder 2010). The case in point being a 2011 video of MINUSTAH troops beating 

and gang-raping a detained 18-year-old boy (to a chorus of laughter) (Weisbrot 2012; see 

also Edwards 2012). Even some elements of the UN have acknowledged the widespread 

demonstrations and resentment towards MINUSTAH and called for more accountability 

from the mission’s leadership, as demonstrated in the UN’s 2012 Security Council 

Mission to Haiti (UN 2012). Yet Canada has no public record criticizing any of the above 

listed activities. Moreover, as this chapter details, Canadian security aid has played a 

central role in fortifying the capacities of the security state to enable such violence.  

                                                 
84 A number of briefing notes for the Minister of Foreign Affairs detail Canada’s opposition to Martelly’s 
army proposal. In what gives some insight into the long-term expectations of security aid, the notes stress 
how Canada is more interested in “ongoing development of the Haitian National Police (currently the sole 
security institutions in the country), in which the Canadian government has heavily invested” (DFATD 
2012-49:185).  Other briefing notes indicate that Canada undertook a vocal backroom lobbying campaign 
against Martelly’s proposal with the US and OAS officials (see DFATD 2012-49:238). An understanding 
of Canada’s strategic interests in opposing the Army proposal is an important consideration, unlike 
Baranyi’s (2014:167) facile claim that “if the UN and Western powers had wanted to ‘militarize’ Haiti, as 
suggested by some post-colonial analysts, surely they would have supported Martelly’s vision.” 
85 Former Haitian President Rene Preval made a similar comment similar to Martelly’s when, in April 
2011, he criticized the UN continued presence “in a country that has no war” (Charbonneau 2011). 
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 The post-intervention regime has been driven by the US and, to a lesser extent, 

Brazil.86 Though Brazil has been the norm-maker for managing the MINUSTAH forces, 

the central role of the US has been documented extensively, in particular through 

diplomatic cables made available by WikiLeaks that outlined the US leadership role in 

steering MINUSTAH and the role played by the UN in advancing US policy interests in 

Haiti (see Beeton 2012; Ives 2011). What I detail in terms of Canada’s involvement is 

reflective of its character as a norm-supporter. In a comprehensive multinational effort to 

support the new government, norm-makers directed significant investment and aggressive 

strategy towards “security promotion, stabilization, recovery and reconstruction” 

(Muggah 2010:446).87 In supporting a security governance regime driven by the norm-

makers, this chapter demonstrates how Canada has taken important, functional roles in 

developing the security capacities of the police, border, and prison agencies of the 

Haitian state. Focusing on the “security infrastructure” projects, I detail how these 

“assistance” projects follow the logic of security aid in that they advance Canadian 

strategic interests — particularly economic interests and the reputations and visibility of 

Canadian security innovators —while allowing Canada to perform as a reliable norm-

supporter in a hemispheric component of the transversal security community.  

 This chapter has three sections and a conclusion, though each of the first two 

thematic sections has numerous sub-sections. The first section is entitled “Security 

infrastructure aid: An exploration” and provides a conceptual orientation for this 

typology of security aid. After giving an overview of literature that addresses material 

                                                 
86 For an analysis of Brazil’s role as a regional norm-maker in advancing a “sub-imperialist” agenda in 
South America, particularly through a dramatic rise in security and military practices, see Zibechi (2014). 
87 While his conclusions are contradicted by most — if not all — independent sources on the post-coup 
environment, Dorn (2009) provides an insider perspective on the MINUSTAH security strategy.  
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assistance programs, I offer three empirical subsections of Canadian security 

infrastructures assistance, beginning with the case study of CCC. Subsequently, I offer an 

exploratory catalogue of assistance programs offered by security aid hubs and DND-CF. 

Doing so gives a vivid picture of Canada’s efforts to enhance what Bigo (2008) calls the 

“archipelago of policing,” an assemblage that works towards an aggregation of security 

and control institutions. The second section of the chapter is a case study of security aid 

in Haiti. It is subdivided by the areas of development: police, borders, then prisons.  The 

third section is a discussion and analysis that places security aid to Haiti within a broader 

context of transversal security governance. In this discussion, I draw particular attention 

towards the norm-supporting role of Canadian security aid. The chapter closes with a 

conclusion on the typology of security infrastructures. 

 

Security infrastructures aid: An exploration 

Scholarship on “military aid” has a distinction from contemporary elements of the 

security-development nexus literature: rationalizations of military assistance are always 

twinned to self-interests, which reflects the Cold War bipolarities in which military aid 

was embedded (see Kinsella 1994; Kinsella and Tillema 1995). Conversely, security aid 

is an expression of humanitarian governance existing within a convergence of 

globalization, development, and security, giving it a universalistic rationality that aims to 

enhance and develop a shared global communion. While having fundamentally divergent 

normative rationalities for engaging in foreign assistance, the important corollary 

between military and security aid is that they have a heavy emphasis towards providing 

the materials and supplies to establish and maintain social control.  
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 While research on military assistance has an established post-WWII footprint in 

IR disciplines, the notion of “security assistance” is relatively new. In debates on the 

collapse of internal/external security, we can trace how security governance has replaced 

“national security” as a principle organizing rationality, giving rise to a spectrum of 

transversal threats and risks to be governed through security (Bigo 2008; Burgess 2009; 

Duffield 2005; Müller 2010; Valverde 2010). Given that the threat spectrum has assumed 

its globalized and universal character, the practices of “security assistance” are 

rationalized by altruistic moral sentiments that aim to support and enhance efforts at 

security. Unlike military aid — which, of course, is still prominent — efforts at 

developing security are directed towards the civilian institutions that comprise the 

assemblages of security governance. In this chapter, I highlight policing, prisons, and 

border agencies, yet the enhancement of security governance is embedded broadly across 

institutions of governance, from food safety, to transportation, to climate change, to 

education policies.   

Literature on the security development nexus has described the efforts of wealthy 

donor countries to enhance the internal capacities of the global South. Yet, unlike 

military aid research, the scholarship on security development has not made significant 

efforts to detail the material components of “assistance” packages. As Bachmann and 

Honke (2009:100) have argued, the “hearts and minds” campaigns in Afghanistan and 

Iraq have shown that traditional military-security supplies have regressed as a priority, in 

contrast to “new security technologies of governing through empowerment, participation, 

and a new care for those parts of the population who are perceived by many donors to be 

susceptible to harbouring or recruiting terrorists.” While I do not want to draw away from 
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the techniques of security development — which I detail next chapter — this chapter 

explores how Canadian security aid does exhibit elements of the “old” assistance regimes 

that are focused on constructing infrastructures and materials of security.  

 Though a large element of literature — particularly from a biopolitical framework 

— emphasizes the “new” modalities of techniques, several scholars do underline how 

contemporary security development has a distinct concern for building the infrastructures 

of security. Examining the security rhetoric that lead up to the 2003 invasion of Iraq, 

Sovacool and Halfon (2007:224) have argued that the “intervention in Iraq is not simply a 

military conquest, but also remains a significant development project” (emphasis in 

original). In their article, which attempts to critique the critiques of the intervention as 

simply a military operation, Sovacool and Halfon (2007) demonstrate that intervention in 

Iraq relies “on a convergence of economic, social, and political justifications that expand 

beyond the confines of conventional notions of security” (ibid).  Sovacool and Halfon 

(2007) spotlight how the emerging discourse of “reconstruction” — promoted by experts 

and bureaucrats, more than politicians and generals — demonstrates a powerful way in 

which security and development merge in an effort to build up the physical world of 

security.  

 Particularly with regards to conflict and post-conflict states, “reconstruction” has 

become a prominent discursive devise to signal a need for foreign aid investments in 

materials and infrastructures of security. As an aspect of foreign assistance funding, these 

appeals are focused on the “hard” security processes needed to complement systems of 

training, capacity building, and governance. While this can include items that are 

associated with traditional military aid — like ammunition, arms, and combat zone 
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vehicles — it also includes an array of materials for civilian institutions such as border 

services, policing agencies, and prisons. Therefore, components of the “aid” typology of 

“security infrastructures” can range from more traditional items like trucks and riot gear 

to more sophisticated products like GPS systems or forensics technologies. As I detail, it 

also includes the construction of buildings like prisons and border stations.   

 As literature on the expansion of security and surveillance technologies has 

demonstrated, the global North has sought to transfer technologies of control to enhance 

transversal controls over mobilities, govern crime, and develop the capacities of recipient 

countries to regulate, monitor, and control their domestic populations (Amoore 2006; 

Hobbing 2010; Pickering and Weber 2006; Zureik and Salter 2005). Technology transfers 

are often secondary to the transfer of techniques, such as training and knowledge 

assemblages, yet the requirement of developing actual and effective infrastructures of 

security and social control is deeply embedded into underlying notions of security-

development programs. Below, I explore ways in which Canadian security aid 

bureaucracies fund the development of these security infrastructures.  

 A cataloguing of security infrastructure aid is difficult, given the barriers to 

exploratory research, particularly the opacity of information related to government 

funding. Many records obtained through the ATIA have redactions over various projects, 

particularly more sensitive projects associated with providing arms or significant security 

equipment that would call attention to either potential human rights violations or 

instances of “blowback” (where weapons fall into the hands of non-ally forces). Other 

records give indications of project funding, but few details about the particular materials 

provided. Further ATIA requests on these particular files can take years to receive from 
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departments. In terms of publicly available records, rarely are these types of funding 

arrangements communicated by government departments, with the exception of 

donations of surplus military equipment (which I’ll address separately below). In terms of 

the security aid funding from security hubs, there are few public records. However, by 

surveying aspects of the spending from security aid hubs we can map out many of the 

security infrastructure projects funded by Canadian aid money.  

 In the following sections, I outline how Canadian security aid has developed 

security infrastructure projects abroad. I begin by exploring the role of the Canadian 

Commercial Corporation (CCC), which serves as a major procurement arm for 

purchasing and distributing the materials resources funded by security aid.  In detailing 

how CCC functions in the political economy of security aid, I explain how Canadian 

funding for security commodities operates on “indirect” and “direct” models of 

assistance.  After examining CCC’s role, I offer an overview of the DFATD security aid 

hubs funding of security infrastructures. Subsequently, I detail DND’s practice of aid 

donations as “surplus equipment” to various countries of the Global South before moving 

into the case study of how the various actors of Canadian security aid come together in a 

comprehensive effort to build a security state in Haiti.  

 

Commercial Corporation of Canada: The merchant of security 

Unlike security experts, CCC does not deal with discourses of contingency or 

insecurity. Their annual reports, communications efforts, and internal documents are 

almost exclusively framed around the language of commerce and profits. Rarely does 

CCC engage in discussions around global security challenges, only economic challenges. 
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Never are their concerns about the nexus between security and development. Instead, 

their concerns focus on margins, insurance coverage, competitive rates, and the “value 

proposition” that CCC can provide as a  “government-to-government.” Never do readers 

of CCC reports hear about people living in poverty, tragedies caused by disasters, or the 

violence of civil unrest. For CCC, these concerns are trivial. Entirely. Readers of CCC 

documents will only hear about stakeholders, foreign government buyers, Canadian 

suppliers, and jobs, jobs, jobs. Finally, readers will also have these lexicons of investment 

packaged, appropriately, in the language of Corporate Social Responsibility.   

 Created by statutory authority of the 1946 Canadian Commercial Corporation 

Act, CCC was intended to allow Canada to live up to its partnership in North America’s 

integrated defence industrial base. Until its recent efforts to expand beyond the US 

market, the primary business of CCC was to integrate Canadian companies into US 

military procurement systems through the 1956 Canada-US Defence Production Sharing 

Arrangement (DPSA), which governs all Canadian arms sales to the US. As a 

procurement agreement, the DPSA provides special access for Canadian companies to 

US aerospace and defence markets. Under the DPSA, Canadian exporters are treated as 

domestic suppliers by the US Department of Defence (DoD), which includes an amnesty 

from Buy America provisions. The DPSA has been a boon to Canadian arms companies, 

who have accrued over $30 billion in sales to the US DoD over the past 55 years. As 

critics of Canadian militarism have pointed out, this industrial partnership demonstrates 

the contributions of Canadian workers to various American wars.88  

                                                 
88 See the research page maintained by the Coalition to Oppose the Arms Trade; http://coat.ncf.ca/ 
(accessed April 15, 2015).  
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 Sales to the US are wide-ranging, and a powerful illustration of the security 

innovation in technologies developed by Canadian private industry. CCC claims to work 

with over 100 different Canadian companies to sell various defence and security 

technologies and services, including munitions, UAVs, telecommunications products, 

avionics, heavy machinery equipment, landing gear maintenance, and fleets of LAVs to 

the US military (see picture below).89 Featured in the picture below are sales from 2011–

2012, which were celebrated in the CCC Annual Report.  

 

 
Illustration 9: LAVS in Afghanistan 
 
 

                                                 
89 One Annual Report recounts: “In July 2008, the Corporation facilitated a delivery order for 773 vehicles 
for just under $553 million USD. This order was in direct support of the US DoD’s planned troop surge 
into Afghanistan” (CCC 2009:15).  
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Illustration 10: Enhanced Container Handling Unit by G.T. Machining (left and top right); Resistance 
measurement system by Guildline Instruments (bottom right), from CCC (2012). 
 

Despite the lucrative comfort of US arms sales, CCC has been promoting a 

diversification agenda since the late 2000s. In line with the Harper government’s 

accelerated efforts on trade, CCC has stated that their current strategy is “closely aligned 

with the Government’s Global Markets Action Plan, Canada’s Strategy for Engagement 

in the Americas, and the Defence Procurement Strategy” (CCC 2014:2).90 As 

demonstrated by the PowerPoint slide below, CCC has a “market focus” far beyond its 

traditional market of the United States.  

 

                                                 
90 CCC have claimed to be an influence on the development of the Global Markets Action Plan. For 
example, their 2014 Annual Report (CCC 2014:73) describes how “CCC was particularly active in 
providing input into this Plan, highlighting how its activities in increasing access to foreign markets for 
Canadian exporters directly support the Government’s pro-trade agenda.”  
 

 396



 
Illustration 11: CCC “Market Focus” PowerPoint slide (CCC 2014-146:63).    
 

Why these countries have been selected as a “market focus” is not detailed in the 

slides, though the political economic interests of selling security products to insecure 

(and militaristic) areas correspond with Canadian foreign policy interests. Rationales for 

market targeting discussed in other CCC reports highlight a desire to take advantage of 

the spending fluidity of emerging economies, as well as wanting to build upon already 

established relations. A mix of multiple rationalities can explain the prioritized markets 

and, in recent years, CCC has taken a marked role in supporting the export of Canadian 

security industries to the global South. As I detail below, CCC plays two important 

functions as an innovator within the security aid regime. I call these two functions 

“indirect” and “direct” security aid.   

 

Indirect security aid 
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 Indirect security aid refers to forms of “assistance” that CCC provides as an agent 

of the Crown in promoting and enhancing transversal security architectures. CCC has an 

impressive track record at exporting military and security materials, and their 2014 

Annual Report feature some brief highlights:  

 
=> Signed a contract with the Philippines Department of National Defense for 
eight helicopters that will be manufactured by Bell Helicopter Textron Canada 
Ltd. of Mirabel, QC. 

 
=> Awarded a contract with the Mexican Ministry of Defense for the 
maintenance, repair, and overhaul services on two Mexican Air Force C-130K 
Hercules aircraft, through Cascade Aerospace of Abbotsford, BC. 

 
=> As per the CCC contract with Colombian Ministry of Defense, four Bell 407 
helicopters were delivered to the National Police, and two Bell 412 helicopters 
were delivered to the Naval Aviation Group. The aircraft were manufactured by 
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada Ltd. of Mirabel, QC. 

 
=> In accordance with a contract between CCC and the Argentinean Ministry of 
Defense, an upgraded and modified Lear Jet aircraft was delivered to the Air 
Force. The aircraft upgrade was completed by Field Aviation of Mississauga, ON. 

 
=> New Twin Otter aircraft were delivered to the Peruvian Air Force, 
manufactured by Viking Air Ltd of Sidney, BC. 

 
=> In the largest military sale in Canadian history, CCC brokered a $10-billion 
contract between General Dynamics Land Systems Canada in London, Ontario 
and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to provide LAVIIIs to the Saudi Armoured 
Brigades Program. 

 
Though it was not highlighted in their 2014 Annual Report, CCC also appears to 

have signed a $66-million LAV II contract with the Peru navy (CCC 2014-146). In 

describing the Saudi LAV contract, Chair of CCC Ray Castelli celebrated the success of 

the Corporation given “continued economic uncertainty and rising global competition,” 

proclaiming that “CCC stands out as a successful example of resilience and innovation ” 

(2014:13 — emphasis added). Of special interest in Castelli’s praise of military and 
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security sales is the meaning ascribed to “innovation.” Unlike security innovators from 

the hubs of aid funding, CCC privileges innovation from a vantage point that exhibits no 

moral sentiment towards the perils of global insecurity. While the expertise of security 

development workers remains firmly embedded in a logic of ”assistance” towards the 

people suffering from violence and insecurity, the “assistance” provided by CCC 

innovation is solely focused on how the Crown corporation can accrue financial benefits 

for Canadians (and mostly those who own share capital). The category of “indirect 

security aid” emphasizes how CCC enhances the export sales (not “aid” donations) of 

security infrastructures to the global South. For CCC, “assistance” is only a term to refer 

to assisting Canadian industry, and they present no pretense of wanting to “assist” anyone 

else.  

 In their provision of indirect security assistance, CCC offers a number of 

innovative services to export Canadian security infrastructures. In particular, CCC 

promotes a suite of services to assist Canadian companies in emerging markets. 

Underlining that economies of the global South “involve greater risk than developed 

markets... CCC adds value by filling the needs of foreign governments to establish robust 

procurement practices” (CCC 2012:19). To assist with security exports in risky 

environments, CCC offers services for government buyers as well as Canadian suppliers.  

 For Canadian suppliers, CCC provides a mitigation of virtually any financial risk, 

since the Crown is acting as the prime contractor. Contracts through CCC also reduce or 

eliminate requirements for commercial bonding, a source of significant cost for 

businesses. Other financial assistance is provided in concert with Export Development 

Canada, which can include forms of insurance, guarantees, and lines of credit. As 
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opposed to a form of crony capitalism portrayed as business-government corruption 

(Lang 2002), the institutionalization of these mercantilist relations demonstrates practices 

of crony capitalism where programs of business subsidization and support are legitimate 

forms of assistance (e.g. not illegal). Leveraging the diplomatic channels of the Canadian 

foreign affairs establishment through close collaborations with Embassies, trade 

commissioners’ offices, and Defence Attachés, CCC also works to avoid risky and costly 

competitive processes by advocating for sole-source contracts. This is facilitated through 

an aggressive push to sign MoUs on defence procurement with interested countries.  

 Benefits to government buyers of the global South are extensive. CCC allows for 

the Government of Canada to guarantee the contract terms and conditions, eliminating 

any risk for purchasing governments. CCC also certifies its industry suppliers, and 

negotiates for specific systems, products, and services that at a buyer’s request. For 

technical issues, the buyers can contact suppliers directly or request CCC assistance. In 

addition to the contract negotiations, CCC provides contract administration and oversight 

over the course of the projects, and requires that suppliers demonstrate completion of the 

project before they are paid.  

 As one actor within the Government of Canada’s network of export-supporting 

bureaucracies, CCC also participates in trade missions and military trade shows. CCC 

representatives have recently accompanied the Minister of International Trade to Libya, 

Peru, Russia, Ghana, Nigeria, and other locations to export Canadian security and 

military materials. During an August 2014 trade mission to Peru and Colombia, CCC 

President Marty Zablocki accompanied International Trade Minister Ed Fast along with 

36 Canadian companies (18 security and defence companies, 11 oil and gas, and seven 
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mining) (see CCC 2014-146). Talking points provided for Zablocki for his meeting with 

a senior Peruvian military leader (name redacted) offer the following summary of the 

services provided by CCC:  

 
We offer a government-to-government directed contracting channel as an 
alternative to an open tender process. This mechanism offers the advantages of a 
rapid negotiating and contracting process, a GoC guarantee regarding the 
performance of Canadian supplier, and the opportunity to contract with a 
Canadian supplier already identified. (CCC 2014-146:29) 

 
Clearly signalling the anti-free market goals of CCC, these notes demonstrate the 

mercantilist logic for these security infrastructure export regimes. In providing a host of 

state resources to facilitate the advancement of private firms, the notes also demonstrate 

how the resources of the Crown can be mobilized for expedient tendering. Avoiding 

lengthy binding processes, CCC demonstrates how its assistance programming can 

promote Canadian innovation and facilitate exports of security products to the global 

South. In a summary for their 2011 Annual Report, CCC highlights the expediency 

provided by their services:  

 

Through CCC, foreign governments can significantly reduce procurement time 
and costs while gaining access to world-class Canadian goods and services. This 
ultimately leads to increased revenues for Canadian companies, which improves 
the Canadian economy and creates jobs for Canadians. (CCC 2011:18). 

 
Rationalized as providing jobs for Canadians and “assistance” to Canadian 

suppliers, indirect security aid is provided through the harnessing of a vast array of state 

resources to export security materials abroad. As a particular expression of security 

innovation, CCC is exclusively interested in maximizing the fortunes of Canadian 

security industries. No regard is given for the well-being of populations outside Canada. 
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However, unlike “indirect” security aid, “direct security aid” from CCC is an aspect of 

Canada’s larger “aid” contributions to developing the security governance systems of the 

global South. As I detail below, when it comes to developing security infrastructures, 

CCC plays an important part in the delivery of various security aid projects.  

 

Direct security aid 

 Direct security aid refers to “assistance” funding that is applied specifically 

towards purchasing security infrastructures for the global South. Structured through CCC, 

these “aid” provisions are considered in-kind donations, as described below in the 

standard line from many CCC contracts for direct security aid:  

 

 

Illustration 12: Contract for in-kind aid donations of security hardware (CCC 2014-127:12).  
 

The above entry was quoted from a CCC contract with Haitian company called 

Perfecta to provide a fleet of motorcycles and motorcycle parts to the Haitian National 

Police. As government assistance, the role of CCC in providing direct security aid is to 

function as a logistics manager for Canada’s security aid bureaucracies. Much of the 

direct security aid is provided by START-GPSF, ACCBP, and the CTCB programs, and 

in 2007, CCC signed an MoU with DFATD to become a procurement agent for its 

international procurement efforts.  
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 As discussed with the Global Markets Action Plan, an explicit aim of the plan has 

been to align trade interests with foreign assistance. Canadian policy has aimed to create 

a tied-aid formula that rewards trading partners with “aid” while simultaneously 

translating “aid” funding into trade revenues. As the procurement arm of this “aid” 

economy, CCC plays an important role in directing “aid” funding to Canadian 

corporations, although it is important to stress that the role of CCC in supplying direct 

security aid is not exclusively linked to Canadian companies. In fact, many CCC efforts 

to provide direct security aid come through non-Canadian companies. This characteristic 

is important in highlighting how CCC assists in the development of security 

infrastructures,, as the Crown is side-stepping its statutory authority to facilitate trade for 

Canadian companies selling security commodities or Canadian buyers of security 

commodities. In effect, CCC is only acting for foreign buyers and Canadian security 

bureaucracies (who are acting as Canadian “sellers”). While not technically an abrogation 

of their legal mandate, the expansion of CCC into this domain of direct security aid 

makes a farce of the legislation’s spirit. Acting as a middle-manager between government 

security aid hubs and recipient countries, CCC is not furthering any Canadian jobs 

(except their own, through the “fees” they claim on transactions).  

 Though CCC’s mandate is to assist Canadian companies, their participation in 

direct security aid is strictly about advancing the strategic interests of Canadian security 

aid.  As the primary procurement agent for Canada’s security aid hubs, CCC will contract 

any security commodities companies to support the programming objectives of security 

innovators within the Canadian bureaucracy. The result is a variety of “aid” donations 

funded by Canada and proliferate security infrastructures around the world. According to 
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the most recent figures, CCC signed 109 contracts and amendments in 2013–2014 for a 

total value of $15.75 million (CCC 2014:74).  Given the non-public disclosures of CCC 

and the security aid bureaucracies, none of these contracts have been itemized. Yet a 

number of CCC contracts for security infrastructures have been made available through 

the ATIA, which gives a sense of what constitutes direct security aid.  

 

Security aid hubs: GPSF, ACCBP, CTCB 

 Since signing the MoU with DFAIT in 2007, CCC has facilitated an impressive 

list of security development projects. It has assisted the Jamaica Defence Force Counter–

Terrorism Operations Group with training, equipment, and technical expertise (CCC 

2012; 2011). It provided millions of dollars in pick-up trucks and parts to Sierra Leone 

Police Headquarters (2011), the Rwandan National Police, and the Haitian national police 

force. Immediately after the beginning of the Libyan Revolution, CCC facilitated the 

parachuting of medical trauma kits to Benghazi, as discussed last chapter (CCC 2012). 

Contracts with Canada-based Forensic Technologies Ltd. have provided regionally-

integrated ballistics identification networks in Barbados, Trinidad and Tobago, and 

Jamaica ($791,556), and a similar regional network for Belize and Costa Rica 

($2,084,044). Other efforts to develop transversal policing hardwares included 

$3,160,500 in “investigative equipment” for Guatemala, Honduras, and El Salvador. 

Similar to systems delivered to Latin America and the Caribbean, CCC facilitated the 

donation of an Integrated Ballistic Identification System to the Government of Malaysia 

Ministry of Home Affairs (CCC 2011) and enabled the procurement of audit services and 

financial mentoring, satellite services, medical equipment, and boats for use in Southern 
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Sudan (CCC 2011). In Costa Rica, CCC procured approximately $1.7 million of security 

products, which included “state-of-the-art handheld radios, global positioning systems, 

bullet proof clothing, and a fleet of vehicles” (CCC 2013:15). 

 Another notable CCC initiative for developing transversal policing and 

surveillance capacities was focused on the Pakistan-Afghanistan border. Through 

START-GPSF, CCC provided up to $4 million to Pakistan security forces for 

sophisticated mobile scanners and pick–up trucks to monitor the sensitive Federally 

Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) borderland region.91 Reports from the project note 

that the “intent of this in–kind assistance is to provide the Government of Pakistan with 

the capability to more effectively manage, control and secure its border with 

Afghanistan...[using] a ‘beyond the border’ approach” (DFATD 2008-274:113-114). The 

“donation” also included having “16-pre screened qualified individuals... [trained] for 

operation of the [redacted] Mobile Scanner Units” (DFATD 2008-274:122). As a 

demonstration of how security aid funding is a form of foreign assistance tied to 

transversal security community, the proposal for the funding notes: “The porous 

international border between Afghanistan and Pakistan facilitates ease of movement for 

insurgents, weapons, and narcotics” (DFATD 2008-275:4). The proposal author adds: 

“An effectively managed border between Pakistan and Afghanistan is necessary for the 

stability and security of Afghanistan and for the success of the NATO International 

Security Assistance Force (ISAF) mission in Afghanistan” (DFATD 2008-275:95). In a 

rare inclusion of restrictions on the limits of security aid supplies, DFATD officials write: 

                                                 
91 Pakistan security forces have been implicated in widespread human rights violations in the FATA. As a 
primary site for counter-insurgency operations, the FATA has been the subject of significant debate within 
security journals because of the common conclusion that it is a site for radicalization, and has been a 
location for many US drone strikes. 
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“Pakistan will own the scanners” and “use them only for specified activities in 

accordance with the [redacted].... and to exercise due diligence as required by Canadian 

legislation... and policies” (DFATD 2008-274:101). The inclusion of such language is 

little more than a rhetorical devise. A reality of security development is that, despite the 

best intentions of the security development workers or policy makers, there are very few 

means (nor is there the will) to monitor the use of security aid “donations.”   

Security infrastructures aid to Syria mirrors broader Canadian interests. This can 

be seen with the announcement of $9.5 million to “aid refugees in Syria” (DFATD 2014-

778). Administered through CCC, the aid package —  part of a much larger envelope to 

Syria — was sent directly to the Jordanian Armed Forces for cargo trucks, pick-up trucks, 

buses, water trucks, etc. The package was  a complement to another aid project that 

provided $2 million of equipment to the Jordanian Gendarmerie Force and Public 

Security Directorate for security in and around the Za’atari refugee camp. Although one 

very candid report detailed the “far from perfect” (DFATD 2014-778:60) coordination 

from the Jordanian security/military forces, the Project Closure report detailed the many 

“successes” of the aid. Like some “successes” detailed in Palestine in Chapter 4, these are 

mostly related to the JAF being very appreciative of the aid. As one line puts it:  

 
This project has served to strengthen Canada’s bilateral relations with Jordan, 
especially in the sphere of defence cooperation. According to Canada's Assistant 
Defence Attaché for Jordan at the time, ‘Canada has gone from being a Country 
with no defence-related engagement in Jordan to being regularly featured in 
updates to the Jordanian Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’. (DFATD 2014-
778: 100).  

 
Like the many of the security infrastructure packages, these aid donations 

combine strategic interests and coordinated responses to global contingencies. Many of 

 406



the projects in Africa have included funds for vehicles to assist with humanitarian 

missions, particularly in policing refugee camps. CCC has purchased heavily-fortified 

IVEMA (Gila) vehicles the South Africa Peace Mission Training Centre, as well as 

vehicles (also IVEMAs Gila) and the  “outfitting” of the Formed Police Units (FPUs) of 

Senegal, Burkina Faso, and Uganda for the United Nations Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) 

(CCC 2010; 2009). Through the START-GPSF, CCC has also recently provided Zodiac 

boats for Lebanon (CCC 2009). In supporting international interventions, CCC ensured 

Canadian corporations provide policing equipment to Afghanistan (CCC 2009) and a host 

of materials (discussed at length in the subsequent case study) to Haiti, including boats, 

border security equipment, police vehicles, portable police stations, riot control gear, and 

the construction of a $50-million police headquarters along with a number of prisons.  

 Although it would be impossible to catalogue the extent to which CCC has 

assisted the development of security infrastructures of the global South, the listings above 

demonstrate how Canadian security aid travels to “places of interest.” As an examination 

of CCC reveals, the interests that draw security aid are both (in)security interests as well 

as economic interests.  The strategic function of CCC is demonstrated as a middle-

manager — a merchant — for the promotion for elements of Canadian security 

innovation. Importantly, CCC demonstrates how security innovation can be packaged in 

a range of hardwares that develop transversal security capacities in the global South, as 

well as knowledge systems of risk and management that support (indirectly) the 

development of governance regimes.  

 

DND and surplus gear 
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As prominent security innovators, DND-CF have a distinct and complementary role those 

of the security aid hubs and CCC in the donations of security infrastructures. While 

DND-CF does not engage in a similar quantity of infrastructures aid as CCC and the 

security aid hubs, they nonetheless have a unique role that is played through the donation 

of “surplus gear.” Developed in the context of the Global Engagement Strategy (GES), 

the donation of surplus gear as a strategic component of Canadian foreign policy is a 

relatively new field. As I detail below, it is also strategically-linked to Canadian security 

innovation in the transversal security community.  

 A briefing note prepared for the Minister of Defence explains a new priority 

under the GES of donating surplus equipment to militaries of the global South. The 

briefing explains: “As many countries in Central America require basic military clothing 

and equipment, Canada Command is working with ADM(Mat) staff to identify 

opportunities where small transfers of surplus assets could achieve significant benefits for 

partner nations” (DND 2013-701:65). The note goes on to explain that a Treasury Board 

Directive on Disposal of Surplus Materiel provides the Minister with the authority to 

approve donations “when the donation/ gratuitous transfer will serve the public interest 

more than sale to the public at market value” (ibid.). The “first such opportunity” 

presented itself in the summer of 2013 with a proposed “gratuitous transfer” of 2,000 

Tactical Load Carrying Vests to the Belize Defence Force. 

Explaining that the “Tactical Load bearing vest is obsolete,” the briefing advises 

the Minister that, based on current catalogue price, the overall value of the Load Carrying 

Vests being considered is $380,000. Although these vests have been “declared surplus by 

the Canadian Forces, these utility vests have multiple functions and are composed of 
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pockets for arms and additional pockets for alternative use such as small radios and First 

Aid kits,” explains a press release sent out to Canadian media (DND 2013-701:10). The 

press release writing by the Canadian Forces gives a succinct explanation of how surplus 

donations fulfill an “assistance” provision of security hardware, which in turn supports 

other security aid efforts at capacity building as well as broader strategic interests:  

 
This donation of equipment is in response to a BDF request for Canadian Forces’ 
assistance with the acquisition of vests, and will support BDF operations and 
training. These 2,000 load carrying vests represent a surplus to the needs of the 
Canadian Forces. This support for Belize is a tangible example of Canada’s 
implementation of its objective, under the Americas’ Strategy, to address 
insecurity and advance freedom, democracy, human rights and the rule of law 
through capacity building. (DND 2013-701:10 — emphasis added). 

 
In addition to assisting build the material capabilities of a member of the 

transversal security community, the CF have emphasized the donation of surplus 

materials to enhance their communications and visibility strategies. An email from 

Lieutenant-Colonel Deane St-Onge outlines the multi-layered strategic value of these aid 

donations and their future use:  

 
As this is but the first in what is expected to be an ongoing string of queries 
related to the aval of surplus assets for donation/gratuitous under the 
Department’s Global Engagement Strategy, it would be appreciated if you could 
identify your POC (Maj Guilbault?) for fielding any future queries relating to 
DSSPM managed assets. (DND 2013-701:87). 

 
As an element of the GES, the donation of surplus gear has accelerated, although 

it is unclear to what extent. Most recently, DND-CF has donated surplus gear to Iraq and 

Ukraine. In late 2014, Ukraine received approximately 30,000 coats, 30,000 pairs of 

pants, 70,000 pairs of Gore-Tex boots and 4,500 pairs of gloves (DND 2014). As a 

contribution to Iraqi Security Forces, DND announced in January 2015 (DND 2015) that 
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it was donating 6,000 items of winterized and wet weather gear, including 1,000 coats, 

fleece shirts, and pants for cold weather operations, as well as 1,000 jackets and pants for 

wet weather. 

 While the GES is a component of promoting Canadian security innovation in the 

transversal security community, the donation of military gear has also included a 

“boomerang effect” (Foucault 2003:102), where military hardwares used abroad in 

security interventions come back as domestic policing technologies (see also: Graham 

2011). For example, DND has disclosed that surplus donations to domestic policing 

agencies have included night-vision goggles, military apparel, and related field 

equipment used in Afghanistan (Quan 2014). Other boomeranged goods include the 

donation of an MCI J4500-model bus to the Winnipeg Police Service, to be retrofitted as 

a “command vehicle” for major operations (ibid.). Four other police forces  — B.C. 

RCMP, Edmonton, Windsor, and New Glasgow, N.S. — have received “demilitarized” 

light armoured vehicles (LAVs) that were used by DND-CF in Afghanistan.  

 As a security assistance practice, the donation of surplus gear is a good 

representation of the transversal security community, and a collapsing of internal/external 

boundaries. The boomerang effect reflects this blurring, where the technologies from 

security interventions abroad become normalized in domestic policing operations. 

Though the donations of surplus gear are small in quantity, they demonstrate how 

security assistance regimes are more “successful” when conceptualized as strategically 

linked to Canadian participation in the transversal security community. Certainly these 

donations enhance the capacities of surveillance and security forces in the global South, 

but a larger influence on the design of these strategies is the desire to increase Canadian 
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visibility and reputational value. These donations represent small, practical donations to 

efforts of transversal security community, and illustrate a humanitarian trope to 

rationalize Canadian aid.  

 Highlighting how security aid becomes practiced as infrastructure (hardware) 

development demonstrates an important aspect of Canadian security innovation. 

Although the cataloguing of these donations is only partial, the scope of these security aid 

practices demonstrates how Canadian technologies contribute to transversal governance 

capabilities, and spotlights the strategic functions of these donations to advancing 

Canadian visibility as a practical contributor to developing the security infrastructures of 

the global South. As a norm-supporter, Canada’s contribution to the transversal security 

community is exemplified by a value-free approach to developing security norms. The 

centrality of hardwares as technical and value-neutral is an important component of 

Canadian norm-supporting. And it is epitomized by the case study of security aid to Haiti.  

 

Security aid and the Haitian security state 

 Haiti is an ideal site to examine the second typology of security aid. After the 

removal of Aristide, the situation in Haiti was declared a threat to international peace and 

security in the region. Acting under its Chapter VII of the UN Charter authority, the UN 

Security Council passed Resolution 1542 to establish the United Nations Stabilization 

Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH). From the initial resolution 1542 (2004), which legalized 

an international force to consolidate the coup, a number of other resolutions — 1608 

(2005), 1702 (2006), 1743 (2007), 1780 (2007), 1840 (2008), 1892 (2009), 1908 (2010), 
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1927 (2010), and 1944 (2010) — have augmented the authority of international actors 

under MINUSTAH to strengthen Haiti’s security sector.  

 In what critics have described as the “UN Occupation” (Podur 2012), 

MINUSTAH is responsible for an estimated that 80 per cent of security functions in 

Haiti. With annual budgets in the range of $650–800 million (USD), MINUSTAH 

assumes primary responsibility for a wide range of governance reforms, which have a 

central focus on the criminal justice system. Comprised of 6,892 total uniformed 

personnel as of January 2015 (with 4,658 troops, 2,234 police, and additional civilians), 

MINUSTAH lists contributions from 61 countries.92 MINUSTAH represents itself as a 

coalition of transversal collaboration, and it is largely influenced by norm-makers such as 

Brazil (Kenkel 2010) and, primarily, the United States. The US leadership role was 

nakedly exposed with leaked cables in early 2011.93 Focused on stabilizing the political 

regime implanted by the US following the removal of Aristide, MINUSTAH 

implemented an aggressive policing strategy described as an anti-gang pacification 

strategy (Cockayne 2014; Dorn 2009). Yet, clearly, the strategy was deployed to target 

political opponents of the new government (Hallward 2007; James 2010). MINUSTAHs 

aggressive policing campaign was accompanied by comprehensive efforts to build new 

                                                 
92 Military personnel: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Indonesia, Jordan, Nepal, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Sri Lanka, United 
States and Uruguay; Police personnel: Argentina, Bangladesh, Benin, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burundi, 
Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Côte d'Ivoire, Croatia, Egypt, France, Grenada, Guinea, India, 
Jamaica, Jordan, Kyrgyzstan, Lithuania, Madagascar, Mali, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Rwanda, Senegal, Serbia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Vanuatu and Yemen. See: 
http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/minustah/facts.shtml (accessed March 1, 2015).  
93 See: http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/cifamerica/2011/jan/21/haiti-wikileaks; 
https://wikileaks.org/cable/2008/10/08PORTAUPRINCE1381.html (accessed February 21, 2015). 
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security infrastructures. Canada has been central as an operator in the latter and a more 

passive norm-supporter of the former.  

 Carlos Alberto dos Santos Cruz of Brazil, force Commander of MINUSTAH, 

described the efforts to make security an apriori function for economic development, 

saying that “stabilization and development are two sides of the same coin” (quoted in 

Muggah 2010:445). As the security side of the coin, Canada became heavily invested in 

building the state capacity of police, prisons, and borders. Yet, on the development side 

of the coin, scholars have detailed how the international community — lead by norm-

makers — have promoted the extreme privatization of services, largely to international 

NGOs (Edmonds 2013; Schuller 2012; 2010). Zanotti (2010) has detailed how 

international strategies have promoted NGOs as substitutes for the social welfare state, 

and Schuller (2012:7) has provided a vivid ethnographic exploration of NGOs in Haiti 

acting as “the glue of globalization” — effectively covering up the violence from a failed 

system of international aid while becoming instrumentalized for ends other than 

humanitarianism. Barry-Shaw and Oja Jay (2012) have extended this analysis to 

demonstrate how Canadian NGOs have profited greatly from the “aid” money spent in 

Haiti, demonstrating what James (2004) calls “compassion economies” in which 

professional humanitarian agencies make suffering productive. Yet, while development 

functions are privatized to the humanitarian market or domestic economic elite (Girard 

2010), the construction of a “security state” necessitates a re-affirmation of the state’s 

monopoly of force. As Chandler (2006) has detailed, the global North has used the 

creation of “phantom states” to hollow out the economies and social services of “aid” 

recipients in the global South (see also Duffield 2007; Hoogvelt 1997). However, this is 
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parallel to an enhancement of abilities of the state’s security apparatus to govern potential 

insecurities (Taylor 2009), particularly if disruptions threaten interests of the transversal 

security community. Canadian aid has been central to this security-side of development, 

with a significant emphasis on constructing the material infrastructure to enforce order.  

 Numerous participants in this study brought up Haiti as an example, while 

discussing security aid projects. None of the references were positive. A number of these 

references were included in Chapter 5, and it can be re-iterated here that the 

representations of challenges or failure in Haiti can almost always be characterized as 

“external” barriers to security aid. Haiti has been presented as having a fluid and 

unprofessional bureaucracy, as “freelancing” in negotiations to receive more funding, as 

having a deficient political culture, and as a recalcitrant aid recipient that has sufficiently 

“bought in” to an agenda of security and development. While supporters of the Canadian 

whole of government assistance program (Baranyi 2014) acclaim certain “successes” 

from these aid practices, very few successes are evident. As I discuss below, even 

Canadian officials have acknowledged that, by most measures, Haiti is no better off than 

before the removal of Aristide, despite over a billion dollars in foreign aid. On the other 

hand, many critics demonstrate that things are worse. What I account for below is how 

“security infrastructures” have been a major component of Canada’s contribution to the 

interventions in Haiti; a component that has delivered “successes” for Canadian strategic 

interests, but few benefits for the Haitian people.  

 

Overview of security aid in Haiti 
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 Canada has funded a total of 32 separate security projects in Haiti. Although 

several departments have managed these projects, the START-GPSF has been the most 

prominent, committing more than $100 million of security aid to Haiti from 2006 to 2014 

(DFATD 2012-49:189). Most of these funds are officially directed towards security 

system reform where, according to DFATD briefing notes, “Canada is a key donor in the 

security sector in Haiti, along with the United States” (DFATD 2012-49:185). After the 

coup to remove Aristide, a minimum annual START-GPSF allocation of $15 million was 

increased to nearly $25 million since fiscal year 2010–2011 to respond to immediate 

post-earthquake stabilization needs (CIDA 2011-177). The majority of START-GPSF 

projects consist of construction and renovation of infrastructure and equipment for the 

Haitian police, prisons, and “une approache integrée” for border security (CIDA 2011-

177:86). START-GPSF projects have also included the placement of experts, including at 

least 25 individuals from CSC and up to 150 RCMP as part of MINUSTAH. This small 

but influential group of security innovators develop various training regimes, which will 

be talked about in the following section on security techniques.  

 Projects to enhance security infrastructure range from very small prison 

refurbishment contracts ($89,000 to Prison Cap-Haitian Phase 1) or building perimeters 

fences at police stations ($513,259.67 for the Lower Delmas station) to large 

contributions such as the construction and equipment for major prisons, police stations, 

and border crossings. Following the earthquake, Canada quickly positioned itself to 

coordinate further security sector reforms. Not representative of any form of shift, 

projects announced post-quake have been a continuation of security aid policies that 

existed pre-quake. I have previously detailed the 2005–2009 security aid spending in 
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Haiti (Walby and Monaghan 2011), and the discussion below highlights how the post-

earthquake assistance is a continuation (if not an intensification) of Canada’s earlier 

strategy. In keeping with the tenets of the security-development nexus, the rationale 

behind this assistance rests on the notion that security presents a precondition to 

development. To advance development efforts, Canada’s aid to Haiti’s security sector has 

focused on centered on three areas: policing, prisons, and borders. I address these three 

areas of security infrastructures aid in order.  

 

Security aid to the Haitian National Police 

Haiti’s national police force is called the Haitian National Police (HNP). Under 

the leadership of the US and Brazil, reforming the HNP has been a multinational effort 

that has included France, Spain, European Union, UNDP, and MINUSTAH (RCMP 

2009-05894:115). Despite Canada’s small quantity of participants in a very large 

coalition (150 members of a total exceeding 6,000), the RCMP has recounted the 

influence of Canadian security innovators: “Canada has become the lead contributor to 

MINUSTAH’s mandate to reform and professionalize the HNP” through deployment of 

Canadian police officers and provision of infrastructure support (RCMP 2009-

05894:114). In addition to the contribution of personnel from the RCMP, Canada’s 

commitment to enhancing the policing infrastructure has included substantial aid funding.  

 As the lead procurement body for START-GPSF, CCC has also been active in the 

enhancement of security infrastructure for the HNP. One element of these efforts have 

been to supply the HNP with operational vehicles. Through a CCC contract with Hinoto 

in Port-au-Prince, CCC spent $2,619,137 (USD) to purchase 4x4 double cab pick-ups for 
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the HNP. Delivered in the fall of 2010, the pick-ups were to “assist them [HNP] in 

delivering their mandate by allowing for officers to carry out patrols, arrest criminals, 

document crimes and respond to emergencies” (CCC 2012-055:302). From Perfecta, a 

company based in Port-au-Prince, CCC purchased a fleet of Black Honda N’X4 Falcon 

motorcycles ($337,111 USD) and motorcycle equipment ($300,400 USD) (see CCC 

2014-127). Also in 2012, CCC procured Toyota Land cruisers ($105,584 USD), tow 

trucks ($405,480 USD), and a forklift ($96,175 USD) for the HNP (ibid.). CCC also 

handled two contracts for vehicle repairs: a $757,145 contract with a Thailand-based 

company to train 40 HNP mechanics, and a standing order contract of up to $1,000,000 

for HNP truck repairs. A third contract worth $176,348.47 was signed with a numbered 

corporation from New Brunswick (662832 BN Inc.) in April 2012. The contract was to 

provide “Logistic Management processes to be designed and developed for the fleet of 

HNP vehicles” (CCC 2014-127:158).  

 Canada has undertaken the post-coup building, refurbishment, and equipping of 

all 21 HNP Police Stations. For this project, aid funding has included the purchase of “all 

necessary office equipment,” as well as operational equipment such as “crowd control” 

and “investigative equipment,” helmets, vests, shields, bullet proof vests, batons, 

handcuffs, cones, traffic vests, fingerprint kits, police line markings, measuring tapes, 

digital cameras, police blotter, manual type writers, latex gloves, etc.  (RCMP 2009-

5894:110). Canada also funded the installation of an electronic fingerprint database 

(CIDA 2009-97:204), the purchase of 20 vehicles and two motorcycles for these HNP 

stations, and the construction of three Level II Pre-trial Detention Centres. 
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 START-GPSF allocated $2.5 million (through the IOM) to the refurbishment of 

Haitian National Police Academy Training Headquarters. The goal of the project was to 

enhance facilities at the Academy through the “reinforcement of adequate training facility 

space, including provision of infrastructure and other necessary equipment, in order to 

strengthen efficiency in delivering professional and specialized training for all profiles of 

police officers, including border, correctional and special units’ police officers” (DFATD 

2013-1691:210). The contract included extensive construction of facilities: classrooms; 

barracks; living quarters; water supplies; cafeterias; an equipped weight lifting room; 

dining facilities; a kitchen with appliances; beds; air conditioners; a wide range of office 

supplies; medical supplies and CPR kits; traffic cones; megaphones; crime scene kits; 

fingerprint kits; reflective vests; gym mats; portable power washers; electric, plumbing 

and carpentry tools; computers and printers; projectors; and a vehicle for the maintenance 

team (DFATD 2013-1691:212). CIDA announced and approved funds in 2011 that would 

fund a new National Police Academy in Ganthier, outside Port-au-Prince (CIDA 2011-

191:15). Yet, as of late 2014, the $35-million commitment has had numerous delays and 

has not passed the proposal stage. In funding temporary facilities, GPSF contracted 

Alberta’s Atco Structures and Logistics Ltd. (through CCC) to provide mobile training 

classrooms and toilets for the HNP (CCC 2014-127:105). At a cost of over $77,000 each, 

Atco provided 12 classrooms in 2011.   

 Enhancing the training facilities of the HNP has been integral for the plan of 

building security capacities in Haiti. Canada’s security infrastructure aid was 

supplemented by efforts to train and mentor the HNP, largely through the MINUSTAH 

mission. Canada has sent numerous groups of policing experts to Haiti through the 
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Canadian Policing Arrangement, as well as while contracted through CANADEM. One 

DFATD document describes the commitment as follows:  

 
The presence of the Canadian police experts in Haiti is greatly appreciated by the 
HNP, their colleagues and other countries engaged in Haiti. Canadians are highly 
sought after in departments where tangible results are immediately needed. The 
expertise and know how of the Canadian officers in Haiti is well known, and the 
greatest lesson learned has been that in future missions to Haiti, greater numbers 
of Canadian police experts should be deployed for longer missions. (DFATD 
2013-1691:137 — emphasis added). 

 
Noting Canada’s efforts to strategically allocate security innovators, another 

report on contributions from START-GPSF and the RCMP reads:  

 
Contributeurs [Canadien] adoptent une approche beaucoup plus strategique 
identifient une niche precise apporter sa contribution afin de mieux faire valoir ses 
intenents et ses champs d’expertise, particulierement au niveau de la 
programmation du GTSR [START] en appui a la mise en oeuvre de la RSS - 
police, prisons et frontiers. (RCMP 2009-5894:2). 

 
As a characteristic of Canadian security innovation, Canada contributed 

significant resources towards building the security infrastructures of the HNP. 

Leveraging the significant aid contributions to the infrastructures of the HNP, the RCMP 

has highlighted their strategic niches and tangible contributions to the enhancement of the 

MINUSTAH mission. Using this strategic leverage has allowed Canadian to demonstrate 

their security innovation and achieve higher visibility. As I discuss below, the acclaims 

for Canadian security innovation within documents regarding Canadian security aid exist 

alongside a noticeable absence of comment regarding the two largest issues facing the 

Haitian population: human rights and poverty. Although many documents make reference 

to aspirational principles of human rights, few documents discuss practices of human 

rights, particularly the extremely poor record of the HNP. Perhaps the most depictive 
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project of the effort to police the extreme poverty in Haiti comes from a START-GPSF 

funded effort to create mobile policing outposts.  

 Through CCC, Canada contracted the IOM in July 2012 to provide “mobile 

offices” for the HNP. While the contract for the containers described them as “offices,” 

the final report submitted by the IOM described the containers as “Police Commissariat 

Containers” designed to be deployed in “volatile” and “targeted neighourhoods” (CCC 

2014-142:25). In retrofitting the sea containers into mobile police stations (an innovative 

feat in itself), the IOM provide pictures in their final report to START that exemplify 

what Sanyal (2007:58) has called the postcolonial “wasteland of the dispossessed” and 

the policing of Haiti’s impoverished population:  
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Illustration 13: Photos of HNP mobile police stations for “targeted neighbourhoods” (CCC 2014-142:10-
11) 
 

In the final report, IOM note that “an issue beyond IOM and START control was 

the final destination of the containers once ready for deployment.” Indicating that there 
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were subsequent discussions between IOM and START with the HNP over the issue of 

deployment, the subsequent sentences of the report are redacted. The report notes that at 

least one location (in Delmas 75) was stopped by a community CASEK (CCC 2014-

142:26) — its leaders recognized by the government — which provides insights into the 

violence and antagonisms in which these stations are embedded. 

 Notwithstanding the issue of locations — the containers are intended to be mobile 

— the IOM report details how the containers will function as “fully operational Police 

Commissariats to be placed in volatile locations identified by the HNP” (CCC 2014-

142:9). The report says that “[redacted] out of [redacted] containers were placed in the 

HNP priority neighbourhoods and other [redacted] remained at the National Police 

Academy of Port-au-Prince to be deployed around the city” (ibid.). Although redacted in 

some areas of the document, the report later confirms (as does the original contract) that 

13 containers were provided: “By July 2013, 10 Mobile Commissariats were installed in 

different locations of Port-Au-Prince and one in the Haiti / Dominican Republic border 

area of Malpasse.” Finally, IOM reported that “The HNP received [number redacted] 

equipped mobile commissariats, all placed in vulnerable neighbourhoods to ensure a 

more efficient response to crime through immediate intervention” (CCC 2014-142:26). 

As in most discussions of “crime fighting” in Haiti, the depiction of the HNP is that of an 

objective policing force acting to assist “vulnerable” neighbourhoods. This depiction is 

far from the reality. 

 Despite the constant refrain from Canadian and international actors to be 

improving the human rights practices of the HNP, a number of  reports have detailed how 

the HNP have been involved in fragrant human rights abuses (Amnesty International 
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2014; 2011; HealthRoots 2011; US 2013). Allegations of widespread corruption and drug 

trafficking are regular, and local parlance refers to the HNP as “legal bandits” (Papillon 

2014). Even some Canadian documents illustrate the precarious “development” of the 

HNP. One example relates to the provision of “non-lethal” equipment to the HNP. At the 

conclusion of a CANADEM mission that facilitated 20 retired Canadian police officers as 

senior advisors within MINUSTAH, concerns were raised regarding the disposal of 

weapons purchased for the Canadian officers. After being informed that the risk of 

storing the firearms and tasers at Canada House was too great, CANADEM was 

instructed to “have all lethal equipment destroyed and transfer the ownership of the 

remaining equipment to HNP” (DFATD 2013-1691:120). However, despite being 

instructed by DFATD to give the tasers to the HNP, CANADEM provided the following 

explanation of their actions:  

 
After consultation with Phil MacLellan [policing consultant], donation of the non-
lethal equipment directly to the HNP was not recommended. The MINUSTAH 
vetting process of the HNP is not sufficiently complete to ensure that CANADEM 
could guarantee that the equipment would be properly used for HNP police 
activities, and not sold off into black market activities. (ibid.) 

 
After an attempt to transfer the equipment to the Niger component of 

MINUSTAH failed, the equipment was eventually shipped back to Canada and 

destroyed. It is notable that, through examination of thousands of documents of records 

on security aid to Haiti, this example of tasers is the only evidence where the provision of 

security infrastructure and materials corresponds with concerns over the potential future 

implications that these material provisions might incur. Even more notable, the concerns 

were raised by a contracted third-party, not Canadian officials.  
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 Another example relates to a “secret” document from December 2011, circulated 

by the director of DFATD’s Haiti Task Force Karen Baudson, which serves as an 

example of the tenuousness of the HNP as a recipient (see DFATD 2012-49:59-65). 

Emailed to a list of individuals and departments that comprise the whole of government 

approach to security aid in Haiti, Baudson writes in the opening bullet: “Looking to the 

security situation, the Police National d’Haiti [redacted] to ensure community security 

throughout the country, but it was clear that international, and specifically Canadian 

efforts to build their capacity is having a positive impact.” Then, two pages later, the 

following section appears under the heading of “human rights”: 

 

 
Illustration 14: Redacted human rights discussion regarding HNP (DFATD 2012-49:59-65). 
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While mostly redacted — itself likely an attempt to shelter the Canadian 

government from criticism and embarrassment — the point is nonetheless clear: the HNP 

are a rogue police force. Baudson expresses this point later in her report when saying 

esoterically: “Although training efforts continue, the force remains limited by both the 

number of officers and an unclear strategy for their development” (ibid.). Given Canada’s 

“leadership” role in developing this strategy over the past decade, the statement would 

appear to be highly contradictory. Yet, if we understand the constant mention of 

Canadian “leadership” in the context of norm-supporting, the statement by Baudson can 

be better understood. As a technically-oriented contributor, Canada’s leadership relates to 

applied expertise, how Canadian security innovators can be seen as reliable and 

dependable in providing functional support for requirements of the MINUSTAH mission. 

Canada has limited influence within MINUSTAH, so instead functions as a norm-

supporter by showing political support for the normative rationales for intervening in 

Haiti, and maintaining a high degree of visibility in providing practical security 

development programming within the broader assistance effort in Haiti. In that context, 

Baudson’s statement contains no contradiction, because Canada’s contributions are from 

security innovators on a strictly technical plain.  

 Having only technical responsibilities, the moral responsibilities for human rights 

violations can be handed to those responsible for the broader “strategic” goals of the 

reforms, or simply be regarded as an expression of the lack of “buy-in” from Haitian 

recipients of aid. Much like the “failures” detailed in Chapter 5, the lack of development 

with the HNP highlights how human rights abuses provide further rationalization for 

“development” and “professionalization” of the HNP, thereby calling further attention 
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and significance to Canada’s contribution as a technically-focused security innovator. 

And, though concerns about “professionalization” have been raised, the general scope of 

security infrastructure aid to the HNP has unfolded with no indication of post-aid 

monitoring or reporting on how these resources are utilized.  

 

Security aid to border management 

 Border security is a second pillar of the security aid regime in Haiti. Much of the 

Canadian funding is directed through the IOM in order to “strengthen Haiti’s capacity to 

manage regular and irregular migrant flows” (CIDA 2009-97:202). IOM programming 

also includes a wide range of capacity building efforts, which corresponds to the third 

typology of security techniques. Much of these efforts correspond to integrating Haiti 

into the transversal security community and “facilitating cross-border cooperation and 

discussion on matters high on the Caribbean agenda” (ibid.). Canada has also engaged in 

(very cautious) attempts to integrate Haitian authorities into broader regional efforts at 

border controls.94  

 Aid to develop the infrastructures of border management has centered on border 

stations along the Dominican Republic border. Funding to the Pan American 

Development Foundation (PADF) included a $2.9 million reconstruction of the Belladere 

crossing. Aiming to “improve security; increase respect for migrant rights; and regularize 

cross-border flows” (CIDA 2009-97:205), the new Belladere complex opened in early 

2013 and included six buildings for migration, customs, and police. Canadian funding for 

                                                 
94 For a funding project that included sending Haitian delegations to cross-border events and trainings, the 
following note appeared within a  “risks” matrix: “During the first year of consultations, until momentum 
and confidence get consolidated, the project team avoided controversial and highly problematic topics (e.g., 
illegal labour migration) where one particular country would emerge as a source of all troubles in the 
region” (DFATD 2013-1691:79). 
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the rehabilitation of Malpasse border post was coordinated by IOM. As one of four major 

land crossings, it is estimated that 57 per cent of border traffic between Haiti and the 

Dominican Republic takes place through the Malpasse crossing (DFATD 2013-

1691:225). It is particularly important for migrant workers (many of whom are non-

authorized) as well as market workers. Canada’s contribution to border management is a 

practical effort at containing these mobilities, which are a central preoccupation of the 

transversal security community aiming to develop regulatory surveillance and controls in 

Haiti.  

 At a cost of over $4.2 million, the IOM refurbished and upgraded “police 

infrastructure and supply of necessary equipment at 18 border posts within a 15 kilometer 

radius of the border” (DFATD 2013-1691:287) In a final report issued in September 

2011, the IOM reported that the border refurbishments funded by START-GPSF “to 

control the 388 kilometer land border with the Dominican Republic as the MINUSTAH 

mandate and the Haitian government shifted to prioritize the security of border areas” 

(ibid.). Another project provided over $2.4 million towards the refurbishment of border 

checkpoints at Beliadere, Saint-Marc, Gonaives, Ouanaminthe, Malpasse, Miragoane, 

Thomassique, Les Cayes Vache, Port-de-Paix, Port-au-Prince Port, and Cap-Haitien 

(DFATD 2013-1691:70). For these border outposts, aid funding was assigned to procure 

general infrastructure costs of supplying office and IT equipment, document examination 

tools and expert assistance in developing immigration legislation, procedural manuals, 

and management skills. Funds to the IOM have gone towards purchasing laptops, digital 

cameras, and GPS units. With START-GPSF funding, IOM coordinated the creation of a 

Technical Support Unit (TSU) office, which included refurbished and procured office 
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equipment and furniture. Three new passport offices in Les Cayes, Port-au-Prince, and 

Cap Haitian — which were either renovated (Cap Haitian) or created ex-novo (Les Cayes 

and Port au Prince) — have been installed with new passport issuing software and 

materials (DFATD 2013-1691:273). 

 Refurbishment of the border posts included the installation of all electrical 

equipment, including generators and solar systems, as well as office equipment. IOM also 

contracted a firm to install IT and VHF radios at the checkpoints. Mobile radio 

communication equipment has been installed in the vehicles provided for use at the 

checkpoints. Also, immigration officers in Port-au-Prince and at border checkpoints 

received 25 handheld VHF radios as part of an integrated radio communications system. 

As part of their contract with START-GPSF, IOM also procured 160 document 

examination kits and training reference manuals from an Australian vendor, used for 

document examination training with new border officers. 

 These Canadian funds have been directed in a comprehensive effort to build the 

physical infrastructures of the Haitian border. In addition to the planned construction and 

refurbishment of the border, savings from projects were directed towards extra border 

enhancements. For example, one report provided by the IOM noted how “At the end of 

the intervention on the 18 police posts, funds were available to rehabilitate an additional 

1,44Bm2 of the burned Ouanaminthe Commissariat leaving only one section of the 

largest commissariat in the country to be rehabilitated” (DFATD 2013-1691:288). As an 

illustration of Canada’s role as a security innovator in the fortification of Haiti’s border 

regime, documents indicate that Japan funded aspects of the Canadian initiative. One 

report details: 

 428



 
As a result of the lead role the START has played in the initiative to reinforce 
security along the land border areas, the Government of Japan also agreed to 
contribute towards the initiative. The Government of Japan’s contribution 
included the supply of vehicles and motorcycles, additional office equipment, and 
technical and investigative equipment for the 18 border posts. The Government of 
Japan’s contribution totalled 2.3 million dollars. (DFATD 2013-1691:289). 

 
An emphasis on developing interoperable surveillance systems at the border was 

addressed with a contract to the IOM ($3.6 million) for improving automated migrant 

processing that “aims to increase the capacity of the immigration service to track 

migration flows, and improve the service’s coordination with other agencies involved in 

border management, including those tasked with combating human trafficking” (DFATD 

2013-2554:8). Using Canadian aid funding, the project planned to introduce automated 

Border Management Information Systems (BMIS) at 12 priority border migration points 

(DFATD 2013-1691:272). However, the program was fraught with complications, 

particularly the non-cooperation of Haitian officials.95 Through a series of setbacks —

including two reported instances of deliberate tampering —the plans were downgraded to 

install 12 VSATs (satellites) at specified posts. However, even those plans have faltered, 

and only three VSAT systems have been installed. IOM reported that the remaining nine 

VSATs have “been donated to the Ministry of the Interior and are stored in a government 

building” (DFATD 2013-1691:273). In the meantime, IOM also reported that it was 

quitting the training phase of that capacity building project and the VSAT trainings 

would be done by technicians from the unnamed company.  

                                                 
95 One report noted: “It must be however stressed that there exists still a large group of law enforcement 
officers, some of whom also received the integrated border management team, who is resistant to change 
and who remains still very much attached to their pre-training working style, as it is unfortunately more 
lucrative, as connected to corrupt practices” (DFATD 2013-1691:242).  Though security development 
workers are quick to point towards corruption, Ball (2005) has emphasized that “resistance” is a common 
organization aspect of security policy transfers. Moreover, from a postcolonial framework, non-compliance 
is an aspect of the unequal power relations that accompany the “sharing” of security assistance.  
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 Complementing security infrastructure aid to bolster land crossings are projects to 

increase the capacity of water-based migration flows. Funding has been allocated for the 

Coast Guard (which is run by the HNP) base in the Southern Region in Les Cayes ($7 

million) to “help regularize of the flow of people and goods,” and “reinforce the presence 

of the HNP along the southern coast” (CIDA 2009-97:205). Canada also funded ($3.7 

million) the “donation| of five vessels to the maritime police unit of the HNP to 

“complement the construction of a maritime police base in Les Cayes” and “strengthen 

Canadian leadership in advancing security system reform and stabilization in Haiti” 

(CIDA 2009-97:208). Similar to Canadian efforts detailed in the case studies on Libya 

and Palestine, “Canadian leadership” has been parlay to promote Canadian visibility and 

strategic interests. One document related to the construction efforts at the Belladere 

border crossing reported:  

 
Two billboards have been produced to display, make public and exhibit the design 
of the border complex in Belladere. Those billboards, which were unveiled during 
the visit of Minister Maxime Bernier, clearly presented to the public the support 
and funding of the Canadian Government to the construction. (DFATD 2013-
1691:353). 

 
As a norm-supporter, Canada uses the promotion of Canadian “leadership” as a 

central component for promoting security innovation. Through the infrastructure aid to 

enhance Haitian border management, Canada has been able to promote its contributions 

as a security innovator. The governance of mobilities, particularly through trends in 

“crimmigration” (Stumpf 2006; Franko Aas 2011), occupy a central priority of the 

transversal security community. As I detail next chapter, these efforts are centered on the 

coordination and interoperability of border surveillance and policing agencies, with 

recipient countries of the global South becoming marshalled — or deputized — as 
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frontline managers of unwanted population flows. With a history of poverty and foreign 

interference, Haiti has long been considered a problematic source of “illegal” migration, 

and the Canadian security aid to border infrastructures represents a highly strategic and 

practical contribution to the aspirational efforts of control by the transversal security 

community. Complementing the security aid to policing as well as the prison system (as 

examined next section), these practices of security innovation have been strategically 

valuable for enhancing systems of surveillance and control, and even more successful at 

promoting Canadian security innovation.  

 

Security aid to prisons 

A third pillar of the security infrastructure development in Haiti has focused on 

prisons, coordinated by Canada’s federal prison authority — Correctional Services 

Canada (CSC).  Documents from CSC describe that the agency was asked to assist in re-

establishing and strengthening the corrections system in Haiti, as a result of the Service’s 

international reputation and correctional expertise” (CSC2 011-172:1). The reform 

program has involved extensive prison construction and training programs.  

There are 17 prisons in Haiti and four commissariats (located in police stations). 

CSC has been working in Haiti since the mid-1990s, with little to demonstrate any great 

accomplishments given the excessively violent conditions of the Haitian penal system. In 

fact, a penal system that was already among the most unjust of the world has perhaps 

gotten worse. At the end of 2013, there were 10,400 prisoners in the Haitian prison 

system, compared with 1,935 in 2004 (Forst 2013). The Port-au-Prince prison is 

estimated to contain more than 4,000 prisoners, despite the facility being built for a 
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capacity of 750 inmates. Overcrowding in Port-au-Prince mirrors the general trend of 

excessive overcrowding across Haiti. Remand practices and preventive detention are 

responsible for much of the overcrowding, where as much as 80 per cent of the total 

prison population being held without having yet seen a judge (HRW 2014:256). 

As an effort to assist with the massive overcrowding of non-convicted prisoners, 

Canadian security aid has attempted to assist the Haitian prison regime with projects to 

refurbish and construct more prisons. In particular, Canadian security innovators have 

focused on building new prisons that could serve as “model” prisons for a major prison 

building expansion. Two prisons in particular are worth noting. CSC has pointed to the 

Fort Liberté prison as “[un] project [qui] constitue donc une opportunite pour la DAP de 

construire pour la premiere fois une nouvelle prison conformé aux normes 

internationales, et de ce fait de fournir a la DAP une prison ‘modele’ qui pourrait faire 

l’object de replication dans les autres juridictions carcerales du pays” (CIDA 2009-

97:147). Likewise, the Croix Des Bouquets prison, a flagship initiative located 

approximately 8 miles from Port-au-Prince, was imagined as a prison “[qui] servira de 

modele pour d’eventuels échanges d’experiences, de bonnes pratiques et une réplication 

potentielle dans d’autres juridictions du pays” (RCMP 2009-5894:1). 

 Construction costs for Croix Des Bouquets were funded by the Canadian 

government and construction began in May 2009. When the facility opened in 2012, it 

offered a “bed space”— of 1,024, which appeared to be nothing more than concrete slabs 

— though UN Independent Expert Michael Forst (2013) has noted that the facility is far 

better than current norms in Haiti. Canada has also funded $1.5 million in renovations at 

the Cap Haitien civil prison. One report notes that the general capacity of the prison was 
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intended to be 165 people in 11 cellules. Yet at the end of May 2007, the prison was 

holding 300 people in only seven functional cellules (DFATD 2011-1609:65). The first 

phase of the repairs focused on opening the four dysfunctional cellules. Subsequently, the 

PADF had completed additional eight cellules (three for women and five for men), as 

well as a kitchen and other facilities. Construction was completed by February 2010. 

Though Canada has been involved in prison reform since the 1990s and 

MINUSTAH has engaged in a variety of efforts since 2004, there are few indicators of 

improvement. While often noting the objective of human rights, the dire situation of 

prisoner abuse is rarely detailed in Canadian documents. For example, nothing appears in 

Canadian reporting similar to this US State Department entry from their Haiti Human 

Rights Report of 2013:  

 

Following the destruction of numerous correctional facilities in the 2010 
earthquake, prison and detention center overcrowding was severe, especially in 
the National Penitentiary, the Petionville women’s prison, the Petit Goave jail, 
and the prisons in Jeremie, Les Cayes, Port de Paix, and Hinche. Only the newly 
constructed prison in Croix des Bouquets conformed to international norms and 
was not significantly overcrowded. Others, including the detention facilities in 
Cap Haitien, Fort Liberte, Gonaives, Petionville, and Port de Paix all held more 
than four times their maximum number of inmates. In some prisons detainees 
slept in shifts due to lack of space. Some prisons had no beds for detainees, and 
some cells had no access to sunlight. In others, cells often were open to the 
elements and lacked adequate ventilation. Many prison facilities lacked basic 
services such as plumbing, sanitation, waste disposal, medical services, potable 
water, electricity, and isolation units for contagious patients. Prisons generally 
used well water as a source for drinking and bath water. A newly operational 
sanitation block in the Les Cayes prison contained nine showers and 10 toilets 
serving a population of 572 inmates. Some prison officials used chlorine to 
sanitize drinking water, but in general, prisoners did not have access to treated 
drinking water. (US 2013:5). 

 
Other organizations have detailed similar findings (see Alternative Chance 2014), 

notably the lack of progress despite extensive foreign assistance. Exasperated with the 
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gross injustice of the Haitian penal system, even the UN Independent Expert Michael 

Forst has recently reported that, “On each of his visits, the independent expert spends 

time in detention facilities, police stations and prisons, but without seeing any real 

improvement in the situation” (Forst 2013:8 see also Forst 2012). Forst (2013:9) 

concluded that prison conditions in Haiti “amount to cruel, inhuman and degrading 

treatment within the meaning of the Convention against Torture.” Despite the oft-

repeated discursive commitment to enhancing the “human rights” capacities within the 

Haitian prison system, there are few — if any — indicators that any improvements have 

taken place. In fact, Canadian reporting often displays a significant lack of concern about 

human rights abuses. Nowhere is there language such as that found in the US State 

Department report or that of the UN Independent Expert.  

While CSC reports mention issues of overcrowding and human rights, rarely do 

they contain a tone or language that portrays the punitiveness of the Haitian penal regime. 

Take for example one report made during a CSC field inspection after the earthquake 

notes:  

There are no standards associated with staffing compliments, in some situations 
staffing compliments were defined as who could get into work that day, and who 
stayed at the prison as their house was damaged. During one visit at port au prince 
I observed [redacted]. (CSC 2012-450:5). 

 
The example above is one of the more critical accounts made (or released 

publicly) regarding the exceptional violence of the Haitian penal system. Yet not only do 

Canadian authorities seem to omit the violent realities of Haitian prisons, numerous 

documents attempt to portray an alternate reality of progress and development. A good 

example of this manufactured reality of Haitian prisons can be illustrated by the 

“Permanent Briefing Book” on the “CSC Contribution to the Federal Government’s Role 

 434



in Haiti” (see CSC 2011-172:8-12). The four page document from January 2011 provides 

a background on CSC’s contribution to MINUSTAH since 2004, as well as details of the 

MINUSTAH prison reform program and the training programs provided by Canadian 

penal experts. Written to impress how CSC “is playing a key role in Haiti,” the document 

— a briefing book for senior administrators and parliamentarians — says nothing about 

the state of the prisons, presenting only a technical view of trainings and Canada’s 

positive contributions.  

 At a House of Commons committee meeting examining CSC’s contributions to 

Haiti’s prison system, CSC spokesperson Marty Maltby was pressed by Members of 

Parliament on the poor conditions of prisons and the serious concerns over the number of 

individuals on preventative detention. Maltby confirmed that between 2006 and the time 

of the earthquake the population on preventative detention have at some points reached 

even more dire levels (CSC 2011-172:18). Yet the summary of Mr. Maltby’s presentation 

to parliament notes that “CSC’s contributions to MINUSTAH have involved improving 

local prison conditions, recommending and supervising infrastructure projects, and 

promoting international human rights standards. He highlighted CSC’s work in the 

process of mentoring, training, and providing advice to prison staff at all levels” (CSC 

2011-172:17). Pressed by a Conservative MP on whether Canada is taking a leadership 

role in Haiti, Maltby detailed how Canadian security innovation is contributing to the 

MINUSTAH mission. This is a summarized version (by CSC) of his response:  

 
[Maltby] referenced CSC’s concept of ‘dynamic security,’ which serves to 
humanize the prison experience, and has proved beneficial in MINUSTAH’s 
work in Haiti. He made mention of Canada’s leadership role in Haiti by means of 
the leader of the correctional unit being a Canadian correctional officer, the 
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overall expertise of our staff, and the relationship CSC has had with the Haitian 
correctional system for over a decade. (CSC 2011-172:19).  

 
In providing clean and sanitized version of security innovation, parliamentarians 

are given the impression that Canadian experts have imparted skills — like “dynamic 

security” that “humanizes the prison experience” — into Haitian prisons. Though 

Canadian security innovators have engaged in various training modules, the violent 

conditions in Haitian prisons are wilfully ignored and suppressed by actors like Maltby. 

Instead, we see only a portrait of Canadian norm-supporting in the MINUSTAH mission, 

packaged discursively as humanitarian governance. Like most Canadian documentation 

of security aid in Haiti, the presentation by Maltby represents an image of progress and 

development — regardless of the situation on the ground. However, in some 

circumstances Canadian reporting has raised significant questions about the direction of 

progress. Though critical accounts are rare, one example is how security innovators 

within CSC warned that the MINUSTAH focus on rapidly building policing capacities 

would produce a “Haitian paradox” where penal conditions would be worsened (see 

Walby and Monaghan 2011). In other words, efforts to increase the capacities of security, 

border, and policing entities have resulted in an intensification of the very poor penal 

conditions in Haiti and a “paradox” is emerging in which improvements in one sector 

means further disorder in another. Though some Canadian efforts have acknowledged 

this “Haitian paradox” and worked to relieve it by funding development efforts in the 

judicial and legal branches, much of the security aid to Haiti’s prison system has focused 

on simply building more prisons, a staggering example of Cohen’s (2001) paradoxically 

counterproductive efforts to govern crime.  
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 According to most indicators, few of the security development programs for penal 

reform have amounted to an improvement in conditions for Haitian prisoners. If anything 

the “Haitian paradox” — a paradox produced through foreign design, and not deserving 

the misnomer “Haitian” — has made conditions worse. Yet it is important to note that 

CSC security innovators have made individual efforts to advocate on behalf of prisoners 

in Haiti. Though specifics are rarely detailed, documents from CSC demonstrate their 

general frustration with the lack of progress. For example, in 2008, a CSC correctional 

expert reviewed the files of all prisoners housed at the Penitencier National and identified 

1,000 of its most vulnerable prisoners (i.e. young, aged, ill, non-violent, etc.) who could 

be housed at alternative custodial centers. Records indicate that Haitian officials did not 

respond to the advice. Another report seems to make critical remarks about a “cadre of 

Haitian correctional authorities,” but the section is largely redacted (DFATD 2013-

1691:157). Other examples indicate advocacy on behalf of specific cases and general 

concerns over sanitation and human rights, as well as concern about the situation of 

prolonged pre-trial detentions. 

 I highlight these points of advocacy to illustrate that efforts by CSC to advance 

human rights demonstrate an additional component of security innovation. With the 

enhancement to the security apparatus across Haiti, prisons have been overcrowding at 

growing rates and, in their individual capacities, CSC mentors have attempted to alleviate 

particular problems they encounter. Some of these efforts may have assisted particular 

people in distress. However, despite these innovative attempts to improve individual 

conditions, these few examples must be contextualized within a situation of 

imprisonment that is replete with abuse. Moreover, it must be stressed that these 
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examples of innovation and advocacy are embedded within Canada’s technically-focused 

efforts that are subordinate to a comprehensive security building project. A project in 

which Canada, as a norm-supporter, is following mandates established by an international 

regime where these examples of advocacy — while nice — are merely micro-efforts 

against forces propelled by the macro strategies in which those very same actors are 

embedded.  

 As a norm-supporter, Canada has used security aid to make significant 

contributions to the development of policing, border, and prison infrastructure in Haiti. 

Leveraging this investment in the development of security hardwares has resulted in 

Canadian visibility and recognition for practical, concrete security innovation. In the field 

of prison reform, a major effort has been the construction and refurbishment of prisons. 

Regrettably, indicators would suggest that building more beds and constructing more 

prisons will only lead to more overcrowding. As Monture-Angus (2011) has 

demonstrated in the context of high rates of indigenous incarceration in Canada, the 

prison system can be illustrative of “injustice personified.” Prisons are the final 

component of the criminal justice system and, through with the people who inhabit these 

confinements, they “personify” a system that is unjust and discriminatory at every level. 

With the conditions faced by those within these enclosures, we can also see the violent 

and illiberal character that personifies the criminal justice regime. While some Canadian 

prison experts have been dismayed by the prison conditions in Haiti — and other security 

innovators have been frustrated by the lack of progress —the general trajectory of 

security aid in Haiti has been maintained and accelerated, and Canadian security 

innovation has been integral to this trajectory. And, while some individuals have 
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advocated for better conditions within these prisons, other security innovators like Maltby 

have promoted the work of Canadian security innovators to strategically advance an 

image of “successful” humanitarian aid.  

 

Discussion and analysis: Security states, governance imbroglios, and strategic 

interests 

From the period following the coup to contemporary post-earthquake period, the 

security aid regime targeting Haiti has been remarkably consistent. Incorporating 

humanitarian language of development into its rationale, the transversal security 

community — with Canada as a norm-supporter — has used tropes of instability to 

rationalize a comprehensive re-engineering of Haiti’s security infrastructure. As an 

articulation of the security-development nexus, Canadian security agencies have 

repeatedly rationalized security aid spending to inaugurate a future of economic 

development. For example, one briefing note on aid to Haiti prepared for the Minister of 

International Development reads: “Les reformes du systeme de securite instaurent les 

conditions preabable necessaires aux efforts de developpment a long terme de l’ état 

haitien et de la communaute internationale” (CIDA 2009-97:210 — emphasis added). 

Yet, given the levels of poverty in Haiti and, like other phantom states, a continued 

emphasis on economic neo-liberalization presents a likelihood of future insecurity (Fatton 

2007; Farmer 2011; James 2010; Shamsie 2009; Zanotti 2008). As with other societies 

trapped in a security-development nexus, this future of instability will accelerate calls for 

additional security aid.  
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This reality is not lost on security aid actors, as demonstrated by a summary of a 

meeting in Haiti to discuss “the challenges faced and progress being made” by 

MINUSTAH. The meeting was attended by MINUSTAH Deputy Force Commander 

Major General Neris Mauro Corbo (Uruguay), Brazilian Battalion Commander Colonel 

Luiz Guilherme Paul Cruz, Major Bruce Sand (Canadian) and other high level military 

officials, as well as members of Canada’s Department of National Defence (DND), 

START Director General Robert Deroiun, and Public Safety Assistant Deputy Minister 

Kristina Namiesniowski. Notes from the meetings indicate that the officials identified 

three current challenges for MINUSTAH: civil unrest, unemployment, and high 

expectations on the part of Haitians. According to notes of the meeting, MINUSTAH 

officials stated that “maintained pressure on the security front would ensure ‘good 

behaviour’ but that the situation as it stood now could not continue indefinitely without 

an increase in employment opportunities” (RCMP 2009-5894:99). As a norm-supporter 

of the transversal security community’s efforts to enforce “good behaviour” in Haiti, 

Canada has focused its security aid strategically on the “niche” of policing, border, and 

prisons. In particular, Canada’s aid regime to Haiti is demonstrative of how security 

development of security infrastructures can allow a norm-supporter, like Canada, to have 

a “seat at the table” — as one participant was quoted in Chapter 5 — in conversations 

like those above.  

 As a program to enforce “good behaviour” of the Haitian population, Canadian 

security aid to Haiti has focused on building what Hallsworth and Lea (2011) have called 

the “security state.” Emphasizing the role of the state as the central agency of social 

control, Hallsworth and Lea (2011) have explained how  security agencies (police, 
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borders, and prisons) and crime control practices are increasingly mobilized to manage 

social fragmentation (see also Rose 2000). While Hallsworth and Lea (2011) focus 

largely on the UK, others have demonstrated how the coercive domains of the “security 

state” are especially evident in the transversal policing of social fragmentation (Bakker 

and Gill 2003; Cowen 2014; Hyndman 2009; Nair 2010). Given that market-based 

economic development models cultivating consumer economies also necessitate a 

peripheral class of poor and excluded — what Rose (1999) calls the marginalia — 

security governance practices are needed to manage those populations excluded from 

consumer capitalism. This is what Weber and Bowling (2008) describe as the “flawed 

consumers” or “unworthy citizens” within the globalizing neo-liberal order. As 

demonstrated by Canadian aid practices, the objective of the transversal security 

community in offering “stabilization” assistance is to enhance social control capacities, 

and the typology of security infrastructures represents an assistance regime aimed at 

developing the physical capacities of surveillance, policing, and border control in 

recipient countries. 

 In the context of global security governance, the support for “recipient” regimes is 

significantly different that “aid” clientalism of the Cold War (see Sylvan and Majeski 

2009; also Eisenstadt and Lemarchand 1981). While client regimes during the Cold War 

were strategically outfitted with security and policing materials to ensure political 

stability, the “aid” regimes of security governance operate in a post-sovereign system of 

global governance. In a manner that parallels the conditional nature of Libyan 

sovereignty examined last chapter, the assistance regime to Haiti is twinned with 

discourses of governance reform. Unlike the silence of Cold War aid clientalism towards 
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the domestic practices of client regimes, security aid funds the infrastructures of the 

security state while simultaneously demanding a wide range of governance reforms (see 

Duffield 2005; Eriksen 2011). A central component to this critique is reform; a constant 

demand that the Haitian authorities, in taking security aid, must conform with the 

demands of donors as norm-makers. With the aim of creating phantom states (Chandler 

2006), demands of reform are grounded in neo-liberal requirements of economic 

liberalization as well as multi-layered approaches to building bureaucracies of security 

governance.  

 Calls for governance reform in Haiti have accelerated following the 2010 

earthquake. Documents from DFATD recount how, in February 2011, Canada and the 

European Union co-hosted a large conference on Haiti in Brussels. The high-level 

conference, entitled “Haiti, One Year After the Earthquake,” consisted of two policy 

discussions: one on the role of governance in reconstruction, the other on international 

humanitarian aid coordination. Co-hosted by Canada, it was an important site for 

promoting the contributions of Canadian security innovation and provided an opportunity 

for multiple meetings with other prominent members of the transversal security 

community. For example, the evening before the conference, Canada’s Ambassador to 

Belgium and Luxembourg, Louis de Lorimier, hosted a welcome reception for 

participants and key interlocutors. Following the conference, Canada’s Ambassador to 

the EU, Ross Hornby, hosted a closed-door working dinner at which key participants 

from the day’s discussion were able to “engage in more candid discussion on the most 

sensitive topics of the day” (DFATD 2012-049:8). By excluding Haitians (as well as non-
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Northern states from MINUSTAH) from these side-events, the norm-making power of 

within the transversal community is clearly illustrated.  

Detailing the proceedings of the meeting, the summary provided by DFATD’s 

Haiti Task Force begins: “Summary: The elephant in the room has been addressed.” 

DFATD 2012-49:7). Recounting how the conference “shed light on weak governance” as 

Haiti’s major impediment, the participants engaged in “frank discussion held under 

Chatham House Rule” (ibid.). What becomes clear in the three page summary of the 

meetings — which included high-level Haitian participation — was that the “elephant in 

the room” was Haiti’s political leadership and the upper-echelons of Haitian 

bureaucracies. The report underlines that achieving development in Haiti “requires that 

the Haitian government assume greater responsibility,” and that “there was broad 

agreement on the need to continue to strengthen justice and security systems in Haiti” 

(ibid.). With a heavy emphasis placed on the failures of Haitian governance being at the 

root of the problems in Haiti, the following paragraph exemplifies the Canadian-

supported efforts in Haiti:  

 

 
Illustration 15: Bullet point on good governance discussions at “Haiti, One Year After the Earthquake” 
conference in Brussels, February 23 2011 (DFATD 2012-49:9).  
 

Canada is not alone in asserting that the problems of Haiti are a result of Haitian 

mis-governance. Schuller (2012) has detailed how senior US officials, following the 

earthquake, consistently portrayed similar positions. “We cannot help Haiti. Haiti needs 
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to help itself,” was how one official put it (quoted in Schuller 2012:137). Though debates 

on post-coup Haiti have solicited polemically opposed positions, I suspect few would 

disagree with the “problems facing Haiti” listed in the report above.96 Where critics of 

the UN intervention in Haiti would find significant disagreement is the suggestion that 

failure of the international communities efforts are “rooted” in a “democratic deficit” 

attributable to Haitians. As others have labouriously detailed, Haiti’s political history is 

largely that of foreign interventions and the suppression of authentic Haitian democratic 

potential (Fatton 2002; Girard 2010; Hallward 2007; James 1989). A paragraph that 

speaks of “8 interventions” into a foreign country while simultaneously lamenting a 

“democratic deficit” is endemic of the normalcy in which the transversal security 

community regards Haitian sovereignty as conditional or subordinate.  

 Notwithstanding the negative impacts of the security intervention in Haiti — 

particularly its most recent iterations — the concluding paragraph of the report shown 

above signs off with a hopeful tone. It reads: “Canada, as a well-respected and revered 

partner in Haiti has the opportunity to shape discussion and set the agenda on governance 

in Haiti going forward” (DFATD 2012-49:11). As the subtext to comments such as these, 

as well as those about the “elephant in the room” and Haiti’s “democratic deficit,” are the 

moral sentiments enacted to rationalize security assistance programs. On display is 

Canada’s (and the international communities) altruism in “assisting” the development of 

Haiti, despite what is described by donor countries as the recalcitrance of Haitian 

                                                 
96 The academic journal Small Axe solicited four leading analysts on Haiti and the 2004 intervention for a 
debate in 2009, which serves as an excellent source for the opposing interpretations of the Aristide regime.  
Though much of the political disagreements relate to Aristides legacy, the discussants agree on the long 
legacy of foreign exploitation in Haiti (see Hallward 2009; Kauseen 2009; Nesbitt 2009; Trouillot 2009).  
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recipients. In rationalizing the lack of success in Haiti as a problem rooted in the lack of 

Haitian “buy-in,” donor countries can maintain the moral sentiments of altruism.  

 Similar to the case study of security aid in Palestine explored in Chapter 4, it is 

important to stress that the success of Canadian aid practices is not to be measured 

narrowly on the development of security capacities. While the failures of security 

development are grounds for new practices of reform and intervention, the “success” of 

security aid is in its strategic promotion of Canadian interests. As a norm-supporter, 

Canada has a key strategic interest is mobilizing security aid to increase the visibility and 

the notoriety of Canadian security innovators. On this evaluation of success, the security 

aid practices in Haiti have been very productive. To illustrate, consider documents from 

MINUSTAH meetings in Port-au-Prince attended by DFATD’s Karen Baudson and 

Rachel Remington from the Privy Council Office. Though Canada is only a minor 

member of the MINUSTAH forces, the summary from meetings from November 28 to 

December 2, 2011, describe how efforts to enhance the security state in Haiti have 

increased Canadian strategic importance. The notes state:  

 
The meetings provided valuable insight into the development of Canada’s 
engagement in Haiti, and in particular the increasing priority on Governance and 
Rule of Law. The international consensus regarding the lack of governance and 
rule of law being at the root of Haiti’s challenges was underlined, but moreover, it 
was clear that international partners are looking to Canada to take the lead in 
moving the rule of law file forward. (DFATD 2012-49:59). 

 
Having developed a record of highly-placed senior members within MINUSTAH 

and a wide-range of security infrastructure developments for borders, policing, and prison 

institutions, security innovators have expanded Canada’s reputation as a security 

innovator. By focusing on operational features, Canada has assisted with the 
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MINUSTAH mission of stabilization and “development” and has contributed to the 

norm-making power of the intervention within the transversal security community. 

Canada’s role as a reliable norm-supporter is particularly valuable given the widespread 

criticism of the MINUSTAH mission.  

Along with the strategic interests of advancing the influence of Canadian security 

innovators and the visibility of Canada as a norm-supporter, Canada’s security aid 

contributions have been described in the context of pursuing Canada’s broader regional 

interests. One “secret” briefing note for the Minister of Foreign Affairs writes that “Haiti 

is a key platform for bilateral and regional cooperation in support of the Americas 

Strategy. It notably fosters our engagement with Brazil” (DFATD 2012-49:293). A 

similar vein is expressed in a briefing note that says “Canada’s engagement in Haiti is a 

centerpiece of our foreign policy, particularly within the Americas Strategy” (DFATD 

2012-49:310). As a major component of the Global Market’s Action Plan and the 

America’s strategy, Canada has used security aid to advance its bilateral and regional 

relations in the pursuit of economic interests. Though economic interests are rarely 

mentioned in Canadian documents regarding the “aid” mission in Haiti, one leaked 

document made available on WikiLeaks outlines how central Canada’s economic 

interests. A leaked US diplomatic cable written in April 2008 by US Ambassador to 

Canada David Wilkens has the title “Haiti: the centerpiece of Canada’s Latin America 

strategy.”97 The cable reports on Prime Minister Harper’s recent visit to Haiti (2007), as 

well as the more recent visit by Foreign Affairs Minister Bernier to announce five major 

security projects. Commenting on Canadian security innovators’ efforts to develop 

                                                 
97 Available online: http://www.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/08OTTAWA467_a.html (accessed April 4, 
2015).  
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transversal surveillance practices, Wilkens notes that, “as in Afghanistan, the border and 

cross-border cooperation received particular attention in Canada’s latest aid 

programming.” Giving details on the transformations to the bureaucracies of security aid 

hubs (that I detailed in Chapters 3 and 4), Wilkens quotes from a Canadian source that 

emphasized changes to the aid structure will prioritize security aid: “the START team 

was generally more attuned to security challenges than CIDA’s more traditionally-

minded development specialists.” On the final page of the report, Wilkens outlines 

Canada’s position on economic liberalization in Haiti as follows:  

 
Canada was also looking at further steps to improve the investment climate, such 
as helping companies with insurance to reduce risk. Canada had been 
disappointed that the planned and ‘much needed’ Investment Forum did not come 
to fruition in November and hopes it will eventually take place; it will have 
Canada’s ‘full support.’ Canada also plans as the host of the Caribbean 
Development Bank meeting in Halifax in May to give Haiti prominence on the 
margins of the meeting... One Canadian NGO -- the Foundation for the Americas 
(FOCAL) -- had called for Canada to implement a ‘unilateral’ free trade 
agreement with Haiti, but to date the idea seems to have garnered little support 
(see footnote #95). 

 
As a number of Canadian researchers have explored, NGOs like FOCAL have 

been instrumental as intermediary actors for Canadian government interests in Haiti (see 

Barry-Shaw and Oja Jay 2012). Advancing a radical project of privatization, these NGOs 

have acted to hollow out the Haitian state, making the delivery of social welfare services 

almost impossible (see Edwards 2012; Zanotti 2010). Compared to the volume 

government documents available regarding Canadian involvement in Haiti, the 

foregrounding of economic interests in these leaked documents presents a much different 

representation of priorities. While only a rare glimpse into highly classified discussions, 

these documents contribute to a broader understanding of the strategic interests pursued 
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through security aid. Combined with research on the role of NGOs in Haiti, these 

documents also underline a broader characterization of the “capacity building” program 

in Haiti: privatizing the social welfare functions of the state to non-governmental and 

market actors, while building the functions of security state to ensure the “good 

behaviour” of the Haitian population.  

Canada has played a prominent role in the construction of the Haitian security 

state. Like most security aid in general, the rationality of security development does not 

necessarily translate into practices of security governance. For all of the aid to Haiti, most 

indicators suggest that the security infrastructures developed by Canadian security aid 

have not translated into smoothly functioning systems of border control, policing, or 

prisons. Regrettably, numerous indicators demonstrate that the security infrastructure 

donations have exacerbated illiberal policies of violence and suppression that are 

endemic to the policing and security forces in Haiti. While issues of corruption are 

significant, the violence of the Haitian police — as well as MINUSTAH forces —is a 

result of an enforcement of order put in place by the transversal security community. This 

conditionality of Haitian sovereignty is at the root of the “democratic deficit,” a reality 

that has been made-functional by the practical contributions of Canada’s security aid. 

 

Conclusions: Security infrastructures and strategic interests  

As a typology of security aid, “security infrastructures” demonstrates how 

security assistance programming can focus on the development of physical and material 

components needed in the surveillance and control of various populations. This chapter 

details how, through a number of security aid channels, Canadian foreign assistance 

 448



makes significant contributions to constructing these infrastructures of security in the 

phantom states of the global South. With Haiti as an exceptionally clear articulation of 

the phantom-like conditionality of deviant states of the global South, the “aid” regime to 

Haiti is best described as a security governance paradigm of Redfield’s (2005) minimalist 

biopolitics. Jumping off from what Redfield (2005) describes as the fostering of mere 

survival through medical humanitarianism, the security aid to Haiti is a set of practices 

enacted by the transversal security community to contain the insecurities of Haiti to Haiti 

alone. Developing security practices to maintain “good behaviours” is a survival strategy 

aimed solely at managing a population by keeping them encamped. Moreover, the 

abysmal record of interventionary reforms in Haiti only provide further rationalizations 

for more interventionary controls and further escalations of security development.  

 Though security aid is expressed in the language of humanitarian reason, I 

demonstrate that the practices of security innovation are embedded in a strategic logic to 

advance Canadian interests. This chapter highlights how these programs of infrastructure 

development mirror the advancing of the transversal security community’s security 

norms. In sharp contrast to notions of benevolent or altruistic Canadian foreign policy, 

the case studies of the Canadian Commercial Corporation and the security aid project in 

Haiti are important demonstrations of how the “success” of security aid is not measured 

by the (in)securities on the ground, but the advancement of strategic interests. In 

particular, these case studies demonstrate the strategqic value of security aid in promoting 

economic interests, and the visibility of Canadian security innovators/innovation. As I 

explore further in the following chapter on the techniques of security, Canadian norm-

supporting is practices are characterizable as tangible and practical efforts to develop 
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interoperability and cooperation in the governance of (in)security. Complementing 

typologies of interventions and techniques, the development of infrastructures illustrates 

concrete practices that Canada undertakes to develop transversal security governance.  
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Chapter Eight:  
Security techniques: ‘Softwares’ of surveillance and social control 
 
Introducing typology #3: Security techniques 

Consider the following. Written during a Canadian-funded assessment mission by 

the UNODC to Palestine in 2008, the report below details strategic orientations that 

should be taken by security aid funding to reform prisons:  

 
It was noted during the mission that funding has been made available to 
rehabilitate some of the prisons with the future intention to expand this to the 
rehabilitation of all prisons. However, there is a pressing need for developing the 
‘software’ (staff skills and management systems) of the prison administration. 
(DFATD 2011-1609:17). 

 
In emphasizing a pressing need for “software,” the request represents what I detail 

as the typology of security “techniques.” Unlike the “hardware” of security 

infrastructures, the “software” of security techniques involve knowledge practices aimed 

at the management of (in)security. Typically, aid in security techniques involves capacity 

building assistance, mentoring, and a wide variety of training endeavours, both within 

Canada and abroad. The objective of these assistance projects is to develop capabilities of 

recipient countries by enhancing their skills, knowledge, management regimes, training 

and education systems, technological platforms, information sharing practices, policy 

development frameworks, administrative systems, reporting and assessment mechanisms, 

etc. — in other words, their “softwares” of security governance. In the case described 

above, the Palestine Authority had been assessed as having sufficient prison spaces — 

unlike the Haitian authorities discussed last chapter — yet the UNODC assessors 

highlighted their lack of capacity in terms of knowledge practices and governance 

regimes. As an example of an area of security in need of “software” development, this 
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represents one example among of spectrum of programming that that encompasses the 

typology of security “techniques.” 

 Detailing a range of security aid projects, the objective of this chapter is to 

demonstrate the scope of security techniques. Since security techniques can relate to any 

elements of the security governance spectrum — from borders, to prisons, to human 

resources management, etc. — this chapter is focused on the work of Canadian security 

innovators in developing areas of policing and border controls. Since policing is a central 

node for many of Canada’s security development projects, detailing the capacity building 

of border policing illustrates the scope of “techniques” development, as well as creating 

an important site to demonstrate practical norm-supporting of the transversal security 

community’s efforts to manage global mobilities.  

 The chapter is divided into three main sections. First, I offer a theoretical 

framework of “techniques” development by situating Canadian security aid practices 

within a broader framework of Foucauldian scholarship on the management of 

circulations. As techniques of security, I underline the scope of Canadian security aid as 

related to efforts to management “good” and “bad” circulations in a broader context of 

“governing through risk” (Müller 2010). I offer a broad range of examples to highlight 

the knowledge practices of security techniques, then offer an exploration of Canadian 

efforts to develop policing capacities. In this examination of Canadian security 

innovation, I further argue that Canadian security aid is focused on two dimensions of 

techniques development. The first dimension has been highlighted by a robust 

scholarship on security sector reform, focusing on how to capacity build particular skills 

and practices in a “sustainable” fashion. A second component builds on key aspects of 
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the transversal security community and advances the need for recipient countries to 

become integrated — in what Lyon (2009) has called “global interoperability” — into 

transversal surveillance and policing webs.  

 The second section of this chapter moves into a detailed case study of Canadian 

security aid to the Southeast Asia (SEA) region, under the banner of Canada’s “anti-

human smuggling” agenda. Situated as a contribution to literature on security and 

mobilities studies, I demonstrate how Canadian security innovators have sought to 

develop knowledge practices of intelligence-led policing and border management in 

Thailand, Indonesia, and Cambodia as part of a comprehensive project to stop migrant 

boats from “reaching Canadian shores.” While other norm-makers have long-established 

border management practices in the region, this detailed case study shows the 

development of this Canadian security aid project in response to the construction of 

“illegal migration” and Canada’s role as a norm-supporter in the broader project of 

managing circulations. As a number of scholars in the field of migration-security nexus 

have detailed (Guild, 2009; Franko Aas, 2011; Franko Aas and Gundhus 2015; Pickering 

and Weber 2006; Pickering 2014; Walters 2008), transversal efforts at managing 

migration are rooted in desires to distinguish between problematic mobilities (associated 

with ‘illegal migration’) and bonafide travellers. As a contribution to literature on 

“crimmigration control” (Stumpf 2006; see also Dauvergne 2008; Franko Aas 2011), my 

case study of security aid to SEA demonstrates how Canadian security innovation aims to 

develop “softwares” of security as a broader, technical contribution to transversal efforts 

that “police at a distance” across the global South (Bigo and Guild 2005b). In seeking to 

develop the policing techniques to monitor un-authorized movements from its point of 
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departure, the security aid project is aimed to enhance what Franko Aas (2013) has called 

“deviant states” in the transversal security community. In so doing, the security aid 

develops capacities to police the borders at a distance, while also serving as a tangible, 

concrete example of how Canadian strategic interests are advanced by security 

innovation.  

 The final section of this chapter provides a discussion of security aid and its 

relationship with scholarship on contemporary social control. In particular, I further my 

engagement with critical mobility studies that highlight how transversal border policing 

efforts are a result of managing poverty by underlining how security innovation 

comprises an important aspect of what Bigo (2008) has introduced as banoptic power. 

Unlike the indiscriminate targeting of panoptic power, banoptic power is an assemblage 

of practices that aim to govern flows and circulations of (in)security. Yet the concept 

does not assume a unitary strategy of social control, instead highlighting how plural fields 

of security innovation operate as the sum of many parts. I further this discussion of 

discriminatory (in)security by engaging with literature on racial Othering (with a focus in 

Canada) to explain how exceptional practices are rationalized in the context of the 

transversal security. Finally, by using the popular concept of “petty sovereigns” 

introduced by Butler (2004), I close the discussion by illustrating how Canadian security 

assistance is not animated as much by discourses of neo-Orientalism typical of states of 

exception, but instead by a humanitarian reason that mobilizes risk knowledges and the 

discourse of human rights to keep what Canadian officials called “a pool of would-be 

migrants” inclusively excluded.  
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Security techniques: An exploration of the ‘softwares’ of security development 

Aid for the techniques of security appears under a wide range of categories. Various 

assistance projects can be described as capacity building, training and education, train the 

trainer approaches, and a medley of governance “reforms” such as the rule of law. 

Moving beyond security infrastructures aid focused on “hardwares” of security, the 

primary objective in developing security techniques is to develop the practices of security 

governance. In using the term “techniques” to describe the “software” of security aid, I 

borrow from the notion of apparatuses (or dispositif), developed by numerous 

Foucaudian scholars, which emphasize the rationalities and technologies of governance 

(Amoore and de Goede 2008; Aradau and Van Munster 2008; 2007; Bigo 2008; Caluya 

2010; De Larrinaga and Doucet 2010; Müller 2010; Salter 2008). I describe the 

“techniques” as knowledge practices — often working in tandem with technological 

hardwares — forming systematic approaches for the management of threats. Foucault 

(2007: 45) described this distinctive approach to “security” by contrasting between the 

disciplinary technologies of prisons: 

 
Discipline is essentially centripetal... Discipline concentrates, focuses, and 
encloses. The first action of discipline is in fact to circumscribe a space in which 
its power and the mechanisms of its power will function fully and without limit... 
In contrast, you can see that the apparatuses of security, as I have tried to 
reconstruct them, have the constant tendency to expand; they are centrifugal... 
Security therefore involves organizing, or anyway allowing the development of 
ever-wider circuits. 

 
For those who have followed Foucault’s conceptualization, controlling society is 

not simply a matter of building the proper enclosure, whether the prison or the hospital, 

the border or the university. And though security aid is often focused on providing bricks 

and mortar with barricades, fortresses, border scanners, or more armaments, funds for the 
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development of security techniques aim to advance the knowledge practices of 

surveillance and enhance the “organizing” structures of security-related agencies to 

engage in ever-wider circuits of control. As a form of assistance focused on developing 

the practices of security, the frequently used term “capacity building” is illustrative of 

these assistance projects.  

Projects under the two “capacity building” security aid funds (ACCBP and 

CTCB) offer a wide range of programs to develop security techniques. Spending close to 

$50 million per year, contracts range in size from a few thousand dollars to several 

million, and demonstrate the tremendous scope of Canadian security innovation, 

including border enhancements, prison techniques, counter-terrorism, policing sciences, 

legal and criminal justice reform, and governance and bureaucratic training, as well as the 

enhancement of information-technology practices.  

 A sampling of these various capacity building projects include projects from 

CTCB in 2011–2012 to fund an undisclosed amount for “Expanding the use of 

INTERPOL tools to combat terrorism in Asia and the Horn of Africa.” The ACCBP 

funded two projects with Interpol: one to establish a capacity building program on 

transnational organized crime with Mexico, Jamaica, and four other Caribbean countries 

($1,595,813.98); and another program, discussed below, with Cambodia, Indonesia, 

Laos, Thailand, Malaysia, and Vietnam to develop policing training and “connectivity” 

on issues of human smuggling ($1,295,267.20). In 2012, CTCB funded separate projects 

($1,580,000) for “Strengthening the Counter-Terrorism Capacity of Somali Law 

Enforcement,” and another ($1,527,120) for “Combatting the Financing of Terrorism and 

Money Laundering in Ethiopia and Uganda.” Also in 2012, the World Bank received two 
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contracts of an undisclosed amount for “Anti-Terrorist Financing Capacity Building” in 

Yemen and the other in Jordan. CTCB has also funded a UNODC project for “Building 

Legal and Operational Capacities to Financing of Terrorism in the Horn of Africa” 

($1,305,356.79), while a 2013–2016 project with the IOM ($3,636,780) will provide 

“Enhanced border Security for CT [counter-terrorism] in the Horn of Africa.”  

 Canada’s elite Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre of Canada 

(FINTRAC) has been awarded at least 11 projects from the CTCB, for a total of 

$817,659.94. A world leader in financial analysis and terrorism financing investigations, 

FINTRACs capacity building work has included a “Workshop for Financial Intelligence 

Units in Select Caribbean States,” and an “Information Workshop (compliance, IT, 

legislation, analysis and security training)” in the Middle East. The CTCB funded a three-

year capacity (2007–2010) building program for Southeast Asian law enforcement 

agencies that focused on Financial and Major Crime Investigations, and Tactical 

Intelligence ($385,340.53), as well as a separate course on RCMP Thailand In-flight 

Security Officer Training ($184,004.46).  

In terms of developing knowledge practices within the criminal justice system, an 

ACCBP project in Guatemala ($1,196,542) aimed to “strengthen capacity of security 

systems by coaching prosecutors and police; prosecutor and police collaboration.” 

Another ACCBP project with 12 Caribbean counties ($159,252) sought to “increase 

capacity of 60 Caribbean Members of Parliament (MPs) to develop and implement anti-

money laundering and anti-corruption legislation.” A project to provide comprehensive 

education and justice reform between Canada’s Department of Justice and Mexico has 

provided training to judges ($2,847,715.03) and lawyers ($1,975,356.48), with the aim of 
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implementing systems to harmonize criminal legislation and prosecutorial services 

($2,653,704.96).  

 Other professional legal reforms included a contract with the UK Crown 

Prosecutor Service to implement comprehensive justice reform with Trinidad and Tobago 

($1,263,511). Some policing projects include RCMP polygraph training to the Jamaican 

police force ($5,087.95) and $704,900 to the Jamaican Defence Force and Jamaican 

Constabulary Force for polygraph capacity building and the establishment of a regional 

Centre of Excellence. In developing a form of “benevolent watch,” (see Moore 2011) 

Canada has attempted to transfer its model of drug treatment court (DTCs) to Central 

America and the Caribbean ($1,719,719.26). Offering a nice empirical demonstration of 

how tourism industry has been assimilated in the “war on terror” (see Lisle 2013; Ojeda 

2013), ACCBP funded a capacity building workshop on the topic of specialized security 

training for tourism industry with Colombia, Guatemala, and Mexico ($1,294,257.39).98 

At the cost of $98,978.73, the RCMP was tasked to provide “behavioural investigative 

technique” training to Colombia, Costa Rica, and the Bahamas. The ACCBP awarded 

$1,169,200 to Trade Bites and the CBSA to enhance capacity of Panama Customs to use 

modern techniques in detecting illicit goods without disrupting maritime activities. 

 In addition to the ACCBP and CTCB, Canada’s Department of National Defence 

and the Canadian Forces (DND-CF) run the Military Training and Cooperation 

Programme (MTCP) that has an explicit purpose in providing security training and 

                                                 
98 Documents related to the Canada-Mexico Security Working Group consultations highlight the 
importance of promoting the security of Canadian tourists (and the tourism economy). An example is found 
in a note related to police training delivered under ACCBP: “First application of above noted training will 
be state of Quintana Roo which is principal Canadian tourist region” (RCMP 2011-3711:57). 
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education programs to “developing,” non-NATO member countries.99 As one briefing 

note to the Minister of National Defence outlined, the MTCP “seeks to work with ‘like-

minded’ countries to achieve common objectives and works exclusively with developing 

countries” (DND 2014-708:1). Originally designed to support the military clientalism of 

the Cold War, the collapsing inside/outside binary created a significant increase in MTCP 

activity. From 1995 to 1999, the annual budget grew from a traditional baseline of $1.2 

million to $12.5 million (Rasiulis 2001:63). Currently, the MTCP has an annual budget of 

$20 million. In establishing their capacity building curriculums, the MTCP accesses the 

needs of countries enrolled in the programs, then offers courses for either in-Canada 

trainings or more customized sessions abroad. Overall, the MTCP offers training to over 

1,000 foreign military officers annually from more than 62 member countries (DND 

2013-1523). These trainings include sessions a wide range of security techniques, from 

Canadian Special Operations Forces Command (CANSOFCOM), courses on counter-

terrorism, Civil-Military Cooperation for “humanitarian” mission, introduction to 

Psychological Operations (PsyOps), Information Operations (Info Ops), introductory 

officer combat training, naval boarding training, UN Military Observer Courses, among 

other advanced topics. In addition to tactical courses, the MTCP offers educational 

programs on a range of topics such as staff and professional development training, 

English and French language, peacekeeping, junior officer-staff training, and public 

affairs. While it appears that a large number of tactical courses — particularly from 

Special Forces training — are done during elaborate training exercises abroad, member 

                                                 
99 The criteria of “developing” country is established based on Gross National Income (GNI) per capita 
measure and related categorizations of countries generated by the World Bank (WB). A figure of GNI $12, 
275 (USD) or less is used to define a “developing” country. 
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countries of the program also send upper-echelon military officers for in-depth courses at 

the Canadian Staff College in Toronto and the Canadian Forces College.  

 While the above listed projects are only a sample of the thousands of security 

techniques projects funded over the past decade, they provide a glimpse into the broad 

array of policing, surveillance, and security techniques developed in the global South 

through security aid. Before offering a detailed case study of how these development 

projects unfold with a case study of border policing in Southeast Asia, I outline a central 

aspect of security techniques: policing sciences.  

 Policing is an important aspect of security aid because of the wide scope of 

practices and institutions that implement the techniques of “policing.” Canadian policing 

agencies, as well as retired and contracted police officers, are prominent security 

innovators within projects funded by Canadian assistance. The scope of techniques 

developed through these projects impacts numerous fields including police agencies, 

border controls, immigration and customs agencies, prisons, security and intelligence 

agencies, port and transportation agencies, and public security departments. As I detail 

below, the vast range of techniques assistance programming demonstrates a key area of 

Canadian security innovation and provides a useful backdrop to discuss Canada’s role in 

norm-supporting transversal processes of border policing.  

 
Policing sciences: Professionalization and integration 

Consider the following chart, which is one page of 11 from the RCMPs database on 

capacity building training from 2012–2013: 
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Illustration 16: Excerpt from the international database that tracts international law enforcement training 
(INLET) (i.e. police sciences courses) offered by the RCMP (RCMP 2013-1985:9-10). 
 

On the second last column to the right is the listed RCMP trainer. Note that the 

trainings themselves often involve multiple agencies from Canada as well as other 
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agencies representing Northern countries (Interpol is a frequent partner). As can be seen 

from the page, the scope of “capacities” to be developed is wide-ranging: professionalism 

in border management, major crime scene management, interviewing techniques, best 

practices for drug scene investigations, synthetic drug courses, community policing, etc. 

Emblematic of contemporary policing in the global North, these projects aim at what has 

been termed problem-oriented policing (Scott 2000). Often described by its advocates as 

an off-shoot of community policing approaches hoping to address “root causes” of crime, 

problem-oriented policing is better described as emphasizing “building a knowledge base 

for police operations” that involves more systematic forms of aggregating and analyzing 

information (Brodeur and Dupont 2006:16). Ratcliffe (2008:85) has outlined how 

elements of the knowledge-based approach contained in problem-oriented policing have 

evolved into contemporary notions of intelligence-based policing, demonstrating how 

intelligence-based policing is not simply about “intelligence” work but serves as a 

business model for police work “in its own right.” As a conceptual framework, Ratcliffe 

(2008:85) has demonstrated how intelligence-led policing is “a managerial model of 

evidence-based resource allocation through prioritization… that places an emphasis on 

information sharing and collaborative, strategic solutions to crime problems” (ibid.). As a 

mechanism of (re)organizing police agencies to become more professional (i.e. evidence-

based and objective), these training missions aim to develop the capacities of recipient 

counties to “manage information about threats and risks in order to strategically manage 

the policing mission” (Sheptycki 2005). In developing these techniques of security, 

security aid projects aim to professionalize the recipient countries, modeled on the 
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practices of “policing risk” (Ericson and Haggerty 1997; see also Aradau and Van 

Munster 2007) in the global North.  

A central actor in the development of security techniques is the Canadian Police 

College (CPC), based in Ottawa. As a policing educational training centre, the CPC 

specializes in advanced courses where policing agencies send senior members for skills 

upgrading. Formed initially by the RCMP as a centre to advance and train Canadian 

policing agencies, the CPC has expanded its operations to include a capacity building 

component for foreign “like-minded-nations.” Every year, the CPC hosts hundreds of 

foreign officers through various capacity-building programs.100 Courses offered by the 

CPC have a number of objectives, chief among them are increasing various bilateral 

relationships, improving inter-operability and cooperation, and the “professionalization” 

of other police forces (particularly the courses funded through security aid).  

 Training courses are offered on a range of topics on contemporary police 

sciences. To illustrate, CTCB paid for 15 Pakistani security and law enforcement 

personnel to come for courses on Drug Investigative Techniques, Strategic Intelligence 

Analysis, Police Explosives Technicians and Radiography, Senior Police Administration, 

and Major Case Management Team Commander Training (DFATD 2008-274:198). A 

separate program funded by CTCB focused on “increased professionalization... [on] 

counter–terrorism best–practices,” offering courses on Forensic Identification, Major 

Crime Investigative Techniques, and Tactical Intelligence Analysis. Reports on the 

program stress that “professionalization will... assist Pakistan to maintain the rule of law 

                                                 
100 It should be noted that many of the “developing” countries who receive courses through security aid 
funding are keen recipients. For example: “Pakistani law enforcement agencies currently face significant 
resource and expertise scarcity in investigational techniques. Western training opportunities are welcomed. 
Pakistani security agencies are consistently asking the RCMP liaison officer in Islamabad for training 
opportunities” (DFATD 2008-274:197). 

 464



and to address security concerns,” in addition to providing “a tangible way ... [to address] 

cross-border movement of insurgents from Pakistan to Afghanistan [which] remains a 

key priority for the Government of Canada” (DFATD 2008-274:201). As with much of 

the security aid donated to Afghanistan and Pakistan, the Canadian interest is in the 

immediate safeguarding of troops deployed in the occupation of Afghanistan. However, 

in a broader sense, the CPC capacity building efforts are comprised into an underlying 

objective of having more “professionalized” policing agencies serving as a front-line of 

security in a significant “place of interest.” In developing these technical projects, 

Canadian security innovation aims to enhance transversal security governance regimes. 

 Like the MTCP, Canadian policing entities also provide extensive trainings 

abroad. Take, for example, Canada’s contribution to training Iraqi police officers at the 

Jordan International Police Training Centre between January 2004 and December 

2005.101 Although Canada did not join the invasion of Iraq, Canada provided a 

deployment of 20 police officers to train Iraqi police recruits. As the third largest 

contingent of police trainers (following the US and the UK), Canadian police were 

“involved in the academic and tactical aspects of the training” (RCMP2014-99:90), 

which included sections for General Policing, Tactical Instruction Unit, Driving 

Instruction Unit, and a Defence Tactics Instruction Unit. Canada’s largest contribution 

(seven trainers) was to the Firearms Instruction Unit (including one individual promoted 

to Team Leader). During the training program, paramilitary training was added “due to 

the security situation in Iraq” (RCMP 2014-99:12). Illustrative of the humanitarian reason 

of the assistance mission, the emphasis of Canadian programming was directed toward 

                                                 
101 When the Iraq training program was abruptly terminated in 2007, this training facility then became 
primary centre used to train the Palestinian Authority police and security officers discussed in Chapter 4.2. 
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“democratic principles, human rights, prohibition against torture, domestic violence, 

rights of children and women and other features of community policing” (ibid.). 

Demonstrating how these policing capacity buildings are indicative of Canada as a norm-

supporter, documents from the Iraq training mission underline that “as is usually the case 

in missions, the Canadians are slowly being recognized for their contributions and are 

being advanced to higher levels of responsibility” (RCMP 2014-99:156). Another report 

notes that “Canada immediately committed to be part of the training staff and has been a 

very active partner and has played a lead role in training the cadets” (RCMP 2014-

99:331). Highlighting the appointment of Canadian officers promoted to the deputy 

directorship of the JIPTC, one document underlines that it will “entail a strategic 

influence on the management of the training center and provided Canada with public 

visibility” (RCMP 2014-99:18). As a demonstrative case of norm-supporting in the 

transversal security community, the training program for Iraqi police illustrates how 

Canadian security innovation provides tangible techniques in the development of policing 

and security practices.  

 As two important actors within Canadian policing sciences, the CPC and RCMP 

have a long history of developing the professionalism of policing in the global South. 

With the acceleration of intelligence-led policing as the management framework for 

policing and security agencies of the global North — what Ratcliffe (2008:85) called the 

“a business model and conceptual philosophy for policing” — these organizing principles 

have also become a major focus of security development work. In evaluating the security 

aid programming towards developing techniques of policing, it is useful to highlight how 

these projects are rationalized on two levels. In-line with what has been detailed in 
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literature on security sector reform, the first dimension is a commitment to impart “best 

practices” to recipient countries and develop their capacities, skills, and professionalism. 

As demonstrated by the list of projects managed by the RCMP, as well as the trainings 

provided by the CPC and Canadian police officers in Jordan, Canadian security 

innovators have sought to “capacity build” recipient agencies by imparting specific, 

tangible trainings and mentoring. This is the common theme within security sector reform 

literature and often the primary aim of many of Canada’s security assistance projects. The 

second dimension demonstrates the extent to which the organizing principles of risk 

policing are at work in security development work. This emerging dynamic relates to 

efforts that aim to integrate policing into broader regional and transversal “webs” of 

policing (Brodeur 2010). In other words, the aims of developing policing techniques are 

rarely limited only to skill development, but often honed into a more contemporary logic 

of risk policing which “places an emphasis on information sharing and collaborative, 

strategic solutions to crime problems” (Ratcliffe; ibid.). As a future-looking practice of 

policing, security aid projects have tried to develop practices of aggregating information 

that Aradau and van Muster (2007:100) describe as  “taming the infinities of risk and 

integrating it within a dispositif of governance.” This can be illustrated by the courses 

listed in the RCMP grid above, which include “regional security” workshops, as well as 

the number of trainings involving multiple recipient countries. To further illustrate how 

security aid techniques operate not only as immediate “skills” to be developed but also 

intelligence-led practices for “ever wider circuits” of security, consider a list of recent 

ACCBP-funded projects:102 

 
                                                 
102 All listed projects gathered from DFATD 2011-1380.  
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=> A project with the UNODC (costs redacted) to develop and disseminate a 
“Global Scientific Forensics Support Programme” that would standardized 
forensic training and reference materials for Latin America. 

 
=> Another UNODC project with redacted costs aimed to “create network of 
Central American anti-org crime & drug units to strengthen capacity to handle 
complex, transnational org crime cases. Networks for sharing info & intel on 
trends, orgs, routes, methods.” 

 
=>  A $511,462 contract to UNODC to train over 20 Latin American countries on 
the “strengthens [sic] [of] computer-based NDS by enhancing its ability to collect 
data on domestic and international illicit drug transactions.” 

 
=>  $1,595,813.96 funded to the Interpol Capacity Building Programme on 
Organized Crime for the Americas, which aimed to “train officers responsible for 
international police cooperation.” The stated goal was “to improve performance 
of and intl cooperation of the national central bureaus and law enforcement 
agencies to combat transnational organized crime in the Americas.” 

 
=>  An OAS contract ($1,236,966.25) for a “technical cooperation initiative to 
assist beneficiary States throughout Americas to comply with international 
document security standards & other best practices re: travel documents from 
International Civil Aviation Organization.” 

 
The examples above are focused on Latin America. However, as I illustrate below 

in relation to the security aid to Southeast Asia, efforts to integrate global policing and 

surveillance techniques are at the core of the development agenda of the transversal 

security community. As the examples above demonstrate, “softwares” of security have 

extensive and diverse areas of development. As a security innovator, Canada has made 

efforts to professionalize and integrate these techniques in the global South, comprising 

an aspect of a broader trend in security governance to “capacity build” transversal 

surveillance and policing practices. Before providing a detailed case study of Canada’s 

elaborate security aid project in the SEA region, I outline the scholarship on migration-

security below to demonstrate how these areas of Canadian security innovation contribute 

to managing “good” and “bad” circulations.  
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Circulations of (in)security, visions of control: Transversal policing of borders 

Unlike a world of fixed borders and the normative superiority of non-intervention 

and unconditional sovereignty (Donnan and Wilson 1999), the transversal security 

community has solidified the norms of extraterritoriality with fragmented and conditional 

sovereignties. Most explicitly in regard to border policing practices, countries of the 

global North have developed systems of extraterritorial enforcement into geographies of 

insecurity and, particularly when working with countries of the global South, created 

hybrid areas of global border enforcement (Andreas and Nadelmann 2006; Bigo and 

Guild 2005b). Pickering and Weber (2013:94) have detailed how policing functions of 

border mobility have progressed towards a “de-territorialized existence which is 

unbounded in many respects by temporal or geographic constraints.” Although far from a 

norm-maker in the transversal security community efforts to globalize border 

management, Canada (2011) has recently adopted a strategy to “push the border” that 

follows the design set by norm-makers such as the EU and the US. Underlining 

Foucault’s emphasis on the organization of ”good” and “bad” flows, scholarship on the 

policing of mobility demonstrates how security is more about control of circulations, not 

defence of territory. Moreover, the sites of border policing have “pushed out” from the 

specificities of the borderline into places viewed as the sources of insecurity or potential 

risk.  

 In demonstrating how this movement away from immobile border regime 

corresponds with the blurring of internal and external security functions, Bigo (2014:211) 

has identified “three social universes of border control” under the typologies of the 
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military-strategic field, the internal security field, and the global cyber-surveillance social 

universe. Bigo (2014:211) writes:  

 
We distinguish a first social universe — characterized in terms of ‘patrolling,’ 
intercepting; in terms of ‘containment’; as well as in terms of a geopolitics of 
enmity, of ‘walls’ and of lines to defend — from a second social universe, which 
is characterized in terms of ‘filtering,’ of ‘separating legal and illegal travellers’, 
and of the management of flows of people. 

 
As the third universe, Bigo describes a composition of databanks and analytics, 

characterized by computers and virtualization where borders are not solid or liquid but 

gaseous. Although this third universe penetrates and reframes the first two, it does so 

“without having the capacity to impose itself as predominant” (Bigo 2014:211). This 

third social universe influences both of its precursors, particularly through “smart border” 

designs and a growing concern with “speedy” access for good circulations (Bigo 2011b; 

see also Côté-Boucher 2008; Zureik and Salter 2005). Critiquing an emphasis on the 

“militarization” of borders, Bigo underlines the much more pervasive practices of 

everyday control that comprise the “second universe” of border management. Under the 

metaphor of liquidity, Lyon (2010) also highlights how security and control logics of 

border management are sorted through filters and channels (see also Lyon 2006). Under 

these logics, borders are spaces for sorting and surveillance and, as Bigo (2014:213) 

explains, function as places where hybridization is possible: “they are zones that may be 

composed of mixed flows and may become places of exchange. Borders need to remain 

open while being kept ‘secure.’ Security is not about stopping, but about following 

mobility.” In as much as the traversality of border control is about policing “bad” 

circulations, it has been matched by regulatory complexes to encourage “good” 
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circulations, particularly for finance, trade, exploitable temporary labour, and mass 

tourism. 

Though the effort to “open” borders to commerce while governing unwanted 

populations is not new, the de-territorialized and universal character of contemporary 

bordering practices has distinct characteristics from previous efforts to control migration. 

Weber and Bowling (2008) have noted a long lineage of historical and structural forces 

that have resulted in the movements of — and controlled strategies towards — surplus 

populations. As they have argued, mobile populations have long been interpreted as 

“problems of order” characterized by vagrancy, idleness, deviance, and moral contagion. 

In response to these threatening mobilities, they write that “nation states have adopted a 

defensive posture against the incursions of surplus populations and have sought to assert 

and extend their sovereignty through aggressive border control” (Weber and Bowling 

2008:369). The defining characteristic of “globalizing neo-liberal order” is precisely in 

the movement from the “first universe” of defensive enclosure to the “second universe” 

of border liquidity. Globalization itself involves a novel transformation to the pace, 

forms, and networks of movement — requiring what Weber (2013) calls “policing a 

world in motion” — and border management is not only unhinged from its territorial 

anchor but has moved from a logic of enclosure to a logic of immanence.  

  As a product of the transversal security community, the most pervasive 

characteristic of global security governance has been the acceleration of preventative and 

pre-emptive techniques to assess and intercept potential risks (McCulloch and Pickering 

2009; Zedner 2007). Policing for good and bad circulations has been an essential element 

of preventative risk formula, particularly when protecting the global North from 
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unwanted migration. Following the EU, the Canadian national security strategy (Canada 

2004) explicitly links managing border flows with security and prosperity. Demonstrating 

the unique feature of contemporary efforts to governance surplus populations, Weber and 

Bowling (2008) have adapted Bauman’s (1998:77-102) suggestion that neoliberal 

globalization can be represented by the contrasting images of the “tourist” and the 

“vagabond,” though Weber and Bowling (2008) contend that today’s “bad” circulations 

are best described as “flawed consumers” or “unworthy citizens.” In adopting 

preventative risk practices that “push the border out,” extraterritorial border policing 

seeks out potential threats and “suspicious citizens” (Müller 2010) before these human 

threats arrive in the global North.  

 As scholars examining extraterritorial border policing have detailed, countries of 

the global North have emphasized the legal regime of migration as a means of curtailing 

“illegal” migration. In contrast to the legalization of migration as it unfolded in the 20th 

century, Dauvergne (2008) has argued that the moral panic around “illegal” migration is a 

marker of the twenty-first century. Providing a detailed architecture of the legal 

complexes that “make people illegal” in Canada, Dauvergne (2008:15) outlines how “the 

‘illegality’ of people is a new discursive turn in contemporary migration talk.” What have 

been presented as “problems” of “irregular” migration is a discursive formation produced 

by an aspirational vision of transversal control (Bigo 2002; Bigo and Guild 2005; Squire 

2011), and the criminological problematization of migration as “illegal” demonstrates a 

further collapsing of internal/external security universes and the embedding of mobilities 

controls into the policing of crime. In an emerging domain of what has been termed 

“crimmigration control” (Stumpf 2006) — a term that represents the conjoining of 
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criminal law and administrative laws on migration — prosperous countries of the global 

North have accelerated control functions using internal powers associated with the 

criminal justice system to curtail and suppress mobile populations seeking entry or 

transit. Bigo (2014) has remarked that policemen and border guards alike now see border 

controls as an internal security problem with an external dimension. 

 Human smuggling has become a leading area of collaboration of global 

crimmigration control (Mountz 2010; Wong 2005). Aiming to control the flows of 

“illegal” migration, norm-makers such as the US, EU, and Australia have taken 

increasingly sophisticated pre-emptive and extraterritorial steps to intercept migrants 

before they reach ground (Bigo and Guild 2005; Mountz 2010; Pickering 2004; Pickering 

and Weber 2013). Maritime travel has been an especially highlighted area of “illegal” 

migration and efforts to crackdown on unauthorized travel, particularly refugees. In 

Australia, Pickering (2014:189) has detailed how “Irregular maritime arrivals (asylum 

seekers arriving by boat) have been the subject of unprecedented legislative activity, 

including the use of offshore detention, the judicial censure of executive power as well as 

the deployment of almost incalculable material (as well as political) resources to agencies 

charged with responding to this so-called crisis” (see also Grewcock 2009). Following 

the arrival of a boat of asylum seekers in 2001, Dauvergne (2008:51) has suggested 

“Australia has been the global leader in the refugee law race to the bottom.”  

In establishing a transversal border regime, deviant states of the global South have 

been incorporated into an enforcement design set by norm-makers. Pickering and Weber 

(2013:94) have argued that, while processes of “geographical transversality influence 

where border control functions are performed,” scholars must examine how “changes in 
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governance characteristic of globalizing, neo-liberalizing states are bringing about a 

dispersal of authority across networks or chains of actors which effects who performs 

these state-defining functions” (emphasis included). Below, I examine how security aid 

from Canada has contributed to the who of border security practices by developing 

techniques of surveillance and control in the global South. Focusing on Canada’s security 

aid project in Southeast Asia, I trace how the threat of migrant boats arriving in Canada 

has created an immediate response to develop the “softwares” of border police in 

Thailand, Cambodia, and Indonesia. Squire (2011:1) has correctly noted Canada’s limited 

involvement in developing the global border control regime, pointing out that it “would 

seem to reflect the geographical specificity of Canadian border regions, which lie at a 

significant physical distance from regions of the global South.” Though Canada has been 

late to integrate into the “global crackdown on migration” (Dauvergne 2008), the security 

aid program to SEA demonstrates a rapid acceleration of interest in supporting the 

practices already being developed by norm-making powers of the transversal security 

community. Consistent with Canada’s character as a norm-supporter, the security aid 

program has privileged Canadian expertise in border “management” and intelligence-led 

policing, thus allowing significant contributions from security innovators.  

A number of scholars have underlined that the fundamentally unequal divisions of 

wealth are at the root of the transversal security community’s desire for global 

surveillance and social control (Duffield 2010; 2007; Franko Aas 2013; 2011; Pickering 

2014; Weber and Bowling 2008). Similarly, in a project proposal document for security 

aid to SEA region, Canadian officials pinpoint the divisions of North-South wealth as the 
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root of global migrations and the crimmigration lens through which these travels are 

interpreted:   

 
The smuggling of migrants continues to pose a threat that challenges the integrity 
of borders and undermines the rule of law, and in so doing brings attendant 
security, social, and economic risks. It also creates significant physical risk for the 
migrants themselves, and many die during the smuggling process. Smuggling of 
migrants by sea is a global and increasing phenomenon, where wealthy and 
advanced nations are inevitably targeted by migrants and the criminals who 
smuggle them… Relatively large and relatively impoverished populations mean a 
large pool of would-be migrants attracted by the opportunities offered by 
countries such as Canada. (DFATD 2013-2551:6).  

 
Given the “large pool of would-be migrants,” Canadian authorities determine that 

the threat posed by unauthorized travel must be stopped at its source. Through the lens of 

crimmigration control, the passage above highlights how prosperous countries are 

“targeted” by the “global and increasing” threat of illegal migration. As I detail, Canadian 

security aid is deployed strategically in support of efforts by norm-markers, giving the 

transnational effort a certain “domopolitics” (Walters 2004) that link Northern, 

prosperous countries where “we” feel a set of common shared values about how our 

“homes are at risk” from the “pools” of “would-be” migrants (see also Fekete 2009). 

Adding an important humanitarian reason to the security aid funding, Canadian 

authorities also underline in the passage above how the migrants themselves are 

potentially victims. As Franko Aas and Gundhus (2015:12) have demonstrated with their 

analysis of EU bordering practices, migrants can be viewed with empathy, but “their 

hardship is as a rule seen as a subset of (organized) crime, rather than an object of 

knowledge in itself.” A key component of the security techniques developed by Canadian 

aid is precisely to strengthen the circuits of circulation so that “truthful” migration is 

ensured, while unauthorized migration is suppressed. Though inasmuch as the efforts to 
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develop security techniques in SEA are represented as an effort to protect migrants or the 

global order, I conclude by highlighting how the project is grounded in the advancement 

of Canadian strategic interest. Or, as the conclusion of the Project Proposal quoted 

directly above put it: “Canada and Canadian citizens benefit from this project in a number 

of ways.” 

Below, I detail the security aid program to SEA region, the techniques that 

Canadian security innovators aim to develop, and the “benefits” of the program for 

Canadian strategic interests. As critical scholarship on crimmigration controls and border 

policing have noted, threats posed by “illegal” migration are discursively represented as 

threats to global security. Similarly, the Canadian security aid regime in SEA is 

rationalized under the same motif, for example when documents repeat claims that 

migrant smuggling is “... a challenge not only to the immediately affected countries, but 

to the international community in general” (DFATD 2013-2551:93). Yet, as the 

exploration of this security development project underlines, the layers of Canadian 

engagement — from the construction of the threat, to the capacity building of SEA 

border police, to partnerships with other norm-making global North countries — 

Canadian security aid is embedded within a trajectory of transversal governance where, 

as Hills (2009) describes, “security is not for all.” Instead, I demonstrate that the 

“international community” protected by these security aid regimes are mostly privileged 

Northern countries whose goal is to manage the repercussions of global wealth disparities 

by “inclusively excluding” (Agamben 1998) populations of the global South.  
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Crimmigration control and the ‘softwares’ of border policing: Exploring Canada’s 

security aid in Southeast Asia 

As noted in Chapter 4, one participant raised the issue of “migrant smuggling” 

during a discussion of strategic interests. Emphasizing how capacity building projects 

should have a tangible domestic priority, the participant said:  

 
Especially if you’re doing something like border management, if you do 
something successful capacity building with countries, I mean international 
border management is everybody, it’s not just like the United States, you have all 
kinds of things you have to discuss with them, and you can help them, for 
example if you help somebody with migrant smuggling, well that’s good for us, 
because you don’t get so many boats arriving and things like that. (Interview 6 — 
emphasis added).  

 
Like other Northern and prosperous countries, Canada receives only a small 

fraction of the world’s refugee, asylum, immigration claimants, or other “things like 

that.” Moreover, although only a small number of these claimants arrive from maritime 

ports, the Canadian government has made maritime “human smuggling” a major issue of 

its crime control agenda. As I noted above, this is only a recent development, stemming 

in general from the rise of crimmigration discourses, and specifically from the maritime 

arrival of Tamil asylum seekers.  

Below, I address the issue of migration smuggling since its recent emergence in 

Canada. Since the maritime arrival of Tamil asylum seekers, Canadian security aid has 

been directed towards building the capacities of intelligence and surveillance in Southeast 

Asian countries. I explore this security aid project in four sections. First, I detail the 

securitizing discourses that constructed the threat of “migrant smuggling” and outline the 

strategic objectives of Canadian security assistance. Second, I describe the elements of 

Canadian security development programs, offering an overview of the courses and 
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“techniques” that security innovators have aimed to develop with border policing 

agencies in the SEA region. Third, I detail a series of documents that discuss the practices 

of border policing development, with an emphasis on the barriers and obstacles 

encountered by security innovators. In particular, I analyze these documents because they 

give an illustration of the broader, transversal practices of security development and 

demonstrate how security “aid” to recipient countries comes with a “requirement” to 

engage in the front-line police enforcement designed by norm-makers. Finally, a fourth 

section outlines areas that are specific to the advance of Canadian strategic interests. This 

section concludes by demonstrating how tangible security development programming 

enhances Canadian reputational value as a norm-supporter in the practices of the 

transversal security community to govern the (in)securities of the global South. 

 

Constructing of the maritime migration threat 

Of course, the “so many boats” referred to by the participant above relates to only 

two actual cases of migrant boats arriving on Canadian shores. Aside from the statement 

from the participant above, many documents explicitly link the attention to threats of 

“migrant smuggling” specifically to the arrival of two boats of Tamil refugees, the MV 

Ocean Lady carrying 76 migrants in October 2009 and then the MV Sun Sea carrying 492 

migrants in August 2010. One other case (MS Alicia) has been promoted in the media as 

an alleged case of 84 Tamils trying to reach Canada before being intercepted by 

Indonesian authorities in June 2011. As one CBSA note describes it:  

 
The heightened engagement was a product of the large migrant smuggling 
operation based in Bangkok that resulted in 492 Tamil migrants claiming refuge 
in Canada via the MV Sun Sea vessel which arrived on our shores in August 2010. 
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Because of this incident CBSA established a stronger presence in Bangkok to 
work on enhancing enforcement, and migrant smuggling writ large became a 
concrete priority of the Government of Canada. (CBSA 2013-13161:21). 

 
As a concrete priority, the Canadian government has initiated a number of 

projects targeting potential boat migrants, particularly — though not exclusively — 

Tamils. Fleeing the conclusions of the civil war in Sri Lanka — along with war crime 

allegations that Prime Minister Harper has himself criticized (PMO 2013; Bascaramurty 

and Ibbitson 2013) — the migrants aboard the boats were subjected to securitizing 

discourses on multiple levels. As Sriskandarajah (2014:912) has noted that, due to 

contextualities in Canada, the arrival of the MV Sun Sea refugees was framed “by pre-

existing discourses of Tamils as terrorists, queue jumpers, and illegitimate refugees.” 

Amplified by caricatures of Tamils as terrorists and queue jumpers, the Harper 

government used the maritime arrivals to pass Bill C-31, Protecting Canada’s 

Immigration System Act. As an effort to crackdown on “human smugglers [that] are 

targeting Canada,” the Act empowers the Minister of Public Safety to designate the 

arrival of a group of persons in Canada as an “irregular arrival” (PSC 2012). Once 

labelled “irregular arrivals,” refugees are subject to enhanced powers of detention and 

investigation, which were rationalized in the Act as a deterrent to future migrations.  

As securitizing discourses in border policing are typified by racial imaginations of 

inclusion and exclusion (Ibrahim 2005; Tsoukala 2008:61-65), the Canadian 

government’s response to the maritime arrivals conveyed a “closeness” between the 

foreign “places of insecurity” and Canada’s coastline. Together with a rise in racial 

nationalism centred on public debates of threats presented by “outsiders” (see Park 2013), 

an aspect of the effort to combat these illegal migrations — in addition to the domestic 
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legal manoeuvres — has been to enhance the border policing programs of countries in 

Southeast Asia. This included an immediate creation of security aid packages to recipient 

countries in Southeast Asia — Thailand, Indonesia, and Cambodia — to build 

surveillance and interdiction capacities. 

 It is worth noting that Canadian security aid hubs were active in SEA before the 

Tamil maritime arrivals. Under the banner of fighting against the threat of global 

terrorism, the CTCB had offered more than $4 million for regional initiatives since 2005. 

With the construction of “migrant smuggling” threat, Canada pledged an additional $12 

million (over two years) through the ACCBP, announced during a visit by PM Harper to 

Thailand in March 2012. While the security aid funding involved both security hardware 

and software, there was an emphasis on developing the pre-emptive risk policing 

capacities of surveillance and intelligence gathering to enhance the abilities of recipient 

countries to interdict the vessels before they reached open waters. As one document from 

DFATD explained, “Although the circumstances and capacities present in each of the 

three countries differ greatly, intelligence-led policing is under-developed in each” 

(DFATD 2013-2551:7). To develop these softwares of policing, security innovators from 

the RCMP and CBSA were tasked with creating programs that would train border 

officials from Thailand, Indonesia, and Cambodia to act as a first-line of defence against 

the “would-be” migrants leaving for Canada.  

 Liempt and Sersli (2013:1030) have argued that “human smuggling” has a 

particular make up in the construction of threat, because of its role in bringing “in 

migrant bodies that states have classified as ‘unwanted’ and as ‘illegal’” — in other 

words, those that have not qualified or submitted themselves to the “official” gateways of 
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authorization. To privilege the “legal” means of migration, countries of the North have 

not only emphasized the need for migrants to abide by the rules, but have paired 

“irregular” migration with criminal activity. A tacit recognition of the security-emphasis 

on migration stems from wealth disparities and the desire of people from the global South 

to relocate to the North, yet the security framing of “migration smuggling” resituates 

issues of mobility within a context of criminality. In relation to their study on EU border 

policing agencies, Franko Aas and Gundhus (2015:11) have shown how asylum seekers 

intercepted during their travels are “clearly framed in the language of state security, and 

consequently even when addressing migrants’ vulnerability, tends to frame it in the 

language of state security and organized crime.” Take the following example in relation 

to the asylum-seeking maritime arrivals from Sri Lanka:  

 
Typically irregular migrants are attracted by countries of relative prosperity when 
compared to their countries of origin and the prospect therefore of economic 
betterment for themselves and their families. In some cases migrants have been, 
or intend to be, involved in criminal activity or in other activities which pose a 
threat to the national security of the destination country…. [the boats] illustrate 
both the extent to which relatively wealthy countries are seen as destinations of 
choice for migrants from the developing world, and the complete disregard for 
human life typical of those engaged in human smuggling. (DFATD 2013-
2551:43). 

 
Potential affiliations with the Tamil Tigers and involvement with illegal 

smuggling have been central points of issue within the legal saga in Canada. For upwards 

of three years, the asylum seekers aboard the MV Sun Sea and MV Ocean Lady were 

detained, investigated, and scrutinized as potential terrorists or criminals (CCR 2013). 

Canadian authorities actively challenged most of the refugee claims, “successfully” 

arguing at the Immigration Refugee Board to have over 100 of the passengers declared 

illegal and subjected to deportation. In at least two cases, individuals deported have been 
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taken into custody and tortured. One is dead (Quan 2013). Given Canada’s effort at 

blanket refusals, the positioning of a “complete disregard for human life” is particularly 

notable given the supposed protections afforded to asylum seekers under international 

law. Yet, these “irregular migrants” are not discursively recognized as refugees (though 

many have been legally recognized). Canada’s lack of regard for the migrants was further 

illustrated by CBSA documents acquired from the Canadian Council for Refugees. 

Indicating that the Agency had developed plans before the Sun Sea’s arrival to detain 

passengers for as long as possible (CCR 2011). The long period of detention included a 

number of children and involved an intentional protraction of legal efforts. As Liempt 

and Sersli (2013) have commented, such efforts at framing “migrant smuggling” have the 

effect of casting criminal suspicion over migrants, stripping these individuals of personal 

agency and silencing their personal decisions to take great risks — at significant costs — 

in an attempt to start a new life.  

Constructing the boat arrivals as security threats plays to a particular xenophobic 

domopolitics (Walters 2004; also Chandler 2007), but it also opens a platform for 

humanitarian governance with the aim of providing human security to the smuggled 

migrants and border stability of the transversal security community. In the wake of the 

boat arrivals and securitizing discourses from political figures, Canadian security 

innovators within security aid hubs were tasked to design programs to develop the 

capacities in Southeast Asian countries. As a strategy of “pushing the border out,” aid 

projects were created to enhance the abilities of recipient countries to engage in the 

enforcement and interdiction process, as opposed to having migrants processed once they 
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arrive to Canada. CBSA explained how security aid could assist with the curtailment of 

boat migrants:  

 
The most effective way of achieving both of these goals [protecting the ‘integrity’ 
of the border, and deterrence of potential ‘smugglers’] is through interdiction of 
vessels prior to departure combined with increased, intelligence-led, investigative 
efforts that aim at dismantling the criminal networks and prosecuting the key 
perpetrators that organize and drive such migrant smuggling operations. (DFATD 
2013-2551:43). 

 
Focusing on the goal to intercept “prior to departure,” a major emphasis was 

placed on developing the intelligence and pre-emptive capacities of recipient countries. 

Canada’s security aid project commenced soon after the arrival of the migrant boats, and 

required a commitment from SEA countries to demonstrate they will “buy in” to the 

project, as well as requiring a “whole of government” approach from both the recipient 

countries as well as Canadian security innovators.103 Unlike the characterizations of 

recalcitrance that typified discourses of security aid in Haiti, the SEA program 

emphasizes how the phantom states of the region have demonstrated sufficient political 

will to reform according to the designs of norm-makers of the donor community. One 

note explains:  

 
As per the World Customs Organization’s “3P” approach to capacity building 
(People, Partnership, and Political will),  CBSA recognizes that country-specific 
buy-in is key to capacity building activities and feels that this buy-in is significant 
in Thailand and the project will therefore be successful. (CBSA 2013-13161:23). 

 

                                                 
103 Underlining the interoperable character of the transversal security community, one CBSA proposal 
document underlines the Agency’s objective of having Thailand develop an integrated whole of 
government approach: “I believe it is important that they do participate, as TIB branch was/is a major 
contributor in dealing with the migrant file (detainees still remain in the immigration detention centre) . The 
importance of bringing together all the different departments was an underlined factor in discussion when 
the assessment team was here ... including demonstrating how Canada operates with a ‘whole of 
government’ approach” (CBSA 2013-13161:9). 
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Based on the willingness of the SEA recipients to engage in the reformatory 

practices of norm-makers, documents indicate that a whole of government team, 

composed of members from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, the CBSA, the Privy 

Council Office, and DFATD conducted a needs assessment mission in Indonesia, 

Thailand, and Malaysia, from September 23 to October 4, 2011. A major component of 

the needs assessment mission was the preparation of a number of security aid programs 

that could be announced during PM Harpers’ trip to Indonesia in 2012. One memo 

written for the President of the CBSA, Luc Portelance, in November 2011 details the 

assessment mission and the rollout of ACCBP funding as part of Canada’s strategy to 

“provide capacity building to source and transit states in Southeast Asia.” It is worth 

highlighting the discursive use of “source and transit states” in this document, as opposed 

to the much more common (and value neutral) “partner” or “recipient” state identifiers in 

security aid documents. With a label of “source and transit” states, there is a clear 

identification in the document quoted above that these countries are seen by Canadian 

officials as deficient in border management. In detailing extensive efforts to fortify EU 

borders, Franko Aas (2013:30) has used the term “Northern Penal States” to categorize 

norm-makers within the EU that export the best practice regimes of surveillance and 

border control to norm-taker counties. Underlining the normative power of the transversal 

“bordering” processes, Franko Aas differentiates between Northern Penal States and 

“deviant states” by their “capacity to govern crime according to its ability to respond to 

issues on the international crime control agenda” (ibid.). Under the label “source and 

transit” countries, SEA recipients are categorized as deviant states who are viewed 

primarily as part of a problem.  
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 Demonstrating the strategic interests of the security aid project in SEA, 

documents detail how security aid hubs responded quickly to develop programming on 

the ground. As an indication of how security aid (and the politicization of security aid) 

satisfies domestic (domo)political interests, the memo to CBSA President Portelance 

goes on to explain that “DFAlT has placed significant pressure on the CBSA to obtain the 

necessary in-house approvals to proceed with the Thai project in advance of the Prime 

Minister’s visit to Thailand” (CBSA 2013-13161:15 — emphasis added). Underlining the 

high-profile status of the “anti-human smuggling” agenda, a DFATD note explains that 

the project is in “direct support of the PCO-OSAHS led initiative that seeks to detect and 

prevent future human smuggling vessels destined for Canada. The prevention of human 

smuggling vessels reaching the shores of Canada is a top foreign policy priority for the 

Government of Canada” (DFATD 2013-2551:14). The emphasis on stopping the vessels 

from “reaching the shores of Canada” makes clear the government’s strategy to evade 

legal obligations to refugees who set foot on Canadian soil.  

 Spotlighting the high prioritization of the issue and its direct support from the 

Privy Council Office (PCO), the security aid project to SEA countries has been designed 

to impart an integrated, intelligence-led policing “software” to recipient countries. Given 

the expertise of the CBSA as security innovators, officials with DFATD, PCO, and the 

Prime Minister’s office, emphasized the need to include a tangible and concrete training 

facet to the security aid project. A document from CBSA underlines that “The adoption 

of CBSA best practices would enhance the capacity of Thai administrations (customs, 

immigration, police, etc) to detect criminal organizations involved with human smuggling 

at the source.” (CBSA 2013-13161:184). As a strategy to curtail migration “at the 
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source,” the project aimed to develop tangible skills of intelligence-led policing. While 

the securitizing game was driven by the professionals of politics, below illustrates how 

development of security knowledge practices is driven by security innovators. Funded 

through security assistance, the development of these security techniques are aimed at 

professionalizing and integrating SEA border police into transversal policing practices. 

As I highlight, the overriding objective is a reformatory effort to develop these deviant 

states, in effect making them “front line” surveillance and policing units of the global 

North.   

 

Developing security softwares 

As a strategy to push the border out, Canada prepared 12 initial projects aimed at capacity 

building border and police agencies in Southeast Asia. One of the first projects to be 

implemented from the $12 million allocated through the ACCBP was intended to develop 

Port Intelligence Units (PIUs). 

The project had a geographic scope covering Cambodia, Indonesia, and Thailand, 

and worked with the UNODC to create multi-agency PIUs that would integrate local, 

regional, international intelligence and policing practices. As outlined in a project 

proposal from the CBSA to the ACCBP, the project was organized under three thematic 

areas. First was the building of infrastructure and establishment of the physical space for 

the PIUs. Second was an effort at officer training and mentoring in intelligence and 

investigative skills. And the third theme was comprised of cooperation and coordination, 

attempting to make links to “national, regional and international bodies for the purpose of 

effective intelligence sharing” (DFATD 2013-2551:3). Notably, the CBSA proposed 
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working with the UNODC because it would complement other Australian-directed 

projects, in particular the Coordination and Analysis Unit (CAU) project, which “seeks to 

improve strategic level information sharing on migrant smuggling in Southeast Asia, and 

the PATROL project, which focuses on improving border security in the Greater Mekong 

Subregion” (ibid.). As I explain further below, the “third” pillar is an integral part of the 

project design to ensure its “sustainability.” In particular, it allows recipient countries to 

become embedded in larger regional and international intelligence networks under the 

direction of the global North, ensuring more reliable long-term enforcement of maritime 

mobility controls.  

 As a project starting “from scratch” (DFATD 2013-2551:37), the security aid 

included provisions for hardware in the form of equipment and infrastructure. This 

included office equipment and paint as well as “providing equipment such as vehicles, 

computers, surveillance items such as infra-red and photographic equipment, and the 

creation of standard operating procedures” (DFATD 2013-2551:63). Other equipment, 

provided through CCC, included six sophisticated mobile phone ACESCQO Field 

Scanners. Described for use as “Digital Mobile Device Data Extraction” for “the purpose 

of intelligence gathering,” the field scanners were procured for $8,000 each, and CBSA 

Liaison Officers trained Thai border police on how to use them (CBSA 2013-13161:34). 

CCC also procured document examination kits that included 2,000 handheld blacklights, 

8,000 batteries for the blacklights, and 2,000 TV-15 TriView magnifiers (CBSA 2013-

13161:71). Initially purchasing the exam kits for Thai border police, the CBSA officials 

also discussed purchasing kits to provide them through CBSA Liaison Officers to other 

countries. These kits were scheduled to be dispersed to Indonesia (200), Malaysia (200), 
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Vietnam (200), Singapore (1,000), and 400 to the IOM for donations (CBSA 2013-

13161:46). Canadian funds also purchased other “security hardware,” such as a case 

management system, and Dell computers and routers to operationalize the PIUs.  

 PIU training component comprised 90 officers (30 from each country). Courses 

included a wide range of police sciences: smuggling of migrants investigation; 

interdiction techniques at seaports; crime scene investigation; money laundering; and 

criminal intelligence analysis (DFATD 2013-2551:13). Other components of the training 

included study visits for senior managers, operational intelligence analysis, profiling, 

investigation of migrant smuggling (including debriefing and interrogation techniques), 

informant handling, evidence and case preparation, statement taking, use of equipment, 

immersive (mock case) exercises, and technical support to investigations through 

mentoring (DFATD 2013-2551:46). Underscoring the humanitarian sentiments of the 

programming, a human rights course was also provided.  

Courses prepared for the PIU project were complemented by other ACCBP 

trainings to develop intelligence-led policing skills. An overview of a course given to 

Thai border police details that “course content focused on the Intelligence Cycle and 

enabled the participants to gain a comprehensive understanding of how to transform basic 

information, received from various sources, into actionable intelligence for criminal 

enforcement” (CBSA 2013-13161:90). Modules included: Introduction to intelligence; 

Application of intelligence; Intelligence cycle; and Introduction to basic intelligence 

analysis. The courses covered: the basics of informant handling; documentation; risk 

assessment; managing and meeting informants; targeting and mitigating threats; 

contingency planning; identifying organized crime activities; and collecting, storing, and 
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sharing information and intelligence products. An additional course on advanced 

document examination was offered to all PIU officers through attendance at the IOM 

document examination center in Bangkok. A key objective of the project was described 

as building these capacities in combination with ”the establishment of effective 

mechanisms for cooperation and coordination nationally, regionally and internationally, 

including MoUs where necessary to allow for intelligence sharing” (DFATD 2013-

2551:44). Border police from all countries were also introduced and trained to use a Case 

Management Information System (CMIS) provided by Australia Federal Police.  

 Like those courses detailed above — which were provided to Pakistani, Iraqi and 

Jordanian police — many of these capacity building programs are stock offers from 

Canadian security innovators. As a strategy to have SEA border police work as reliable 

proxies for Canadian border management, the program targeting human smuggling, 

emphasizing that the training sessions needed to focus on long-term skill improvements. 

In designing the course, Canadian security experts warned about a “Relative lack of 

willingness of organisations and departments to work closely together to tackle a crime 

issue, [large redaction]” (DFATD 2013-2551:37). To compensate for this perceived “lack 

of willingness,” project sustainability was emphasized through an emphasis on the “buy-

in” from SEA recipients. Stressing how “ownership” over the project would entail long-

term success, one project proposal outlines:  

 
Significant ownership of the PIUs has already been demonstrated by the 
beneficiary agencies, through their participation in the creation of SOPs, the 
identification of premises from within their existing estates, and the absorption of 
running costs within their regular budgets… The best way to ensure sustainability 
and avoid waning of interest in the concept of the PIUs (intelligence-led, 
proactive investigations) is to make every effort to achieve operational success. 
This will motivate staff and encourage a sense of belonging to a special unit. 

 489



Success will breed success, and ensure continued and enthusiastic support from 
the beneficiary agencies even after donor support is removed. (DFATD 2013-
2551:9).  

 
Another aspect of a strategy of sustainability involves efforts to integrate SEA 

border police into local, regional, and international networks. For example, PIUs were 

designed on fusion centre principles to include immigration officials, criminal police, and 

maritime police, as well as liaise with the national navies. During the development phase 

of the PIUs, the Canadian government paid for UNODC trainers to remain on-site to 

provide “tactical and strategic advice to the PIUs with a view to promoting a proactive, 

intelligence-led, human rights based approach with regard to detecting, disrupting and 

investigating migrant smuggling” (DFATD 2013-2551:4). In addition to providing daily 

training and assistance to PIUs in an effort to “fuse” the various arms of maritime 

intelligence, the UNODC mentors would act as surveillance hubs for norm-maker donor 

countries. A START-GPSF project proposal underlines that UNODC mentors will be 

responsible for liaising with “the international law enforcement community present in the 

region (such as police and immigration officers from Australia, Canada, UK and the 

USA)” (DFATD 2013-2551:11). The note goes on to explain that “the objective of this 

will be to facilitate and encourage to the extent possible law enforcement cooperation, 

including the conduct of joint investigations, not only between the PIUs in Cambodia, 

Indonesia and Thailand but also between the PIUs and the international law enforcement 

community” (ibid.).  

 Using the Case Management system provided by Australia, the PIUs were 

intended to be multi-agency intelligence hubs that both provide surveillance for states of 

the global North but could also receive intelligence to enforce border controls “at the 
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source.” In the annex to the project proposal, START-GPSF explain that Interpol data 

sets will be made available to at least one unspecified PIU through a direct Interpol 

connection. Establishing this direct Virtual Private Network between the PIUs and 

Interpol involved the purchase of encrypted routers for each PIU. It was noted that “The 

data that will become available will give PIU officers access to information concerning 

travel document abuse, examples of specimen travel documents, Interpol's system of 

notices, alerts and warnings” (DFATD 2013-2551:5). As integrated intelligence and 

border enforcement units, the design of the PIUs allowed for fluid surveillance sharing as 

well as integrating border agencies from SEA countries into an international enforcement 

system. One Project Summary document explains:  

 
The project will create Port Intelligence Units (PIUs) with a mobile operational 
capacity in Indonesia, Cambodia and Thailand, tactically situated in order to 
allow them to respond effectively to maritime migrant smuggling. Their reach 
will extend well beyond their immediate locations however, and through the 
channels for cooperation and coordination that will be established, the units will 
be able to respond to intelligence from international as well as national sources, 
from border control units at land, sea and air entry points, and from criminal 
police. (DFATD 2013-2551:44 - Emphasis added). 

 
As a Canadian contribution to integrating SEA countries into the border 

management systems of prosperous countries, the ACCBP has been highly innovative 

and successful. One DFATD document notes that “multi-agency intelligence units of the 

kind proposed here currently do not exist” in any of the recipient countries (DFATD 

2013-2551:45). Building such systems of integrated surveillance — as well as ensuring 

that Northern/donor countries are embedded within these operations to provide 

“sustainability” — has involved a thorough effort to develop the capacities of donor 

countries. Starting with the identification of locations in each of the three countries, the 
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project designed and built the PIU offices. Funded by Canadian security aid, the UNODC 

worked with the recipient countries to identify permanent staff for the program. Canadian 

security innovators then trained hundreds of staff in a range of disciplines connected to 

intelligence analysis and migrant smuggling investigations, developing many of these 

“softwares” of the recipient governments “from scratch.”104 Canada also produced, 

working with the recipient countries, a set of Standard Operating Procedures for each PIU 

that normalized the “best practices” of risk policing practices of the global North. Using 

the ACBBP funds, PIUs were fully equipped, which included specialist case management 

and intelligence analysis software. Then, through Canadian and Australian leadership, the 

PIUs were networked with local, regional, and international partners.  

As a project to advance the interoperable practices of the transversal security 

community, the ACCBP programming has demonstrated how Canadian policing sciences 

and the “software” of security governance can developed security in deviant states of the 

global South. Moreover, the project demonstrated considerable accomplishments in a 

short time frame. In creating an extra-territorial regime of border management, where 

recipient countries are to serve as front-line surveillance and enforcement, the PIU 

initiative has been a “successful” model. In fact, as I detail below, Canadian security 

innovators have been praised for the PIU model and it has been suggested as a format to 

develop policing capacities in other “source” countries in efforts to globalize migration 

controls. However, before I detail the broader strategic benefits of the PIU project, I will 

examine how the PIU project has also encountered a number of barriers. As detailed in 

Chapter 5, the “visions of control” often recount successful and seamless security 

                                                 
104 Discussing the current capacities of border police in the SEA region, one briefing note highlights the 
“Limited understanding of the benefits of an intelligence led approaches to tackling crime” (Error! Main 
Document Only.DFATD 2013-2551:Error! Main Document Only.37).   
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development work, yet the process of globalizing social control mechanisms can be more 

complicated on the ground. While the effort of prosperous countries to build a front-line 

system of border management in SEA is recounted as highly successful, it is important to 

demonstrate how “micropolitics” (Scott 1998) on the ground demonstrate the agency and 

resistance to global visions of control. As Scott (1998) details, micropolitics arise 

specifically in relation to efforts of utopian-transformers to implement practical, technical 

changes in the polities they seek to order. While these reforms are technically-focused, 

they present moments where antagonisms come to the surface. In security aid practise, 

these micropolitics expose the objectives of Canadian security innovation; they are not 

providing “assistance” to accommodate local knowledge and practices, but are there to 

transform policing and border practices according to a Northern ideal, and integrate these 

institutions into the transversal security community. Moreover, in detailing the barriers to 

the implementation of these policing and surveillance techniques, the documents 

analyzed below are illustrative of the rationalities of security development as an aim of 

reforming “deviant states.”   

 

Barriers to security techniques development 

Unlike the construction of a prison walls or border stations, or the provision of 

policing equipment, the development of security techniques is animated by the 

knowledge practices that sustain them. Sophisticated systems of surveillance and social 

sorting are context specific and efforts to embed them in the global South, much like 

colonial efforts to develop Native Administrations (Mitchell 2002; Scott 1999), produce 

conflictual and contradictory outcomes (Murakami Wood 2013). While the PIUs have 
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been a model for quick and successful application of security “software” into the SEA 

region, linking these new intelligence nodes into a transnational surveillance network, 

Canadian security innovators raised several challenges during the project.  

Although “barriers” to security aid implementation are rarely detailed, certainly in 

contrast to the “successes,” documents related to development of security softwares in the 

SEA region are notable for their discussions of operational challenges. In particular, the 

Final Narrative Report of the PIU project contained a “lessons learned” section that 

described a number of the barriers encountered in the field. Items discussed included the 

lack of proper recruitment, unavailability of building supplies, and a general complaint 

with “speeds which [some recipient agencies] move which are not consistent with high 

levels of project implementation in short time frames” (DFATD 2013-2551:37). 

Additionally, two other notable “obstacles” were listed.  First, was a grievance over the 

setting of project objectives. The entry reads:  

 

 
Illustration 17: “Lessons learned” contained in the Final Narrative Report from PIU project in SEA 
(DFATD 2013-2551:37). 
 

As the first “obstacle,” the note reveals how the program was designed before any 

discussions with SEA border policing agencies. Representing the SEA countries as 

“beneficiaries” of the security aid package parallels altruistic tropes of development 

discourse, yet omits that “migrant smuggling” is a problematization constructed by norm-

maker (Canadian) security discourses. Representing SEA countries as “beneficiaries” is a 

sentiment of humanitarian governance, yet masks that the “aid” package is precisely 
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designed to benefit Canada and other prosperous countries. Importantly, the listing of this 

“obstacle” demonstrates that the “aid” recipients contested this relationship. As was noted 

in Chapter 5, participants in this study made a number of remarks about how aid-

receiving countries would strategically use security aid to obtain resources and 

commitments. While described as recalcitrance by “donors,” countries of the global 

South have dynamic ways of resisting the imposition of “best practices” from norm-

makers. While my research project does not adequately explore these aspects of security 

development, these dynamics do nonetheless underline the provisional (though 

aspirational) character for transversal control. Though far from an “ideal situation,” the 

interactions detailed by the note above demonstrates that, while the recipients nonetheless 

participate in the externally-designed development project, the symbolic “partnership” is 

expected to be maintained — and Canadian security innovators have to engage in 

symbolic repairs to carry on with their project.  

After a redacted section of the document, the second declassified “obstacle” 

addressed the project funding. Specifically, a concern was raised around the 

“sustainability” of the project. However, it was a far cry from the “sustainability” 

concerns of the norm-makers countries. The entry reads:  

 

 
Illustration 18: “Lessons learned” contained in the Final Narrative Report from PIU project in SEA 
(DFATD 2013-2551:38). 
 

In the quotation above, the “degree of nervousness” pertains to “partner 

agencies,” specifically the UNODC, who appear to be caught in the middle of donor 
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agencies and recipients.105 Indeed, the prosperous countries supporting the project were 

explicit in their design to foster an on-going, integrated system of maritime surveillance. 

The security aid was targeted precisely to deputize the SEA border policing agencies into 

the transnational security network and provide them with the “software” (literal and 

figurative) to engage in more sophisticated intelligence-led policing practices. Prosperous 

countries assumed that, with this security development, SEA recipients would take their 

newly developed policing sciences and contribute to practices of transversal surveillance. 

Yet, as demonstrated by the first bullet point above, the PIU project was clearly designed 

by prosperous countries seeking firmed control over global mobilities — and the SEA 

border police were cognizant of this enterprise. In the second bullet, we can see how the 

recipient countries did not want to fund a program for global border control, they wanted 

the prosperous countries to fund it! This note exposes a much different understanding of 

the “sustainability” of the project, where the global North emphasizes sustainability in 

terms of continued reliability of intelligence and security practices, while the recipient 

countries are concerned about their abilities to fund a project that essentially functions as 

proxy policing for the global North. Further, while we read this through Canadian 

translation, we can see that the UNODC were “nervous” about being the messenger.  

 An underlying point of this second bullet is that we should also re-apply the 

funding grievance from the SEA countries to the project design grievances from the first 

bullet. An important facet of the symbolic grievance and repair detailed in bullet one 

emphasized that SEA countries made the point of raising the design of the project 

                                                 
105 It is worth noting that documents show the UNODC has originally proposed a $5 million budget for the 
PIU project, yet the Canadian funding from the ACCBP was limited to $2 million. In their Final Project 
Report, the UNODC acknowledge the funding gap by detailed how the Government offered a “scaled 
back” version which eliminated judicial reform and focused entirely on surveillance and intelligence 
(DFATD 2013-2551:83). 
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precisely to underline the issue of on-going funding. Whether this overture was noted by 

Canadian security innovators is unclear. Yet it raises an important aspect of this security 

aid for border control that parallels the development trap: like development assistance 

used simply to manage poverty and maintain unequal wealth disparities (Turpin et al. 

2013), security assistance is used to manage unease and maintain border regimes that 

protect wealth disparities.  

 Most of the documents detailing Canadian security aid to SEA for “migrant 

smuggling” emphasize the successfulness of the project, though some documents do 

outline the significant barriers to institutionalizing security governance regimes. 

Addressing the ongoing concern of donor countries about the “sustainability” of the 

project, the Final Narrative Report for the PIU project contains the following entry under 

the category “risk”: 

 
A risk that the overall impact of investment in training and procurement can be 
diluted by partners if they fail to fully understand or endorse the aims of the 
project in favour of a more perfunctory tick box approach to training and 
provision of equipment. Throughout the project this issue has arisen in each of the 
countries to a greater or lesser extent. Expectations are often shaped by previous 
experience, and the law enforcement agencies in some of the countries in the 
region have become accustomed to simple delivery of training and equipment that 
is not accompanied by a requirement to see lasting structures created as a result. 
These challenges have been overcome through extensive dialogue, persistence, 
diplomacy and, to an extent, compromise” (DFATD 2013-2551:38). 

 
Stressing the expectation of the donor to have more than “perfunctory tick box” 

training, the note articulates how this security aid comes attached with a “requirement to 

see lasting structures created as a result.” A clear reflection of Canada’s poor opinions 

regarding the enforcement practices of the SEA “partners” (as they are described here), 

the statement exposes the Janus-faced character of “migrant smuggling” aid where the 
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“partners” are expected to be surveillance functionaries and the “beneficiaries” are the 

norm-making donor countries.  

Notwithstanding the obstacles to moving forward with more security development 

in SEA, the note concludes: “Moving forward, to ensure that the progress made to date 

results in concrete operational outcomes, continued support in the form of training, 

mentoring, and reinforcing the sustainability of each PIU will be required” (DFATD 

2013-2551 39 — emphasis added). 

Although Canada entered the field of migrant control relatively late compared 

with the norm-makers of the transversal security community, the note above underlines 

how Canadian norm-supporting is comprised of concrete, practical support for the 

practices of transversal policing and surveillance. Security aid is an important strategic 

avenue for Canada to fulfil its “place” as a norm-supporter, through these practical steps 

at developing the techniques of security in the global South. Security innovators have 

been particularly effective at supporting the agendas of norm-makers, and the SEA region 

security aid is demonstrative of the strategic interests played by Canadian security 

innovation. Demonstrating a range of strategic benefits — from domopolitics to 

advancing the reputation of security innovations, as well as the tangible development of 

transversal policing — the security aid to SEA is characteristic of Canadian norm-

supporting. Below, I unpack the strategic interests fulfilled by these security aid 

practices. 

 

The ‘anti-human trafficking agenda’ and Canadian strategic interests 
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Like all security aid, the aid to SEA under the awkwardly titled “anti-human 

trafficking agenda” is rationalized by expressions of humanitarian government and 

animated by a desire to fulfil Canadian strategic interests. Though the aid package can be 

discursively presented as effort to save the migrants from dangerous travels, or the 

security of “the international community in general” (DFATD 2013-2551:93), the 

exploration of the documents offered in this chapter displays how the overarching 

objective of the funding is to pre-emptively intercept “so many boats” from reaching 

Canadian shores. To do so requires that SEA security aid recipients partake in a 

networked surveillance and policing effort to intercept “illegal” maritime mobilities “at 

the source.”  

 As noted in one of the proposal documents for the SEA security aid project: 

“Canada and Canadian citizens benefit from this project in a number of ways” (DFATD 

2013-2551:6). In addition to the benefit of keeping asylum seekers away from Canadian 

shores, the development of security techniques in the SEA region furthers a number of 

other strategic objectives. A first level of benefit is fulfilled by the integration of SEA 

border police into the network of policing unwanted travellers. While this strengthens the 

practices of global mobilities control, there are specific benefits for Canadian security 

innovators who gain from accessing new sources of intelligence for “policing-at-a-

distance” (Bigo 2006). As a Memorandum of Understanding between the CBSA and 

DFATD explains: “By strengthening key areas of need, the [Royal Thai Police] 

Immigration Bureau will be better equipped to respond to Canadian requests for 

investigative and enforcement assistance to address two major Government of Canada 

priorities: Human Smuggling, and Organized Crime” (CBSA 2013-13161:59). In 

 499



developing “sustainable” practices of border migration in the SEA region, Canadian 

security agencies would benefit from an addition surveillance node. A DFATD document 

underlines that the PIUs “represent an additional intelligence source that can be used by 

Canada should ventures be detected” (DFATD 2013-2551:13). Under the heading of 

“Strategic Value Added,” another briefing underlines that “Canada is uniquely placed to 

benefit from the intelligence generated by these units” (DFATD 2013-2551:6).  

 

An additional strategic interest fulfilled by the security techniques developing assistance 

in the SEA region is the strengthening of relations between normative powers in the 

transversal security community. Not only do security assistance projects bring norm-

takers into the transversal security community — though they offer institutional 

resistances — it allows a particular forum for norm-makers to interact and cooperate. As 

a norm-supporter, Canada plays an important strategic role in offering — and leading — 

particular, concrete, and tangible development programs to support the broader efforts by 

norm-makers to consolidate global networks of unregulated mobilities. As one document 

from the CBSA notes, “Providing this capacity building assistance will also generate 

support from our strategic allies such as the United States and Australia who are also 

working with the region to combat human smuggling” (CBSA 2013-13161:21 — 

emphasis added). Particularly in the SEA region, Australia’s role as a significant norm-

maker is noteworthy. Demonstrating that the categories of normative power are fluid, 

Australia would make a useful parallel to Canada as a “middle power” and norm-

supporter. Yet Australia’s geopolitical position and exceptional program of counter-

migration shares far more parallels with the United States and the EU. In what they call 
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“promoting visa integrity,” Pickering and Weber (2013:95-107) have detailed the 

external network of police, border agents, navy resources, and commercial entities in the 

SEA region who partake in pre-emptive and preventative border controls. Given 

Australia’s “layered” efforts at pushing out their borders and working to impart a 

program of surveillance for norm-takers, Canadian security aid in SEA works under the 

Australian leadership and will “generate support” from the far more active Australian 

vision (and network) of social control.   

 In providing a technically-oriented program of assistance, Canada can illustrate its 

security innovation in supporting the agenda of norm-makers. In a Project Initiation 

Authorization signed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs on May 31, 2013, for Phase II of 

the PIU project, the memo underlines that “The contribution will also bolster Canada’s 

reputation and its sustained commitment to enhancing the security of Thailand, Indonesia 

and Cambodia by supporting capacity building efforts for institutions that are on the 

front-lines of preventing human smuggling” (DFATD 2013-2551:14). As a key element 

of security innovation, the reputational status of Canada as trusted norm-supporter is of 

particular strategic value. With a focus on enhancing the integration and professionalism 

of SEA border police, Canadian security innovators have aimed to develop a 

“sustainable” program for the “front lines” of the transversal effort to manage “illegal” 

migration. Given Canada has a broad range of experience with developing tangible 

softwares of security, the SEA program has focused on these technical enhancements 

with the goal of maximizing the capacities of the SEA recipients, which also maximizes 

the reputational value of Canadian security innovators. With the goal of communicating 

Canadian contributions as a norm-supporter, a final level of strategic objectives — a 
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fundamental aspect of the “politicization of aid” described in Chapter 5 — can be 

demonstrated by the visibility strategy of Canada as a norm-supporter, as seen in the 

Libyan and Haitian projects. Demonstrating that Canada places an emphasis on its 

communications strategies, project proposal forms always contain a subsection on 

“communications.” In a typical, but nonetheless informative response, the section for the 

PIU project proposal stresses that “Canada will be properly credited at all events and in 

all publications through use of agreed logos etc. and Canada will be consulted prior to the 

publication of web stories or other public statements concerning the project” (DFATDD 

2013-2551:10).  

 Despite Canada’s limited influence in the norm-making field of security 

governance, the security aid program in SEA demonstrates how domains of expertise and 

innovation in policing can be mobilized strategically to enhance Canadian reputational 

value as a norm-supporter. The Canada “value added” from the project is demonstrated in 

the opening of the first PIU in Cambodia in May 2013. A press release from the UNODC 

recounts how “senior representatives of the Governments of Cambodia and Canada” 

partnered “in response to the threat” of migrant smuggling. With Canadian branding 

prominently on display (see below), the news release reported that project, “funded by 

the Government of Canada,” will “form strong partnerships with key sections of the 

Cambodia National Police and with the international law enforcement community” 

(UNODC 2013).   
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Illustration 19: Photo with caption from news report produced by UNODC (2013).  
 

With 100 guests attending the inauguration ceremony, Martin Reeve, UNODC 

coordinator for the PIUs, described the long-term approach to integration and 

transversality:  

 
For the PIUs to be effective, the international community will have to provide 
long-term support and create networks of trust and intelligence sharing with local 
law enforcement partners… PIU officers in Cambodia, Thailand and Indonesia 
will need to learn - over time - to cooperate with their local, regional and 
international counterparts. (UNODC 2013).   

 
As a reformatory effort to make deviant states from the global South into more 

sustainable border policing proxies, the ceremony emphasized the final commitments 

from countries of the global North as well as the “buy-in” to enforcement from global 

South. Poised with the objectives of providing frontline intelligence on suspicious 

mobilities, the PIUS are networked through surveillance in what Bigo (2008:19) 

describes as an “archipelago of policing” that “hold together the national police, military 

police, customs control, immigration, consulates, and even intelligence services and the 

military” (Bigo, 2008:19). Furthermore, PIUs themselves are “mobile” and epitomize “a 
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dynamic conception of borders where borders are themselves on the move” (Bigo 

2008:27). As a demonstration of the strategic interests provided by security innovation, 

the PIUs underline Canadian contributions of norm-supporting. Technically-oriented and 

tangible by design, they have enhanced the reputation of Canadian security innovators 

and, as I discuss below, have provided a venue for Canadian security aid to make 

innovative contributions to the aspirational control practices of transversal security 

community.  

 

Discussion: Security aid and banoptic power 

Canada has established itself as a reliable security innovator, which is especially 

evident by Canadian expertise in developing the professionalism and integration of 

policing entities from the global South. “Capacity building” programs have a broad scope 

of techniques of development, along with a broad array of assistance recipients to 

enhance. While security assistance regimes are often characterizable by an immediate 

focus on developing the techniques of particular recipients, I have argued that a strategic 

objective of security aid is to assist in the development of more transversal policing and 

surveillance practices. A key aspect of this strategic objective is that the normative power 

of transversal surveillance has privileged collaborative, integrated efforts to protect and 

enhance the security of the “international community.” Guided by an underlying 

humanitarian reason, these cooperative and transversal security development projects are 

animated by a desire to control crime (i.e. crimmigration) and advance the rule of law.  

Canada’s security aid to SEA demonstrates how the threat of “illegal” migration 

has consolidated a cooperative and interoperable network of border policing and 
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surveillance. As a program to develop security techniques, the aid funding has focused on 

“transferring” intelligence-led policing capacities of the global North to the global South, 

with an emphasis on making these practices “sustainable.” Though barriers have arisen in 

Canada’s effort to impose these requirements on recipient countries, the security aid 

project underlines how the transversal security community aspires to consolidate a 

regime of best practices under the normative imperative of “good” and “bad” 

circulations, while also demonstrating how the power relations of “assistance” regimes 

work to develop these best practice regimes in the jurisdictions of norm-takers. As a 

norm-supporter, Canada has demonstrated its security innovation by managing a unique 

delivery of capacity building programs and helping to shepherd the deviant SEA counties 

into the transversal border policing network.  

 As a critical correlate to the presentation of policing efforts that target “illegal 

migration” as a cooperative regime of global crime control, scholars have cast aspersions 

on the altruistic humanitarian ideals presented by its advocates. Franko Aas (2013:30) has 

argued that the “Northern Penal States” have reconfigured a punitive regime that, on one 

hand aims to govern the threat of “illegal” migration through the criminal justice agencies 

but, on the other hand, has moved away from the pillars of procedural fairness that 

(should) comprise the criminal justice system. Moreover, unlike a “punitive” approach 

associated with the disciplinary regime of the criminal justice system, the character of the 

transversal governance of “illegal migration” is not rehabilitative or even incapacipatory. 

As demonstrated by Canada’s effort to strip asylum seekers of legal protections, Northern 

Penal States are characterized by exceptionalism to the rule of law and an effort at 

spectacular deterrence (De Genova 2002:436-439; Ericson 2007). Notably, Canadian 
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efforts have paled in contrast to exceptionalism of norm-makers with regards to practices 

of extraterritorial interception and detention. As a norm-supporter the transversal security 

community, Canada has supported the normative consensus on exceptional punishment 

through various avenues of political legitimization. However, the “anti-human 

smuggling” programs announced in SEA region represent a recent form of Canadian 

practices to support transversal policing efforts with a comprehensive development 

assistance. As demonstrated in Chapter 3, Canadian technical assistance has been most 

clearly visible with efforts to govern drugs and transnational organized crime, particularly 

in Latin America. But the security aid program in the SEA region demonstrates a new 

terrain of Canadian norm-supporting in the realm of combating “migration smuggling.” 

Honing security innovation in the realm of risk policing and border management, 

Canadian security aid has supported efforts from norm-makers Australia, the EU, and the 

US to address the “problem” of unauthorized migration in the SEA region. While Canada 

has only a limited exposure to these unauthorized travels, norm-makers in the region have 

had prolonged interest in developing “sustainable” policing and surveillance practices in 

the region to filter “good” and “bad” circulations.  

 As an effort to develop softwares of surveillance and social control, Canadian 

security aid in the SEA region is illustrative of Didier Bigo’s conceptualization of the 

banopticon. Bigo (2008:32) writes that the dispositif of the “banopticon allows us to 

understand how a network of heterogeneous and transversal practices functions and 

makes sense as a form of (in)security at the transnational level” (Bigo 2008:32). As Bigo 

has explained, numerous efforts at governing (in)security are comprised within banoptic 

regimes, including: efforts at discourse and threat constructions; institutional responses to 
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govern the threats of “illegal” migration; architectural structures of security governance 

(like the PIUs) that police and surveil threats; fields of expertise and expert practitioners 

who compete and collaborate in constructing/validating threats as well as guide the 

practices of security governance; technologies of laws that have been developed to order 

the practices of surveillance and interdiction on a transversal scale; and the vast array of 

techniques — particularly intelligence-led policing — that animate a terrain of “best 

practices” to be developed in deviant states. Allowing us to appreciate the multi-scalar 

efforts to develop security, the banopticon does not present a “unified strategy” for 

understanding the control-functions of norm-makers, but instead offers a complex and 

flexible understanding of “anonymous multiple struggles, which nevertheless contribute 

to a globalization of domination” (Bigo 2008:11). As a conceptual logic of social control, 

the banopticon allows for the fields of (in)security to be appreciated in a rhizomatic 

fashion, accounting for coordinated practices of security governance and competing 

fields of practice, as well as those non-coordinated by complementary practices.  

 As a concept, banopticism is similar to normative power in that it helps explain 

how regimes of practice are not produced by a unified strategy of control, but instead 

based upon negotiated and contingent outcome of global relations. Though norm-making 

typically articulates practices of control that have been rationalized — more often 

through humanitarian reasons — to privilege the global North, these outcomes are 

procedural, and cannot be counted as pre-determined. They can be challenged, or they 

can fail. They can be reanimated or reconfigured, where their potential modulations are 

infinite. Yet, most commonly, they do not fail, not in as much as they are rationalized 

perfectly, but because of their critical mass. With an expansion of security expertise and 
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the widening net of global (in)security — what has been called the “security trap” 

(C.A.S.E. Collective 2006) — the rhizomatic production of transversal policing and 

surveillance “best practices” is a prolific field of transversal security governance.   

 Canadian efforts at security innovation are imbricated into these transversal 

modulations of security governance. And the ascension of security development 

programming into the realm of policing borders in the SEA region is indicative of 

Canadian norm-supporting. As an security innovator, the security aid project 

demonstrates Canadian contributions to a global field of banoptic power, which is 

characterized by three dimensions. First are practices of exceptionalism and rules of 

emergency. This dimension is mostly clearly demonstrated by Northern Penal States’ 

proliferation of exceptional punishments, as scholars have demonstrated the deadly 

violence of these punitive regimes (Doty 2007; Krasmann 2007; Pickering 2010). Second 

are acts of profiling and bureaucracies that “screen” for risks, as evidenced by the 

training program in SEA that develop techniques of security. Finally, the third dimension 

relates to the “normative imperative of mobility” that privileges “good” flows and 

neutralizes “bad” flows (Bigo 2008:32). Unlike the panopticon that aims to surveil 

indiscriminately over the population, the banopticon is a targeted and discriminatory 

surveillance. In seeking out risks, the banopticon is not a reformatory project, but an 

expulsionary project: a banishment that keeps the unwanted travels both away from a 

territorial interiority (“the shores”), yet simultaneously integrates “external” mechanisms 

(the border police) in the administration of this exclusion. Developing a transversal 

network of border policing Canada has contributed to a system of “inclusive exclusion” 

which “serves to include what is excluded” (Agamben 1998:21). 
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 As an effort of the transversal security community to establish a normative 

consensus regarding best practices of border management (see Müller 2010), the 

emerging transversal polity is fundamentally structured along the global disparities of 

wealth. As Canadian security innovators noted, “Smuggling of migrants by sea is a global 

and increasing phenomenon, where wealthy and advanced nations are inevitably targeted 

by migrants and the criminals who smuggle them” ((DFATD 2013-2551:6). Various 

scholars have reformulated what the Canadian document referred to as the “large pool” of 

impoverished “would-be” migrants as a global surplus population (Pickering and Weber 

2013) or a surplus humanity that is “structurally and biologically redundant to global 

accumulation and the corporate matrix” (Mahmud 2010:11). In sorting entitled and the 

unentitled global mobilities — what Duffield (2010) has detailed as the distinctions 

between insured and non-insured existence — surveillance functions operate according to 

what Franko Aas (2011:332) has described as “the changing modes of risk thinking and 

social exclusion [that] and are inscribed with specific notions of otherness and suspicion, 

essentially related to citizenship and global privilege.” Expelled from the domain of 

“inclusive citizenship,” Nair (2010) has similarly highlighted the punitive characteristics 

of social exclusion of the neoliberal present by underlining its unique dimensions where 

racialized Others are at once expunged from the entitlements of citizenship, yet 

maintained within the social body in a liminal, transversal sovereign power.  

 As an affective dimension to Canada’s membership in the transversal security 

community, policing, and border controls have become more rigid, while the link 

between the non-white Other has become more explicitly associated with (in)security. 

While racial Othering has long animated settler governmentality in Canada (Monaghan 
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2013a; Monaghan 2013b; Crosby and Monaghan 2012) as well as the imagination of 

Canada’s post-colonial “multiculturalism” (Thobani 2007), the immediate domopolitics 

of the post-9/11 period witnessed an intensification of racialized Othering. Government 

officials and mainstream media blamed Canada’s refugee and immigration practices for 

enabling global security threats to enter the state (Sharma 2007:135; see also Aiken 2007, 

Park 2013; Razack 2007; Thobani 2007). In relation to Canadian responses to 9/11, 

Razack (2007:8) has alerted that “in the ‘war on terror,’ race thinking accustoms us to the 

idea that the suspension of rights is warranted in the interests of national security.” 

Moreover, racialized exceptionalism that banishes and inclusively excludes “suspicious 

citizens” to the global peripheries is especially evident when examining the practices of 

transversal border policing.  

 Numerous scholars have developed Agamben’s (1998) notion of “states of 

exception” (Doty 2007; Ericson 2007; Gregory 2006; Neal 2009; Razack 2007) in the 

global “war on terror” and, in furthering this analysis, Butler (2004:56) has drawn out 

how “petty sovereigns abound.” Demonstrating how sovereign decisions over life and 

death have proliferated to an array of micro-sites, Butler’s formulation of “petty 

sovereigns” describes how “resurrected sovereignty is thus not the sovereignty of unified 

power under the conditions of legitimacy” (Butler: 2004:56), but is instead 

simultaneously diffuse and concentrated, allowing for a broadened range of bureaucratic 

officials to engage in sovereign-like decisions. Having been applied by a number of 

scholars to global policing of migration, these anointed powers over life and death are 

“part of the apparatus of governmentality; their decision, the power they wield to ‘deem’ 

someone dangerous and constitute them effectively as such, is a sovereign power, a 
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ghostly and forceful resurgence of sovereignty in the midst of governmentality” (Butler 

2004:59; see also Fassin 2014; Franko Aas and Gundhus 2015; Huysmans 2011; Nair 

2010). Contributing to Butler’s insights, we can trace how security aid in the SEA region 

has accelerated a crimmigration control system that diffuses sovereign acts of “deeming” 

across increasingly dissipated fields.  

 While a traditional deeming of banishment would take place “at the shores” of 

Canada, border police in the SEA region have been trained with the objective (in theory) 

of identifying unauthorized “boats destined for Canada.” Through the development of 

security softwares, Canadian authorities have attempted to impart the “act” of deeming 

across a spectrum of agencies associated with the PIUs, from immigration bureaucracies, 

to border police, criminal police, and national navies, as well as transnational groups like 

the UNODC and Interpol. As a strategy to incorporate deviant states into the transversal 

policing network, the techniques developed have focused on developing risk analysis and 

intelligence-led policing. Yet the risk calculations are not inclusively about suppressing 

the illegal, but sorting the flows between “good” and “bad” travellers. At the core of the 

Canadian security development effort is an analysis of “truthfulness,” and the 

surveillance and intelligence functions of the transversal policing network are directed 

towards sorting between authorized and “illegal” circulations. In deviating from Butler’s 

framework — which is premised on a Schmittian fetishization of decisionism — I would 

contend that the development of security softwares moves away from discourse of 

exceptionalism and into discourses of objectivity and “truthfulness.” In particular, the 

sorting practices of border policing are not exclusive to an executive, but have been 
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dispersed across an expanding array of actors: a transversal bureaucracy of petty 

sovereigns.  

 In the application of petty sovereignty as a “mobile sovereign” (Appadurai 

1996:45-49) which incorporates state actors, but disperses practices of surveillance, 

deeming, and information sharing across a global network, we can highlight how the 

power to “inclusively exclude” is highly expansive and diffuse, operating through 

networks and not territories. In the context of “migrant smuggling,” petty sovereigns 

maintain authority over lives that are “marked by precariousness and bareness” (Franko 

Aas and Gundhus 2015:18), yet practices of crimmigration control do not have the 

animating discourses of “war on terror” exceptional sovereignty. Like Canada’s effort to 

develop security techniques in the SEA region, efforts to govern “illegal” migration are 

portrayed as more technocratic, and, therefore, more objective and scientific. Take the 

following entry under “human rights,” contained in the project proposal for PIU training 

the Thai border police: 

 
Illustration 20: Except from ACCBP Project Proposal to train frontline immigration and law enforcement 
of the Royal Thai Police (CBSA 2013-13161:27). 
 

Highlighting that “technical” practices of intelligence-led policing and 

surveillance capacities of the PIU are about testing of “truthfulness” and sorting between 

authorized and “illegal” travel, the CBSA can omit the inherent violence of the bordering 

regime and conclude there “are no relevant gender or human rights concerns.” Under its 

 512



promotion as “assistance,” the security aid regime presents itself as developing what 

Walters (2011) has called a “humanitarian border.” Under Canadian leadership, the SEA 

countries would benefit from professionalism, enhancing the rule of law and the 

objectivity of crime control. Unlike practices of exceptionalism resting upon decisionism 

and a rupturing of the rule of law (resulting in unhinged and diffused sovereign power, a 

la Butler), Canadian security aid has aimed to develop a multi-agency integrated, multi-

scalar, globally integrated (and Northern Penal State-directed) regime of border policing, 

premised on the promotion of the rule of law and a systematic approach for identifying 

risks. Here, the rationalities of security assistance illustrate how petty sovereignty as 

practiced in crimmigration control operates as a fully governmentalized and mobile 

sovereignty. It incorporates with a foregrounding of race-thinking endemic to the 

Northern Penal States relationship to the global. However, instead of discourses of 

biopolitical war mobilized in other cases of migration control (Duffield 2008; Phillips, 

2009; Krasmann 2007), petty sovereignty is rationalized by technocratic routinization 

that implants the fantasies of “so many boats” storming Canadian shores into bureaucratic 

filaments of risk analysis and a prose of human rights. As an expression of the transversal 

security community, security aid is not an exceptionalism animated by existential threats 

or warring imaginaries, but an assemblage of “reasonable” and practical measures to 

govern the geographies of insecurity.  

 

Conclusion(s) 

Security techniques include a wide array of policing and surveillance practices 

that aim to govern insecurities. Canada has established a reputation for surveillance and 
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policing knowledge-practices, and security aid programs have become an avenue to 

develop these areas of expertise in the global South. Rationalized by an animating logic 

of humanitarian reason, the government of Canada announces security aid programs with 

the aim of assisting needy populations. Though some of these programs may help 

improve the human rights practices of recipient countries, their overriding objective is to 

integrate policing and surveillance agencies of the global South into transversal security 

governance regimes. As demonstrated by the case study in Southeast Asia, the 

development of security is fraught with complications and barriers, though the 

aspirational character of these assistance practices ensures that failed efforts are re-

doubled in efforts to gain more “sustainable” security governance regimes.  

 The governance of mobility is a particularly visible site illustrating the broad 

scope of security techniques — as well as the underlying motives of norm-makers —to 

develop social control practices in the global South. Canada is not a norm-maker in the 

establishment of transversal mobility controls. However, this chapter demonstrates how 

Canadian security innovation can be mobilized to support policing and surveillance best 

practices aimed at regulating the movements of undesirable populations. Given the 

transversality of contemporary border regimes, efforts to police the borders of prosperous 

Northern countries are increasingly de-territorialized and happen externally to 

territoriality of border demarcations themselves. Security aid regimes are integral to these 

efforts at global security governance. For prosperous countries that seek to control the 

mobilities of unwanted migrations, these assistance regimes attempt to develop an 

archipelago of policing, “a mosaic that holds together the national police, military police, 

customs control, immigration, consulates, and even intelligence services and the military” 

 514



(Bigo 2008:19). The archipelago of policing is networked through surveillance and the 

search for suspicious identities, while maintaining “a veneer of scientific objectivity 

[that] is animated through the lens of prejudice” (McCulloch and Pickering 2009:635). 

Most importantly, the regime of security aid provides a venue to reform the deviant states 

— those countries that source and transit unwanted mobilities — by integrating their 

policing and surveillance agencies into the transversal security community.  

 Though rationalized as humanitarian logic of wanting to help victims of human 

trafficking or assist migrants, the practices of policing transversal migration raise 

significant political and ethical questions regarding unequal divisions of wealth and the 

role of the global North in maintaining these inequalities. Franko Aas (2013:34) argues 

that “the Northern Penal State” has been created to maintain a “deeply stratified global 

order.” Canadian security aid practices share in this global reality; however, instead of an 

explicit purpose that aims to maintain global inequalities, Canadian aid to develop 

security techniques are framed by humanitarian reasons. These projects are frequently 

animated by a desire to assist populations, and have no explicit intentions towards 

incarcerating the world’s poor. The humanitarian rationales of these programs express 

sympathy towards needy populations, as well as the desire to maintain a fair system of 

migration. Though an element of these programs appeal to a “domopolitics” (Walters 

2004) festering with anti-migration sentiments, those sentiments remain much less 

popular in Canada in contrast to the EU or Australia. More importantly, the security 

innovators involved in these development regimes do not position a politics of 

containment in their objectives. Their aims are towards developing security techniques, 

which are framed as technical and apolitical. In framing security development as a 
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technical endeavour to enhance best practice regimes of policing and surveillance, 

Canadian security innovation contributes to transversal security governance regimes set 

by norm-makers, yet this narrow focus avoids the responsibilities of global inequalities 

animating these trends.  

 Examining impacts from the stratification of global wealth, Sassen (2015) has 

highlighted how technological advances, themselves the product of brilliant and creative 

social thinking, have enabled a new social logic of expulsion. Although Sassen’s study 

examines economic and environment techniques of governance, these logics are shared 

by the policing and surveillance techniques examined in this chapter. As Sassen (2015:4) 

argues, the creativity behind new systems of “savage sorting” allow for countries of the 

global North to make highly complex calculations and decisions, at rapid speeds, that 

tend towards a “brutal simplicity.” Though the complexities in these techniques of 

governance are a result of creative and complex thinking, Sassen argues the impacts of 

these techniques are increasingly simple: the world’s poor are systematically sorted out 

and subjected to expulsion. As demonstrated by the techniques of security developed by 

security aid projects, the expulsion of these populations is not unconditional, but merely 

an expulsion from the spaces of global privilege. These populations remain inclusively 

excluded, and security agencies in the global South have been increasingly — and this 

trend will only accelerate — tasked with the responsibilities of order maintenance and 

containment in these geographies of insecurity. While Canadian security aid regimes 

place an emphasis on their technical and apolitical character, the aggregate contributions 

of these efforts at security development are to foster and enhance the transversal practices 

of control. By developing assistance projects that further these aspirational goals, 
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Canadian security aid has enhanced the reputational status of security innovation as a 

norm-supporting avenue for transversal policing, while refusing any political 

responsibilities for the injustices maintained by these new logics of expulsion. As 

opposed to “grand brutalities” conjuring political and ethical opposition, the petty 

brutalities of security aid have maintained a discursive commitment of assisting needy 

populations, though working to ensure they remain excluded.  
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Chapter Nine 
Conclusion(s): Security aid in an insecure world 
 
Standing under the Peace Tower in front of the large crowd gathered for the Annual 

Canada Day celebrations at Parliament Hill, Prime Minister Stephen Harper offered the 

following assessment of Canada’s place in the world:  

 
Canada is not just any country, but a people determined to do right  —  a fact that 
makes me proud as we approach the one hundred fiftieth anniversary of our 
country… [We are] compassionate neighbours, courageous warriors, and 
confident partners, a bastion of freedom in an un-free world, a standard-bearer of 
goodwill. In a time when too many choose to hate, [Canada is] a land of hope in a 
sea of uncertainty.(Canadian Press 2013).  

 
Harper’s comments concerning an “un-free world” hedged on violence are rooted 

in a deeply conservative worldview, one that combines realist internationalism with an 

Orientalist fear of the post-colonial Other. Yet the notion of an uncertain exterior world 

threatened by violence and insecurity is a popular trope, and one not solely held by 

conservatives. Often these concerns about global insecurity are accompanied by genuine 

desires to help. Security aid appeals to this latter humanitarian sentiment.  

 While not featuring prominently in the narratives and case studies in this 

dissertation, security aid can provide immediate safety and security to vulnerable 

populations. Assistance regimes are themselves expressions of a desire to provide 

immediate support and solidarity to those in need. Few would disagree with the 

immediate need to hedge off ISIL attacks on civilian populations in Kurdistan, or efforts 

to fund safety initiatives in refugee camps, or develop human rights protocols in 

Colombia. Yet the humanitarian sentiments of “aid” do little to transform the underlying 

strains that produce insecurity. Fassin (2011:vii) has argued that “humanitarianism elicits 

the fantasy of a global moral community that may still be viable and the expectation that 
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solidarity may have redeeming powers.” Inasmuch as the moral sentiments of security aid 

may stem from a “determination to do right,” the means of practicing solidarity with 

those in need has been limited to the acts of charity that define security aid. The ability to 

enact a secular communion, a solidarity between the humanitarian sentiments and 

emancipatory transformation, remains merely a fantasy.  

Practices of security aid — identifiable according to the typologies of 

interventions, infrastructures, and techniques — reveal a systematic effort to develop the 

social control functions of insecure states. At the intersection of security governance and 

development theory, my research project engages with and contributes to a diverse 

scholarship examining governing strategies in a global context of rising inequalities and 

insecurities. In presenting the conceptual arrangement of security aid to this much 

broader examination of global governance, my contributions demonstrate that, like 

foreign assistance in general, security aid is fundamentally a balancing enterprise 

between advancing Canadian strategic interests and the collective interests of the 

transversal security community to reform deviant states of the global South. While 

competition and disagreement are present among allies within this pursuit of collective 

interests, security governance presents a field of shared interest and wide-spread 

collaboration between prosperous states and the phantom states they seek to govern 

through humanitarian reforms.  

 While the reorientation of tradition development assistance — often through 

bureaucratic development agencies — comprises an aspect of this study, I stress that 

security aid is itself a distinct form of humanitarian governance. Security aid is a specific 

form of assistance rationalized as the development regime of security. I describe three 
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typologies that can be used to categorize how security aid is transmitted to recipient 

countries of the global South. First is the typology of interventions, which refers to the 

expanding influence of the human security agenda to rationalize military-oriented 

interventions to protect and assist civilian populations in distress. As assistance missions 

to provide security, interventions act as a gateway to further security aid that aims to 

develop security capacities. The second typology refers to infrastructure, which are the 

“hardwares” of security. As “techno fixes” (Haggerty 2004; Kearon 2013), these 

hardwares includes materials, buildings, and machinery to allow security forces of the 

global South to engage in systematic surveillance and policing practices. The third 

typology represents techniques, a broad category to encompass the knowledge practices 

of governance associated with contemporary management of (in)security. I detail how 

these typologies and the programs within them are often complementary and conjoined, 

providing problem-solving approaches to stabilize and mitigate security governance 

quagmires associated with the geographies of insecurity in the global South.  

 Much like traditional development practices, security aid is an expression of 

globalization processes that aspire to reform deviant states. As an aspirational design, 

security development practices are fraught with inconsistencies and contradictions. I have 

focused on how Canadian security innovators narrate these complications. As I have 

demonstrated, it is precisely the failures of security development that call-forth further 

need for security aid. Reformatory processes are eminent, with aspirations towards 

normative transformations that absorb failures as evidence of the need for further reform. 

Though I discuss a number of inconsistencies and contradictions within the “internal” 

bureaucracies of security aid in Canada, the dominant theme of failure is often projected 
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as the responsibility of deviant states — particularly their poor practices of governance. 

Although the projection of failed governance is itself a product of the flexible positional 

superiority (Said 1976) of the global North, the framing of these governance tropes with 

the rationalities of humanitarian reason is likely to ensure that practices of security aid 

will accelerate as a reformatory logic of global governance. 

 Canadian norm-supporting will, regardless of political parties in government, 

continue to perform a technically-oriented and practical role in the reformatory strategies 

of the transversal security community. Especially given the increasingly plural power 

structure of international geopolitics, where the monopoly of power held by the global 

North is collapsing, the role of security innovation in providing tangible and concrete 

support to develop capacities of recipient states will ensure a certain “niche” for 

Canadian security aid. Though the geopolitical role of Canadian internationalism will 

continue to diminish, areas to provide professionalized techniques and technologies to 

improve cooperation and interoperability of transversal security governance will ensure 

an avenue for strategic interests through security aid programming.  

 

Future opportunities for security aid research 

 Many avenues of future research have been made available given the 

exploratory design of my research project. In creating the conceptual apparatus and 

typologies of security aid, my future research will build on the conceptual mapping of 

this dissertation through three areas of focus: security aid and geopolitics; security aid 

and new (in)securities; and security aid and Canadian internationalism. Below, I will 

provide an overview of these areas of research.  
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Security aid and geopolitics 

 Though a movement towards geopolitical power blocs has returned, security 

aid will act to accentuate and also transcend these political divisions. On one hand, 

security aid will increasingly be used to further the principle geopolitical self-interests of 

donor states. Much like military aid has functioned traditionally as a clientalist regime of 

funding, security aid already exhibits some of these characteristics. In many regards, 

these forms of clientalism work against the transversal aspirations of transversal 

globalization, and point towards a world of power blocs. In what ways will the norm-

supporting practices of Canadian security aid be directed in a world of power blocs? In 

all likelihood, a movement towards a “new cold war” would result in security aid 

becoming more closely aligned with a direct support of the geo-political interests of the 

United States. Though current practices of security aid are already highly centred around 

the United States, this particular movement towards global power blocs will further 

entrench Canadian security governance practices along a US-centred global power axis.  

 While strong arguments can be mobilized to support the geopolitical power 

blocs thesis, security governance literature has demonstrated how the practices of 

surveillance and transversal security cooperation bypass the framings of adversarial 

geopolitics. As a technically-focused norm-supporter, Canadian technologies and 

techniques can foster working collaborations that will serve to “desecuritize” through 

security. This will be particularly true with issues of controlling maritime circulations, 

certainly with states, like China, which have strong economic relations with Canada. 

Whether security cooperation with Russia can result in meaningful cooperation is less 
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likely, though should not be dismissed outright. Though the geopolitical divisions appear 

to be increasing, a security aid research agenda should trace the movement of assistance 

regimes as both contributing to geopolitical divisions and working towards global 

transversalities. Moreover, a major component of my research going forward will expand 

beyond Canadian practices by examining global political economies of security aid. 

Linked to a broader focus of the political economies of security aid, a second focus is on 

the changing priorities of global threat.  

 

Security aid and new (in)securities 

 As I continue to explore the practices of security aid, it is important to 

recognize how humanitarian governance regimes themselves transform rapidly to 

accommodate the transmutations of security threats. As a reformatory, aspirational logic, 

the matrix of threats presented by the global South are constantly undergoing 

transformations, reinvigorations, and discovery. A number of prominent discursive shifts 

have arisen over the very short period of this study. One notable area has been in the 

development of resilience knowledges. In what is becoming a dominant trope of security 

development, the resilience turn has re-emphasized the strategies of security development 

towards the development of “sustainable” systems of social control. Notably, resilience 

discourses have become central in the strategies to govern the new threats of 

radicalization and climate change. The rise of radicalization threats are particularly 

illustrative of the transversal flows of (in)security, because the characteristics of this 

threat — twinned to the “war on terror” — are imagined as being from “abroad” while 
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germinating as domestic (e.g. homegrown) threats. My future research aims to examine 

how Canadian best practices are mobilized for these new threats.  

 My research has demonstrated how, as a security innovator, the small and 

tangible contributions of Canada assistance have leveraged the profile of Canadian 

expertise. Given Canada’s significant investment in developing technologies and 

techniques of surveillance and social control, the mobilization of security innovation — 

especially in producing the knowledges to control new threats — will ensure a role for 

Canadian norm-supporting. In particular, I plan to trace Canadian participation in security 

development projects focused around climate change adaption.   

 Global debates on climate change are increasingly framed around concerns of 

security and insecurity. Canadian security agencies have, in recent years, highlighted 

security threats arising from global climate change. Rarely are heightened concerns 

associated with fundamental issues of human dignity and safety. Rather, these threats are 

presented as dangers to Canadian interests, which include risks of increased migration, 

threats to Canadian investments abroad, and weather-related risks to Canadian critical 

infrastructure. A recent “Threat Environment 2025” report by the Canadian Security 

Intelligence Agency (CSIS) lists climate change alongside WMDs and cyber espionage 

as major threats to Canadian security. Within a context of global efforts to enhance 

security, the emergence of climate change insecurities has created an additional rationale 

to “develop” security governance regimes as an aspect of climate change adaptation. An 

accelerated emphasis on threats associated with climate change have created new and 

lucrative avenues for increased security development funding (Taylor 2015), and I will be 

exploring the role of Canadian security innovation within this field. 
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Security aid and Canadian internationalism 

 As I have argued in this dissertation, security aid practices say more about the 

character of Canadian internationalism than they do about the geographies of (in)security 

in which these practices operate. Though I have provided significant explorations of 

Canadian security aid practices, my conclusions remain provisional and subject to the 

rapidly transforming domains of transversal security governance. My future research will 

build on the work of this dissertation by continuing both the empirical and theoretical 

explorations of Canadian security aid.  

 In developing Applied Exploratory Analysis, I have structured a research design 

towards long-term production of empirical materials. At the time of completing this 

dissertation, I have over 70 ATIA requests outstanding. Some of these requests explore 

topics that have been detailed in this text. They include outstanding requests regarding 

the on-going security development in Palestine, the development of anti-human 

smuggling policing in South East Asia, and the continuing programs in Haiti. There are 

several requests pertaining to the work of the Canadian Commercial Corporation, as well 

as many requests focused specifically on obtaining a comprehensive collection of Final 

Narrative Reports for security aid projects conducted by the hubs (START-GPSF, 

ACCBP, CTCB). I also have many requests that focus on security aid projects that have 

not been adequately addressed in this dissertation. They include the recent rapid 

acceleration of security aid programming coinciding with the security interventions in 

Iraq and Syria, and an increased strategic focus in countries like Mexico and Columbia. 

My future research will continue the work of exploring these practices with a focus on 
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disaggregating the rationales driving these strategic engagements by detailing the 

underlying economic interests and areas of expertise that are advanced by Canadian 

security innovation.  

 In addition to furthering the empirical knowledge of Canadian security 

innovation, my future research aims to expand the broader theoretical meanings of 

security within humanitarian governance. Following Huysmans’s (2014; 2011; 2006) 

work, the practices of security must be considered in terms of their political meanings. 

Particularly given how Canadian practices of norm-supporting are characterizable 

through their presentation as apolitical and technical forms of assistance to develop “best 

practices” of governance, this tendency towards bureaucratizing security (what is 

illustrative of Ferguson’s (1990:258) “anti-politics machine”) calls for an increased 

attention to the politics of security aid.  

 My future research aims to centre the practices of security aid as a particular 

political technology for the management (and, in fact, acceleration) of global inequalities. 

A turn towards the political values embedded in security aid practices is especially 

important given the moral sentiments that rationalize Canadian engagements. In 

foregrounding the political value of security aid, I look forward to underlining how 

assistance regimes aim to alleviate immediate despair, but do nothing to address 

fundamental inequalities. In what is perhaps the most powerful trope of security aid, 

Canadian assistance regimes capture the moral sentiments of Canadians “determined to 

do right” in these “seas of uncertainty” — as Mr. Harper points out — but solidify the 

unequal relations of “aid” as opposed to addressing fundamental questions of justice.  
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Conclusions: Security aid and global justice 

Readers who have burrowed through my exploration of security aid practices 

have probably noticed the absence of terms like justice and injustice, particularly within 

my empirical data narrating the work of security innovators. In some instances, “justice” 

appears in the documentary records of security aid projects, yet these mentions are almost 

exclusively related to discussions of criminal justice systems. The concept of justice (or 

injustice) is notably absent. Why? 

 Of course, justice is a polysemic concept. Notions of justice can range from the 

abstract to the technical, from individual to collective experiences, as well as procedural 

processes to immediate moments. In its most abstract meaning, justice reflects efforts to 

correct injustice. On a societal level, justice is perhaps most commonly associated with 

concepts of self-determination. Justice is a question of societies having the authority to 

make decisions about how they address social harms. It is impossible to speak of justice 

when the capacities of self-determination are absent. Yet practices of security 

development within the transversal security community are antithetical to self-

determination. The Canadian efforts detailed in this dissertation have the potential to 

provide immediate assistance to those in need, yet the underlying aspirations of these 

development ventures are to empower the policing and security forces of the global South 

to enforce a vision of order designed by norm-makers of the global North. Recipient 

countries receive “aid” funds that place explicit limits on their abilities to be self-

determinant and, although these demands can be contested or resisted in part, the 

framework of transversal security cooperation entrenches a world of conditional 

sovereignties. While these limits on sovereignties are only extensions of globalization 
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processes that have significantly constrained the self-determination of the postcolonial 

world, the integrated and interoperable designs of the transversal security community are 

particularly expressive of efforts by norm-makers to shape the practices of global security 

governance.  

 Canada’s role in developing these global practices of surveillance and policing 

has a particularly Janus-faced character. Although the sentiments of security aid have a 

resonance in the fantasy of a shared moral communion, the practices of security aid work 

against these humanitarian ideals on two fundamental levels, both of which help explain 

why discourses of justice and self-determination are absent in Canadian security aid 

practices. First is the explicit twinning of security aid to strategic interests. Second is the 

technical focus of Canadian norm-supporting. Below, I conclude by detailing how these 

two designs ensure a particular direction of security aid practices.  

 

Security aid and strategic interests 

 As I detailed in Chapter 4, Canadian security innovators highlight two meanings 

of strategic interests: the improvement of security conditions that might adversely impact 

Canadians (or Canadian interests abroad), and a “whole of government” coordination 

aiming to leverage aid to increase Canadian prominence and profile in the transversal 

security community. These strategic interests are themselves expressions of an 

increasingly conservative-mindedness of government, where funds are expected to have 

immediate, tangible benefits for taxpayers. This culture of provincialism is not unique to 

Canada, but presents an obvious contradiction between Mr. Harper’s romantic image of 
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Canadians as international Boy Scouts and the self-interested workings of security 

development programming.  

 Tying assistance funding to strategic interests is not a new practice, nor is it 

unique to Canadian security aid. But the advancement of strategic interests is particularly 

central to Canadian security innovators who privilege their abilities to “punch above their 

weight” and manage an image of prominence within the transversal security community. 

As I have detailed in this dissertation, the pursuit of Canadian strategic interests can take 

multiple forms. In a number of cases, the advancement of Canadian interests is crudely 

economic. The pursuit of economic interests is most evident with the security 

infrastructure projects and the activities of the Canadian Commercial Corporation, which 

has the singular purpose of supporting the sale of Canadian security technologies. Using 

its leverage and resources as a Crown corporation, CCC is a mercantilist-like entity that 

fuses private, corporate interests with the administration of aid projects. With the 

establishment of the Global Markets Action Plan, the Canadian government has 

announced its intention to accelerate practices of tied-aid, which pair assistance funds to 

explicit kickbacks for Canadian economic interests. While the Action Plan is specific to 

ODA funding, its influence on security aid through CCC is already evident, as I detailed 

in Chapter 7. As a security innovator that has a primary objective of increasing the 

profitability of Canadian corporations, CCC will likely have an increasingly prominent 

role in selling Canadian “techno fixes” to security problems in the global South. The 

prioritization of security and defence sectors sales has accelerated in the past five years, 

which has included a significant loosening of regulations on the export of these 
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materials.106 Given that private security actors are increasingly central to the proliferation 

of security governance (Abrahamsen and Williams 2009), CCC’s role is of particular 

importance for future research on security aid, because it serves as a reminder of the 

continued (central) role of the state in facilitating “private” economies of security.  

 The CCC case study demonstrates a very explicit mercantilist element of security 

aid funding, and the exploration of Canadian engagements in Libya, Palestine, and Haiti 

add further depth to the economic interests that are twinned to assistance funding. In 

Libya, the security intervention had an immediate focus on the advancement of corporate 

interests in the post-Gaddafi regime. Not only did John Baird have an accompaniment of 

Canadian corporations on his voyage to liberate Libya, but the diplomatic corps had a 

clear priority to advance Canadian industries in their jockeying on the ground. Case 

studies of security aid projects in Palestine, Haiti, and Southeast Asia demonstrate 

elements of how CCC re-circulates Canadian aid through private companies, yet these 

case studies also speak to the general economies of neo-liberalization promoted through 

security aid. In all of these cases, the security aid funding has a dual purpose with 

increasing the stability of recipient countries as a strategy of neo-liberal development. 

While these findings are confirmatory of the general trends within the security 

development nexus, they are inseparable from the relationships of inequality between 

                                                 
106 The Harper government has greatly expanded the number of countries eligible for arms sales. In an 
effort to expand arms and security trade to “non-traditional” markets, the Harper government has also 
removed more than half of the items on the “controlled-goods list” regulating these exports. A recent 
Canadian Press analysis of 10 years of Industry Canada data on a class of exports made up of military 
weapons, guns, and ammunition — along with howitzers, mortars, flame throwers, grenades and torpedoes 
— shows that annual exports in the sector averaged $257 million from 2003 to 2012, reaching $251 million 
in 2012 (Blanchfield 2013). The analysis shows a noticeable decline in exports to traditional allies such as 
the United Kingdom (down 10 per cent), Italy (37 per cent), the Netherlands (40 per cent), Belgium (87 per 
cent), and Spain (132 per cent). However, exports to countries such as Bahrain, Algeria, Iraq, Pakistan, 
Mexico, and Egypt have all increased substantially. 
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donor and recipient countries, and conditionalities placed upon the self-determination of 

phantom states in the global South that are expected to remould their governance 

practices according to the directives of the global North.  

 In addition to the economic interests that are embedded in the strategic 

considerations of assistance funding, I have focused significant attention to the interest of 

promoting Canadian security innovation. Focusing on the role of security expertise and 

the participation of risk bureaucracies in security development networks, I argue that 

membership in the transversal security community is a significant site to understand 

Canada’s “place in the world.” The significance of security aid in developing an 

understanding of Canadian internationalism is rooted in Canada’s positionality as a small, 

marginal player on the global stage. Despite Canada being far from a norm-maker on the 

international stage, security aid has become a field of Canadian influence through the 

mobilization of expertise in areas of policing, security, and surveillance. With a number 

of risk bureaucracies who hone these areas of expertise, Canadian security innovators 

have used assistance practices to increase their reputational status in the domain of 

security governance. In these security governance packages, the advancement of 

Canadian expertise in security governance packages is the strategic interest fulfilled by 

security aid. And, as a norm-supporter of the transversal security community, Canada 

benefits from providing technical and concrete methods for developing global 

cooperation and integration.  

 Within this domain of security expertise, it is important to highlight that trends in 

global security governance are themselves largely divorced from the authorities of the 

political class, but driven by experts in the field of security governance. While the capital 
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P political interests of advancing Canadian reputational status and visibility are evident 

— particular in the case study of Canada in Palestine — the calculations and 

mobilizations of these knowledge practices are under the control of security innovators. 

Trends in security governance are wide-ranging, even paradigmatic. Security has become 

a defining rationale of contemporary governance, and these techniques of governance are 

driven by experts and security networks, not the professionals of politics (Bigo 2008). It 

is within these networks of security governance where the strategic interests of security 

aid are cultivated. Despite Canada’s marginality on the world stage, the practical 

orientation of security aid has contributed to the character of Canadian security 

innovation as a reliable partner in the development of transversal security.  

  A final domain of strategic interests of security aid relates to the aspirational 

designs of the transversal security community and the desire to enhance the capacities of 

deviant states of the global South. Where the global South is increasingly presented as a 

source of insecurity to the global North, the regimes of social control developed through 

security aid hedge off the responsibilities of global insecurities on the global North. 

These responsibilities are multiple, many of which are tragedies that elicit calls for 

assistance to provide solidarity to those in need. News media in the North frequently 

report on these tragedies: migrants fleeing crisis zones, communities engulfed in drug or 

resource conflicts, or civil uprisings stemming from political or economic instabilities. 

Though these crises are often described as problems created by the polities of the global 

South and their inabilities to sufficiently suppress or control their populations, these 

threats are intertwined with both the geopolitical activities of the global North and — 

particularly in terms of resources and drug use —the consumption activities of 
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populations in the North. Far from an altruistic reaction to tragedy, the strategic response 

of the global North to these disturbances has been to enhance security and policing 

capacities. As I explored with case studies in Haiti and Southeast Asia, the Canadian 

strategic interests for managing these insecurities at a distance is linked to objectives of 

restricting unwanted migrants from these localities, encouraging economic development, 

and minimizing disruptions to global trade circulations. This strategic interest of security 

aid is to manage instability, maintain the status quo, and insulate the privileges of 

countries like Canada in the global North from disruptions to business as usual.  

 Though assistance regimes are animated by romantic and altruistic sentiments, the 

organizing logic of these economies is the pursuit of strategic interests. Canada is only 

one country that engages in the pursuit of strategic interests through security aid. 

However, I argue that the examination of Canadian security aid practices reveals a 

particular character — a character of norm-supporting — that functions to amplify the 

limited amount of security aid funding for strategic advantages. As Mr. Harper’s 

comments quoted at the outset of this conclusion demonstrate, the moral sentiments of 

assistance enact an affective reality where Canadian aid both provides “security” to those 

in need and fulfills national values as a beacon of hope. Speaking to Canada’s “place in 

the world,” beneath these humanitarian tropes are international practices that aim 

foremost at containing and managing instabilities rather than alleviating the strains 

provoking these crises. Moreover, the recipients of security aid are not the civilians under 

duress, but the social control agencies that are needed to manage these populations in 

need. Given that these development practices are technically-focused at integrating social 

control agencies into global circuits of security governance, it would make little sense to 
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speak of the justice attained by security aid. Instead, discourses of security aid respond to 

crisis with tropes of humanitarian governance that appeal to a Canadian imaginary of 

internationalism, while underlining the objectives of security and stability in the global 

South. With the twinned discourses of “security” and “aid” animating Canadian 

responses to instabilities in the global South, the underlying motives of advancing 

strategic interests are suppressed from public discussions. As I detail below, an additional 

layer of the Janus-faced design of security aid stems from technical-orientation of 

Canadian norm-supporting. As a norm-supporter, Canada has a limited — if not excluded 

— voice from the design making processes of the transversal. The expertise of security 

innovation is narrowly focused on implementation and practical development and, 

therefore, is buffered from political accountability when security aid efforts go awry.  

 

Technical norm-supporting and de-politicization  

Although professionals of politics like Stephen Harper mobilize grand sentiments 

of freedom/un-freedom and the global seas of uncertainty, the experts of security 

development rarely express such weighty stakes. Their accounts are far more modest. 

Even in the most critical accounts of the external barriers of security aid discussed in 

Chapter 5, security innovators had highly diplomatic critiques of the “politics” of 

recipient countries. Often these critiques were polite, and framed as objective 

assessments of the political instabilities and the weak governance regimes of the global 

South. Particularly given Canada’s role as a norm-supporter, the description of security 

aid makes references to grand narratives of democracy and human rights; however, their 

discussions of the practices of security aid quickly move to practical matters of capacity 
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building, trainings, and contextual challenges. In describing these challenges, the 

objectives of security aid are frequently considered as highly technical in orientation, 

very modest and incremental by design, aiming towards immediate stabilization as 

opposed to political transformation. Most of all, the aspirational character strives for the 

development of transversal security as an avenue for managing broader global securities. 

As points of frustration for security innovators who seek to implement apolitical and 

technical reforms to the security and policing practices of recipient countries, these 

barriers are expressions of the narrow and depoliticized focus of security aid practices.  

David Chandler (2012; 2010) has commented on the dominance of “post-liberal” 

interventions. He argues that, unlike previous moments of internationalism, the dominant 

contemporary paradigm has abandoned the grand principles of liberalism that defined the 

initial post-Cold War moment. Imperatives of democracy and rights have been replaced 

with a prioritization of capacity-building and, most importantly, a paradigm of resiliency. 

Chandler (2012:216) writes that the “ resilience paradigm clearly puts the agency of those 

most in need of assistance at the centre, stressing a programme of empowerment and 

capacity-building, whereas the liberal internationalist paradigm puts the emphasis upon 

the agency of external interveners, acting post hoc to protect or secure the victims of 

state-led or state-condoned abuses.” Chandler has demonstrated how security discourses 

have shifted to biopolitical strategies that seek to enact reformatory transformations in the 

conduct of populations (see also Duffield; Dillon and Reid). Particularly with the 

emergence of resilience discourses, the interventionist practices of the global North are 

increasingly presented as “act[s]of empowerment rather than an act[s] of external power” 
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(Chandler 2012:218). Chandler’s work in particular shows how security governance has 

moved from a state-level to society-level practices. 

 While I believe the movement from liberal internationalism to resiliency 

paradigms might be overstating a singularity of security development practices, 

Chandler’s argument is insightful for highlighting the moral selectivity of humanitarian 

governance practices. Regardless of whether the movement from internationalism to 

resilience is overstated (my contention is that these are layered, coexisting strategies), I 

would highlight that both paradigms are rationalized through moral sentiments. The 

discursive formations of the global North’s interventions in the polities of the global 

South have modulated, and Chandler (2010:15) demonstrates how post-liberal 

interventions attempt to ignore or suppress fundamental questions of politics and 

accountability. Instead, they “seek to secure stability through balancing internal and 

external interests and concerns as matters of technical and administrative competence in 

the formulation of good governance.” The central moral claims emphasized by Chandler 

— and highly relevant to Canadian norm-supporting practices — are technical norms of 

good governance and security. In what amounts to an increasingly interventionist 

assemblage of practices, the technical focus of security aid evades political questions of 

sovereignty, self-determination, and justice. Sovereignty is reduced to a technical skill set 

of governance in which the integration into transversal security community itself is an 

articulation of “building up” a notion of “domestic” governing capacities.  

 In contrast to a complete abandonment to the paradigm of liberal internationalism, 

I would stress that Canadian security aid retains a discursive commitment to an idealized 

liberal endgame. Yet there is a fundamental disjuncture between the discursive rationales 
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that animate assistance projects and the practices of these development regimes. For the 

security aid projects examined in this dissertation, Canadian assistance practices are 

conceptualized as a small, tangible aspect of an illusionary and elusive democratizing 

project. They are technical capacity building projects where Canadian security innovators 

enter into projects established by norm-makers to provide immediate and concrete steps. 

Most importantly for Canadian security innovators, this democratizing project is set by 

norm-makers, and is explicitly seen as outside the control or domain of Canadian 

decision-making. In a context where Canadian security assistance projects defer to the 

authorities of norm-makers to frame the broader agenda, the narrow focus on technical 

capacity building also serves to evade fundamental questions of political accountability. 

If the objectives of Canadian security aid are more narrowly focused on technical 

enhancements, the measures of success are only a question of — as one participant put it 

— “whether the trainings happen.” 

Framing success around a narrow technical field, the moral imperative of 

providing immediate security forecloses questions of the “dark side” of security 

development. An unavoidable aspect of enhancing the capacities of social control 

agencies is that these agencies will use the trainings and equipment donated by Canada in 

the suppression of their populations. While advocates of security development will argue 

that engagement with these social control agencies is a necessity for incremental 

improvements, a consequence of these assistance practices is that the Haitian National 

Police or the Palestinian Authority Security Forces will engage in far more illiberal 

practices than human rights-centred practices of policing. The reference in Chapter 4 to 

the Palestinian Authority as one of the most successful projects of Canadian security 
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development demonstrates how “successful” security development and political 

suppression are closely related. Neocleous (2008:4) has argued that security is 

fundamentally “a means of modelling… society around a particular vision of order.” 

Canadian security innovators provide a wide spectrum of interventions, infrastructures, 

and techniques for these political ordering processes and, as Olsson (2013) has argued, 

doing so grants a symbolic legitimacy for the violence that is comprised in maintaining 

social order. Some critics of Northern interventionist practices in the global South point 

out that developing the suppressive functions of these agencies is, in fact, the underlying 

design of security development. Outside of discursive commitments to freedom, as John 

Baird proclaimed in Libya, there is little evidence to contradict this criticism. On a 

strategic level, security aid is organized to advance the influence and interests of donor 

countries and, on a practical level, these assistance regimes fortify governing regimes, 

often at the expense of broader transformations. In effect, security aid functions to 

stabilize the status quo and, as opposed to addressing broader issues of social justice, 

cements a broad political field of through the moral appeal to security and stability. No 

issue can more clearly underline the role of security as an organizing logic of 

containment and cementing injustice as the transversal control of migration.  

 As I completed the final stages of this dissertation, news agencies across the 

global North have been reporting on the surge of refugees attempting to cross the 

Mediterranean to reach Europe. From January to April, more than 1,800 migrants have 

died, in large part because EU governments have defunded search and rescue practices 

for fear that the “reward” of maritime rescues would act as a “pull factor” to encourage 

more migration (Hodges 2015). In response to the increase in migration, the EU pledged 

 538



a “comprehensive migration agenda” that, while discursively framed as a humanitarian 

response, would dramatically supplement border enforcement practices and preventative 

measures to disrupt departures (Sunderland and Frelick 2015). The proposed responses 

are highly similar to Canada’s efforts to push the border out in Southeast Asia (detailed in 

Chapter 8), yet the EU and their border enforcement agency Frontex have long been 

norm-makers for these techniques of control (Franko Aas and Gundhus 2015; Reid-

Henry 2013). Although the migration crisis has received a large degree of media attention 

in Canada (although no political attention), there is an incredible silence regarding the 

underlying causes of the migration surge. Nowhere has it been suggested that Canadian 

involvement (and then abandonment) in the 2011 intervention in Libya entails a direct 

responsibility with the ongoing crisis. With the “victory” celebration on Parliament Hill 

following the Libya intervention as a distant memory, Canada has deflected any notion of 

culpability.  

The abandonment of Libya following the security intervention in 2011 illustrates 

the dark side of security aid. Canada was an eager norm-supporter, providing an array of 

practical and visible contributions to the intervention. Canadian security innovators were 

quick to use the security intervention as a gateway for further security aid in the form of 

techniques and infrastructures. Both the political class and the bureaucracy worked 

quickly to advance strategic interests of commerce as well as the reliability and visibility 

of norm-supporting technical expertise. But when complications arose, the assistance 

regime was abandoned. While initially animated by grand narratives of freedom and the 

democracy, the technical orientation of security aid practices had few “docking points” 

and even fewer prospects for the advancement of long-term strategic interests, and 
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therefore could seamlessly rationalize a change of priority for reasons of technical and 

practical simplicity. As a technically-oriented supporter of the efforts at political 

transformation, Canada cut and ran with no lasting moral sentimentalities. In 

demonstrating what is perhaps the most pernicious element of the technical orientation of 

Canadian norm-supporting, the de-politicization of Canadian involvement in security aid 

regimes buffers the practices of Canadian security development from their consequences. 

As a mere supporter of broader global trends, providing immediate and technical 

assistance, Canada can simply lament its lack of influence while simultaneously 

denigrating the Libyan people for their lack of “good” governance. But while the 

Canadian government turns away from Libya, it is notable that deviant states always 

remain inclusively excluded in the transversal. A further and currently unfolding dark 

consequence of the Libyan security intervention is that “abandonment” is conditional. As 

the migrant crisis will soon demonstrate, a reengagement with Libya to build up the 

security state will soon be directed by norm-makers of the EU. It is yet to be seen, but 

Canada will likely participate in this reengagement. Yet these efforts will not aim to help 

the migrants dying in the waters of the Mediterranean. This security aid mission will be 

rationalized as a humanitarian venture, but its motives will be to advance Canadian 

strategic interests and fortify transversal policing capacities to keep migrants away from 

the global North. 

It is precisely this self-interested and punitive character of security aid that 

animates Canada’s place in the world. Though liberal internationalists often lament that 

the world needs “more Canada,” the self-interested and narrow-mindedness of Canadian 

internationalism described through the study of security aid should raise the more 
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appropriate question of whether the world would be better off with less Canada. This is 

particularly true of the “type” of Canada exemplified by the norm-supporting practices of 

security aid, where Canadian involvement in the international is one of technical support 

of norm-makers. Instead of a “principled” foreign policy, Canada wilfully ignores 

questions of justice and purposefully cultivates an apolitical field of engagement. 

Keeping in mind how Rob Walker has noted that efforts to de-politicize are in fact efforts 

to re-politicize, it is Canada’s practical efforts of security development that entrench the 

political designs of the transversal security community to maintain dramatic (and 

growing) global divisions of wealth and privilege. It is in these efforts that security aid 

functions to manage the instabilities of global politics, rather than transform them.  

In as much as they desire to assist populations in the seas of uncertainty, the 

practices of security aid support the aspirational designs of the transversal security 

community, which are increasingly discriminatory. Often times the security governance 

regimes developed through these assistance projects aim to contain global populations, 

excluding a majority of the world from prosperous and wealthy countries and attempting 

to manage risks that could present security threats to donor countries. Given claims about 

Canada as a “bastion of freedom in an un-free world,” the cumulative impact of these 

efforts towards interoperability and coordinated surveillance is that a growing segment of 

the world’s population is increasingly subjected to policing and regulation. Though 

aiming to develop an atmosphere of stability, the proliferation of security has had the 

opposite effect: the production of further insecurity.  

 As most criminological literature attests, safety is rarely provided by social 

control agencies. While these agencies can be helpful in using their monopoly of violence 

 541



to provide immediate solutions to non-authorized violence, the most successful pathways 

for the cultivation of justice is through building social bonds, creating access to viable 

opportunities, and enabling the self-determination of communities to govern social 

harms. An overemphasis on security reproduces securitarian logics as a self-fulfilling 

prophecy. Given that security aid projects are rationalized within the moral sentiments of 

assistance, it is a bleak irony that these projects — instead of supporting their 

humanitarian motives — result in more insecurity, violence, and injustice. Whether 

trends towards a world of more proliferate and resource-intensive policing and security 

apparatuses continue is, of course, subject to forces that we control. To transform these 

current trends, a fundamental recognition of global insecurity would have to shift from a 

humanitarian logic that cements inequalities towards a logic that seeks to diminish or 

eliminate global inequalities. Such a view would consider insecurity as a question of 

justice, not a practical consideration of security. Whether such a movement to curb the 

securitarian responses to insecurities can be successful is yet unknown. Time will tell. 
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