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Abstract 
 

In addition to the traditional goals of saving lives and diminishing suffering, contemporary 

humanitarianism demands that practitioners also incorporate social accountability practices 

into their humanitarian programming. In addition to accountability to affected populations, this 

requirement places an emphasis on capacity building and sustainability, affording primacy to 

local participation with the aim to empower—rather than disempower—aid recipients. While 

this evolution of expectations is clearly visible within the civilian humanitarian sphere, a similar 

evolution of expectations has also occurred in the joint civilian-military domain of United 

Nations peace operations.  

 

Unfortunately, these social accountability considerations have yet to be widely incorporated 

into Canadian military doctrine. Accordingly, contemporary Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) 

Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) operations remain modeled upon the 

former traditional narrow definition of humanitarian action, simply to save lives and reduce 

suffering. Moreover, a secondary stated objective of Canadian military HADR operations is to 

promote a positive image of Canada abroad and at home, suggesting that military HADR is not 

premised exclusively upon humanitarianism, but that geopolitics and domestic public relations 

play a significant role. The CAF has been very successful in achieving this secondary objective, 

with the majority of Canadian citizens strongly supportive of military involvement in HADR.  

 

In this dissertation, I explore these theoretical and practical differences between civilian and 

Canadian military HADR doctrine and practice, with a focus on social accountability and 

empowerment. I suggest that the doctrinal differences between these two groups can, in large 

part, be attributed to their respective accountability constructs. The predominantly upwards-

oriented vertical accountability model employed by the CAF stands in stark contrast to the 

downwards-oriented social accountability construct increasingly utilized in the humanitarian 

sphere. The CAF has not incorporated social accountability considerations into its current HADR 

doctrine or practice, which raises concerns regarding the potential dis-empowering effects of 

military HADR, and by extension, the legitimacy of military involvement in the HADR sphere.  

Accordingly, I suggest that the HADR model currently utilized by the CAF carries ethical risks, 

which due to the secondary utilization of HADR as a geopolitical and public relations 

instrument, may ultimately become political risks.  
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Bioscience Officer, a significant portion of my professional career has been spent as a member 

of the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF). During my years in the CAF, I deployed on several 

international peace operations and two Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) 

operations. Through these multiple deployments, I gained a first-hand understanding of how 
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desire to articulate that conviction and to offer a pathway for change.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

1.1 Introduction 
 

In this dissertation I critically examine the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) Humanitarian 

Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) capability. Within the CAF, this capability is filled by the 

Disaster Assistance Response Team (hereafter the DART).  Since 1998, the DART has been 

deployed internationally on seven disaster relief operations. Collectively, these seven mission 

have consumed a total of nine months of CAF operational time and incurred incremental costs 

(i.e., additional costs over and above regular operating costs and salaries) of well over $100 

million (CAD).  Yet, despite the number of disaster relief missions completed and the over $100 

million dollars in additional and unforecasted costs to the defence budget, the CAF DART model 

has, to date, not been subjected to a formal external review. As a result, an external 

assessment of whether disaster relief operations are an appropriate use of CAF personnel and 

resources has yet to occur.   

The DART was created in 1994, following the deployment of a CAF medical unit to 

Rwanda to provide healthcare during a cholera outbreak in Rwandan refugee camps 

(Government of Canada 2018a). Unfortunately, the CAF medical team arrived in Rwanda too 

late to contribute significantly to this cholera outbreak (Government of Canada 2018a). 

Consequently, the CAF determined that a military rapid response capability was required 

(Government of Canada 2018a). This capability became known as the DART. Headquartered in 

Kingston, Ontario, the deployable component of the DART—known as the DART Company—
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consists of a medical platoon2, an engineer troop, a logistics platoon, a defence and security 

platoon, and increasingly, civilian advisors from Global Affairs Canada (GAC). The DART is 

designed to operate in a permissive environment (e.g., not in a conflict zone), with the express 

consent of the host nation. Importantly, the decision of whether to deploy the DART is made by 

Canada’s federal government—not the CAF—and the decision is taken in response to a formal 

request for assistance from the affected nation’s national government. 

The DART is designed to be deployed for up to 60 days (Government of Canada 2018a). 

Historically, CAF HADR operations have lasted between one and two months in duration, with 

an average DART mission duration of 1.5 months. This short-term focus results in the delivery 

of what is essentially a pre-packaged intervention that is designed to be employed in any 

setting, regardless of customs, culture, or [relative] degree of need. I suggest that these short-

duration missions encourage vertical accountability upwards to military leaders and sending 

governments, rather than downwards to the disaster-affected population. Finally, and critically, 

the short duration of military disaster response missions may handicap the ability of military 

leaders to think into the longer term. As a result, by default, the mission focus is on the here 

and now and not the future. This way of thinking renders considerations of the final phase in 

the disaster management cycle—that of recovery (and thus, sustainable development)—

challenging.  

Through conducting short-duration disaster relief missions in low- and middle-income 

countries, whereupon no-cost western-style medicine and a safe drinking water supply are 

 
2 A platoon or a troop is typically composed of between 30-40 personnel.  
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temporarily provided, the CAF disaster relief model, while of immediate benefit, may fail to 

provide a disaster-affected population with assistance that is sustainable into the longer-term. 

Instead, the CAF model may raise expectations among disaster-affected citizens and, in many 

cases, create dissatisfaction with their national health systems and infrastructure (sometimes 

while displacing the local citizens who provide these services). At the same time, however, 

these high visibility missions significantly enhance the image of the CAF domestically, while also 

enhancing Canada’s image abroad. 

1.2 Background 
 
Humanitarian action has historically been premised upon what Kristin Bergtora Sandvik and 

Dennis Dijkzeul have described as a thinner concept of humanitarianism (2019). Sandvik and 

Dijkzeul explain that this thinner conception of humanitarian action drew extensively upon the 

core humanitarian principles of humanity, impartiality, neutrality, and independence and was 

focused almost exclusively on the provision of a rapid response that aimed to alleviate suffering 

(2019). With time, however, the ideal of humanitarian action has broadened, and it is no longer 

considered sufficient to merely alleviate suffering. While both the saving of lives and the core 

humanitarian principles are still relevant, contemporary humanitarian action also demands 

accountability to affected populations and emphasizes the importance of local involvement and 

participation in aid programming. Through this conceptual broadening, contemporary 

humanitarian action draws upon aspects of both social accountability and empowerment 

theory.  

The progression of this shift to a broader conception of humanitarian action can be traced 

back to the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) and the subsequent formal commitments 
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made by humanitarian organizations to increase not only accountability to affected populations 

(referred to as AAP), but also the involvement of local and national organizations in 

humanitarian assistance (referred to as ‘localization’). The progression of the demand for 

greater AAP can be observed through retrospectively exploring the shifts that have occurred 

over time within United Nations (UN) doctrine and practice. Within the domain of UN peace 

operations, a review of the generational shifts in both theory and practice illustrates that the 

AAP movement and the emphasis on localization can be traced back to the 1990’s. Similarly, 

field research conducted within the humanitarian sector demonstrates that both humanitarian 

actors and aid recipients have been demanding greater AAP for (at least) the last three 

decades.   

Despite the evolution of expectations in both the UN peace operations sphere and the 

humanitarian sphere, the CAF’s conceptual understanding of humanitarian action appears to 

remain firmly entrenched in the traditional narrow ideal of humanitarianism (i.e., save lives, 

alleviate suffering). Current CAF HADR doctrine does not reflect social accountability 

considerations—including localization—and thus no longer aligns with contemporary policy or 

practice in either the broader UN peace operations sphere or the HADR-specific domain. 

Moreover, and as I will illustrate, the doctrine and policies which guide Canadian military HADR 

leave little space for either the incorporation of social accountability practices or for developing 

empowerment in the disaster-affected population. I suggest that a key reason for this 

conceptual misalignment lies with the accountability construct inherent to the CAF.  
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1.3 Research Objectives 
 
An under-researched area within the domain of Canadian military involvement in HADR is the 

impact that the internal military accountability construct may have on the delivery of 

humanitarian aid. One commonality that military forces share is their rank-based organizational 

hierarchy. This rank-oriented leader-centric model is perhaps the oldest of the traditional 

leadership models. While there are myriad reasons why this vertical leadership model is 

employed by military forces, and certainly it optimizes efficiency during times of crisis, a 

negative aspect to this hierarchical structure is the inability for a diverse range of voices to be 

heard.  

Military psychologist Janice Laurence contends that the military leadership model 

rewards tactical competence, and that to date, socio-cultural competence has not achieved the 

same importance (Laurence 2011, 495). Perhaps because of the emphasis placed upon tactical 

competence, the military leadership stream skews heavily towards those in traditional 

occupations such as infantry, artillery, or engineering, and significantly less so towards those 

with social science backgrounds (Laurence 2011, 495). Laurence argues that this tendency has 

resulted in a military force unprepared to effectively operate in a complex and multi-cultural 

environment in which building trust and developing relations are critical to mission success 

(2011, 494). In addition to a leadership model with a deficit in social science expertise, experts 

maintain that the military reliance on rank to afford an individual position power and leadership 

minimizes the potential for either leadership sharing or for influence upward to occur, as in 

many instances the power difference between subordinate and leader is too great (Lindsay, 

Day, and Halpin 2011, 530; 532; Laurence 2011, 492).  
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Arguably, this hierarchy and reliance on tactical leaders, albeit efficient during times of 

war, can serve to stifle innovation and creative new ways for military responders to interact 

with other organizations and external stakeholders, including local and national non-

governmental organizations (NGOs), the host nation government, and the host nation 

population writ large. Instead, the attention—and by default, the accountability—of military 

responders at all levels is typically focused upwards, towards their commander, and beyond 

him or her, to the Government of Canada. This resultant inability of the vast majority of military 

members to interact meaningfully upwards to influence the chain of command, or to interact 

laterally with external agencies and populations, becomes a crucial challenge in HADR 

operations, where there is no ‘enemy’, and the lives of soldiers are not imminently at risk. 

Critically, the question arises whether this leadership model impedes vertical accountability 

downwards to the very population the military has been tasked to assist.  

The social accountability construct increasingly utilized in the humanitarian sphere stands 

in stark contrast to the vertical accountability construct employed by the military. Social 

accountability aims to strengthen the voice of those who lack power, allowing their concerns 

and desires to be heard by those in possession of power. Accordingly, under a social 

accountability construct, it is those without power that hold those with power to account. As I 

will demonstrate, social accountability practices are rarely employed in the military 

environment, either internally between military members or externally with host nation 

civilians during operations.  

Research has illustrated the linkages that exist between social accountability and 

empowerment (Narayan 2005, 5; Rowlands 1997, 15). Effective social accountability practices 
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can facilitate the development of empowerment, while conversely, a lack of social 

accountability can hinder the development of empowerment.  Consequently, the deficit in 

social accountability practices on CAF HADR operations may have a detrimental effect on 

empowerment outcomes within the disaster-affected population. Critically then, the question 

arises whether the CAF’s accountability construct impedes social accountability to the very 

population the military has been tasked to assist. 

The purpose of this dissertation is to demonstrate that the upwards-oriented hierarchical 

accountability construct inherent to the military is not designed to promote social 

accountability, and in fact promotes vertical accountability upwards. I suggest that the 

military’s social accountability deficit may disempower rather than empower disaster-affected 

citizens, and that ultimately, this lack of social accountability may pose challenges to the 

perceived legitimacy of military disaster response missions. While these potential adverse 

effects of military HADR operations can be broadly classified as ethical risks, in view of the 

immense popularity among the Canadian public for military HADR operations, it is also the case 

that these ethical risks—if more widely known—could become political risks.   

1.4 Methodology  
 
This dissertation examines the Canadian military HADR capability through an ethical lens. 

Consequently, it is necessary to use a methodology that will capture the most important ethical 

perspectives. To that end I utilize a dual top-down and bottom-up research approach grounded 

in public reason to ensure that significant relevant normative perspectives are captured. The 

top-down aspect of this research incorporates widely recognized humanitarian frameworks and 

principles relevant to both the United Nations and humanitarian non-governmental 
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organizations (NGOs) as well as military doctrine and policy. The bottom-up approach ensures 

that the values and perspectives of key stakeholders are considered. These key stakeholders 

include humanitarian actors and military responders, affected persons, as well as their 

communities and representative local and national organizations. This inclusiveness is 

characteristic of public reason research.  

At this juncture it is important that I note that my conception of ‘public reason research’ 

does not imply any commitments to the particular conception of public reason developed by 

John Rawls. Moreover, I will not be working within the various restrictions on public reason for 

which Rawls has argued. Rather, my conception of public reason research is open to noting a 

broad range of values and principles that have been raised in public discussions of peace 

operations, humanitarian assistance, and HADR in particular. It is, therefore, a broader 

conception of public reason than that articulated by Rawls. 

1.4.1 Public Reason Research 

Much like deliberative discourse in the public squares of days gone by, public reason 

research examines the reasons for and against a given policy option or research question, in 

order to identify and evaluate where the strongest arguments lie. Although public reason 

research and applied ethics share similarities, there are also key differences between the two. 

While applied ethics uses ethical theory to assess the value premises of arguments, public 

reason research incorporates public discussion to uncover other value ideas relevant to the 

argument3. Therefore, public reason research requires the examination and consideration of 

 
3 This practice of drawing value ideas from wider sources, beyond ethical theory, has also been discussed by 
Jonathan Wolff under the heading of “engaged philosophy” (Wolff 2019, 13). 
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the literature surrounding a particular policy option or research question, in order to identify 

and subsequently evaluate the differing perspectives on a given issue. 

A broad spectrum of literature is utilized in public reason research, including white 

papers, reports of non-governmental organizations, scholarly papers, opinion pieces and 

editorials. In the case of my research, literature concerning normative and contemporary 

humanitarian ethical frameworks, empowerment and accountability theory, United Nations 

policy and guidance, military doctrine, and international relations, will be explored and 

analyzed. In addition, I draw upon content from my previously published research. This content 

was previously published as “Bridging the Gap Between Intentions and Outcomes in Military 

Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief Missions”, in the Springer Nature publication 

Health Care in Contexts of Risk, Uncertainty and Hybridity (2022)4. This content is reproduced 

here with permission from Springer Nature.  

Public reason research facilitates an in-depth and open examination of all aspects of this 

research area while ensuring that all points of view—theoretical and otherwise—are explored, 

and subsequently, their comparative strengths, weaknesses, and gaps evaluated. Ultimately, 

through the lens of public reason, multiple lines of reasoning converge which demand 

accountability on the part of military responders to the communities in which they work and 

the citizens whom they intend to aid. 

 

 
4 Clifford, Joanne (2022). Bridging the gap between intentions and outcomes in military humanitarian assistance and 

disaster relief. In Health Care in Contexts of Risk, Uncertainty, and Hybridity. Eds. Messelken, Daniel and David 

Winkler. Ch. 10; pp 145-166. Military and Humanitarian Ethics. Springer Nature, Switzerland AG.  
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1.5 Outline 
 
This dissertation is presented in eight chapters. Since contemporary humanitarian action has 

been heavily influenced by the peace operations sphere with which it shares linkages, I begin 

Chapter 2, Peace Operations — An Overview, with an exploration of the several generations of 

approaches to peace operations. While this may appear an unusual place to begin a 

dissertation on HADR operations, through examining the generational approaches to peace 

operations, it becomes evident that contemporary humanitarian action has both been 

influenced by and shares connections with the current generation of peace operations – a 

generation that Oliver Richmond has aptly named the “Liberal-Local Hybridity” approach 

(Richmond 2010, 26).   

The Liberal-Local Hybridity approach to peace operations places considerable emphasis 

on what is often referred to as localization. The aim of localization is to give a voice to affected 

local citizens and local and national organizations during international peace operations.  As 

Richmond explains, the Liberal-Local Hybridity approach developed out of the realization that it 

is only though the participation and efforts of all stakeholders—at the local, national, and 

international levels—that a sustainable peace can be achieved (2010). That localization first 

occurred within the peace operations domain is significant and confirms that military forces—

including the CAF—have been aware of the evolution towards greater AAP, and by extension, 

social accountability, for several decades now.  

 I then describe the two primary categories of United Nations operations: peace 

operations and special political missions, before turning to an examination of Canada’s 

contribution to UN peace operations. I demonstrate that although formerly a significant troop 



  
 

11 
 

contributing nation, Canada’s participation in UN peace operations has dropped significantly 

over the years. This too is important, because concurrent with Canada’s decline in participation 

in international peace operations came the rise in CAF HADR operations, the first of which 

occurred in Honduras in 1998, two years after Canada last participated in a large-scale United 

Nations peacekeeping operation, the United Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR).  

 I conclude Chapter 2 with an exploration of peacebuilding. I demonstrate that 

peacebuilding operations and HADR operations share a similar end-goal, that of strengthening 

and supporting national capacity. Finally, I discuss the aptly named “local turn” in peacebuilding 

operations (Richmond 2010, 26; Hughes, Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 818). Here I describe 

some of the challenges that arise from the contemporary emphasis placed on local 

involvement, many of which revolve around determining exactly what and who “the local” 

refers to. Since the HADR sphere has experienced many of these same challenges, this too is 

directly relevant.  

 Chapter 3, HADR in Theory, examines the guiding frameworks, policies and doctrine that 

underpin HADR in both the military and civilian spheres. First, the United Nations (UN) 

Resolutions that have shaped HADR over the last 60 years are explored, thereby highlighting 

the progressive evolution of expectations during HADR operations. An important UN Resolution 

covered in this section of Chapter 3 is the 1991 UN General Assembly Resolution (GA Res) 

46/182.  GA Res 46/182 has arguably had a greater impact on how HADR operations are 

conducted than any other previous UN resolution. Firstly, this is because as a direct result of GA 
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Res 46/182, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC)5 was established, and secondly, 

because GA Res 46/182 signalled the start of the movement towards localization in the HADR 

sphere with its direction to “promote the use of all locally or regionally available relief 

capacities” during HADR (GA Res 46/182, 51).  Despite this clear direction from the UN, as I 

illustrate in section 3.3, the humanitarian system has struggled to wholly incorporate local 

involvement into their programming.   

 Through the late 1990s and over the course of the next decade, the demands for greater 

local involvement in humanitarian action continued. In 2008, Michael Barnett and Thomas 

Weiss called for a rebalancing of the humanitarian system to give a greater voice to those on 

the receiving end of aid, and in 2011 the IASC followed suit and echoed their message. 

Although the IASC attributed the failure on the part of humanitarians to hear local voices to the 

immense demand for aid programming, they did concede that this failure to listen resulted in 

“gaps in identifying and addressing need” (IASC 2014, 1). Because of these gaps, and the 

resultant potential for deficiencies in aid programming, the IASC proposed that greater 

accountability to affected populations (AAP) was required (IASC 2014, 1). Arguably, this marked 

the beginning of the humanitarian sphere’s move towards localization. Section 3.4 describes 

the outcomes of the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) which took place in Istanbul, 

Turkey.  The WHS represents a significant development within the humanitarian sphere, since 

the “Grand Bargain” and the formal commitment to localization—referred to as the Localization 

Agenda—were outcomes of the WHS. Thus, post-WHS, the humanitarian sphere formally 

 
5 The IASC is the principal humanitarian coordination body within the UN humanitarian system and brings together 
key UN agencies and non-UN humanitarian partners (IASC n.d.). 
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endorsed an approach to humanitarian action that demands both accountability to those on 

the receiving end of aid and local involvement—an approach that is similar in many respects to 

that of the Liberal-Local Hybridity approach to peace operations.   

 The evolutions that have occurred in the peace operations realm and the HADR sphere 

are significant. However, despite the transformations that have occurred in these domains, the 

HADR doctrine within the CAF has not evolved in parallel. To demonstrate this doctrinal inertia, 

in section 3.5 I review the current CAF HADR planning guidance and illustrate its misalignment 

with contemporary HADR policy and expectations. I demonstrate that in contrast to 

contemporary civilian humanitarian action, military HADR doctrine and policy continues to 

draw upon the traditional narrow definition of humanitarianism. Consequently, neither social 

accountability considerations nor expectations regarding localization feature prominently 

within military HADR doctrine. Critically, in this section I also identify that one of the key 

objectives of Canadian military HADR operations is to promote the positive image of Canada 

abroad and at home. Accordingly, this chapter introduces my argument that in addition to a 

demonstrated reliance upon an out-dated conception of humanitarianism, military HADR 

operations are used as a geopolitical instrument. While it is not unreasonable for governments 

to utilize military operations for both humanitarian and geopolitical purposes, if geopolitical 

aims are prioritized over humanitarian outcomes, this ordering of priorities becomes 

problematic.  

 Building upon the previous chapter’s discussion on HADR theory, Chapter 4, HADR in 

Practice, focuses on understanding what motivates military forces to conduct HADR operations. 

A commonly expressed argument against military involvement in the HADR sphere is that 
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military forces conduct HADR operations on behalf of their sending nation governments not for 

humanitarian reasons, but for the geopolitical gains incurred to the sending nation (Nelson 

2012, 112; Salmons 2019, 290).  Canada’s 2017 Defence Policy, Strong, Secure, Engaged, seems 

to lend support to this argument through its identification of the Canadian military as a 

capability that the Canadian government can use to “advance national interests, promote 

Canadian values, and demonstrate leadership in the world” (Government of Canada 2017a, 59). 

In isolation, however, this short statement does not validate the argument that HADR is 

conducted exclusively to advance domestic geopolitical aims. Consequently, I analyze Canada’s 

diplomatic relationship with each of the eight countries in which the CAF has conducted an 

HADR operation. Through doing so, I demonstrate that Canada maintains close diplomatic ties 

with each of these nations. In some instances, this can be attributed to profitable bilateral trade 

relations (Turkey, Pakistan, and the Philippines). In other instances, it is because of extensive 

development aid funding commitments from Canada to the host nation (Honduras, Nepal, and 

Sierra Leone), while in still other instances, a significant host nation diaspora resides in Canada 

(Haiti and Sri Lanka).   

 Concurrent with this examination of Canada’s diplomatic relationship with each of these 

nations, I also explore the United Nations’ relationship with each nation. While each of the 

eight nations is a long-time member of the United Nations, extensive UN peace operations have 

also occurred in four of these eight nations (Honduras, Pakistan, Haiti, and Sierra Leone), 

bolstering my contention that HADR operations that occur in a post-conflict nation may be 

considered essential to the longer-term peacebuilding strategy in that nation. While peace 

operations have not occurred in the remaining four nations (Turkey, Sri Lanka, the Philippines, 
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and Nepal), each has received extensive UN support in the form of long-term UN assistance and 

programming.  

 Having now established that Canada maintains strong geopolitical ties and diplomatic 

relationships with each of these eight nations, and thereby supporting my argument that there 

is a geopolitical nexus to military HADR operations, I next turn to the HADR operations 

themselves. Here, I examine the four most recent HADR operations conducted by the CAF 

(Haiti, the Philippines, Sierra Leone, and Nepal).  

 My rationale for selecting these four missions is their relative recency; they all occurred 

after 2008, a year which I contend represents a significant inflection point for humanitarianism. 

I demonstrated previously in Chapter 3 that since the late 1990s, humanitarian practitioners 

and academics have expressed concern over the lack of local involvement in humanitarian 

action. It was not until 2008, however, that Michael Barnett and Thomas Weiss suggested that 

the humanitarian system required rebalancing. Arguably, their contention set in motion the 

pan-humanitarian system’s movement towards greater accountability to affected 

populations—now a key tenet of HADR.  As of this writing, the CAF HADR operation in Haiti 

occurred 12 years ago in 2010, while the most recent of the CAF HADR missions was conducted 

in 2015 in Nepal. Accordingly, through examining these last four CAF HADR operations, I 

explore whether—despite the doctrinal stasis illustrated in Chapter 3 in my review of military 

HADR doctrine—a similar evolution in practice occurred in the military-specific HADR domain as 

has occurred within the humanitarian sphere following Barnett and Weiss’ 2008 call for a 

“rebalancing”. Unfortunately, and as I demonstrate, there is little to suggest that a similar 

evolution has occurred in military HADR since the HADR model utilized by the CAF remains 
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virtually unchanged, with little evidence of AAP or localization during Canadian military 

operations.  

 The final section of Chapter 4 examines the results of public opinion research conducted 

on behalf of the CAF. Because this research is conducted at regular intervals, it facilitates an 

examination of population level trends over time with respect to Canadian public perceptions 

of the military.  This research confirms the very high levels of public support that exist for CAF 

participation in HADR operations. Importantly, it also demonstrates the limited public 

knowledge surrounding military operations, as well as the often-idealistic perceptions that 

Canadians hold of their military. Through this exploration of public opinion research, I 

demonstrate that the average Canadian citizen possesses very little knowledge of either peace 

operations or HADR.  While this is not unexpected, it does signal a potential problem; Canadian 

public support for CAF HADR operations may decline significantly if Canadians discover the 

delta that exists between contemporary expectations of HADR and HADR as practiced by the 

CAF. This section, therefore, supports my hypothesis that the ethical risks posed by out-dated 

military HADR practices may also lead to political risks.  

 Having now demonstrated both that the movement towards greater AAP is now decades-

old, and that the CAF has, to date, not incorporated AAP into their HADR doctrine or practice, I 

next set out to establish why this is the case. I begin this inquiry in Chapter 5 with an 

examination of the accountability construct present in the CAF.   

 Chapter 5, Accountability Norms and Expectations, begins with a review of three 

typologies of accountability: accountability as a virtue, accountability as a mechanism, and 

finally, social accountability. Here, I demonstrate that among these three typologies, it is social 
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accountability that enables those without power to hold those with power to account.  This 

distinction is important since HADR operations are premised upon those with power assisting 

those without power. Following this review of the three accountability typologies, I examine the 

accountability construct within the CAF. Here I illustrate that while the CAF accountability 

construct draws upon some elements of accountability as a virtue, it is accountability as a 

mechanism that is most prevalent in the military environment. Moreover, neither CAF 

accountability doctrine nor practice are designed to include social accountability. Accordingly, 

as long as practice follows design, there will not be social accountability within the CAF.   

 Subsequently, and to confirm whether the CAF’s lack of social accountability practices 

renders it an outlier among national or international organizations, I examine how 

accountability is conceived and constructed in the provision of humanitarian assistance by the 

international community. First, I review accountability norms and expectations in the 

exclusively humanitarian sphere. Here, I illustrate that while social accountability now features 

prominently in key humanitarian frameworks and policy, ensuring that humanitarians 

implement social accountability practices into their programming has been more challenging.  

 Next, I review two of the prominent guidance documents in the joint civilian and military 

HADR domains. Both policy documents were developed to provide humanitarian actors and 

organizations with greater insight and awareness of the potential roles for military forces 

during civilian-led HADR operations. The first is the 1995 Mohonk Criteria for humanitarian 

assistance in complex emergencies (Ebersole, 1995). The second is the 2007 Guidelines of the 

use of foreign military and civil defence assets in disaster relief, commonly referred to as the 

Oslo Guidelines (UNOCHA 2007). Even though the Mohonk Criteria was published in 1995 and 
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the Oslo Guidelines in 2007, both acknowledge the importance of AAP, albeit to different 

degrees and dependent upon whether the responder is civilian or military. This raises the 

question of why the accountability-related expectations differ depending on the respondent’s 

status. 

 In Chapter 6, Social Accountability —Arguments from the Field, I move from 

accountability in theory to accountability in practice. I begin with a discussion on Paolo de 

Renzio’s two accountability dilemmas. These dilemmas challenge humanitarian responders to 

consider the dual questions of to whom are we accountable, and for what are we accountable? 

These questions highlight the demands and pressures that responders can experience in 

balancing the potentially competing needs of their leadership and those of the affected 

population. De Renzio contends that rebalancing these dilemmas in favour of both the affected 

community (to whom are we accountable?) and sustainable development (for what are we 

accountable?) will increase the likelihood that social accountability practices and considerations 

are incorporated into HADR programming.  

 De Renzio’s dilemmas—and their aim of rebalancing HADR in favourite of aid recipients—

share similarities with the positions advanced by Séverine Autesserre, Mary Anderson et al., 

and others who posit that the ‘aid in a box’ model of aid programming needs reform. They 

argue that aid programming should be developed from the bottom up and with local 

participation to ensure that the aid is needed and desired; is appropriate to the socio-cultural 

context; and importantly, facilitates rather than hinders the development of empowerment.  

 I next examine key aspects of the CAF HADR operations in both Haiti in 2010 and Sierra 

Leone in 2014/2015. I illustrate that while the CAF response in Haiti was beneficial in the 
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immediate short-term, due to the lack of social accountability practices, the CAF response 

neither encouraged local participation nor strengthened local capacities. As a result, I suggest 

that it also failed to align with the longer-term needs and desires of disaster-affected citizens. 

The CAF operation in Sierra Leone tells quite a different story, however, and I include it here to 

demonstrate that military forces can incorporate social accountability considerations into 

operations. Unfortunately, because this was a UK-led operation, the inclusion of these social 

accountability considerations cannot be fully attributed to the CAF. I conclude the chapter with 

an exploration of potential barriers that may prevent or inhibit the incorporation of social 

accountability practices into aid programming. Because many of these barriers have been 

identified through formal evaluations of aid programming, I also review the evaluation systems 

and metrics commonly utilized in both the civilian and military domains to assess aid delivery.  

 Chapter 7, Empowerment in Theory and in Practice, explores how empowerment is 

conceptualized in theory and in practice. Clear linkages exist between social accountability and 

empowerment. Moreover, developing empowerment in a disaster-affected population is an 

implicit aim of social accountability and the localization movement. Drawing upon the research 

of Joanna Rowlands and Deepa Narayan I describe two of the prominent empowerment 

frameworks prevalent in the humanitarian sphere: Rowlands’ Three Dimensions of 

Empowerment Model and Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for Empowerment. I draw upon 

both models throughout the remainder of the chapter. 

 Empowerment is a relational concept. Accordingly, and as Christine Koggel explains, any 

analysis of empowerment must take into consideration who holds the power over both 

resources and people, as well as what structures or conditions may act as barriers to 
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empowerment (Koggel 2007, 10). In the military HADR environment, it appears self-evident 

that military responders hold power-over aid recipients since it is military responders that both 

control the resources and establish the local aid structure. To conduct a deeper exploration of 

the power relations at play in the HADR sphere, I turn to Amy Allen and her three 

conceptualizations of power: power-over, power-to, and power-with. While power-over can be 

considered a potentially coercive form of power, power-to and power-with both inherently 

recognize the importance of decision-making capacity and influence over life choices, and thus 

can be considered as either developing or increasing empowerment. Consequently, discovering 

whether, and if so to what degree, these conceptualizations of power are present in military 

HADR is important. 

 Within the primary military HADR doctrine, the concept of empowerment does not 

feature prominently, and where it is briefly mentioned, the focus is on empowering the host 

nation government. A subordinate publication, the Canadian Forces Health Services Publication 

1, Health Services Planning was developed specifically for military medical responders. Drawing 

upon Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for Empowerment and Allen’s three conceptualizations 

of power, I demonstrate that policy space exists to incorporate both social accountability and 

empowerment considerations into this military publication.  

 The limited attention given to empowerment in Canadian military doctrine is problematic, 

but also emblematic of the similar doctrinal deficit in social accountability considerations. As I 

note, however, the primary military HADR doctrine is now several years out of date and is 

overdue for a revision. Through demonstrating that policy space exists—albeit in a subordinate 
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publication—I show that should an update to the doctrine occur, it is possible to incorporate 

empowerment considerations into military HADR doctrine and policy.  

1.6 Conclusion  
 

In this dissertation, I demonstrate where HADR operations fit within the context of peace 

operations writ large, and I illustrate that the progression towards greater AAP began within 

the domain of UN peace operations. I trace Canada’s participation in UN operations, and I 

highlight the decline in CAF participation in UN peacekeeping operations—a decline that I 

contend occurred in concert with a rise in CAF HADR operations. Subsequently, I explore the 

various frameworks, policy, and guidance that underpin both civilian HADR and military HADR, 

demonstrating that although an evolution in accountability and empowerment expectations 

has occurred within contemporary civilian HADR, a similar evolution has not occurred in the 

military specific HADR domain in Canada.  

 Next, through exploring Canada’s diplomatic relations with the nations in which the CAF 

has conducted HADR operations, I show that linkages exist between HADR operations and 

geopolitics. Finally, I highlight the immense popularity of HADR operations among Canadian 

citizens, affirming that domestic public relations benefits are incurred through CAF HADR 

operations. Through the lens of accountability theory, I first describe the accountability 

construct present within the CAF, and subsequently validate my contention that social 

accountability is not an accountability typology present within CAF doctrine.  Next, and to 

investigate whether the CAF has incorporated social accountability practices into HADR 

operations, the existing doctrine notwithstanding, I explore several CAF HADR operations in 

greater depth. Having now confirmed that social accountability practices have not been 
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incorporated, I turn to empowerment theory to explore the linkages between social 

accountability and empowerment and to examine whether a lack of social accountability will 

impact empowerment outcomes during HADR operations.   

 Through this dissertation, and its exploration of both HADR theory and practice, I 

establish that the accountability construct present within CAF doctrine is not designed to 

facilitate the incorporation of social accountability practices into HADR operations.  This social 

accountability deficit fails to align with contemporary HADR theory—and to an extent, 

practice—and may serve to disempower disaster affected citizens. Moreover, when considered 

through the lens of the significant Canadian support for military HADR operations, this social 

accountability deficit may pose challenges to the perceived legitimacy of CAF HADR operations.  

 This lack of social accountability in CAF HADR therefore imposes not only ethical risks 

upon a disaster-affected population, but if widely known among Canadians, could also pose 

political risks. The potential for political risk arises because a secondary aim of CAF HADR 

operations is to “promote a positive image of Canada at home and abroad” (National Defence 

2013, 4). Therefore, it can be presumed that one of the motives for the Government of Canada 

when authorizing military HADR operations is reputational enhancement—to both the serving 

government and the CAF. Accordingly, if HADR missions are shown to be ethically inadequate 

because through their lack of social accountability they are disempowering local disaster-

affected citizens, this becomes a potential political risk. 

 The assessment of the impact that the internal military accountability construct has on 

HADR operations, and the degree to which this accountability structure has an adverse impact 

on empowerment outcomes among host nation citizens and perceptions of legitimacy, 
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represents a novel research area. Through this research, policy makers in government and at 

senior levels within the CAF can better understand these issues, and potentially take steps to 

align CAF HADR doctrine and practice within contemporary humanitarianism. 
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Chapter 2: Peace Operations — An Overview 

 

2.1 Introduction 
 

Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) is an overarching term ascribed to 

government and military response to urgent human security challenges (Capie 2015, 312). 

Among Western military forces6, the primary goals of HADR operations are to provide life-

saving aid and reduce the suffering of a disaster-affected population (Department of National 

Defence 2005; Defense Security Cooperation Agency 2022; Ministry of Defence 2016; 

Commonwealth of Australia 2016). Consequently, military HADR missions are typically 

conducted in areas affected by disease outbreaks, famine, conflict, or disaster.  

As I will demonstrate, military HADR shares linkages with peacebuilding. These linkages 

can be observed in the inclusion of humanitarian assistance activities in the various definitions 

of peacebuilding; the emphasis placed on complementarity and coherence among actors and 

stakeholders working within the “Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus”; and in the shared 

emphasis on the local/localization within peacebuilding and HADR. Because of these linkages—

each of which will be covered in what follows—an understanding of both peacebuilding and the 

broader sphere of peace operations is relevant to the study of HADR operations.  

The provision of life-saving humanitarian assistance—the stated aim of military HADR 

operations—was formally referenced as a component of peacebuilding strategy in a 2006 

 
6 Here, I am specifically referring to the military forces of Canada, the United States, the United Kingdom and 
Australia.  
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report from the Executive Office of the United Nations Secretary-General, which identified a 

broad range of peacebuilding activities, including the following:  

… the provision of transitional security through peacekeeping and other efforts to 
maintain public order, support to a political process, life-saving humanitarian 
assistance, efforts to create a framework for economic recovery, and institutional 
development (United Nations Peacebuilding Support Office (UNPBSO) 2010, 49, 
emphasis mine).   

 

It has perhaps not always been the case that a compelling argument could be made that 

military HADR shares linkages with peacebuilding. However, as I will illustrate, the theory and 

practices supporting how peace operations7, and in particular, peacebuilding, are conducted 

have undergone significant changes over the years. In concert with these shifts in operational 

practice, conversations surrounding the “Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus”8 are 

increasingly occurring within the humanitarian sphere (IASC 2016, 1; Oxfam 2019, 3). These 

discussions are taking place in recognition that humanitarian action, development, and peace 

and security share not only linkages but synergies, and all are required to create a sustainable 

peace (IASC 2016, 2; Oxfam 2019, 3; Debarre 2018, 1).  

The Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) asserts that the international community 

has a responsibility to work collectively and collaboratively to “address the drivers of violent 

conflict, deliver humanitarian assistance, and develop institutions, resilience and capacities” 

(IASC 2016, 2). This, they argue is both a policy and an operational imperative since within the 

 
7 In the interest of clarity, it is important to note that I use the term “peace operations” as an inclusive term that 
encompasses all of the types of operations across the spectrum of peace and security operations (e.g., conflict 
prevention, peacekeeping, peace-making, peacebuilding, etc.). 
 
8 This nexus is also often referred to in the literature as simply the Security-Development nexus (Stern and Öjendal 
2010). 
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nexus, the activities of one group have an impact on all groups, as well as on the broader 

context and environment (IASC 2016, 2). In their acknowledgement of the fact that 

“Humanitarian-Development-Peace Nexus” is both an “incongruous” and “awkward term” 

(IASC 2016, 2), the IASC suggests that this could be partially remedied by replacing ‘Peace’ with 

‘Peacebuilding’. This they note, would satisfy humanitarian actors who may preferentially seek 

to work collaboratively with peacebuilders, as opposed to peacekeepers (IASC 2016, 2).   

As a result of the contemporary shifts in how peacebuilding is conceptualized and 

operationalized, it is reasonable to suggest that military HADR (when occurring in a post-

conflict9 environment) shares linkages with peacebuilding, and certainly—and as identified by 

the IASC—that both fall within the Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus. To build and 

support my argument that HADR shares linkages with peacebuilding, it is necessary to explore 

the changes in both theory and practice that have occurred in the greater sphere of peace 

operations over the last eight decades since the end of the Second World War. These changes 

have had, and will continue to have, an impact on how military forces operate across the 

spectrum of peace operations. This greater understanding of how peace operations have been 

transformed and reshaped with the passage of time will also illuminate the linkages between 

HADR and peacebuilding. This enhanced understanding of the progressive shifts in how peace 

operations are both conceived of and conducted will prove relevant to the subsequent 

discussion in Chapters 3 and 4 concerning how HADR theory and practice have evolved over 

time.  

 
9 Within the literature ‘post-conflict’ is a contested term. I use it here to denote HADR operations that have 
occurred in environments with a past history of conflict (e.g., Haiti).  



  
 

27 
 

Therefore, I begin this chapter with an examination of the evolution of peace operations, 

often referred to within the literature as the generations of peace operations. When viewed 

through the lens of generations, the transformation in how peace operations have been 

conceptualized and conducted over the years is clear. As I will demonstrate, a greater emphasis 

on the importance of accountability to host nations—and host nation citizens—has developed 

over time, as has the much-needed recognition of the importance of host nation involvement 

and participation.  

  Next, in section 2.3, I explore current United Nations peace operations, the majority of 

which are classified by the UN as either peacekeeping operations or special political missions. 

Section 2.4 focuses on Canada’s contributions to current UN operations, both past and present, 

and the relatively recent decline in Canada’s participation in UN peace operations. I contrast 

Canada’s current contributions to UN peace operations with both the top UN troop 

contributing nations as well as with Canada’s partners in the Five Eyes alliance10. Following this 

comparison, one of the potential motivating factors among the top troop contributing nations 

for participation in peace operations is explored.  

Finally, in section 2.5, I focus exclusively on peacebuilding operations, and in particular, 

the contemporary realization that the development of a sustainable peace requires not only 

partnerships with, but also the active participation of, local and regional stakeholders. In 

addition to acknowledging the importance of this contemporary emphasis on local stakeholder 

 
10 Here I note that the members of the Five Eyes Alliance were selected for comparison because the members are 
all Western liberal democratic nations, sharing a common language and an emphasis on human rights and the rule 
of law. In addition, their respective military forces utilize similar military doctrine. That they are an intelligence-
sharing alliance, while important, is not of relevance to this discussion. 
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participation, I highlight some of the challenges that can occur when those from outside the 

affected community, for example international peacekeepers, are responsible for determining 

who represents the local community—a topic to which I will return to at length in Chapter 3.  

The overarching aim throughout this chapter is to provide necessary background 

information on peace operations and their evolution, in preparation for the HADR-focused 

discussion which follows in Chapters 3 and 4 and throughout the remainder of this dissertation.  

2.2 The Evolution of Peace Operations 
 

The ways in which peace operations are conducted has evolved significantly since the first 

United Nations peace operation in 1948. These operational shifts in practice are connected to 

the significant conceptual shifts that have occurred within the academic realm of peace 

operations, and specifically, that of peace and conflict theory.  

Oliver Richmond identifies that the discipline of peace and conflict studies has broadened 

considerably over time, and today encompasses areas as diverse as human rights, humanitarian 

assistance, reconstruction, and development, all of which may be conducted by military forces, 

international organizations, non-governmental organizations, non-state actors or an 

assortment of these organizations and actors (Richmond 2010, 14). Similarly, Kai Michael 

Kenkel explains that early peace operations—virtually synonymous today with “United Nations 

operations” (Kenkel 2013, 122)—were limited in scope, focusing on conflict management11 and 

conflict resolution12. Subsequently, post-Cold War concerns surrounding collective security 

 
11 In this context, managing the conflict through separating the warring factions, resulting in a “freezing” of the 
conflict (Kenkel 2013, 128). 
 
12 In this context, the use of preventive diplomacy—with the consent of all parties—in an attempt to resolve the 
conflict (Kenkel 2013, 128). 
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affected how peace operations were conducted. More recently, preoccupations with 

humanitarianism have served to further broaden the scope of peace operations (Kenkel 2013, 

124). These shifts and changes in how peace operations are conceived and conducted are best 

explored through an examination of the four generations, or schools, of peace operations. 

2.2.1 The Four Generations of Peace Operations 

Scholars are divided on whether there are four generations of peace operations (for example, 

Oliver Richmond) or five (per the research of Kai Michael Kenkel), and there is currently no clear 

consensus surrounding the delineation of the generations. However, some operational shifts in 

practice do exist as markers. These shifts serve to separate one generation from another. In 

what follows, I explore the four generations of peace operations as offered by Richmond. 

However, since Kenkel’s five generations of peace operations closely align with the four 

proposed by Richmond, I also draw upon the work of Kenkel.  Table 1: Generations of Peace 

Operations, which precedes this discussion, presents the generational approach in an abridged 

tabular format. 

 

Table 1: Generations of Peace Operations 

Richmond’s: Typology Kenkel’s: Typology Shared Key Characteristics 
 

1st Generation:  
Conflict Management 

1st Generation: 
Traditional 
peacekeeping 

• State-centric approach 

• Conflict managed through a neutral third 
party 

• Overarching aim is minimization of violence 
and restoration of basic order  

• Creates a negative or limited peace13 

 
13 The concept of negative peace is attributed to Johan Galtung. Galtung describes a negative peace as “the 
absence of violence, absence of war” (Galtung 1964, 2). In contrast, Galtung explains that a “positive peace” refers 
to a fully flourishing society (1964, 2).  
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2nd Generation:  
Conflict Resolution  

2nd Generation: 
Civilian tasks 

• Requires an understanding of root causes of 
conflict through the perspective of individuals, 
groups, and society  

• Insufficient to merely separate the warring 
factions  

• Dialogue between disputants aimed at 
creating a positive peace  

3rd Generation: 
Peace enforcement 

• As above, but with increased use of force to 
achieve mission mandates 

3rd Generation:  
Liberal peacebuilding 
and statebuilding 

4th Generation: 
Peacebuilding 

• Influenced by Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s 1992 
An Agenda for Peace report 

• Peace operations more robust, and arguably 
more ambitious, than ever before 

• Premised upon the assumption that conflict 
cannot be resolved, and a ‘liberal peace’ 
realized until a functioning civil society exists 

• Peace created by outside actors; requires 
disputants to renegotiate this constructed 
peace to fit their culture  

4th Generation:  
Liberal-local hybridity 

5th Generation: 
Hybrid missions 

• Strives for an emancipatory form of peace 
that reflects the interests, identities, and 
needs of all actors, both state and non-state—
local agency and autonomy feature 
prominently 

• Simultaneous force composition that includes 
UN troops, an international police presence, 
and members of a regional organization 

• Military actors, diplomats, international aid 
workers and personnel function as “enablers” 
in support of a localized and sustainable 
peace 

(Source: Kenkel 2013 and Richmond 2010) 

 

The 1st Generation Approach: Conflict Management.  Richmond refers to the 1st 

generation of theory and practice as the “conflict management” approach (Richmond 2010, 

16), while Kenkel characterizes it as “traditional peacekeeping” (Kenkel 2013, 125). Although 

both have used different descriptors, their categorization of this 1st generation approach is 
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similar. Under this state-centric approach, conflicts and disputes between parties are managed 

through the presence of a neutral third party (or parties) tasked with reducing the violence 

between the disputants. Richmond explains that the overarching aim under this approach is to 

minimize the level of violence and restore basic order to the state (2010, 17). Perhaps 

predictably, the outcome of this 1st generation approach to peace operations typically resulted 

in what is often referred to as a negative or limited form of peace (Richmond 2010, 17); the 

violence has ceased, but positive peace or full peace—realized through the development of 

stable governance and positive social systems (Galtung 1964)—has not been achieved.  

Richmond contends that an inherent gap within this approach lies with the intervening 

third party’s (or in some instances, parties’) focus of efforts on the state, and the resultant 

failure to give sufficient primacy to either non-state actors or non-state-centric issues 

(Richmond 2010, 17).  As a result, the limited peace which is achieved is not only reliant upon 

the neutrality and impartiality of the intervening third party—who may have their own reasons 

for intervening—but is also often balanced solely upon the affected state’s interests (Richmond 

2010, 18). Kenkel concurs with Richmond’s assessment that first generation peace operations 

prioritized states’ rights over human rights, contending that these operations essentially 

adhered to three key principles (Kenkel 2013, 126). Citing the work of Bellamy and Williams, 

Kenkel refers to these three principles as the “holy trinity” of peacekeeping: (1) consent of the 

host nation; (2) impartiality between conflict factions; and (3) the non-use of force by UN 

troops (Kenkel 2013, 126). As will be discussed in section 2.4, these three basic principles still 

guide UN peacekeeping operations today.  
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A United Nations peacekeeping operation that exemplified the conflict management 

approach was the UN’s peacekeeping operation in Cyprus. The United Nations Peacekeeping 

Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) began in 1964 and was originally intended to halt fighting between 

the Greek Cypriot and the Turkish Cypriot communities (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021a).  

Still ongoing today, UNFICYP is one of the longest running UN Peacekeeping missions14. As of 

May 2021, over 1000 UN Peacekeepers are deployed in Cyprus (this number includes military 

members, police, and civilian staff) (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021a). The mission mandate 

has expanded with time, and now, in addition to maintenance and supervision of the ceasefire 

lines, includes maintenance of a buffer zone, humanitarian activities, and the provision of 

support to the Good Offices Mission of the UN Secretary-General (United Nations Peacekeeping 

2021a).  

A key limitation of the 1st generation approach was that the separation of the warring 

factions, via a neutral third party, rarely served to resolve the source(s) of the conflict. Indeed, 

Kenkel describes these conflicts as essentially “frozen” in time, with the disputants lacking any 

real incentives to resolve the conflict (Kenkel 2013, 127).  This recognition ultimately led to the 

2nd generation approach, an approach that Richmond describes as “conflict resolution” 

(Richmond 2010, 19).  

The 2nd Generation Approach: Conflict Resolution. The 2nd generation approach to 

peace operations occurred in large part due to the recognition of the limitations inherent to the 

 
14 Only two UN Peacekeeping missions have been continuing for longer than the Cyprus mission—both of which 
began as 1st generation approaches to peace operations. They are the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization (UNTSO) in the Middle East, ongoing since 1948, and the United Nations Military Observer Group in 
India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP), ongoing since 1949 (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021a, web).  
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1st generation approach. Kenkel explains that coinciding with this recognition, however, was the 

end of the Cold War and the resultant increased demand for peace operations following the 

disintegration of Communist regimes (Kenkel 2013, 127). Richmond asserts that the 2nd 

generation approach shifted from the 1st generation’s perspective that conflict can be causally 

attributed to human behavioural predispositions, and therefore be readily manageable at the 

state level, to the perspective that conflict occurs because of “political, economic and social 

structures that deny or impede human needs” (Richmond 2010, 19). This ideological shift 

necessitated that the root causes of conflict be explored and understood through the 

perspective of individuals and groups, as well as at the societal level (Richmond 2010, 19).  An 

outcome of this deeper understanding of conflict was that it was no longer seen as sufficient to 

separate the warring factions with the aim of creating a negative peace. Instead, dialogue that 

facilitated an understanding of the root causes of the conflict was warranted, the aim of which 

was to create a positive peace.   

Richmond’s characterization of the 2nd generation approach arguably encompasses 

Kenkel’s descriptions of both the 2nd and 3rd generation. (Their overlap is clear when viewed in 

tabular form in Table 1.) Moreover, while Richmond classifies the 2nd generation as “conflict 

resolution” and Kenkel utilizes the descriptor “civilian tasks”, they both note that it was during 

this 2nd generation that civilians and non-state actors, including non-governmental 

organizations, were introduced into what were formerly predominantly military peace 

operations (Kenkel 2013, 128; Richmond 2010, 21).  Thus, in addition to traditional 

peacekeeping activities, 2nd generation peace operations broadened their scope to include the 
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employment of civilians in such roles as organizing elections, promoting human rights, and 

providing refugee assistance (Kenkel 2013, 129).  

Kenkel identifies several successful 2nd generation peace operations including the United 

Nations Transitions Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia and the United Nations Operation in 

Mozambique (UNOMOZ), both of which he contends had considerable success in “assisting 

transitions and in implementing peace accords” (Kenkel 2013, 129). More ominously, however, 

he also identifies several significant failures during this period, citing the inability of the UN to 

prevent the Rwandan Genocide of 1994, the failures of the Somalia mission, and finally, the 

inability of the UN to protect civilians in Bosnia (Kenkel 2013, 129).  

It is at this juncture that Kenkel deviates from Richmond’s typology of generations with 

his addition of the 3rd generation of peace operations, a generation that he characterizes as 

“peace enforcement” (Kenkel 2013, 130).  Kenkel notes that 3rd generation operations are 

similar in nature to 2nd generation operations. Where he argues they differ, however, and here 

he recalls the UN failures in Rwanda, Somalia, and Bosnia, is in the 3rd generation’s increased 

use of force to achieve mission mandates (Kenkel 2013, 130).    

The 3rd Generation Approach: Peacebuilding. Richmond and Kenkel’s typologies 

converge again with Richmond’s characterization of this 3rd generation approach as “liberal 

peacebuilding and statebuilding” (here, I note that this is Kenkel’s fourth generation of peace 

operations and he terms it merely ‘peacebuilding’) (Richmond 2010, 21; Kenkel 2013, 132). 

Both Richmond and Kenkel explicitly acknowledge the importance of [former] United Nations 

Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s 1992 An Agenda for Peace report in steering the 

direction of this generation’s approach to peace operations (Richmond 2010, 25; Kenkel 2013, 
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132). In his report, Boutros-Ghali identifies that in order to succeed, peacebuilding operations 

require “comprehensive efforts to identify and support structures which will tend to 

consolidate peace and advance a sense of confidence and well-being among people” (Boutros-

Ghali 1992, 212; Kenkel 2013, 132). As I will illustrate in Chapter 3, section 3.3, similar 

arguments were being made in the 1990s by humanitarian practitioners and academics 

regarding humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.   

Accordingly, in this generation peace operations became more robust, and arguably, 

more ambitious than ever before. This approach hinged upon the argument that peace 

operations could succeed with the diligent guidance of international agencies and actors, non-

governmental organizations, and military forces. As Richmond explains, collectively, these 

external agencies and actors would guide or control every aspect of the state and society 

(Richmond 2010, 22). The aim of this multi-level and multi-dimensional approach to 

peacebuilding was to create liberal democratic institutions and, importantly, provide the 

“human needs for civil society actors” (Richmond 2010, 22-23). The emphasis on civil society is 

intentional: the liberal peacebuilding process is premised upon the assumption that conflict 

cannot be resolved, and a liberal peace realized, until there is a functioning and “vibrant” civil 

society (Richmond 2010, 22-23). Roland Paris concurs with Richmond’s assessment, explaining 

that a key assumption of peacebuilding in the 1990s was that “democratization and 

marketization were mutually reinforcing” (Paris 2010, 341). Consequently, it was felt that once 

these political and economic conditions were instituted, they would remain “largely self-

perpetuating” (Paris 2010, 341).  
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Kenkel contends that there are two fundamental challenges with this approach to peace 

operations. The first is its reliance upon myriad stakeholders, each with unique agendas and 

operational practices, who import their own practices and political goals into the peace process 

(Kenkel 2013, 134). Kenkel is not alone with this critique, Michael Barnett asserts that this 

reliance upon multiple stakeholders has resulted in a culture of “drive-by peacebuilding” 

(Barnett 2015, 239). Similarly, Roger Mac Ginty suggests that this reliance on external experts 

facilitates the “sidelining” of national elites by international actors who “create and sustain 

parallel governance structures” (Mac Ginty 2012, 290). The second challenge, according to 

Kenkel, is the incompatibility of the [military] use of force with what he refers to as “intrusive 

political tasks” (Kenkel 2013, 134). Richmond alludes to similar challenges, and he too critiques 

the top-down approach taken in this generation of peace operations (Richmond 2010, 23). It is 

Richmond’s position that this results in a peace created by outside actors who import their own 

expertise and knowledge, requiring disputants to renegotiate this construction of peace to their 

own culture and frameworks (Richmond 2010, 23). Ultimately, it was the challenges caused by 

this outsider-led and top-down approach which led to the current generation of peace 

operations 

Importantly, and as I will illustrate in my exploration of the 2010 CAF DART mission in 

Haiti (Chapter 6, section 6.3.1), the current CAF approach to HADR operations shares 

similarities with this 3rd generation approach to peace operations. 

The 4th Generation Approach: Hybridity.  Although Richmond classifies this 

contemporary generation of peace operations as the 4th generation, while for Kenkel it is the 5th 

generation, they are united in their characterization of this current generation of peace 
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operations as a “hybrid” approach—albeit, as will be discussed, for different reasons (Richmond 

2010, 26; Kenkel 2013, 135). As identified above, the 3rd generation approach has been 

criticized as a top-down approach with colonial overtones, which results in a peace that is 

influenced by the interests of liberal states, and largely determined and shaped by international 

actors. In view of these critiques, Richmond explains that the 4th generation approach to peace 

operations strives to realize “an emancipatory form of peace that reflects the interests, 

identities, and needs of all actors, both state and non-state” (Richmond 2010, 26, emphasis 

mine). As a result, local agency and autonomy feature prominently in this approach, which aims 

to find an “everyday peace” that is reflective of local, regional, and state-level dynamics and 

culture (Richmond 2010, 26).  

Returning to Kenkel’s characterization of this current approach to peace operations, he 

notes that increasingly, hybrid UN missions are being conducted with a simultaneous force 

composition that includes UN troops, an international police presence, and members of a 

regional organization (Kenkel 2013, 135). Kenkel contends that this reflects a shift in the way 

that peace operations are conducted, arguing that while North and West states continue to 

concentrate on the traditional ‘use of force’ aspects of operations, Southern states increasingly 

focus on the “root causes-related aspects of peacebuilding missions” (Kenkel 2013, 136). As an 

example of this new hybridity in peace operations, Kenkel offers the UN’s commitment to seek 

“African solutions for African problems” and the resultant African Union-United Nations Hybrid 

Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) (Kenkel 2013, 136). Thus, while Richmond and Kenkel may not 

align perfectly on their characterization of this latest generation of peace operations, they do 



  
 

38 
 

both acknowledge the criticality of determining the root causes of the conflict, something that 

can only be determined by those at the local level.  

Richmond offers a compelling argument in favour of this current approach to peace 

operations, positing that peacebuilding that is internationally or donor-driven rather than 

localized, cannot, and will not, lead to a peace that is sustainable (2010, 27). Rather, Richmond 

argues that what is needed is for military actors, diplomats, international aid workers and 

personnel to function as “enablers” in support of a localized and sustainable peace, and not as 

enablers for what has historically been an internationally determined form of peace (Richmond 

2010, 32). As I will illustrate in Chapter 3, similar arguments have been and continue to be 

made in the [civilian] disaster relief sphere. 

Richmond’s argument predates the emphasis that the United Nations is now placing on 

“coherence and complementarity” with respect to the importance of strengthening the ties 

between their peace and security efforts and their development, human rights, and 

humanitarian endeavours (Debarre 2018, 2). However, some similarity exists between 

Richmond’s contention that UN peacebuilders need to function as enablers in support of a 

localized and sustainable peace (and all that that entails), and the United Nations’ position that 

there needs to be greater coherence between peace and security, development, and 

humanitarian endeavours—what Oxfam refers to as the “Humanitarian-Development-Peace 

nexus” (Oxfam 2019). Certainly, both Richmond and the United Nations acknowledge that 

sustainable peace requires the engagement and action of all stakeholders and actors across 

multiple disciplines and at the local, national, and international levels. Not surprisingly, and as 

will be discussed in Chapter 3, similar arguments have been made in support of increased 
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stakeholder alignment in the Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief sphere. With this 

understanding of how the conceptualization and conduct of peace operations has evolved and 

developed since 1948, I turn now to United Nations peace operations. 

2.3 United Nations Peace Operations 
 

Broadly speaking the UN utilizes two primary categories for their peace and security operations: 

peace operations and special political missions. Within each of these two broad categories, 

however, a spectrum of peace and security activities can occur.   

The United Nations Department of Peace Operations (DPO) provides political and 

executive direction to UN peace operations. In that capacity, DPO synthesizes the contributions 

of UN, governmental, and non-governmental organizations in peace operations (United Nations 

Peacekeeping 2021a). In addition to peace operations, under the auspices of the United 

Nations Department of Political and Peacebuilding Affairs (DPPA), the United Nations also 

conducts “special political missions” (United Nations 2021a).  The UN describes special political 

missions as “civilian missions that are deployed for a limited duration to support Member 

States in good offices, conflict prevention, peacemaking and peacebuilding” (United Nations 

2015, 2). In what follows, I present an overview of current United Nations peacekeeping 

operations and special political missions.  

2.3.1 Current United Nations Peacekeeping Operations 

UN Peacekeeping operations are conducted under the auspices of three basic principles: 

“Consent of the parties; Impartiality; and Non-use of force except in self-defence and defence of 

the mandate” (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021a, italics mine).  Importantly, as will be 
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discussed in Chapter 3, consent of the parties, referred to in the HADR sphere as host nation 

consent, is also a requisite principle for Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief operations.  

The three principles of peacekeeping were briefly touched upon in section 2.2.1, which 

explored the four generations of peace operations. Both Richmond and Kenkel made the 

argument that 1st generation peacekeeping prioritized the rights of the state and failed to give 

primacy to non-state centric issues, including human rights (Richmond 2010, 7; Kenkel 2013, 

126). Indeed, Kenkel acknowledges the three basic principles of UN peacekeeping in his writings 

on 1st generation peacekeeping (a generation that he refers to as traditional peacekeeping). 

Referring to the principles as the “holy trinity” of peacekeeping, he asserts that these principles 

prioritize states’ rights over human rights (Kenkel 2013, 126). Certainly, this appears to be an 

accurate assessment. 

The first principle, consent of the parties, refers to the consent of the affected state(s) for 

the peacekeeping operation. However, this does not necessarily translate to consent—or 

rather, acceptance—of the operation at the local level; it is not the citizens living among the 

warring factions that have given their consent, but rather their national government. 

Additionally, both the second and third principles, impartiality, and the non-use of force 

respectively, refer to host nation expectations of the intervening forces.  Thus, while the first 

principle prioritizes the right of the host (or affected) nation to consent to the intervention 

itself, the second and third principles speak to expectations placed upon the intervening 

parties.  None of the three principles explicitly reference the human rights of the citizens of the 

affected nation states, and critically, none directly allude to either accountability to or 

empowerment of affected citizens – the topics of Chapters 5 through 7 herein.  
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The enduring primacy of the three basic principles of peacekeeping is surprising in view of 

the evolution in the approaches to peace operations over the years, including the emphasis on 

accountability to affected populations, and the importance assigned to local engagement and 

participation. Despite the principles’ continuing importance, however, the evolution in 

approaches to peace operations has resulted in peacekeeping operations that involve 

significantly more than the deployment of military forces for the purpose of conflict 

management and conflict resolution. Currently, while maintaining peace and security remain 

key components of peace operations, additional critical aspects of the contemporary 4th 

generation approach to peace operations include facilitating the political process, supporting, 

and organizing elections, the promotion of human rights, and assisting in the disarmament, 

demobilization and reintegration of former combatants (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021b). 

In brief, the mandate of peace operations today—"to create conditions for lasting peace”—is 

multi-dimensional (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021b). This multi-dimensionality, while not 

evident in the three basic principles which serve to guide peacekeeping, is clear when analyzing 

the personnel composition of current UN peacekeeping operations. 

Since 1948, the United Nations has conducted 71 peacekeeping operations (United 

Nations Peacekeeping 2021c). As depicted in Table 2: Current United Nations Peace Operations, 

12 of the 71 are currently ongoing (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021c). As of end-July 2021, 

there were 121 countries contributing 74,612 personnel to these 12 operations. While most of 

these personnel are military troops, comprising 86% of the total personnel (numbering 64,380 

personnel), there are also a significant number of police (numbering 7,096), military observers 

(at 1,100 personnel), and staff officers (numbering 2,036) (United Nations Peacekeeping 
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2021b). Significantly, in view of the current approach to peace operations which emphasizes 

localization and national ownership, there are also a substantial number of local civilian 

personnel participating in these 12 missions (8,176 personnel) as well as international 

personnel (at 3,820 personnel) and UN volunteers (1,206 personnel) (United Nations 

Peacekeeping 2021c).  When these civilian personnel and volunteers are added to the military 

members, police officers, military observers and staff officers participating in UN peacekeeping 

operations, as of 31 July 2021, a total of 87,814 personnel were actively contributing to these 

12 ongoing UN peacekeeping operations (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021c). From a purely 

financial perspective, the approved annual budget for these 12 operations is approximately 

$6.3 billion (for the period 1 July 2021 through to 30 June 2022, in US dollars (USD)) (United 

Nations Peacekeeping 2021c).  

 

Table 2: Current United Nations Peace Operations 

United Nations Mission Name Mission 
Acronym 

Mission Dates 
 

United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
(Middle East) 

UNTSO May 1948 – Ongoing 

United Nations Military Observer Group in India 
and Pakistan 

UNMOGIP January 1949 – Ongoing 

United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus UNFICYP March 1964 – Ongoing 

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(Golan) 

UNDOF June 1974 – Ongoing 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon UNIFIL March 1978 – Ongoing 

United Nations Mission for the Referendum in 
Western Sahara 

MINURSO April 1991 – Ongoing 

United Nations Interim Administration Mission in 
Kosovo 

UNMIK June 1999 – Ongoing 

United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission 
in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 

MONUSCO July 2010 – Ongoing 

United Nations Organization Interim Security 
Force for Abyei 

UNISFA June 2011 – Ongoing 



  
 

43 
 

United Nations Mission in the Republic of South 
Sudan 

UNMISS July 2011 – Ongoing 

United Nations Multidimensional Integrated 
Stabilization Mission in Mali 

MINUSMA April 2013 – Ongoing 

United Nations Multidimensional Integrated 
Stabilization Mission in the Central African 
Republic 

MINUSCA April 2014 – Ongoing 

(Source: Peacekeeping Operations 1948-2020, United Nations Peacekeeping, 2021d) 

 

 The United Nations asserts that UN peacekeeping is a vital and effective instrument 

towards ensuring peace and security15. They do concede, however, that their approach to 

peacekeeping operations has not been problem-free, and their “core business processes” have 

not kept pace with the increasing demand for peacekeeping (United Nations Peacekeeping 

2021e).  The UN cites micro-management from governing bodies, trust deficits among Member 

States, and inadequate resourcing as key issues, while also acknowledging that a lack of 

transparency and accountability remain challenges that they face (United Nations Peacekeeping 

2021e).  Not surprisingly, and as I will highlight in the next chapter, similar challenges have 

occurred in the HADR sphere.  

 The Action for Peacekeeping (A4P) initiative, launched in 2018 by UN Secretary-General 

Antonio Guterres, aims to address and rectify these core challenges through policy reform and 

reorientation (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021f). A key aspect of the A4P initiative is ongoing 

broad-based consultations. While these consultations naturally include representatives from 

Member States, current and former UN peacekeepers, and academia, importantly, they also 

include representatives from civil society organizations (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021f). 

 
15 The UN is not alone in this assessment. In her analysis of post-Cold War civil wars, Virginia Fortna demonstrates 
that peacekeeping is effective at not only halting war, but significantly reducing the risk that, once halted, war will 
resume (Fortna 2008). Similarly, Michael Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis contend that the UN can be very effective 
at “mediating and implementing a comprehensively negotiated peace” (Doyle and Sambanis 2006, 5). 
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Their inclusion aligns with the United Nations’ pivot to localization and their concurrent 

recognition of the importance of national ownership and participation. It also suggests that 

those most affected by peacekeeping operations will have the opportunity to have their voices 

heard in a vital international forum.   

 The A4P initiative shares commonalities with the humanitarian sphere’s 2016 World 

Humanitarian Summit (WHS), which is covered in the next chapter. As with the A4P initiative, in 

the lead up to the WHS extensive consultations were launched with Member states, academia 

and humanitarian organizations and actors. Moreover, and as will be demonstrated in Chapter 

3, a key outcome of the WHS was an increased emphasis on localization, one aim of which is to 

give those on the receiving end of aid a voice in how aid programming is both conceived and 

delivered. 

2.3.2 United Nations Special Political Missions 

As noted in section 2.3, United Nations Special Political Missions provide support to support 

Member States in areas as diverse as “good offices, conflict prevention, peacemaking, and 

peacebuilding” (United Nations 2015, 2). Consequently, their mandate is both diverse and all-

encompassing, ranging from conflict prevention and resolution, to working with Member States 

and conflict parties towards building a sustainable peace (United Nations 2015, 7).  

Given the symbiotic relationship between political issues and conflict, political 

considerations have, rightly, always played a key role in United Nations missions. In fact, it was 

in 1948, during the first United Nations mission—the United Nations Truce Supervision 

Organization (Middle East)— that Count Folke Bernadotte was deployed to Palestine as the 

UN’s first official mediator, marking this deployment as the UN’s first political mission (United 
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Nations 2015, 4; Folke Bernadotte Academy 2021).  Since the 1990s, however, both the number 

and the scope—as well as the tasks expected—of UN special political missions has increased at 

an incredible rate. As of July 2021, the United Nations is managing twenty-five special political 

missions globally in regions as diverse as Africa and the Middle East—the two regions where 

the bulk of these 25 missions are occurring—as well as the Americas, Asia, and Europe (United 

Nations 2021a).   

To aid in the understanding of their varied mandates and functions, special political 

missions have been categorized into the following three core clusters: special envoys; 

sanctions, panels and monitoring groups; and field-based missions (United Nations 2015, 2). 

Regardless of the focus of the cluster, however, special political missions all share an emphasis 

on the promotion of national ownership at all stages of the mission (United Nations 2015, 9, 

italics mine). Aligning with the 4th generation’s hybrid approach to peace operations, the 

prominence placed upon national ownership is built upon the realization that it is national 

actors that can best understand and address the needs and the goals of their citizens and 

society.  

As has occurred in the peacekeeping sphere, the shifts in operational practices within the 

UN’s special political missions, chief of which is the acknowledgement of both the importance 

of and necessity for national ownership, translate to a recognition that a sustainable peace can 

only be achieved with both accountability to and the participation of the host nation. In 

isolation, however, national ownership does not go far enough. To be truly effective, national 

ownership needs to extend to local ownership, since it is only at the local level that the needs 

and goals of citizens can really be understood. The challenges of applying a national lens to 
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resolve local issues are well documented in the humanitarian sphere and I refer to several of 

them in the next chapter.   

2.4 Canada’s Contribution to UN Peace Operations  
 

Canadians have long viewed peacekeeping as a core aspect of Canada’s global identity. The CAF 

has participated in UN operations since the 1956 United Nations mission to end the Suez Crisis 

(officially named the United Nations Emergency Force 1 or UNEF 1).  This mission was 

significant for both the UN and for Canada.  Although it was not the first UN operation, it was 

the first time that the UN deployed an armed peacekeeping force16 (United Nations 

Peacekeeping 2021g). Canada had an important role in this operation because it was Lester 

Pearson, Canada’s Secretary of State for External Affairs, who proffered the suggestion that the 

United Nations deploy a UN force to separate the combatants (Government of Canada 2018b; 

Granatstein 2006). Canadian historian Jack Granatstein contends that it was Pearson’s 

leadership in creating UNEF 1 that created the enduring perception among Canadians that 

peacekeeping is part of Canada’s identity (Granatstein 2006). In addition to the role played by 

Lester Pearson, however, a Canadian Armed Forces senior officer, Major-General E.L.M Burns, 

was the first force commander for UNEF 1 (Government of Canada 2018b; Granatstein 2006). 

Thus, it was a Canadian General Officer who commanded the United Nations first armed 

peacekeeping mission.  

Following UNEF 1, between the 1950s and 1980s, Canada deployed troops internationally 

to Korea, Cambodia, the Republic of Congo, West (Papua) New Guinea, Yemen, and Cyprus 

 
16 The United Nations first two operations—both of which are ongoing today—the UN Truce Supervision 
Organization (UNTSO) and the UN Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP), both deployed 
unarmed military observers (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021g, web).  



  
 

47 
 

(Government of Canada 2018b; Granatstein 2006).  Despite the increasing decline in public 

support for peacekeeping operations among Canadians—many of whom expressed doubts 

about the effectiveness of peacekeeping, arguing that peacekeeping simply served to maintain 

the status quo in conflict areas—Canada contributed approximately 80,000 personnel to 

peacekeeping missions between 1948 and 1988 (Granatstein 2006).  Granatstein contends that 

Canada’s personnel contribution during this 40-year period equated to approximately ten 

percent of the total UN forces deployed on peacekeeping missions during this timeframe 

(2006).  

Despite the declining public support from Canadians, Canada continued participating in 

both UN and UN-sanctioned peace operations led by NATO into the 1990s. During this period, 

CAF members served overseas on a variety of peace operations, including those conducted in 

the Balkans, Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti, and East Timor (Government of Canada 2018b, 

Granatstein 2006). The challenges of these operations, however, several of which were well 

publicized in the Canadian media and caused considerable public relations issues for the 

Canadian Armed Forces17, resulted in further cementing the lack of support for international 

peacekeeping operations within the eyes of the Canadian public.  

By 2001, much of Canada’s military commitments were directed towards the conflict in 

Afghanistan. Accordingly, Granatstein contends that during the first two decades of the 2000s, 

Canada’s participation in UN operations was “nominal”, with only a handful of military 

 
17 Here I refer specifically to the public outrage directed at the CAF following the torture and murder, at the hands 
of CAF peacekeepers, of Somali teenager Shidane Arone during the 1992 CAF mission in Somalia (Granatstein and 
Oliver 2013, 59).  In 1995, following a Commission of Inquiry the Canadian Airborne Regiment (the regiment to 
which the Canadian Forces members belonged) was formally disbanded (Granatstein and Oliver 2013, 59).  
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personnel or police deployed on the various international UN operations (Granatstein 2006). 

Canada’s sharp decline in participation can be easily observed retrospectively. Granatstein 

recounts that in 1992, Canada contributed over 3,800 personnel to UN operations; by 2019, 

however, Canada’s contribution had diminished by a factor of 95% to a mere 176 personnel 

(Granatstein 2006), a contribution that would only continue to decline.  

Despite Canada’s significant role in one of the earliest UN operations, as well as her 

subsequent participation in multiple UN operations, Canada’s participation in United Nations 

peacekeeping operations has continued to decrease, with troop contributions lower today than 

they were in 2019. As a result, Canada can no longer be considered a significant troop 

contributing nation amongst UN Member States. In fact, Canada’s present-day total 

contribution of 53 personnel to UN operations ranks Canada at a mere 72 out of 122 

contributing Member States (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h).  

To quantify Canada’s current contribution precisely, as of end-July 2021, Canada was 

contributing 6 Experts on Mission, 22 police officers, 25 staff officers, and 0 troops—a total of 

53 personnel—to six of the ongoing UN missions (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h). This 

equates to 0.09% of the total personnel on these six missions. In contrast, as of end-July 2021, 

the top contributor to UN peace operations by country was Bangladesh, with 6,435 personnel 

across all UN missions, followed by India with 5,506 personnel (United Nations Peacekeeping 

2021h). In third place was Ethiopia with 5,478 personnel, Nepal and Rwanda were the fourth 

and fifth highest personnel contributing countries, contributing 5,443 and 5,112 personnel, 

respectively (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h). Table 3: Peacekeeping and Special Political 

Missions, Canada’s Contribution, both depicts Canada’s current personnel contribution to 
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ongoing UN missions as well as identifies the total mission personnel to put Canada’s 

contribution to these six missions in perspective. 

 

Table 3: UN Peacekeeping and Special Political Missions — Canada’s Contribution 

UN Mission Mission 
Location 

# Canadian 
Staff 
Officers 

# Canadian 
Police 
Officers 

# Canadian 
‘Experts on 
Mission’ 

Total 
Mission 
Personnel 
(Canada) 

Total 
Mission 
Personnel 
(UN) 

BINUH Haiti 0 3 0 3 114 

MINUSMA Mali 5 12 0 17 18,168 

MONUSCO Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 

15 7 0 22 17,456 

UNFICYP Cyprus 1 0 0 1 1,012 

UNMISS South 
Sudan 

4 0 1 5 18,987 

UNTSO Middle East 0 0 5 5 394 

Total Personnel (effective 31 July 2021) 53 56,131 

Canada’s contribution as a percentage 0.094%  

(Source: United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h) 

 

Relevant to any discussion concerning Canada’s personnel contribution to current United 

Nations operations, however, is a comparison with the personnel contributions of other English 

speaking liberal democratic governments. Canada is a member of the Five Eyes intelligence-

sharing partnership, an alliance which consists of Canada, the United States, the United 

Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand. This alliance is described by Public Safety Canada as “one 

of the world’s most unified multilateral arrangements”, due in large part to the common 

language and emphasis on the rule of law and human rights of the alliance members (Public 

Safety Canada 2021). Consequently, when discussing Canada’s current personnel contribution 

to the UN, it is important, for the sake of comparison, to also note the contributions of the 
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other like-minded members of the Five Eyes information-sharing community during the same 

period.   

Recall that on 31 July 2021, Canada’s contribution of 53 personnel resulted in her rank of 

72 among 122 Member States. At the same time, the United States, with a total contribution of 

32 personnel, ranked 79th out of 122 Member States (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h).  

The United Kingdom ranked 37th out of 122, contributing a total of 532 personnel, while 

Australia came in 84th position, with a total contribution of 28 personnel; finally, New Zealand’s 

contribution of 10 personnel resulted in their ranking of 98th out of 122—the lowest among the 

Five Eyes alliance (United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h). Thus, within the Five Eyes alliance, 

Canada was the second highest contributor to current UN operations, ranking behind only the 

United Kingdom. Table 4: Five Eyes Alliance: Personnel Contributions to UN Missions, depicts 

the current personnel contributions to UN operations by the members of the Five Eyes alliance 

in ranked order by number of personnel. 

 

Table 4: Five Eyes Alliance — Personnel Contributions to UN Missions 

Five Eyes Country Total Personnel Contribution 

(Includes: Experts on Mission, Individual Police,  

Staff Officers, Troops) 

Country Ranking / 

Member States 

United Kingdom 532 37 / 122 

Canada 53 72 / 122 

United States 32 79 / 122 

Australia 28 84 / 122 

New Zealand 10 98 / 122 

(Source: United Nations Peacekeeping 2021h, web). 
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2.4.1 Motivators for Sending Nations 

One potential explanation for the apparent attractiveness of United Nations peacekeeping 

amongst the top troop contributing nations may be related to the financial reimbursement that 

the United Nations provides to contributing nations.  In 2018, the United Nations provided 

reimbursement to contributing nations in the amount of $1,428 per month per soldier (amount 

is in USD) (Nichols 2019, 23). These military personnel, however, are reimbursed by their 

national governments in accordance with their national salary scales (Nichols 2019).   

Accordingly, using Bangladesh—the current top troop contributing nation—as an 

example, the current monthly salary for the lowest grade soldier in the Bangladesh Armed 

Forces is approximately 9,000 Bangladeshi Taka per month (Kallol 2015), which is equivalent to 

approximately $105 USD per month (wise.com 2021).  The highest-ranking officers within the 

Bangladesh Armed Forces, Lieutenant Generals and above—very few of whom, statistically 

speaking, would be deployed on United Nations operations—receive a basic monthly salary of 

approximately 100,000 Bangladeshi Taka (Kallol 2015). Based upon the exchange rate at the 

time of writing, 100,000 Bangladeshi Taka equals approximately $1,169 USD (wise.com 2021), a 

monthly salary which is still below the United Nations reimbursement scale of $1,428 USD per 

month.  

In contrast, the monthly salaries of CAF members are significantly higher than the 

monthly reimbursement of $1,428 USD that the United Nations provides. For example, a CAF 

member at the rank of Private—the lowest rank among the non-commissioned member 

cadre—currently receives an average monthly salary of $3,168 CAD per month (Government of 

Canada 2021a), or approximately $2,500 USD per month (wise.com). A Captain in the CAF—the 
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rank which constitutes the bulk of the officer cadre—presently receives a monthly salary 

between $7,000 CAD and $9,250 CAD per month dependent upon seniority (i.e., between 

$5,545 USD and $7,328 USD per month) (Government of Canada 2021a). As a result, the 

reimbursement that the United Nations offers ‘per soldier’ is insufficient to cover the basic 

monthly salary of even the lowest ranking (and lowest paid) members of the CAF.   

As a result of these salary disparities between militaries and the fixed United Nations 

reimbursement per soldier, low- and middle-income nations such as Bangladesh can potentially 

generate significant revenue through participation in United Nations operations. Conversely, 

should large numbers of personnel be deployed, Western nations like Canada and her Five Eyes 

counterparts would expend significant financial resources18 through participating in United 

Nations operations.  

As will be discussed in the next chapter, in concert with Canada’s decline in participation 

in international peacekeeping operations, came the rise in Canada’s participation in disaster 

relief missions overseas. While it is unlikely that the United Nations reimbursement scales 

played a role in this shift in operational focus, it is possible that the multi-decade domestic 

decrease in Canadian military funding played a role. Multi-month (and often years-long) peace 

operations are costly in terms of both financial capital and the human and materiel19 resources 

required, in contrast, HADR operations draw upon pre-positioned material and equipment and 

 
18 Although these CAF members would receive the same salary whether deployed on UN operations or employed 
domestically, it is important to note that while deployed on overseas operations, CAF members typically receive 
additional financial allowances and benefits. Dependent upon the operation, this may also include exemptions 
from the payment of federal, provincial or territorial income tax for both CAF members and civilian police (National 
Defence 2019).  
 
19 Materiel is the term used for military equipment and supplies.  
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are designed to last up to 60 days (Government of Canada 2018a)—these distinctions matter. In 

2017, the Report of the Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence detailed 

the “insufficient funding” for Canada’s defence and the resultant CAF capacity gaps that this 

underfunding had created (Lang and Jaffer 2017, 3). The Senate Committee Report identifies 

that the Canadian government is “only funding one-third of military needs” (2017, 5), and notes 

that the Parliamentary Budget Officer—and industry experts—warn that an increase in 

spending is required to both “maintain current CAF operations” and “address the significant 

gaps which will affect the safety and security of all Canadians” (Lang and Jaffer 2017, 5).  

The same Senate Committee Report identifies that in 1960, Canadian military expenditure 

as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was 4.2% (Lang and Jaffer 2017, 17). After 

over 50 years of steady decline, by 2018, Canadian military expenditure (as a percentage of 

GDP) had reached an all-time low of 0.88% of GDP (Lang and Jaffer 2017, 17). Coupled with the 

decrease in funding available to the CAF are the challenges with what Lang and Jaffer describe 

as Canada’s “weak and ineffective” military procurement system (2017. 33). While military 

procurement is outside the scope of this dissertation, it is widely accepted in media, 

government, and academia that the CAF procurement system is broken (Shimooka 2019; Sloan 

2013; Sloan 2014; Berthiaume 2020; Collins 2019; Hopper 2018). Supporting this widely held 

contention, the 2017 Senate Committee Report identified “well over 100 medium and long-

term procurement requirements just to sustain core capabilities of the CAF” (Lang and Jaffer 

2017, 5). 

In addition to the precipitously low funding of the CAF, coupled with what Elinor Sloan 

has described as the “bureaucratic fog” surrounding the procurement process (Sloan 2013, 
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n.p.), it is also possible that the reduced public appetite for Canadian Armed Forces 

participation in faraway conflicts and wars may have played a role in this operational pivot. 

Certainly, and as I illustrate in Chapter 4, section 4.4, public opinion research conducted on 

behalf of the CAF indicates that Canadians prefer that their military forces conduct HADR 

operations over operations that (may) involve combat. Another perspective, and one examined 

at length in Chapter 3, is that the geopolitical advantages and the public relations benefits 

gained through short-duration military HADR operations are greater than those obtained 

through participation in much longer duration and more costly—in terms of financial capital 

and human and materiel resources—peace operations. Before moving into these discussions, 

however, it is necessary to discuss in greater detail some of the shifts and nuances in how 

present-day peacebuilding is conducted, since many of these same changes have taken place 

within the disaster relief sphere as well. 

2.5  Peacebuilding  
 

Johan Galtung has been credited with creating the term “peacebuilding” (United Nations 

Peacebuilding Support Office (UNPBSO) 2010, 5). Galtung characterizes peacebuilding as the 

application of an “associative approach” (Galtung 1976, 110), wherein “structures are found to 

remove the causes of war and to offer alternatives in wars which might occur” (Galtung 1976, 

111, emphasis mine). Galtung’s definition remains relevant today, and echoes of his depiction 

of peacebuilding can be found in the contemporary—and, arguably, equally ambiguous—

United Nations description of peacebuilding: “Peacebuilding involves a range of measures 

targeted to reduce the risk of lapsing or relapsing into conflict by strengthening national 
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capacities at all levels for conflict management, and to lay the foundation for sustainable peace 

and development” (United Nations 2008, 18).   

At this juncture it is important to note that the United Nations Peacebuilding Support 

Office (UNPSBO) acknowledges that peacebuilding is an imprecise term lacking in definitional 

coherence (UNPBSO 2010, 5). The UNPBSO concedes that this lack of clarity has facilitated a 

multitude of opinions surrounding precisely which types and sorts of activities fall within the 

spectrum of peacebuilding (UNPBSO 2010). When viewed through this (seemingly imprecise) 

lens, it is reasonable to suggest that HADR operations fall within the spectrum of measures 

aimed at reducing the risk of conflict and strengthening national capacities—albeit perhaps 

with greater emphasis on strengthening national capacities. In addition, and as noted in the 

introduction to this chapter, HADR operations are well aligned with the contemporary aim of 

strengthening the “Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus”. As Alice Debarre notes, in 

today’s protracted conflicts, peacebuilding actors and humanitarian actors are increasingly 

working side-by-side (2018, 6). While Debarre references the Democratic Republic of the Congo 

and South Sudan of examples of where this complementarity is occurring (2018, 6), military 

disaster relief responders worked side-by-side with UN peacebuilders in Haiti following the 

2010 earthquake in that country. As I will illustrate in Chapter 4, each of the eight disasters to 

which the CAF has provided a military response occurred in a nation with an extensive history 

of United Nations involvement and support, either in the form of peacebuilding operations or 

through considerable UN programming.   

As was discussed in section 2.2, peacebuilding operations became the dominant form of 

peace operations during the 3rd generation approach to peace operations (Richmond 2010). 
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Specifically, both the term peacebuilding and peacebuilding theory itself gained prominence 

when former United Nations Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali defined the peacebuilding 

mission set in his 1992 An Agenda for Peace report (United Nations Peacebuilding Support 

Office (UNPBSO) 2010, 5). Boutros-Ghali characterized peacebuilding as international post-

conflict operations that aim to “create, strengthen or solidify” peace (Boutros-Ghali 1992, 204).  

The underlying aim of post-conflict peacebuilding missions, therefore, is to prevent a relapse 

into conflict (Boutros-Ghali 1992, 204; UNPBSO 2010, 5). With time, however, there has been a 

conceptual enlargement to the term, and ‘peacebuilding’ is now used to characterize a variety 

of international mission sets—including those that involve the provision of humanitarian and 

development aid—that aim to strengthen national capacity (United Nations 2008, 18; UNPBSO 

2010, 49). It is precisely this inclusion of humanitarian and development aid that lends support 

to my contention that military disaster relief missions share both close relations and common 

goals with post-conflict peacebuilding.  

Further supporting my position is the lack of conceptual clarity on what peacebuilding 

operations entail. Despite the many years of peacebuilding operations, including several multi-

year-long peacebuilding missions, there are still multiple characterizations of what 

peacebuilding is. For example, the former Chairperson of the United Nations Peacebuilding 

Commission, Eugène-Richard Gasana, describes peacebuilding as “more than a set of activities 

and tasks… rather it is a ‘state of mind’… a continuum which spans all efforts to lay the 

foundation for sustainable development and for resilient societies and institutions” (UN 

Security Council, 2012).  
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Aligning with Gasana’s characterization of peacebuilding as a continuum, the United 

Nations Peacebuilding Support Office (UNPBSO) claims that there can be no concrete definition 

of peacebuilding, since peacebuilding activities cut across the spectrum of mission sets, 

including conflict prevention operations, peacemaking, peacekeeping, and humanitarian and 

development assistance missions (UNPBSO 2010, 8). The position of the UNPBSO is not 

significantly different from that presented within the 2008 United Nations Peacekeeping 

Operations Principles and Guidelines document. While the latter does provide a clear definition 

of the five types of peace and security operations—including peacebuilding—it also clearly 

emphasizes that all peace operations occur on an overlapping spectrum, and thus, it is rare for 

one type of operation or activity to occur in isolation (United Nations 2008, 18). 

With a perhaps slightly more descriptive characterization of peacebuilding than that 

offered by the UNPBSO, Michael Barnett explains that peacebuilding was designed to “create 

the conditions for a stable, peaceful and prosperous society” through the organization of states 

around “markets, democracy and the rule of law” (Barnett 2015, 239). This, he asserts, is an 

ambitious task that requires intervention in virtually all aspects of a state (2015, 239). It is 

Barnett’s contention, however, that the multi-dimensional approach to peacebuilding has 

resulted in the development of a culture of “drive-by peacebuilding” run by “an expert class” of 

non-local intervenors (Barnett 2015, 239). Barnett’s position is markedly similar to those 

expressed by both Richmond and Kenkel in their critique of 3rd generation peace operations.  



  
 

58 
 

Characterization’s such as Barnett’s20, coupled with the years of questionable long-term 

success in both peacebuilding and humanitarian assistance missions, have brought about the 

realization that a new way forward in peace operations must be sought. Arguably, this change 

in thinking ushered in the 4th generation of peace operations and the resultant ‘turn to the 

local’ that this 4th generation approach demands. This is particularly relevant to the HADR 

sphere since as I will illustrate in the next chapter, a similar realization has taken place in the 

humanitarian sphere.  

2.5.1 Peace from Below – the ‘Local Turn’ in Peacebuilding 

Increasingly, and as evidenced in Richmond’s description of fourth generation peacebuilding, 

there has been a ‘local turn’ in peacebuilding missions (Richmond 2010, 26; Hughes, Öjendal 

and Schierenbeck 2015, 817). While the expressions “a local turn”, “the local”, as well as the 

frequently employed phrase “turn to the local” are colloquialisms, they reflect the increasing 

realization and acknowledgement that for a sustainable peace to be truly realized, local agency 

and autonomy must feature prominently, and the interests and needs of stakeholders and 

actors at both the state and non-state level must be reflected. 

Interestingly, and although there is no indication that he held today’s contemporary view 

of what ‘the local’ signifies in 1992, former UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali alluded to the 

necessity for a change in the approach to peace operations in his An Agenda for Peace report. 

At that time, he noted that the focus of the United Nations “should be on the ‘the field’, the 

locations where economic, social and political decisions take effect” (Boutros-Ghali 1992, 217). 

 
20 And also that of Roger Mac Ginty, (cited herein in section 2.2) who has critiqued the “bureaucratic recalibration” 
(by external actors) that occurs during peacebuilding activities (Mac Ginty 2012, 290). 
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While Boutros-Ghali’s emphasis on “the field” ushered in the 3rd generation approach to peace 

operations, with the benefit of hindsight it can be argued that his statement, which articulated 

the importance of the local, may also have presaged the 4th generation approach.  

Thus, the new way forward in international peacebuilding places considerable significance 

on what has variously been described as “peace from below” (Leonardsson and Rudd 2015, 

826), the “bottom up” approach (Autesserre 2017, 116), “participation” (Barnett 2015, 240), or 

“the local” (Hughes, Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 818; Autesserre 2017, 116). Caroline 

Hughes and colleagues argue that while “the local” in peacebuilding is ambiguous and 

contested in meaning, at its core, it refers to those at the receiving end of foreign aid and 

assistance, and importantly, “those whose voices are the least likely to be heard” (Hughes, 

Öjendal and Schierenbeck 2015, 818). It is the contention of Hughes et al. that the “the local” 

has a symbolic function through emphasizing that intervenors speak for those they do not know 

and as a result, whose needs and desires they cannot articulate; this, they argue, demonstrates 

the limits of peacebuilding as a normative project (Hughes, Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 

818).  

Séverine Autesserre identifies “the local” as at “the level of the individual, the family, the 

clan, or the district”, thus in effect, not the national level (Autesserre 2017, 116). Moreover, 

and as Autesserre argues, the turn to the local may, in many instances, rely upon 

assumptions—assumptions made by outsiders (Autesserre 2017, 116). Similarly, Barnett 

suggests that the “turn to the local” in peacebuilding, while an improvement from previous 

iterations of peacebuilding strongly rooted in paternalism, remains nonetheless a softer form of 

paternalism (Barnett 2015, 241-242).  
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Research conducted by Emmanuel Tronc et al. (2019) demonstrates the challenges that 

operationalizing “the local” can present in contemporary peace operations. Their research, 

which focuses on current peace and development programming in Mali brings to the fore 

concerns of local Malians who contend that internationally driven peacebuilding21 and 

development efforts in Mali have failed to adequately include local actors in programming 

(Tronc, Grace, and Nahikian 2019, xxv). In addition to presenting local insights into this 

perceived international/national divide, however, their research also suggests that a 

national/local divide exists. Specifically, local Malians have questioned the degree to which 

their national government effectively represents their local communities and “contributes to 

their livelihoods in a concrete and meaningful way” (Tronc, Grace, and Nahikian 2019, xxiv).  

Both findings not only support the positions of Hughes et al., Autesserre, and Barnett, but also 

highlight the very real difficulty in effective and meaningful incorporation of “the local” in peace 

operations and development programming.  

Despite the lack of any clear sense of what “the local” means in practice, or who precisely 

it represents, localization has been widely endorsed by both the peacebuilding and 

humanitarian communities. Concurrent with this endorsement, I suggest that the lack of a clear 

understanding of what this abstract conceptualization of “the local” represents has resulted in 

the reification22 of “the local”. Nonetheless, there are valid reasons for the humanitarian 

sector’s endorsement of localization. Images of the “white saviour” are no longer in vogue, and 

 
21 Referring to the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA). 
 
22 I use the term reification to denote “the representation of an abstract concept or idea [‘the local’] as a material 
or concrete thing with definite form and content” (Merriam-Webster 2022). 
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it is now accepted as doctrine that local actors, with their inherent knowledge of the political 

and cultural situation on the ground, are best placed to be the first responders when crisis 

strikes (Roepstorff 2020, 287). Thus, and as will be discussed throughout the remainder of this 

dissertation, it is now recognized that ignoring the local not only marginalizes local actors, but 

also acts as a barrier to empowerment, limits capacity building, and adversely affects the 

potential for an effective and efficient humanitarian response.  

2.6 Conclusion 
 

I began this chapter with the contention that linkages exist between contemporary 

humanitarian action and present-day peacebuilding activities. As I have illustrated, these 

linkages can be observed in the UNPBSO’s assertion that there is no concrete definition for 

peacebuilding, rather, peacebuilding activities occur across all mission sets, including 

humanitarian and development assistance missions (UNPBSO 2010, 8). Similarly, Gasana 

described peacebuilding as both a state of mind and a continuum of activities aimed at creating 

sustainable and resilient societies and institutions (UN Security Council 2012)—as will be 

covered in the next chapter, sustainability is a subordinate goal, behind that of saving lives and 

reducing suffering, of HADR operations. Further supporting my contention, these linkages can 

be observed in the emphasis placed upon complementarity and coherence across the 

“Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus” (IASC 2016, 2; Oxfam 2019, 3; Debarre 2018, 1). 

Finally, significant linkages between peacebuilding and HADR can be observed in their 

respective emphasis on the local/localization. As a result of these linkages, I submit that an 

understanding of both peacebuilding and the broader domain of peace operations is germane 

to the study of HADR operations. Moreover, as I have illustrated, the passage of time has 
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brought with it considerable changes to how peace operations are both conceptualized and 

conducted. As will be discussed in Chapter 3, many of these changes have also occurred within 

the HADR sphere.  

Oliver Richmond maintains that the discipline of peace and conflict theory has broadened 

considerably over time and today encompasses areas as diverse as human rights, humanitarian 

assistance, reconstruction, and development (Richmond 2010). The approaches to conducting 

peace operations have also evolved considerably over time. Occurring in concert with this 

evolution in operational focus is the expansion in the range of stakeholders and actors involved 

in peace operations, which now commonly includes military forces, international organizations, 

civil society organizations, and local, national, and international non-governmental 

organizations.  

This was not always the case, however, and this evolution is best observed retrospectively 

through examining the four generations of peace operations. Accordingly, the first section of 

this chapter explored the evolution of peace operations through four generations. Arguably, 

among these four generations, the greatest shift in the approaches taken to peace operations 

occurred during the 3rd generation approach. It was under this 3rd generation approach that 

peace operations became even more robust, and arguably more ambitious than ever before.  

The 3rd generation approach is premised upon the assumption that until there is a fully 

functioning civil society, conflict cannot be entirely resolved, or a sustainable peace realized 

(Richmond 2010). A fundamental flaw with this approach, however, was that it relied upon 

outsider actors to develop this peace. Disputants and members of civil society were 
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subsequently required to renegotiate this constructed peace to fit their culture and society 

(Richmond 2010).  

The current 4th generation approach— “liberal-local hybridity” (Richmond 2010)—aims to 

resolve the tensions inherent to the 3rd generation approach through the development of a 

peace that reflects the interests and identities of all actors, both state and non-state (Richmond 

2010). Accordingly, military actors, diplomats, aid workers and personnel, all of whom in 

previous generations of peace operations were responsible for developing and implementing 

the peace, today function as supporters and enablers of a locally constructed, sustainable 

peace.  

Concurrently, similar operational transformations have occurred within the HADR sphere. 

As will be discussed in the next chapter, the relatively recent 2016 introduction of the “Grand 

Bargain” and the Localization Agenda, coupled with the contemporary emphasis on the 

“Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus”, are but two examples that demonstrate that the 

changes that have taken place in the peace operations sphere have not occurred in isolation. 

Increasingly, and regardless of whether the operational focus is peacebuilding or disaster relief, 

there is a recognition that local knowledge23 and expertise, and critically, participation, are 

required to ensure that the intervention or the assistance provided is sustainable into the long-

term.  

 
23 Here I acknowledge that “local knowledge” (similar to “the local”) is a contested term in the literature and in the 
field. Less contested, however, is the recognition that involving local actors in peacebuilding and HADR will assist in 
the delivery of programming and activities that are sustainable, desired, and appropriate to the socio-cultural 
context.  
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This chapter also explored Canada’s declining participation in United Nations peace 

operations, demonstrating that although Canada is not presently a significant troop 

contributing nation to current UN operations, neither are her like-minded partners in the Five 

Eyes information-sharing alliance. What was not explored, however, was Canada’s continued 

participation during the same period in Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief operations. 

The potential motivating factors behind this shift in operational focus will be explored in 

Chapters 3 and 4.  

This chapter concluded with an examination of peacebuilding and the colloquially named 

“turn to the local” in peacebuilding. The UN has identified that peacebuilding involves a range 

of measures aimed at “strengthening national capacities at all levels” (United Nations 2008, 18). 

Similarly, while the primary aim of HADR operations is to save lives and prevent suffering, a 

secondary aim is to support and strengthen national capacity. Consequently, the desired end-

state of these two mission sets—to support and strengthen national capacity—is broadly 

similar, demonstrating once again, the linkages that exist between HADR and peacebuilding.  

The contemporary emphasis on local participation in the peacebuilding sphere, and more 

recently the humanitarian sector, reflect the increasing awareness and acknowledgement that 

for a sustainable peace to be realized, partnerships with national and local organizations are 

not only positive enhancements but critical requirements. Here I note that, in isolation, 

partnerships are insufficient if social accountability practices and empowerment considerations 

(the thematic areas which form the basis of chapters 5 through 7) are not also incorporated.  

The prominence assigned to the local in the peacebuilding sphere has not been easily 

implemented across all sectors, and academics and experts have raised many considered 



  
 

65 
 

queries regarding how best to operationalize “the local” in complex operating environments.  

Despite these challenges and growing pains, the recognition that ignoring “the local” 

marginalizes local actors, is a barrier to empowerment, limits capacity building, and adversely 

affects the potential for an effective and efficient humanitarian response, is a positive step 

forward for both peacebuilding, and for HADR. As will be discussed in the next chapter, the 

increased emphasis on “the local” within the peacebuilding sphere has also taken place within 

the humanitarian assistance sector, albeit as I will demonstrate, at a slower pace.  
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Chapter 3: HADR in Theory 

 

3.1 Introduction 
 

In this chapter, the first chapter that focuses exclusively on Humanitarian Assistance and 

Disaster Relief (HADR), I explore the guiding frameworks, UN Resolutions, and military doctrine 

that underpin HADR. As was the case in the peace operations domain explored in the previous 

chapter, the humanitarian system has evolved and grown considerably over the years. This 

evolution can be traced from the early days of the 1965 United Nations General Assembly 

Resolution 2034 (XXVI) authorizing an emergency fund of $100,000 USD annually for 

international disaster relief, through to the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit (WHS), which 

emphasized the importance of local ownership and engagement in humanitarian assistance. 

In the realm of military HADR, however, significantly less appears to have changed with 

time.  As I will demonstrate, the frameworks and guidance documents that inform Canadian 

military HADR doctrine are dated. Some of these references are now out of print entirely, while 

others are several editions behind what is current. As a result, CAF HADR doctrine has not kept 

pace with that within the civilian humanitarian sphere. Moreover, and as will be explored, even 

in the context of guidance documents that were developed specifically for the military (for 

example, the Oslo Guidelines), the CAF doctrine—and subsequently CAF practice during HADR 

operations—often departs from the official guidance.   

While it could be argued that the use of outdated doctrine is not significant, particularly if 

quality medical care, potable water, and engineering expertise is provided, I contend that it 

does matter. It matters because over the course of the last 60 years, operational considerations 
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within the humanitarian sector have changed substantially. No longer is it considered 

appropriate for humanitarians to operate in silos without the involvement of national and local 

humanitarian organizations and local citizens. The 2016 WHS, and the latest edition of the 

Sphere Handbook: Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Humanitarian Response, 

among others, not only acknowledge but emphasize the importance of accountability to 

affected populations, as well as the need for local involvement and participation. The use of 

outdated policy and guidance documents theoretically renders the CAF unable to incorporate 

these civilian doctrinal changes into military HADR practice. These gaps between military and 

civilian HADR policy and practice may harm interoperability with civilian partners and diminish 

the military’s capacity to provide meaningful disaster relief that empowers those affected and 

builds resiliency at the community level.  

In order to explore the doctrinal shifts in humanitarian action in greater detail, I begin this 

chapter with an examination of several significant United Nations Resolutions pertaining to 

Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief. These Resolutions, promulgated over the course 

of the last 60 years, demonstrate the changes in both the approach to and focus of disaster 

relief operations conducted under the auspices of the United Nations. Next, in section 3.3, I 

highlight the growing level of concern within the humanitarian sector regarding the lack of 

involvement of the affected population in disaster relief, concerns that were raised in earnest 

at the beginning of the 21st century and only continue to grow. The increasing recognition of 

the need to shift the balance of power in humanitarianism—giving greater weight to the voices 

of those affected—culminated at the 2016 WHS. An outcome of the WHS was a key initiative 

known as “The Grand Bargain”. As will be covered in section 3.4, The “Grand Bargain’s” 
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Localization Agenda paved the way for the greater involvement in the HADR sphere of not only 

national and local organizations, but also affected citizens.  

The final section of this chapter, section 3.5, examines the CAF doctrine pertaining to 

HADR operations.  The internal CAF contingency planning document CONPLAN RENAISSANCE is 

the primary policy instrument which guides the CAF in its rapid response to an international 

disaster. Comprised of over 50 annexes, CONPLAN RENAISSANCE is informed by over 60 

reference documents. While the vast majority of these references are internal military 

publications, many of which pertain more to military regulations than to disaster relief, a 

handful are specific to disaster relief.  As I will demonstrate, many of these disaster relief-

focused publications, including the Oslo Guidelines and the Sphere Handbook, are now either 

considerably dated (i.e., the Oslo Guidelines) or contain content which has evolved through the 

publication of several revised editions (i.e., the Sphere Handbook). As a result, the disaster 

relief-specific publications that the CAF doctrine draws upon are no longer reflective of 

contemporary humanitarianism. This, I will argue, poses challenges for military responders 

working in the field, in many cases, working side-by-side with their civilian counterparts. 

3.2 The United Nations and HADR: An Historical Overview 
 

The United Nations has a history of involvement with the provision of international assistance 

following disasters. The UN’s commitment to this area of relief has resulted in the 

establishment of dedicated funds for humanitarian and disaster assistance, the adoption of 

principles that guide disaster relief, and the international disaster relief framework that shapes 

how disaster relief is delivered.  This has been a long evolution, informed through the 



  
 

69 
 

international response to natural disasters and achieved through the extensive participation 

from Member States and organizations such as the International Red Cross.   

The roots of this evolution can be traced back to August 1964, when the UN Economic 

and Social Council adopted Resolution 1049 (XXXVII), Assistance in cases of natural disasters. 

The text of Resolution 1049 noted that recent occurrences of natural disasters in developing 

countries had resulted in a number of requests for UN assistance and aid (Economic and Social 

Council Resolution (E Res) 1049, 28). The resolution acknowledged that the Secretary-General 

had no funds at his disposal for such assistance but requested the Secretary-General study the 

types of assistance that the UN could provide, as well as the degree of resources that might be 

required (E Res 1049, 28). This was not the first time that the Economic and Social Council had 

requested that the Secretary-General involve himself in the provision of international disaster 

relief. The same Economic and Social Council Resolution recalls that the year previously, the 

Council requested that the Secretary-General take the lead—in collaboration with the League 

of Red Cross Societies—in establishing “appropriate arrangements” for assistance following 

natural disasters (E Res 1049, 28).  

It was not until 1965, however, that the UN adopted General Assembly Resolution 2034 

(XXVI) approving a working capital fund for international disaster relief. General Assembly 

Resolution 2034 recalled the Economic and Social Council’s Resolution of the previous year (E 

Res 1049) and approved the Secretary-General’s proposal that he be authorized access to a 

fund of $100,000 per year for emergency relief aid, with a ceiling of $20,000 per country (GA 

Res 2034, 38). Six years later, in December 1971, UN General Assembly Resolution 2816 

authorized a doubling of the working capital fund, thereby authorizing the Secretary-General to 
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draw upon $200,000 per year in emergency aid funding, albeit with the same $20,000 ceiling 

per country (GA Res 2816, 86). The doubling of the working capital fund for emergency aid 

funding was a significant increase. Equally as important, however, was the General Assembly’s 

endorsement of the Secretary-General’s proposal for a permanent disaster relief office in the 

UN, an office which would be staffed by a Disaster Relief Coordinator and function as the UN 

focal point for disaster relief (GA Res 2816, 86).  

Thirty years later in 1991, the disaster relief sphere reached another noteworthy 

milestone with the adoption of UN General Assembly Resolution 46/182. This particular 

resolution, which began by recalling the 1971 General Assembly Resolution 2816 (XXVI), 

focused on strengthening the coordination of emergency humanitarian assistance. Accordingly, 

the Resolution contained twelve “Guiding Principles” for humanitarian assistance, principles 

which continue to shape the delivery of humanitarian assistance today.  Key among these 

twelve principles was the requirement that humanitarian assistance be provided in accordance 

with the principles of humanity, neutrality, and impartiality24 (GA Res 46/182, 50). As 

importantly, these guiding principles also acknowledged the importance of state sovereignty, 

emphasizing not only the primacy of the affected state “in the initiation, organization, 

coordination, and implementation of humanitarian assistance within its territory”, but that the 

consent of the affected state for international humanitarian assistance was required (GA Res 

46/182, 50).  

 
24 It was not until 2003 that the United Nations added the principle of Independence to the core humanitarian 
principles (UNOCHA 2012). 
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The significance of General Assembly Resolution 46/182 for the Humanitarian Assistance 

and Disaster Relief sphere cannot be disputed. It was Resolution 46/182 that endorsed the 

creation of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (The IASC), chaired by the Disaster Relief 

Coordinator in a newly strengthened office (GA Res 46/182, 51). Participation within the IASC 

was to include representatives from all of the UN operational agencies, with standing 

invitations to the International Committee of the Red Cross, the League of Red Cross and Red 

Crescent Societies, and the International Organization of Migration; relevant non-governmental 

organizations (NGO) were to be invited on an as required basis (GA Res 46/182, 51). 

Importantly, Assembly Resolution 46/182 also explicitly identified the need to involve local 

actors in humanitarian programming. Paragraph 39 of the Resolution identifies that, with the 

aim of assisting in a rapid transition from relief to development, the resident coordinator 

should “promote the use of all locally or regionally available relief capacities” (GA Res 46/182, 

51). In addition to acknowledging the importance of promoting local capacity and creating the 

IASC, General Assembly Resolution 46/182 also established the Central Emergency Revolving 

Fund25 (CERF) and the Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP) (UNOCHA 2012).  

In 1992, and as a direct result of General Assembly Resolution 46/182, the UN created the 

Department of Humanitarian Affairs (DHA). In 1998, DHA was reorganized and became the 

Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) (UNOCHA 2012). Although the 

mandate was broadened during this reorganization to include the coordination of humanitarian 

 
25 The Central Emergency Revolving Fund was renamed the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) in 2005 
(UNOCHA 2012). 
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response, policy development and humanitarian advocacy, OCHA reports that “Resolution 

46/182 remains the basis of [their] mandate” (UNOCHA 2012).   

Accordingly, since 1964 and the request from the UN Economic and Social Council that 

the Secretary-General study the types of disaster-related humanitarian assistance that the UN 

could provide, to the establishment in 1965 of a $100,000 working capital fund for disaster 

relief, the role of the United Nations in the provision of international disaster relief has 

significantly evolved and expanded.  Most recently, as a direct consequence of General 

Assembly Resolution 46/182 in 1991, the IASC as well as the CERF, the CAP, and OCHA were 

created (UNOCHA 2012).  While all have evolved with time, each one remains today a vital 

instrument that continues to shape and influence the delivery of humanitarian assistance 

(UNOCHA 2012).   

3.3 Contemporary HADR 
 

Despite the considerable reforms that the UN had brought to contemporary humanitarianism, 

there remained many experts in academia and humanitarian practitioners that felt that greater 

change was needed.  In 2008, Michael Barnett and Thomas Weiss contended that the 

humanitarian system required a rebalancing that would give local actors and aid recipients a 

greater voice. They argued that the process of “making visible and audible an actor that is 

largely absent and silent in many operations and policy-oriented conversations—the recipient” 

was long overdue (Barnett and Weiss 2008, 47). Barnett and Weiss contend that the reasons for 

this imbalance are multifactorial but are influenced by the perception amongst aid workers that 

due to their circumstances, beneficiaries are “incapable of making informed decisions” (2008, 

47). This perception leaves aid workers with the presumption that they are better positioned to 
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know what beneficiaries actually need (Barnett and Weiss 2008, 47).  Certainly, there are 

circumstances where emergency conditions warrant immediate action—such as the provision 

of life-saving medical aid following an earthquake, for example. Barnett and Weiss suggest, 

however, that aid workers have overused their relative power to “act now and ask questions 

later”, thereby effectively silencing and denying the agency of those they are there to assist 

(2008, 47).  

The recognition of the need to shift the balance of power in humanitarianism, giving 

greater weight to the voices of local actors and aid recipients, is neither new nor novel.  Mary 

Anderson has written extensively on the need for greater local involvement in humanitarian 

assistance, arguing that the humanitarian sector needs to figure out how to “do good without 

undermining local strengths and promoting dependency” (Anderson 1999, 2). For aid workers, 

however, this seeming paradox of humanitarian action proved difficult to resolve. In 2002, in 

response to the growing calls within the humanitarian sector for greater local empowerment, 

Fiona Terry acknowledged the importance of empowering aid recipients. However, she 

asserted that merely posing questions to beneficiaries was not sufficient, since the answers 

received may differ depending not only on what is asked, but on who is asked (Terry 2002, 46). 

As a result, Terry questioned the contemporary position that “local empowerment” in 

emergency operations is central, noting that this position “assumes that aid organizations 

arriving at the scene of a crisis have the capacity and the right to judge who merits legitimacy 

and power and who does not” (Terry 2002, 47). Relatedly, David Keen has argued that those 

most in need of aid often concurrently lack the social or political power within their own 

societies to advocate for aid and assistance (Keen 2008, 121). Recalling Hurricane Katrina, 
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which devastated New Orleans in 2005, Keen explains that those residents with greater 

financial resources typically owned cars, which allowed them to evacuate the city early; those 

without cars—a population group that Keen describes as largely poor and black—were reliant 

on what was ultimately an insufficient number of public buses for mass evacuation (Keen 2008, 

121).  

 The recognition and acknowledgement that greater involvement of and accountability to 

aid recipients was required continued to grow. Supporting Barnett and Weiss’ 2008 contention 

that aid workers frequently failed to sufficiently involve aid recipients, in 2011, the Inter-Agency 

Standing Committee (IASC) conceded that humanitarian organizations were “often too busy 

responding to adequately take into account the views and feedback from populations they are 

assisting” (IASC 2014, 1). The IASC argued that the failure of aid workers to consider the 

perspectives and needs of aid recipients resulted in not only an “inefficient use of resources”, 

but also led to “gaps in identifying and addressing needs” (IASC 2014, 1).  

 To counter these detrimental and arguably unintended effects, the IASC Principals argued 

that greater accountability to affected populations (or AAP) was required (IASC 2014, 1). To 

enhance AAP, the IASC suggested that aid organizations needed to work towards greater 

transparency in aid delivery and program implementation; to commit to enhancements to 

feedback and complaints mechanisms; and to enable greater participation and engagement 

with aid recipients (IASC 2014, 1). In 2014, as part of the consultation process in advance of the 

2016 WHS, the IASC posited that greater engagement with affected populations would 

“advance and amplify” AAP efforts (IASC 2014, 2). The movement towards greater 

accountability to affected populations had officially begun.  
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3.4 The World Humanitarian Summit, The “Grand Bargain” and Localization 
 

The World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) took place in Istanbul, Turkey in 2016.  The two-day 

long summit, convened by (former) United Nations Secretary- General Ban Ki Moon, was the 

first ever world humanitarian summit (UNOCHA 2016). The WHS was attended by over 9000 

participants, including representatives of 173 Member States of the United Nations, 55 Heads 

of State and Government, 700 non-governmental organizations (including 350 that were 

national and local), representatives from various UN agencies, members of academia, faith-

based leaders, media representatives and others (UNOCHA 2016). The stated aim of the WHS 

was to “generate commitments to reduce suffering and deliver better for people caught in 

humanitarian crises” (UNOCHA 2016). To that end, the Summit had three primary goals. The 

first was to “reinvigorate a commitment to humanity”; the second, to “initiate concrete actions 

and commitments enabling countries and communities to better prepare for and respond to 

crisis”; and the third, to “share best practices and put affected people at the center of 

humanitarian action” (UNOCHA 2016).  

 During the summit, more than 3500 commitments were made in support of what became 

known as the Agenda for Humanity (UNOCHA 2017, 1).  Both the UN Secretary-General and 

UNOCHA have written extensively about the Agenda for Humanity and the resultant 

commitments that were made during the WHS. Ultimately, the 3500 commitments were 

collated and grouped into five “Core Responsibilities”, each of which contain what UNOCHA has 

termed “Transformations”, in effect, the actions necessary to realize the five core 

responsibilities (UNOCHA 2017, 1).  Collectively, the five core responsibilities and 24 

transformations form a “framework for action, change and mutual accountability” (UNOCHA 
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2017, 1; Agenda for Humanity 2017, 4).  The core responsibilities appear deceptively simple on 

the surface, but when considered more deeply—and with their respective transformations—it 

is clear that they call for significant change to how the humanitarian system writ large has 

historically conceived of and delivered aid.  

Core responsibility 1: Prevent and end conflicts 
Core responsibility 2: Respect rules of war 
Core responsibility 3: Leave no one behind 
Core responsibility 4: Work differently to end need 
Core responsibility 5: Invest in humanity  
(UNOCHA 2017, 1; Agenda for Humanity 2017, 4) 

 
Among these core responsibilities, it is core responsibility four (CR-4), work differently to 

end need, that when considered in its totality perhaps best speaks to the challenges faced 

within the Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief sector. CR-4 implicitly acknowledges 

that while humanitarians bring aid and relief to those in need, the aid that is provided can 

create dependencies. Consequently, and as the UN Secretary-General articulated in his post-

WHS One humanity: shared responsibility report, while aid affords short-term relief, too often it 

may also fail “to ensure safety, dignity and self-reliance over the long term” (UN Secretary-

General 2016, 29).  It is the position of the Secretary-General that to rectify this reliance on aid, 

the humanitarian system must move away from its traditional siloed approach and towards a 

system that is complementary, collaborative and sustainable (2016, 29); a system that 

reinforces local systems and focuses on collective outcomes rather than individual projects and 

programming (UN Secretary-General 2016, 29).   

Accordingly, the strategic transformations grouped under CR-4 (Work differently to end 

need), describe the actions that humanitarians should take to mitigate these challenges while 

simultaneously strengthening and building upon local organizations and local systems:   
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A. Reinforce local systems: Respect, support and strengthen local leadership and 
enable people to be the central drivers of relief and recovery efforts.  

B. Anticipate crises: Invest in early warning and take action early to prevent and 
mitigate crises.  

C. Transcend humanitarian-development divides: Work across humanitarian-
development divides to meet humanitarian needs and reduce people’s 
vulnerability in support of the 2030 agenda  
(Agenda for Humanity 2017; UN Secretary-General 2016, 29).  

 
It is the first of these strategic transformations within CR-4 that is perhaps the most significant. 

This particular transformation calls upon the international community to not only respect and 

support local leadership and their capacities, but also to ensure that they do not create parallel 

systems or structures that may ultimately undermine local efforts.  

 In addition to the formalization of five core responsibilities and their accompanying 24 

transformations, an additional outcome of the WHS was the launching of two key initiatives, 

both of which directly relate to Core Responsibility 4. The first initiative, named the “New Way 

of Working”, aimed “to bridge the humanitarian-development divide” (UNOCHA 2017, 1).  The 

second, and equally significant initiative was named the “Grand Bargain” (IUNOCHA 2017, 1).  

The aim of the “Grand Bargain” was to “improve humanitarian effectiveness and efficiency” 

and “to empower local humanitarian actors and reinforce local systems” (UNOCHA 2017, 1).  

3.4.1 The “Grand Bargain” and Localization 

The IASC describes the “Grand Bargain” as a commitment “to get more means into the hands of 

people in need and to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of humanitarian action” (IASC  

2020, n.p.). Accordingly, Victoria Metcalfe-Hough et al. explain that it was under the “Grand 

Bargain” that “localization”—the term that the humanitarian community adopted to signify the 

inclusion and involvement of local humanitarian actors—was established as a normative 

principle of humanitarian action (Metcalfe-Hough et al. 2019, 2). Workstream Two, one of the 
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10 workstreams within the “Grand Bargain”, is co-convened by Switzerland and the 

International Federation of the Red Cross (IFRC) and focuses specifically on the Localization 

Agenda (Metcalfe-Hough et al. 2019, 2).  The Localization Agenda, which identifies direct 

funding of local and national organizations as critical to the successful implementation of the 

“Grand Bargain”, calls for 25% of all international humanitarian funding to be delivered to local 

and national non-governmental organizations (NGOs) “as directly as possible” by 2020 

(Metcalfe-Hough et al. 2019, 35). As Kristina Roepstorff notes, in addition to the provision of 

additional funding, local NGOs are also expected to be more involved in the development and 

implementation of programming (Roepstorff 2020, 286).  

Arguably, one of the greatest barriers to the full implementation of the Localization 

Agenda is the vast increase that it calls for in direct funding to local and national non-

governmental organizations. Kristin Bergtora Sandvik and Dennis Dijkzeul acknowledge as much 

when they highlight the historically low levels of funding to local NGOs, which, even with the 

inclusion of all local stakeholders and governments, reached a paltry 2% of all international 

humanitarian assistance funding26 in 2016 (Bergtora Sandvik and Dijkzeul 2019). While progress 

is reportedly being made in this regard, Victoria Metcalfe-Hough et al. identify that many 

donors, citing “domestic political reasons”, have reached their limits of how much funding they 

could transfer directly to local and national actors (Metcalfe-Hough et al. 2019, 35). A similar 

perspective on the realities that donors face was noted by the Aga Khan Foundation of 

Canada’s Dr Fawad Akbari during his presentation at Carleton University on 24 February 2020. 

 
26 The “2% of all international humanitarian assistance funding” figure reported by Bergtora Sandvik and Dijkzeul 
draws upon data obtained from UN OCHA’s Financial Tracking Service (FTS) and is documented in the Global 
Humanitarian Assistance Report 2017 (Development Initiatives 2017, 9).  
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Dr Akbari voiced support for the Localization Agenda but acknowledged that donors and 

national governments are often reluctant to fund projects led by “unknown” local actors 

(2020).  

In 2019, Victoria Metcalfe-Hough et al. analyzed the progress made to date in 

implementing the “Grand Bargain”. In their report, written three years after the “Grand 

Bargain” and the commitment to localization was adopted by the humanitarian system, 

Metcalfe-Hough et al. note that progress has been slow. They do, however, note that “while 

there has as yet been no system-wide shift in operational practice” related to localization, the 

“Grand Bargain” has “helped to drive progress” (Metcalfe-Hough et al. 2019, 2). According to 

Metcalfe-Hough et al., this progress includes “the provision of incentives for and the facilitation 

of sharing lessons and experiences” regarding the implementation of localization (2019, 2).   

Similarly, a 2019 field report jointly prepared by Ground Truth Solutions and the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) on the progress made 

towards implementing the “Grand Bargain” found “little change in how affected people view 

aid” (Ground Truth Solutions 2019, 2). The report notes that not only do most affected people 

(58%) view aid as either “not at all” or “not very” empowering, but that most feel that aid 

providers do not take their opinion into account (Ground Truth Solutions 2019, 2). Here, and 

related to the latter finding, the report’s authors did acknowledge that 41% of those surveyed 

identified that “aid providers [do] take their opinions into account”; the authors contend that 

this is an improvement from past results (Ground Truth Solutions 2019, 2).  
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Thus, three years after the WHS and the implementation of the “Grand Bargain” initiative, 

discourse on localization is occurring within and between humanitarian organizations, but 

seemingly very little actual implementation of localization in the field has transpired.  

The challenges of incorporating the Localization Agenda. Despite the 

acknowledged positive benefits of greater engagement with local actors, implementation of the 

Localization Agenda has proven to be challenging for several reasons. In her writings on the 

“Grand Bargain” and localization, Kristina Roepstorff echoes several of the same concerns 

regarding “the local” as her counterparts in the peacebuilding sphere (identified in Chapter 2, 

section 2.6.1), noting that the local represents a binary construct to the international; in effect, 

pitting the global north against the global south. Such a construct, Roepstorff argues, has 

resulted in a lack of critical analysis of “the local” and the propensity for cultural blind spots 

(Roepstorff 2020, 285). Consequently, Roepstorff and others demand answers to the same 

questions posed by those within the peacebuilding sphere surrounding who represents the 

local, who defines the local, and whether these depictions of the local strengthen or 

marginalize certain actors (Roepstorff 2020, 285; Hughes, Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 

821).  

In addition to questions surrounding who “the local” is intended to represent, 

humanitarian actors and academics have raised additional concerns surrounding the push to 

involve local actors in humanitarian engagement. These concerns run the gamut from those 

relating to the ability of local actors to incorporate the core principles of humanitarian 

assistance (humanity, impartiality, neutrality, and independence), to the propensity of 

international actors to transfer risk through the engagement of local actors, and finally, the 
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potential for corruption and local plays for power to occur (Roepstorff 2020, 288; Hammond 

2008; Fairbanks 2018).   

According to Roepstorff, critics of the Localization Agenda suggest that national and local 

actors may be culturally or politically biased, and thus unable to incorporate the core principles 

of humanitarian assistance into their response (Roepstorff 2020, 288). In contrast, Laura 

Hammond argues that aid provided in post-conflict reconstruction, in a nation-building 

environment or similar (e.g., Yemen), cannot be considered apolitical, and therefore, cannot be 

neutral (2008, 183). In support of her argument, she refers to the democracy-building exercises 

in Afghanistan, Iraq and Kosovo, and the concurrent pressure to give women the right to vote – 

both inherently political activities (Hammond 2008, 183). Thus, while Hammond fully 

acknowledges the importance of the humanitarian principles and their guiding role in 

humanitarian action, she suggests that equally as important is the need for international and 

national (as well as local) organizations to ensure that the principles of accountability, 

transparency and responsiveness to local needs are incorporated into programming decisions 

(Hammond 2008, 194). Hammond contends that such an approach will enhance and improve 

programming and service delivery (2008, 195).  

 Although perhaps less of a risk in Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief operations 

than in other types of peace operations, humanitarians have identified the potential challenges 

related to the protection of national (and local) staff as a deterrent from forming greater 

national and local partnerships (Roepstorff 2020, 288; Hammond 2008; Fairbanks 2018). A 

common practice for international organizations working in complex emergencies, and 

particularly in conflict-affected regions, is to hire national staff as a risk-mitigating method. The 



  
 

82 
 

argument commonly put forth in justification of this position is that national staff understand 

the conflict better, speak the language, know the parties involved, and are thus better situated 

to manage the risks inherent to working in such an environment (Hammond 2008, 186). While 

many of these contentions may be accurate, emerging research suggests that national aid 

workers may in fact face greater risk than their international counterparts (Hammond 2008, 

186). Moreover, research suggests that this risk is increasing in most conflict environments 

(Hammond 2008, 186). In addition, Hammond adds that while international staff typically 

receive security training, most national staff do not (2008, 186). Finally, and as importantly, in 

most instances, international staff have the luxury of evacuation should the conflict erupt—a 

luxury that is rarely afforded to national staff (Hammond 2008, 186). Thus, whether national 

staff are employed as a risk-mitigating measure, or simply to facilitate access to an affected 

population, international organizations must be aware of the risks faced by national staff while 

employed in the humanitarian sector. 

In the five years since the Localization Agenda was launched, the available research 

suggests that little progress has seemingly been made. Of course, change in any large 

organization takes time and the humanitarian sector is substantial in terms of both mandate 

and personnel. Research conducted by Paul Knox-Clarke et al. demonstrated that between 

2015 and 2018, the humanitarian sector’s human resources component alone increased by 

200,000 personnel, growing from approximately 450,000 national and international 

humanitarian personnel to approximately 650,000 personnel (ALNAP 2018, 13). Accordingly, 

creating systemic change will be difficult in a dispersed organization with a diverse range of 

staff (international, national, and local), as well as a multiplicity of programs and mandates. Not 
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surprisingly, ensuring coherence, connectedness and complementarity across program streams 

presents an even greater challenge.  

Humanitarian actors and organizations seeking to incorporate localization into their 

programming activities must be aware of the challenges and barriers inherent to successful 

implementation of the Localization Agenda.  Internal challenges, such as a lack of cultural and 

local knowledge, an issue that the CAF has struggled with, coupled with the failure to recognize 

the biases inherent to all of us as human beings can stifle successful implementation. External 

challenges also abound, including the difficulty in obtaining donor buy-in to fund programming 

conducted by internationally unknown local and national organizations. Finally, and as will be 

argued in the next chapters, accountability, empowerment, and participation are not merely 

buzzwords. These concepts form the heart of the Localization Agenda, and therefore, a deeper 

understanding of what these terms mean and how they look and interconnect in the field is 

critical to successful implementation of the Localization Agenda.  

Thus, the “Grand Bargain’s” Localization Agenda with its emphasis on increased local and 

community involvement in complex emergencies is a tremendous step in the right direction. 

When viewed through an ethical lens, the arguments in support of the Localization Agenda are 

sound: Greater involvement of and accountability to local citizens will, in theory, empower local 

humanitarian actors, reinforce local systems, and improve the ability of aid providers to not 

only identify but address the needs of beneficiaries (UNOCHA 2017,1). This, it is anticipated will 

lead to greater effectiveness and efficiency of humanitarian action and a decrease in suffering 

(IASC 2020, n.p.). As I have illustrated, however, it remains to be seen whether meaningful 

engagement on the part of humanitarians with the affected population can and will occur on a 
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sector-wide scale. Having now explored the UN humanitarian system from the early years to 

present day through the evolution of formal humanitarian assistance and disaster relief-

focused UN Resolutions, the contemporary concerns from both academia and humanitarian 

practitioners surrounding accountability and engagement, and finally, the 2016 World 

Humanitarian Summit, I turn my attention to Canadian military HADR doctrine.  

3.5 CAF HADR Doctrine 
 

Military operations are rigorously planned and structured, in most cases before the first military 

personnel are deployed from their home base of operations. As a result of this requirement for 

rigour, military planners and a range of subject matter experts have developed a variety of 

planning, policy and guidance documents, and overarching doctrine. These operational 

planning documents exist to coordinate the military response to government direction across 

the full spectrum of operations, and military HADR operations are no exception. Formal 

planning and guidance for the CAF deployment of the Disaster Assistance Response Team 

(DART) is established within Contingency Plan Renaissance, commonly referred to within the 

CAF as CONPLAN RENAISSANCE.   

3.5.1 CONPLAN RENAISSANCE  

As the primary policy instrument which guides the CAF in its rapid response to an international 

disaster, the Department of National Defence (DND) identifies that the aim of CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE is to “provide direction to the CAF in the event of the decision by the 

Government of Canada to respond to a request from another nation for help” (Government of 
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Canada 2020a). CONPLAN RENAISSANCE27 has been utilized as the initial planning document for 

several (but not all) of the CAF DART operations. DART operations conducted under the 

auspices of CONPLAN RENAISSANCE include the 2015 DART operation in response to the 

earthquake in Nepal (Operation RENAISSANCE 15-1), and the DART response to typhoon Haiyan 

in the Philippines in 2013 (Operation RENAISSANCE 13-1).  

Although the focus of this chapter is DART operations, it is important to acknowledge that 

the CAF also draws upon CONPLAN RENAISSANCE to plan and direct CAF humanitarian 

assistance operations that do not include a DART component, many of which are smaller in 

scope than those involving the DART. As is noted in Annex A to CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, the 

mandate of the CAF includes the provision of any CAF resource “that fills an identified need and 

contributes to GC [Government of Canada] HO [humanitarian operation] recovery activities” 

(Canadian Armed Forces 2017a, 5). Recent examples of non-DART CAF deployments conducted 

under the auspices of CONPLAN RENAISSANCE include the CAF provision of military personnel, 

a naval frigate, as well as military aircraft and their support teams in response to Hurricanes 

Irma and Maria in the Caribbean region in 2017, and the 2020 CAF provision of a CC-177 

Globemaster aircraft in support of the bushfire relief efforts in Australia (Government of 

Canada 2020a).    

Before turning to the finer details of CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, it is useful to point out 

the overarching objectives of military HADR since these objectives inform the content of 

 
27 The 2008 CAF publication, The Canadian Forces Operational Planning Process (CFJP 5.0), defines a Contingency 
Plan (CONPLAN) as “an operational or tactical level plan prepared to address future security risks or in response to 
a current or developing crisis” (Government of Canada 2008, 3-7). Subsequent Operational Orders (OP O) are 
based, to the extent possible, on existing CONPLANS (Government of Canada 2008, 4A-1). 
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CONPLAN RENAISSANCE.  As identified in CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, the six objectives of military 

HADR operations are the following:  

(1) Save lives and lessen human suffering 
(2) Support the delivery of meaningful aid and assistance 
(3) Prevent the onset of secondary effects 
(4) Support, maintain or create stability and security 
(5) Promote a positive image of Canada abroad and at home 
(6) Assist in providing for the safety and well-being of Canadians living abroad 
(CONPLAN RENAISSANCE 2010, qtd in National Defence 2013, 3) 

  

The first objective aligns well with the traditional—or narrow—conception of humanitarian 

action described in Chapter 1, while the second and third objectives are, as I will demonstrate 

next, congruent with the principles articulated within the Oslo Guidelines. It is objectives 4 and 

5, however, which lend support to the arguments that military HADR is utilized as both a 

geopolitical instrument and a public relations tool. These arguments are examined in greater 

detail in the next chapter.  

As the primary internal guidance document that aids the CAF in both the planning for and 

execution of DART operations (Canadian Armed Forces 2017a), CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, which 

contains over 50 annexes and multiple appendices, is informed through 67 reference 

documents (Canadian Armed Forces 2017b). However, of the 67, over 60 are existing military or 

government policies, plans, and publications, the majority of which are not specific to disaster 

relief. These include, for example, the Military Police Doctrine, the Government of Canada 

Communications Policy, the Criminal Code of Canada, and Canada’s 2017 Defence Policy, 

Strong, Secure, Engaged, which articulates the CAF mandate. Therefore, of these 67 references, 

it is the inclusion of the handful of disaster relief-specific publications and policy documents 

that is of the greatest interest here, since presumably these publications had a substantial 
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impact on the disaster relief-focused content of CONPLAN RENAISSANCE. Disappointingly, the 

majority of these disaster relief-specific publications are several years out of date, and while 

some have been updated and reissued, others have been archived entirely. Consequently, two 

key disaster relief-specific references stand out among the handful cited in CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE. The first of these—and in fact, the first document identified on the list of 

references28—is the 2007 Oslo Guidelines, the second is the 2004 Sphere Handbook.  

The Oslo Guidelines. The Guidelines on the use of Foreign Military and Civil Defence 

Assets in Disaster Relief – “Oslo Guidelines” is the result of two years of collaboration between 

UN Member States, the International Committee of the Red Cross, NATO, and other experts 

and practitioners in the disaster relief sphere. First published in 1994, the Oslo Guidelines were 

revised and re-released in November 2006, and subsequently once again revised and re-

released in November 2007 (UNOCHA 2007, 1). The stated aim of the Oslo Guidelines is to 

“formalize and improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the use of foreign military and civil 

defence assets (MCDA) in international disaster relief operations” (UNOCHA 2007, 9). Here, it 

should be noted that the Oslo Guidelines are intended to be used in disaster relief operations 

that are conducted under the auspices of the United Nations, and thus were drafted specifically 

for UN personnel and military forces deployed under United Nations control (UNOCHA 2007, 9).   

Accordingly, the Oslo Guidelines provide military and civil defence responders guidelines 

to adhere to following emergencies in times of peace (UNOCHA 2007, 9). Aligning with other 

UN frameworks, the Oslo Guidelines emphasise that humanitarian assistance—whether 

 
28 Military writing protocol dictates that in written documents, references are listed in the reference list in the 
same order that they appear in the parent document, and not in alphabetical order.  
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provided by military forces or civilian organizations—must be provided with full respect for 

State sovereignty (as per UN General Assembly Resolution 46/182), and in accordance with 

three of the four core humanitarian principles: humanity, impartiality, neutrality (UNOCHA 

2007, 12).  The Oslo Guidelines also identify and describe the three primary categories of 

humanitarian activities, explaining that these categories are based upon the degree of contact 

between the organization(s) providing aid and the affected population (UNOCHA 2007, 7).   

The first category is the provision of “Direct Assistance”, which as the title suggests, is the 

face-to-face provision of aid, to include the distribution of goods and the provision of services 

(UNOCHA 2007, 7). The second category is “Indirect Assistance”, this type of assistance does 

not involve direct contact with the affected population and includes activities such as the 

transportation of goods and personnel (UNOCHA 2007, 7).  The third category is “Infrastructure 

Support”, activities within this category include the provision of general services such as road 

repair and power generation—in effect, activities that, while vital to the relief effort, do not 

involve direct contact with the affected population (UNOCHA 2007, 7).  Importantly, and as will 

be discussed next, to maintain the clear distinction between military personnel and 

humanitarian actors, the Oslo Guidelines clearly articulate that, to the extent possible, military 

organizations should not provide humanitarian assistance that falls under the “direct 

assistance” category (UNOCHA 2007, 14).   

The Oslo Guidelines identify the following six standards as principles that should guide the 

use of Military and Civilian Defence Assets (MCDA) by United Nations agencies in the provision 

of humanitarian assistance in response to a natural disaster (UNOCHA 2007, 14).   
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(1) The first principle identifies the three conditions required for requests for military 

support to UN agencies: (i) requests shall be made by the (UN) Humanitarian 

Coordinator; (ii) the Affected State must have consented to the military assistance; 

and (iii) the request must be “based solely on humanitarian criteria” (UNOCHA 2007, 

14).   

(2) The second principle articulates that the UN should utilize military assistance solely 

as a “last resort” and only when there is no other available civilian alternative 

(UNOCHA 2007, 14).   

(3) The third principle specifies that UN humanitarian operations involving military 

assets must “retain a civilian nature and character” and although military assets may 

remain under military command, the [military] operation itself will remain under the 

command of the responsible humanitarian organization (UNOCHA 2007, 14).  

(4) The fourth principle is critical. It identifies that while there may be a role for military 

organizations in the provision of humanitarian assistance, military assistance should, 

“to the extent possible, not encompass direct assistance” (UNOCHA 20017, 14, italics 

mine). The intent of this principle is to ensure that the lines between military assets 

and humanitarian agencies do not become blurred, and the clear distinction 

between the nature and role of military personnel and humanitarians is maintained 

(UNOCHA 2007, 14). 

(5) The fifth principle addresses the importance of clear timelines and an exit strategy 

when military assets are utilized, noting that the exit strategy must “define clearly” 
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how military assistance activities could be “undertaken by civilian personnel” 

(UNOCHA 2007, 14).  

(6) The sixth and final principle identifies that any country providing military and/or civil 

defence assets in support of UN humanitarian operations must ensure that the UN 

Codes of Conduct and humanitarian principles are respected (UNOCHA 2007, 14).  

The six principles within the Oslo Guidelines clearly identify that military humanitarian 

assistance in response to an international disaster is to be provided on a “last resort” basis in 

response to an identified humanitarian capability gap. In addition, the principles recommend 

that a clearly defined exit strategy, which identifies how civilian agencies will continue with 

military-led activities, be created prior to the departure of military forces.  The principles also 

identify that, ideally, military responders should provide only indirect assistance or 

infrastructure support to affected populations, the aim of which is to ensure that the distinction 

between the function and roles of military and civilian humanitarian actors is maintained. As I 

will demonstrate, when viewed through the lens of these principles, it becomes apparent that 

the standard CAF disaster relief model—a model employed on all previous CAF DART 

operations—is poorly aligned with the Oslo Guidelines.  

Adherence to these principles has not consistently occurred in CAF DART operations. For 

example, it is difficult to make the case that following the 2010 earthquake in Haiti there was a 

humanitarian capability gap given the veritable flood of humanitarian organizations and military 

teams that immediately provided disaster relief aid and assistance to Haiti. Moreover, and as 

will be discussed in Chapter 6, the CAF provided direct assistance to Haitian citizens throughout 

the HADR operation. This direct assistance included the provision of non-emergent healthcare 
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and elective surgeries by military medical teams (Talbot et al. 2012, 272).  In addition, and also 

explored in Chapter 6, by all accounts, there was no exit strategy when CAF responders 

departed Haiti, the CAF simply disassembled and removed their equipment, creating a 

significant capability gap for humanitarian organizations that remained in the area (Leeder, 

2010). As will be covered in the next chapter, similar challenges with adherence to the Oslo 

Guidelines occurred during the CAF DART operation in the Philippines following Typhoon 

Haiyan.  

Since the Oslo Guidelines have not been updated since 2007, they predate the 2016 

World Humanitarian Summit and the resultant contemporary emphasis within the 

humanitarian sphere on localization and accountability to affected populations. To what degree 

this emphasis would have been reflected had the Oslo Guidelines been updated following the 

2016 Summit, however, is open to speculation since the Guidelines clearly articulate that [to 

the extent possible] military disaster relief efforts should not include the provision of direct 

assistance to the affected population.    

The Sphere Handbook.  The 2004 edition of the Sphere Handbook, formally titled The 

Sphere Project – Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response, is 

another key disaster relief-specific publication included in the reference list for CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE. The inclusion of the Sphere Handbook in this military planning document is 

significant, as it is the only civilian publication among the 67 references cited. The Sphere 

Handbook is the result of extensive collaboration between several Non-Governmental 

Organizations and the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, a collaboration that stemmed 

from their respective desires to improve the quality of humanitarian response (Sphere 
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Association 2018). The first edition of the Sphere Handbook was published in 2000, and the 

second edition (the one referenced in the CONPLAN) in 2004. Subsequently, a third edition was 

released in 2011, and a fourth edition (the current edition) in 2018 (Sphere Association 2018).  

The Sphere Handbook establishes “Core Standards” for humanitarian assistance in four 

key sectors: water supply and sanitation, food security and nutrition, shelter standards, and 

health and the provision of healthcare (Sphere Association 2018). For each of these four 

sectors, the Sphere Handbook extensively details the minimum evidence-based standards that 

humanitarians should adhere to (Sphere Association 2018, 6).  

In their totality, the core standards contained within the Sphere Handbook provide clear 

and measurable minimum standards for humanitarians. Since the Sphere Handbook is utilized 

across the humanitarian sector, these established standards ensure a consistent quality of aid is 

provided, regardless of the organization that is providing that aid.  The fact that CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE, updated in 2017, cites the 2004 edition of the Sphere Handbook is unfortunate, 

since the 2011 version of the Sphere Handbook was well integrated into the humanitarian 

sector in 2017 when CONPLAN RENAISSANCE was revised. Critically, the Sphere Handbook 

changed significantly between the second edition (2004) and the third edition (2011). In fact, 

even the formal title of the handbook was changed in the 2011 third edition to The Sphere 

Handbook – Sphere Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Humanitarian Response 

(a title that remains the same in the 2018 fourth edition).  

More critical than the title change, however, is the change in approach to disaster relief 

that is reflected in the 2011 third edition of the Sphere Handbook. Transparency, inclusion, and 

accountability to affected populations are accorded significantly more importance in the 2011 
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Sphere Handbook than was previously the case. Jim Good, a Sphere contributor and trainer, 

notes that the 2004 Sphere Handbook offered guidance on “what to do” and thus aimed to 

achieve a common standard of professionalism in the humanitarian domain (Good n.d., 4).  

According to Good, while the core sectoral standards remain central to the Sphere Handbook, 

the tone of the Handbook has shifted and become what Good describes as “more socially 

aware and community-empowering” (n.d., 4), placing considerable emphasis on the “right way 

to do” humanitarian work (n.d., 4). To demonstrate this new emphasis, Good conducted an 

analysis of the language used in both the 2004 and the 2011 versions of the Sphere Handbook. 

Good’s analysis demonstrated that within the Sphere Handbook, the usage of the words 

“transparency” and “transparent” increased by 173% between the 2004 and 2011 publications, 

while the usage of the words “accountability” and “accountable” increased by 273% (Good n.d., 

5).   

The emphasis on community involvement and the articulation of the importance of 

accountability to affected populations that is present in the 2011 version of the Sphere 

Handbook is not surprising since it is reflective of the attitudinal changes within the 

humanitarian sector during this period. In addition to this tonal shift, however, the 2011 Sphere 

Handbook also introduced four new Protection Principles (The Sphere Project 2012, 5); 

principles that were not present in the 2004 Sphere Handbook referenced within CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE. The four Protection Principles focus on the rights of the affected population, and 

thus, according to the Sphere Project, are an “essential component of humanitarian work” and 

must be read in conjunction with the Core Standards (The Sphere Project 2012, 6).  The four 

principles are as follows: 
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 Principle 1: Avoid exposing people to further harm as a result of your actions. 
 Principle 2: Ensure people’s access to impartial assistance. 

Principle 3: Protect people from physical and psychological harm due to violence 
and coercion. 
Principle 4: Assist with rights claims, access to remedies and recovery from abuse 
(The Sphere Project 2012, 6). 

 
Good describes the inclusion of the four Protection Principles, coupled with the Core 

Standards, as an important reminder to humanitarians of the central themes of Sphere, and its 

emphasis of a “right to life with dignity” (Good n.d., 4). With respect to the Protection 

Principles, the Sphere Project explains that “humanitarian assistance and protection are 

intertwined” and emphasizes that those working in the humanitarian sector cannot disentangle 

their humanitarian duties from the related duty of ensuring the rights of the affected 

population (2012, 6). The Sphere Project further identifies that “non-discrimination, ensuring 

that those most in need receive the aid first, is a fundamental principle in humanitarian 

response” (2012, 6).   

As the sole civilian reference in CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, the inclusion of the Sphere 

Handbook is significant. All military personnel engaged in the provision of humanitarian 

assistance—whether in the form of direct assistance or indirect assistance—should be familiar 

with the Core Standards detailed within the Sphere Handbook, particularly those working in a 

sector-specific areas such as water and sanitation or health.  If military responders are unaware 

of the Sphere Handbook and its contents, there is a risk that the aid that they provide may be 

poorly aligned with the Core Standards articulated in the Sphere Handbook—standards that all 

other responding organizations will be following. The same is true of the Protection Principles, a 

new addition to the 2011 third edition of the Sphere Handbook (which remain prominent in the 

current fourth edition released in 2018). With the Sphere Principles’ emphasis on the rights of 
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the affected population to a response that does not provoke further harm, and ensures access 

to impartial assistance, the principles are germane to how an organization both implements 

and delivers its disaster relief programming.  Unfortunately, since the CAF is presently utilizing 

the 2004 Sphere Handbook, it is likely that military responders are unaware of the existence of 

these principles. The same is true for the increased emphasis on community empowerment, 

transparency, and accountability to affected populations articulated in the 2011 Sphere 

Handbook. The humanitarian sector has changed significantly over the last two decades. The 

reliance of the CAF on the 2007 Oslo Guidelines and the 2004 Sphere Handbook to guide their 

HADR operations suggests that while their operations may be technically proficient, they will be 

poorly aligned with the considerable weight that contemporary humanitarianism places on 

localization, and the resultant transparency, accountability, and community empowerment that 

it aims to enable.  

3.6 Conclusion 
 

This chapter focused on the guiding frameworks, policy documents, and military doctrine that 

have shaped and influenced humanitarian assistance and disaster relief programming. 

Accordingly, this chapter unfolded in three key sections. First, in section 3.2, I examined the 

history and evolution of several of the key United Nations Resolutions that have informed the 

humanitarian sector over the past sixty-years. From 1964 and the establishment of the first 

central working fund specifically for international disaster relief efforts, to the 1995 

establishment of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee, and the UN’s formal acknowledgement 

of the necessity to involve local actors in humanitarian programming, the humanitarian sector 

has continued to grow and evolve.   



  
 

96 
 

In concert with this evolution came the realization by both practitioners and academics 

that a re-balancing of humanitarianism was necessary.  And so, in section 3.3, I explored what I 

have termed ‘contemporary HADR’—the time period from the late 1990s through to present 

day. It was during this approximately 25-year period that critiques of the humanitarian sector 

entered the mainstream of humanitarian discourse, both academically and in the field. As was 

discussed, many of these critiques focused on the lack of accountability to affected populations 

and the concurrent lack of participation of local actors in disaster relief efforts.   

The World Humanitarian Summit, which was covered in section 3.4, was convened by 

[former] UN Secretary-General Ban Ki Moon, in large part to resolve the issues facing 

humanitarianism.  Thus, over a 2-day period in May 2016, over 9000 representatives from UN 

Member States, UN agencies, non-governmental organizations (at the international, national 

and local levels), members of academia and others gathered in Istanbul, Turkey to advance 

humanitarianism. Collectively, they all concurred that greater involvement of the affected 

population in disaster relief was paramount to an effective and efficient, people-centred 

response.   

Over 3500 commitments were made during the World Humanitarian Summit. These 

commitments were winnowed down and promulgated in the Agenda for Humanity as five Core 

Responsibilities and 24 Transformations (the actions required to achieve the core 

responsibilities). Among the core responsibilities, it was Core Responsibility Four (CR-4) —Work 

differently to end need—that called on humanitarians to build upon and strengthen local 

organizations and systems in their response programming.  An additional critical outcome of 

the Summit, and one directly linked to CR-4, was the “Grand Bargain” initiative. The “Grand 
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Bargain” established localization as a normative principle of humanitarian action. Thus, 

following the World Humanitarian Summit and the “Grand Bargain” initiative, humanitarians 

were explicitly called upon to empower local humanitarian actors and reinforce local systems 

(IASC 2017, 1).  

In a system as large and as diverse as the humanitarian system, however, the Localization 

Agenda has proved difficult to implement. Section 3.4.1 drew attention to recent research 

demonstrating that while there has been much discussion on localization, it has not translated 

into direct action (Metcalfe-Hough et al. 2019, 2) and there has been little change in how 

affected people view aid (Ground Truth Solutions 2019, 2). As critically, field research has 

shown that affected people continue to feel disempowered by the humanitarian system 

(Ground Truth Solutions 2019, 2). There is, however, reason for hope. In their analysis of the 

progress made to date in the “Grand Bargain” initiative, Victoria Metcalfe-Hough et al. found 

that while system-wide change was lacking, increasingly, lessons and experiences regarding the 

implementation of the Localization Agenda were being shared among humanitarians (2019, 2). 

The final section of this chapter, section 3.5, explored the CAF’s CONPLAN RENAISSANCE. 

A robust document containing approximately 50 annexes and over 60 references, CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE is the primary planning and guidance document utilized for military disaster relief 

operations. CONPLAN RENAISSANCE draws upon two key disaster relief-specific publications: 

the Oslo Guidelines and the Sphere Handbook. Despite the prominent role afforded to the Oslo 

Guidelines within CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, the CAF has historically not adhered to the guiding 

principles articulated within the Oslo Guidelines. This is significant, because one of the six key 
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principles articulated within the Oslo Guidelines advises that military responders should, to the 

extent possible, provide only indirect assistance to affected populations.  

Since the CAF has routinely provided direct assistance to disaster-affected populations on 

HADR operations, this renders awareness of and adherence to civilian humanitarian assistance 

and disaster relief standards and guidance that much more important. The sole civilian disaster 

relief publication referenced in CONPLAN RENAISSANCE is the 2004 second edition of the 

Sphere Handbook. The first edition of the Sphere Handbook was published in 2000 as a disaster 

relief-specific guidance document. Over time, however, and with the publication of subsequent 

editions, the Sphere Handbook evolved into a broader humanitarian response handbook.  In 

addition to a title change, from 2011—the year that the third edition of the handbook was 

released—and again in 2018 with the publication of the fourth edition, the Sphere Handbook 

has placed increasingly greater emphasis on accountability to affected populations, and the 

importance of a holistic response that is “community-empowering” (Good n.d., 4).  

The use by the CAF of an outdated edition of the Sphere Handbook—arguably one of the 

preeminent HADR guidance documents—suggests that the CAF has not maintained currency 

with civilian standards in disaster relief.  Since CONPLAN RENAISSANCE provides the primary 

planning guidance for CAF disaster relief, it can be presumed that most military responders 

remain unaware of the operational changes within the disaster relief sphere, which includes 

not only the Sphere Handbook’s protection principles, but the World Humanitarian Summit’s 

five Core Responsibilities, 24 Transformations, and the key initiatives, including the “Grand 

Bargain’s” Localization Agenda.  
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The CAF’s apparent lack of awareness of the transformation that has occurred within the 

humanitarian sector appears problematic. When successfully implemented, localization can 

contribute to an effective and efficient humanitarian response that encourages accountability, 

enhances empowerment, and builds capacity. Successful localization, however, is not simple. It 

requires careful planning and implementation, as well as continuous education and 

involvement on the part of all parties, including international and national governments, 

humanitarian actors and organizations, military personnel, as well as local populations. Given 

the active role that the CAF has taken in past HADR missions, the failure of the CAF to 

acknowledge in military doctrine and subsequently incorporate into practice these critical 

civilian doctrinal evolutions is concerning, and extends not only to interoperability with civilian 

agencies, but interactions with affected populations. In the next chapter, ‘HADR in practice’, I 

explore the CAF HADR missions conducted to date, as well as the potential motivations which 

drive military HADR operations.  
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Chapter 4: HADR in Practice 

 

4.1  Introduction 
 

It is broadly accepted that a primary role of military forces is to be deployed into war and 

conflict-affected regions to either engage in combat or to provide aid and support. However, 

the increase in military participation in Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR) 

missions has raised concerns and questions among both academics and humanitarian actors. 

Proponents of military involvement in disaster relief operations argue that militaries are well 

equipped to respond to international disasters due to their personnel resources, their 

operational equipment, and their inherent capability to mobilize rapidly (Bollettino 2016; 

Fischer 2011; Michaud et al. 2019, 280). In contrast, an oft cited argument contra HADR 

missions is that the [arguably altruistic] desire to improve global health, a desire which unites 

humanitarians of all backgrounds, aligns poorly with the defence and security preoccupations 

held by military forces (Michaud et al. 2019, 276).  

Taking this argument one step further, both Travis Nelson and Richard Salmons posit that 

HADR has become a public relations exercise, serving both the internal interests of the sending 

nation through the resultant positive internal media exposure, and externally, in furthering 

geopolitical relations between the sending nation and the host nation, a phenomenon that is 

increasingly referred to as “disaster diplomacy” (Nelson 2012, 112; Salmons 2019, 290).  

Aligning with the perspectives of Nelson and Salmons, Anisa Aidid et al. contend that HADR has 

become an “essential element of diplomatic and defence relations” (Aidid et al. 2015, 7). 

Certainly, this appears to be the case in Canada. Jesse Maclean et al. from the Centre for 
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International Governance Innovation (CIGI) have suggested that the Canadian Armed Forces 

disaster response team serve as “the tip to Canada’s diplomatic spear” in the Asia-Pacific region 

(Maclean, McCauley, and Newcombe 2014, 8).   

Canada’s current defence policy, Strong, Secure, Engaged, released in 2017 under current 

Prime Minister Justin Trudeau, explicitly identifies the use of the CAF as an instrument to 

support geopolitical aims. In the section titled “Articulating a new vision for defence”, the policy 

emphasizes the importance of the military as both a tool to advance national interests and a 

sign of Canada’s leadership internationally: 

Canada must have a responsive and capable military. As an instrument of national 
power, the military is an important and unique capability that the Government of 
Canada can use to advance national interests, promote Canadian values, and 
demonstrate leadership in the world (Government of Canada 2017a, 59). 

 

When this statement is considered in conjunction with the CAF’s stated objectives for HADR, 

identified in Chapter 3, section 3.5.1, which include “support, maintain or create stability and 

security” and “promote a positive image of Canada abroad and at home” (National Defence 

2013, 3) it lends credence to the contentions of Nelson, Salmons, and others that geopolitical 

aims strongly influence the decision surrounding whether to deploy military assets on HADR 

operations.  Perhaps then, it is not surprising that in each of the countries in which the CAF has 

conducted HADR operations, Canada enjoys an extensive diplomatic relationship—as well as in 

many instances, profitable bilateral trading relations. These relationships are explored further 

in section 4.2. 

In addition to the potential enhancement of diplomatic relations and the resultant soft 

power that HADR operations may afford the sending nation, these operations also provide 

internal instrumental benefits to military forces.  Martin Shadwick argues for the continued 
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involvement of the CAF in HADR operations, positing that HADR missions offer important and 

necessary training opportunities for CAF members, as well as serving to enhance their morale 

(Shadwick 2018, 82). In section 4.3, I provide an overview of the most recent four of the eight 

HADR operations that the CAF has conducted to date. As I will demonstrate, in some cases, it 

could be argued that the benefits accruing to the CAF from the operation (training, skills 

enhancement, and public relations) may have outweighed the cumulative benefits [of the HADR 

mission] to the host nation. Opportunities for training and skills enhancement are important, if 

not necessary, in the military environment. The challenge is in finding a balance to ensure that 

the instrumental benefits accorded to the military because of the operation do not detract 

from the benefits to the host nation and disaster-affected citizens.  

Coupled with the training benefits that HADR missions present to military members, 

Shadwick contents that HADR missions “strengthen the bond” between Canadian citizens and 

their military (Shadwick 2018, 82). Certainly, public opinion research conducted on behalf of the 

CAF suggests that there is truth in Shadwick’s assertion. As will be examined in section 4.4, 

public opinion research conducted on behalf of the CAF has identified significant increases in 

positive public perception of the CAF following an HADR operation. Canadians surveyed on their 

views of the CAF have argued that HADR missions offer “a quick win” for Canada on the 

international stage (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2008, 4). Still other Canadians involved in these 

surveys have expressed their views on military members as “helpful humanitarians” (Ipsos Reid 

Corporation 2009, 8).  Why and how Canadian citizens hold these views of their CAF is due in 

large part to the role that CAF public affairs personnel play on CAF operations, an area that will 

also be explored in section 4.4. 
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4.2 Disaster Diplomacy, Geopolitics and Soft Power 
 

Since 1998, when the CAF Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) first deployed on an 

HADR operation, the CAF has participated in seven international disaster relief operations (in 

Honduras, Turkey, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Haiti, the Philippines, and Nepal) and one humanitarian 

assistance operation (in Sierra Leone). As was noted in Chapter 2, all eight of these operations 

were conducted in a country with an extensive history of in-country UN involvement, either in 

the form of UN peace operations, or through programming conducted by UN partner agencies. 

In addition to this UN involvement, each of these eight nations also share long-standing 

diplomatic ties with Canada.   

As will be covered next, although all eight countries are UN Member States, the UN has 

conducted peacekeeping operations within four of these eight countries, specifically, Honduras, 

Pakistan, Haiti, and Sierra Leone.  Moreover, the CAF participated in the UN peacekeeping 

operations in all four of these countries. With respect to the remaining four countries, Turkey, 

Sri Lanka, the Philippines, and Nepal, the UN has maintained decades-long programming and 

activities in each of these countries.   

In addition to regular UN involvement in these eight countries, however, and perhaps of 

greater importance for Canadian domestic and international interests, Canada also maintains 

longstanding diplomatic relations with each country. As I illustrate in section 4.2.2, these 

diplomatic relationships may include the provision of long-term and extensive funding for 

development programs and investments, as is the case with Canada’s diplomatic relationship 

with Honduras, Sri Lanka, Sierra Leone, and Haiti.  In other instances, diplomatic relations may 

have grown stronger because of significant bilateral trade between the two nations, as is the 
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case between Canada and Turkey, the Philippines, and Pakistan. In still other instances, Canada 

and the other nation share either historical or military linkages, as is the case with the historical 

ties between Canada and Sierra Leone, and in the case of military linkages, between Canada 

and Nepal, and Turkey. Finally, in several instances, the affected country has a significant 

diaspora in Canada, as is the case with Sri Lanka, the Philippines, Pakistan, and Haiti.   

Ultimately, what is clear is that Canada enjoys strong diplomatic ties with each of these 

nations, be it through the provision of development funding, immigration flow from the host 

nation to Canada, or significant bilateral trade between the two nations. When viewed through 

this lens, it is difficult not to concede that geopolitics and strategic interests may have played a 

role in the Government of Canada’s decision to deploy the CAF DART to each of these nations 

following their respective disasters. Of course, there is nothing inherently wrong with Canada 

assisting an ally. However, this would be ethically problematic if Canada had provided military 

assistance primarily because of shared geopolitical ties, while other disaster-affected countries 

in need were neglected because their diplomatic relations with Canada were either not as 

strong, or the potential benefits that aiding the affected country could provide to Canada were 

not as significant. Whether this has occurred, however, is difficult to assess in the absence of 

clear data and information detailing which (if any) requests for Canadian military assistance 

were denied.  

Table 5: CAF HADR Operations — The UN and Canada identifies the eight CAF HADR 

deployments by host nation, disaster type, the internal CAF operation name, as well as the 

operation dates.  Importantly, the table also identifies whether the host nation has a history of 
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UN involvement (in the form of either peace operations or programming support), as well as 

the nature of the Canadian interests in the host nation.    

 

Table 5: CAF HADR Operations — The UN and Canada 

CAF HADR Operations — The UN and Canada 

Host 

Nation 

Type of 

Disaster 

CAF Operation 

(Op) Name 

CAF Operation 

Dates 

UN 

Interests 

Canadian Interests 

Honduras Hurricane 

Mitch 

Op CENTRAL Nov – Dec 1998 Peace Ops Development Aid & 

Investment 

Turkey Earthquake Op TORRENT 24 Aug –  

25 Sept 1999 

Support Bilateral trade & 

Military cooperation 

Sri Lanka Tsunami Op 

STRUCTURE 

30 Dec 2004 – 

19 Feb 2005 

Support Development Aid  

& Immigration 

Pakistan Earthquake Op PLATEAU 11 Oct –  

1 Dec 2005 

Peace Ops Bilateral trade & 

Immigration 

Haiti Earthquake Op HESTIA 13 Jan –  

31 Mar 2010 

Peace Ops Development Aid 

& Immigration 

Philippines Typhoon 

Haiyan 

Op 

RENAISSANCE 

13-1 

13 Nov –  

15 Dec 2013 

Support Bilateral trade & 

Immigration 

 

Nepal Earthquake Op 

RENAISSANCE 

15-1 

26 Apr –  

29 May 2015 

Support Development Aid & 

Military cooperation 

 

CAF Humanitarian Assistance Operation: Joint Operation with UK MoD 

Sierra 

Leone 

Ebola Virus 

Outbreak 

Op SIRONA Dec 2014 – Jun 

2015 

Peace Ops Development Aid & 

Historical ties 

(Sources: Government of Canada 2018a; Government of Canada 2014).  

 

4.2.2 Linkages Between the United Nations, Canada, and CAF HADR 

Building upon Table 5, in what follows I examine the historical relationship between the UN and 

each of the eight countries, as well as provide greater insight into Canada’s diplomatic relations 

with each country. My intent is to demonstrate that the CAF response to these disasters may 
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have been based upon more than merely altruism.  I suggest that Canada’s extensive 

involvement in each country during past UN operations, and importantly, the current present-

day diplomatic ties between the two countries may have influenced the Government of 

Canada’s decision to respond positively to the host nation requests for military assistance.   

Honduras.  The CAF DART deployed to Honduras in response to Hurricane Mitch in 1998. 

Honduras formally became a Member State of the UN in December 1945, six months after the 

UN was formed (United Nations 2021b). The UN military observer mission in Honduras, named 

the United Nations Observer Group in Central America (ONUCA), lasted from November 1989 

to January 1992 (United Nations (UN) Peacekeeping 2003a). Under ONUCA, military personnel 

and observers were deployed to five Central America countries: Honduras, Costa Rica, El 

Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua (UN Peacekeeping 2003a). The aim of ONUCA was twofold: 

to ensure the compliance of the participating Central American Governments in halting aid to 

insurrectionists, and to prevent interstate attacks among the five participating countries (UN 

Peacekeeping 2003a). At its height in 1990, the UN mission was comprised of 1,098 military 

observers and troops, supported by international and local civilian staff, and included military 

personnel from Canada, Columbia, Ecuador, Ireland, Spain, and Venezuela (UN Peacekeeping 

2003a). Importantly for Canada, from December 1990 through to May 1991, Canadian 

Brigadier-General Lewis MacKenzie was the Mission’s Chief Military Observer (UN 

Peacekeeping 2003a).  

Sabrina Escalera-Flexhaug from the US-based Council on Hemispheric Affairs (COHA) 

reports that following the 1998 Honduran hurricane, Canada introduced a development plan 

for Honduras which included providing the Honduran government with over $100 million (USD) 
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over a four-year term for post-hurricane reconstruction projects (Escalera-Flexhaug 2014).  

Controversially, she identifies that one aspect of this development plan “included the 

introduction of forty Canadian companies into Honduras for investment purposes” (Escalera-

Flexhaug 2014, n.p.). Escalera-Flexhaug further contends that these Canadian companies were 

subsequently able to claim Honduran land and mineral assets (2014). Since the introduction of 

Canada’s post-hurricane development plan, mining has become a major industry in Honduras—

an industry which is reported to be dominated by Canadian mining companies (Escalera-

Flexhaug 2014).  

Canada has maintained diplomatic relations with Honduras since 1961 (Government of 

Canada 2021b). More recently, in October 2014, the Canada-Honduras Free Trade Agreement 

entered into force, signalling a new era of trade cooperation between the two nations 

(Government of Canada 2021b). The Canadian Government identifies that by 2020, the value of 

goods traded between Canada and Honduras totalled $423 million dollars, with the largest 

proportion of bilateral trade represented by goods imported from Honduras ($385 million) 

(Government of Canada 2021b).  

Despite the longstanding ties between the two nations, Canada is not home to a large 

Honduran diaspora. According to the 2016 Statistics Canada population census, there were 

“10,000 immigrants or fewer” from Honduras living in Canada in 2016 (Statistics Canada 

2017a), the majority of whom settled in Ontario (43%), followed by Quebec (25%) (Burt et al. 

2016, 4).  

Turkey.  In August 1999, the CAF DART deployed to Turkey following a magnitude 7.4 

earthquake (Reilinger et al. 2000). Turkey was one of the 51 founding countries of the United 
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Nations, becoming a Member State on 26 June 1945 (United Nations 2021b). In addition to 

being one of the UN founding nations, Turkey has a long history of participation in UN peace 

operations. Internally, the UN has been active in Turkey for over 50 years, partnering with 

government, academia, non-governmental organizations, and civil society to support a variety 

of programs (United Nations (UN) Turkey 2021). 

Canada and Turkey have maintained diplomatic relations since 1944 when Turkey first 

opened its Embassy in Ottawa (Government of Canada 2021c). The Canadian Government 

estimates that in 2020, Canada-Turkey bilateral merchandise trade was valued at approximately 

$3 billion (CAD), making Turkey a significant Canadian trading partner (Government of Canada 

2021c). In addition to trade, the Armed Forces of both Canada and Turkey have a history of 

cooperation, and both countries work closely in several multilateral fora including the G20, 

NATO, the OECD, and the UN (Government of Canada 2021c). Finally, the Turkish diaspora in 

Canada is currently estimated at over 65,000 persons, the majority of whom reside in large 

Canadian cities such as Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver (Government of Canada 2021c).  

Sri Lanka.  In December 2004, the CAF DART deployed to Sri Lanka following a 

devastating tsunami. Sri Lanka gained membership to the United Nations in December 1955 

(United Nations 2021b) and, like Turkey, has a long history of partnerships with the UN, 

including receiving UN assistance with the implementation of the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) in Sri Lanka (United Nations (UN) Sri Lanka 2021). Sri Lanka has a long history of 

intrastate conflict, however. In 2004, in response to the ongoing conflict between the Sri 

Lankan Government and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), the UN deployed a Senior 

Human Rights Advisor to Sri Lanka to assist UN agencies working in Sri Lanka with the 
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protection, promotion and strengthening of human rights (UN Sri Lanka 2021). The almost 

three-decade long conflict between the Sri Lankan Government and the LTTE finally ended in 

2010 (Bajoria 2009; UN Sri Lanka 2021). Since that time, the UN has worked closely with 

national and local Sri Lankan organizations to promote sustainable development, including that 

relating to housing, critical infrastructure, and strengthening of the justice system (UN Sri Lanka 

2021). 

Canada has maintained a long diplomatic relationship with Sri Lanka, dating back to 1953 

when Canada opened its resident Mission in Colombo (Consulate General of Sri Lanka 2009). 

Shortly thereafter, in 1958 Sri Lanka opened its Mission in Ottawa (Consulate General of Sri 

Lanka 2009). Since 1968, Canada has contributed extensively to development in Sri Lanka 

through the (former) Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA).  CIDA worked closely 

with both the UN Development Programme (UNDP) and UNICEF, and by 2009 an estimated 

$800 million in Canadian assistance had been provided to Sri Lanka (House of Commons Canada 

2009, 8). Canadian estimates suggest that approximately 200,000 Sri Lankans reside in Canada, 

a population that is thought to be the largest Sri Lankan diaspora in the world other than India 

(Government of Canada 2018c).   

Pakistan.  The CAF DART deployed to Pakistan in October 2005 following a magnitude 7.6 

earthquake (Andrabi, Daniels, and Das 2020, 2). Following its recognition as an independent 

nation state in August 1947 (Sarkar 2017), Pakistan became a Member State of the UN in 

September 1947 (United Nations 2021b). UN personnel and military observers have been 

present in Pakistan continuously since 1949. In January 1949, to monitor the ceasefire between 

India and Pakistan in the state of Jammu and Kashmir, the United Nations established the 
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United Nations Military Observer Group in Indian and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) (UN Peacekeeping 

2021i). As of December 2021, over 100 UNMOGIP personnel remain deployed in Islamabad, 

Pakistan and Srinagar, India (UN Peacekeeping 2021i). Canada contributed almost one-quarter 

of the first group of 34 UNMOGIP observers (Government of Canada 2019a). Later, Canada 

contributed Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) assets, including aircraft and military personnel 

(Government of Canada 2019a). The last Canadian aircraft (a CC130 Hercules) left UNMOGIP in 

1995, ending Canada’s 45-year contribution to this UN operation—a contribution that, while 

transitory, ultimately resulted in the deployment of over 350 Canadian military personnel 

(Government of Canada 2019a).   

In addition to UMMOGIP, the United Nations maintained the United Nations Good Office 

Mission in Afghanistan and Pakistan (UNGOMAP) headquartered in Kabul, Afghanistan and 

Islamabad, Pakistan from May 1988 to March 1990 (UN Peacekeeping 2002). At its maximum, 

UNGOMAP had 50 military observers (as well as international and local staff) from several UN 

Member States, including Canada, deployed in Kabul and Islamabad (UN Peacekeeping 2002).  

In late 1947, Canada and the newly established nation of Pakistan commenced diplomatic 

relations (Government of Canada 2021d). Pakistan presently maintains a High Commission in 

Ottawa and Consulates General in Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver (Government of Canada 

2021d).  Similarly, Ottawa maintains a High Commission in Islamabad, as well as a Consulate 

and Trade Office in Karachi and a Consulate in Lahore (Government of Canada 2021d). Although 

bilateral trade between the two nations is not as significant as that between Canada and 

Turkey, it is still strong. In 2020, Pakistan ranked 36th among Canada’s export destinations, with 

bilateral trade between Canada and Pakistan estimated at $1.1 billion dollars (CAD) 
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(Government of Canada 2021d). The Government of Canada reports that over 215,000 

Canadians of Pakistani origin currently reside in Canada, identifying Pakistan as the fifth-largest 

source of permanent residents in Canada in 2019 (Government of Canada 2021d; Statistics 

Canada 2017b).  

Haiti. In January 2010 in response to a magnitude 7.0 earthquake (Eberhard et al. 2010) 

the CAF DART deployed to Haiti. Haiti formally became one of the UN Member States in 

December 1945, shortly after the UN was formed (United Nations 2021b.). From 1993 through 

to 2019, the UN conducted six consecutive peacekeeping operations in Haiti. The first UN 

peacekeeping mission in Haiti, the United Nations Mission in Haiti (UNMIH) lasted from 

September 1993 to June 1996 and, at its maximum, consisted of approximately 7000 personnel 

(the majority of whom were military personnel) (UN Peacekeeping 2003b). As will be discussed 

in the next section, it was only following the 2010 earthquake that the number of UN personnel 

in Haiti rose above this number. Canada was a significant troop contributing nation throughout 

this 26-year period of UN peacekeeping operations in Haiti, and consistently contributed 

military personnel and civilian police (Boileau 2019).  

Canada and Haiti have maintained diplomatic relations since 1954 (Government of 

Canada 2021e). Bilateral trade between Canada and Haiti has increased over time and by 2020, 

reciprocal trade between the two nations was valued at $169.5 million dollars (CAD) 

(Government of Canada 2021e). In addition, Canada has contributed significant monies to Haiti 

for development assistance, including $1.5 billion following the 2010 earthquake, a 

contribution that made Canada Haiti’s second-largest bilateral donor (the US is Haiti’s largest 

bilateral donor) (Government of Canada 2021e). A large Haitian diaspora, estimated at 
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approximately 165,000 persons, resides in Canada, almost 90% of whom live in Quebec (Saint-

Victor 2021).  Finally, Canada’s 27th Governor General, Commander in Chief of Canada, 

Michaëlle Jean, was born in Port-au-Prince, Haiti (Jean 2016). In October 2010, following 

her five-year term as Canada’s Governor General, Jean was appointed as the UNESCO 29 

Special Envoy to support reconstruction efforts in Haiti (Jean 2016).   

The Philippines.  Following Typhoon Haiyan, the CAF DART deployed to the Philippines in 

November 2013. The Philippines became a UN Member State in October 1945, shortly after the 

UN was created (United Nations 2021b). The UN Country Team (the UNCT) that provides in-

country development and humanitarian assistance to the Government of the Philippines is both 

diverse in programming and robust in personnel. The UNCT is staffed by approximately 1000 

staff, both national and international, working in support of a variety of UN programmes and 

specialized agencies including the UNDP, WFP, UNHCR and UNICEF (UNDP 2021).  

Canada and the Philippines have a long history of diplomatic relations, beginning in 1949 

and extending over more than 70 years (Government of Canada 2019b). Canada maintains an 

Embassy in Metro Manila as well as a Consulate in Cebu City, while the Philippines has an 

Embassy in Ottawa and three Consulates-General, located in Calgary, Toronto, and Vancouver, 

as well as five Honorary Consular Offices in other Canadian cities (Government of Canada 

2019b). The Government of Canada reports that bilateral trade between the two nations 

reached $2.43 billion (CAD) in 2018 (Government of Canada 2019b). In addition, Canada has 

strong commercial interests in the Philippines, particularly in the insurance industry sector 

 
29 The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) is a specialised agency of the 
United Nations. 
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(Government of Canada 2019b). The Philippine diaspora in Canada is significant, and in 2016 

was estimated at approximately 837,000 people (Government of Canada 2019b). Between 2011 

and 2016, an estimated 188,000 Philippine citizens immigrated to Canada, resulting in the 

Philippines being ranked as number one in the top 10 countries of birth of recent Canadian 

immigrants (Statistics Canada 2017b).  

Nepal.  In April 2015, the CAF DART deployed to Nepal following the earthquake in that 

country.  Nepal formally joined the United Nations in December 1955, the same year as Sri 

Lanka (United Nations 2021b.). However, the UN engagement with Nepal first began in 1951 

with the opening of the UN Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) office in Kathmandu 

(United Nations Nepal 2022). In the years since, the UN presence in Nepal has grown 

considerably. Currently, 17 UN Agencies reside in Nepal and nine more are conducting 

programming (United Nations Nepal 2022). Despite its small size, as noted in Chapter 2, section 

2.5, Nepal has consistently been one of the top troop-contributing nations within the UN 

(Anupam 2020; UN Peacekeeping 2021h).   

Canada has maintained diplomatic relations with Nepal since 1965, and since 1968, CIDA 

has supported a variety of development programmes and projects in Nepal, contributing 

approximately $470 million in assistance from 1968 through to 2013 (Government of Nepal 

n.d.; Government of Canada 2021f). In 2009, Nepal opened its Embassy in Canada (Government 

of Nepal n.d.). Canada maintains an Honorary Consulate in Kathmandu and maintains 

additional diplomatic ties through Canada’s High Commission in New Delhi, India which is 

accredited to Nepal (Government of Nepal n.d.).  Canada and Nepal also share a military 

relationship. Since 1991, Nepal has been a member of Canada’s Military Training and 
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Cooperation Program, and to date, over 250 Nepalese military personnel have participated in 

training opportunities led by the CAF (Government of Canada 2021f). 

Sierra Leone.  As part of the United Kingdom-led military mission, the CAF deployed 

military medical personnel to Sierra Leone in 2014 in response to the Ebola virus disease 

outbreak occurring in that country. While the deployment was not a formal disaster relief or 

DART mission, the mission was a humanitarian assistance mission, conducted in response to an 

ongoing humanitarian crisis. Sierra Leone became a UN Member State in September 1961 

(United Nations 2021b). In response to ongoing conflict in Sierra Leone, in July 1998, the UN 

authorized the United Nations Observer Mission in Sierra Leone (UNOMSIL), the first 

peacekeeping operation in Sierra Leone. The aim of UNOMSIL was to “monitor the military and 

security situation in Sierra Leone, as well as the disarmament and demobilization of former 

combatants” (UN Peacekeeping 2000a). UNOMSIL lasted for just over one year and consisted 

predominantly of military observers (numbering 192 at its peak), a medical unit, as well as a 

small cadre of international and local staff (UN Peacekeeping 2000b).  

When UNOMSIL concluded in October 1999, the UN authorized a larger peacekeeping 

mission in Sierra Leone (UN Peacekeeping Operations 2000a). This second peacekeeping 

mission in Sierra Leone, the United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) was established 

in October 1999 and concluded in December 2005. The aim of UNAMSIL was “to assist in 

implementing the Lome Peace Agreement and to assist with the implementation of the 

disarmament, demobilization and reintegration plan” (UN Peacekeeping 2009). UNAMSIL was a 

considerably more robust mission than its predecessor. At its peak, the UN Security Council 

increased the Mission’s maximum authorized strength to 17,500 military personnel, 260 
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military observers, and up to 170 police personnel (UN Peacekeeping 2005). Canada 

contributed both military and police personnel in support of UNAMSIL (UN Peacekeeping 2005). 

In October 2005, upon the completion of UNAMSIL, the UN Security Council established a 

Special Political Mission in Sierra Leone, the United Nations Integrated Office for Sierra Leone 

(UNIOSIL) (UN Department of Political and Peacebuilding Affairs n.d.). UNIOSIL continued 

through to 2008, whereupon it was succeeded by a second Special Political Mission, the United 

Nations Integrated Peacebuilding Office in Sierra Leone (UNIPSIL) (UN Department of Political 

and Peacebuilding Affairs n.d.). In 2014, upon the completion of UNIPSIL, the UN transferred its 

responsibilities to the UN Country Team (UNCT) in Sierra Leone. THE UNCT in Sierra Leone 

includes 19 agencies, funds, and programmes (United Nations 2021c).  

Sierra Leone and Canada have maintained diplomatic relations since 1961 (Government 

of Canada 2018d). Canada’s interests in Sierra Leone are represented through Canada’s High 

Commission in Accra, Ghana, while Sierra Leone’s Embassy in Washington, DC represents their 

Canadian interests (Government of Canada 2018d). Bilateral trade between Canada and Sierra 

Leone is relatively small in comparison to other countries such as Turkey or the Philippines. In 

2018, total bilateral trade (imports and exports) between Canada and Sierra Leone reached 

$33.1 million (CAD) (Government of Canada 2018d). Canada has a history of providing 

development funding to Sierra Leone (estimated at $14.7 million in 2017-2018) as well as 

providing funding and support to global initiatives that benefit Sierra Leone (Government of 

Canada 2018d).   

Interestingly, Canada and Sierra Leone share a significant historical link. Many of the 

approximately 1000 settlers that in 1792 founded Sierra Leone’s capital, Freetown, came from 



  
 

116 
 

Nova Scotia (Government of Canada 2018d).  The Canadian Government identifies that “even 

today, one can see the influence of the Canadian Maritime provinces in Freetown in the style of 

construction and the names of streets and businesses” (Government of Canada 2018d).  

Despite the shared history between the two countries, however, the Sierra Leonean diaspora in 

Canada remains very small. Statistics Canada’s 2016 Census of Population data indicates that 

fewer than 10,000 Canadian citizens identify Sierra Leone as their country of ethnic origin 

(Statistics Canada 2017a).   

 Conclusion. Although these brief sketches of the UN background and Canadian interests 

in each of these nations are necessarily concise, their aim is to illustrate not only that the UN 

has a historical presence in each nation, but that Canada maintains strong geopolitical ties and 

diplomatic relationships with each of the eight. Consequently, it does bear considering whether 

the Canadian government would have deployed the CAF DART in response to Typhoon Haiyan 

in the Philippines, or the tsunami in Sri Lanka, if both countries were not significant countries of 

origin for Canadian immigrants. The same question can be posed with respect to Turkey and 

Pakistan since, as demonstrated, Canada maintains strong (and profitable) bilateral trading 

relationships with both countries. Similarly, were it not for the long history of UN peace 

operations in both Haiti and Sierra Leone, would the UN have as strongly supported an 

international humanitarian response to the crises in these nations?   

 Although the above questions are clearly counterfactuals, they do merit consideration. As 

many academics and experts have maintained (Nelson 2012, 112; Salmons 2019, 290), and as 

will be covered elsewhere in this chapter, there is a geopolitical and public-relations aspect to 

military HADR operations. Canadians Jesse Maclean et al. have suggested that the CAF DART is 
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the “tip of the spear” when it comes to Canada’s diplomatic relationships (Maclean, McCauley 

and Newcombe 2014, 8).  The close relationships that Canada maintains with these eight 

nations suggest that there may be accuracy in the supposition of Maclean et al.  

4.3. Overview of CAF HADR Operations Since 2010 
 

As was depicted in Table 5, since the creation of the DART, the CAF has participated in eight 

international HADR operations. Seven of the eight were formal DART deployments, and one 

was a medical humanitarian assistance mission. Four of these eight operations have occurred 

since 2010.   

The four operations that have occurred since 2010 are explored next in chronological 

order beginning with the CAF DART 2010 mission in Haiti to the last of the DART missions 

conducted to date, the 2015 DART mission in Nepal. The reasons for examining solely these last 

four missions—as opposed to all the DART deployments—relate to their relative recency. Since 

these four operations are the most recent HADR missions that the CAF has conducted, these 

four missions have the greatest potential to reflect the contemporary developments that have 

occurred within the humanitarian sector (the challenges identified in the last chapter with 

CONPLAN RENAISSANCE notwithstanding). The first of the CAF operations explored is the CAF 

HADR mission to Haiti in 2010, the second is the CAF response to Typhoon Haiyan in the 

Philippines in 2013, the third, the joint United Kingdom / CAF mission to Sierra Leone in 2014-

2015 to assist in the Ebola virus disease outbreak, and finally, the CAF response to the 2015 

earthquake in Nepal.  
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4.3.1 Haiti Earthquake: Op HESTIA – 2010 

On 12 January 2010, a 7.0 magnitude earthquake destroyed much of Southern Haiti, including 

the capital of Port-au-Prince (Eberhard et al. 2010). Over 200,000 people lost their lives, and an 

estimated 1.5 million were left homeless (United Nations Peacekeeping 2022). The magnitude 

of the immediate international military response was almost as significant as the earthquake 

itself. Military assistance was rapidly provided by 42 nations: Canada contributed slightly over 

2000 CAF personnel (Ewing 2015, 128; National Defence 2013, 19), while the United States 

contributed ten times that number at just over 22,000 troops (Katz 2013, 82). In addition, the 

United Nations Security Council adopted Resolution 1908 (2010) which effectively bolstered the 

existing United Nations troop strength in Haiti to a new high of almost 13,000 military and 

police personnel (United Nations Security Council 2010).  

Canada’s response to the 2010 earthquake in Haiti was the largest CAF response to an 

international disaster in Canada’s history, and in fact placed Canada among the largest military 

contingents contributing post-disaster aid (Warner 2013, 229). At its height, the CAF response 

involved over 2000 CAF members (Ewing 2015, 128; National Defence 2013, 19), a significant 

number since the average composition of a deployed DART has been between 200 and 300 

personnel (Government of 2018a). As the CAF mission in Haiti is explored in greater detail in 

Chapter 6, in what follows I provide a precis of the mission. 

The CAF DART contingent of responders in Haiti included a primary care medical clinic (a 

field hospital was later added), as well as engineering personnel, who were primarily 

responsible for producing potable water. In addition to the CAF DART personnel, the CAF 

deployed two Royal Canadian Navy ships (and personnel), and a battalion of infantry personnel 
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who were tasked with providing security and basic engineering support (e.g., road clearance 

and debris removal). During their mission, CAF DART personnel reportedly provided medical 

care to over 22,000 Haitians and produced over 2.5 million litres of potable water (Government 

of Canada 2018a). The Commanding Officer of the DART mission to Haiti later declared the 

mission “extremely challenging” but ultimately, “an outstanding public relations success story” 

(Ewing 2015, 120), tacitly acknowledging the importance of CAF DART operations in the 

generation of positive public opinion towards the CAF.  

The CAF DART response in Haiti is, to date, the most extensive and the most expensive of 

the DART operations. The sheer size of the CAF response (over 2000 personnel), coupled with 

the multitude of additional non-DART resources provided, guaranteed that additional costs 

would be incurred by DND. A 2013 internal Department of National Defence (DND) evaluation 

report found that the incremental costs30 —costs that the DND typically recovers from other 

government departments—incurred by the DND during Op HESTIA were $53 million CAD, while 

the full DND costs31 for the mission were $135.6 million CAD (National Defence 2013, 37). In 

contrast, the two previous DART missions, the DART deployments to Pakistan in 2005 and Sri 

Lanka in 2004-2005, incurred considerably lower costs.  The same DND evaluation report 

identifies that the DART mission in Pakistan resulted in incremental DND costs of $9.6 million 

CAD and full DND costs of $25 million CAD, while the DART mission in Sri Lanka incurred 

incremental costs of $10 million CAD and full costs of $30 million CAD (National Defence 2013, 

 
30 The DND defines ‘incremental costs’ as “the additional costs for personnel and equipment that are directly 
attributable to the CAF operation” (Government of Canada, Audit and Evaluation Report 2013, Footnote 147). 
 
31 DND defines ‘full costs’ as “the sum of incremental costs plus the salaries of CAF Regular Force personnel, 
equipment depreciation, command and support costs as well as the operating cost of some major equipment” 
(National Defence 2013, Footnote 146).  



  
 

120 
 

37). Finally, and while this is not an official figure, (former) Foreign Affairs Minister Pierre 

Pettigrew reported during a 2005 Senate Committee meeting that the CAF DART mission to 

Turkey in 1999 incurred “costs to Canadians” of $15 million CAD32 (Senate Committee on 

National Security and Defence 2005, n.p.). During the same Senate Committee meeting, it was 

identified that while the CAF DART was popular with Canadians, a key weakness of the DART 

was that it was “expensive to deploy” (Senate Committee on National Security and Defence 

2005, n.p.). 

4.3.2  Super Typhoon Haiyan (Yolanda), the Philippines: Op RENAISSANCE 13-1 – 2013 

 In early November 2013, Super Typhoon Haiyan “one of the most powerful typhoons on 

record” raced across East Asia leaving a path of destruction in her wake (NASA Earth 

Observatory 2013). Typhoon Haiyan (known in the Philippines as Typhoon Yolanda) first made 

landfall in the Philippine archipelago in the early morning hours of 7 November. Ground 

stations in Guinan (Samar Province), where Haiyan first came ashore, recorded sustained winds 

of 235 kilometers an hour with gusts of up to 275 kilometers per hour (NASA Earth Observatory 

2013). NASA reports that Haiyan touched down on land five times during its 16-hour passage 

across the Philippine Island chain (NASA Earth Observatory, 2013; Lum and Margesson 2013, 1).  

The Republic of the Philippines’ National Disaster Risk Reduction Management Council 

(NDRRMC) had been monitoring and tracking Haiyan prior to landfall in the Philippines 

(NDRRMC 2013a). As a result, all government departments as well as key stakeholders 

 
32 The 2005 Interim Report by the Senate Committee on National Security and Defence cites (former) Foreign 
Affairs Minister Pierre Pettigrew as stating that “the DART intervention in Turkey, for instance, cost Canadian 
taxpayers $15 million” (Senate Committee on National Security and Defence 2005). It is not clear if Minister 
Pettigrew was referring to incremental costs or full costs.  
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(including the Philippines Red Cross) had been preparing for the imminent arrival of Haiyan 

(NDRRMC 2013b). In concert with these internal preparations, the NDRRMC began pre-emptive 

evacuations of residents. Their records indicate that by 8 November, 125,604 persons from 22 

provinces across the Philippines had been evacuated to 109 evacuation centres (NDRRMC 

2013c). This early warning and action unquestionably saved lives. Over the course of the next 

few days, however, evacuee numbers and centres would grow to more than 380,000 displaced 

people in 1,215 evacuation centres and an additional estimated 162,000 people displaced 

outside an evacuation centre (Lum and Margesson 2013, 1).  Although precise estimates are 

difficult to obtain, both the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR) and the 

United States Agency for International Development (USAID) report that in the course — and 

aftermath — of its destructive passage, Super Typhoon Haiyan affected the lives of 16 million 

people, displaced 4.1 million people, damaged or destroyed 1.1 million residences, and was 

responsible for more than 6,100 deaths (USAID 2013; UNDRR 2019).  

The severity of Super Typhoon Haiyan resulted in its designation as a “humanitarian 

system-wide emergency response” also known as a Level-3 activation (Dy and Stephens 2016, 

iii).  The Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) identifies that a Level 3 response is activated 

in response to sudden onset emergencies requiring the highest level of mobilization (IASC 

2021). The international community reacted swiftly to this Level 3 activation, with over 40 

countries and international organizations providing a rapid surge of humanitarian personnel 

(military and civilian) and resources (Salmons 2019, 291).  

Among the international responders were military personnel from both the United States 

Department of Defense (US DoD) and the CAF. The US military contributed over 13,000 military 
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personnel, 66 aircraft and 12 ships to the response (Lum and Margesson 2013, 326; Salmons 

2019, 291). Reinforcing the argument presented in section 3.0 that HADR has become a form of 

disaster diplomacy and a vital aspect of military public relations, Peter Shadbolt, writing in US 

media giant CNN, later described Typhoon Haiyan and the subsequent US DOD response, as a 

“public relations goldmine for the US military” (Shadbolt 2013, n.p.). Canada, with her 

considerably smaller military force, contributed approximately 320 personnel and assets 

(Government of Canada 2018e).  

Three days after the 7 November typhoon, on 10 November the Canadian government 

deployed a reconnaissance team made up of members of the CAF and officials from Global 

Affairs Canada33, to the Philippines to conduct an initial needs assessment (Government of 

Canada 2018e). The team determined that although the domestic response capacity in the 

Philippines was robust, there were areas in which the CAF could make a difference (Office of 

the Auditor General of Canada (OAG Canada) 2014, para 1.75). These areas included access to 

potable water, as well as the provision of food, shelter, and medical aid and supplies (OAG 

Canada 2014, para 1.75).  

Upon receipt of the reconnaissance team’s assessment, the Government of Canada 

deployed the CAF DART to the Philippines. In total, almost 320 CAF personnel were deployed to 

the island of Panay (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.75; Government of Canada 2018e). Included 

amongst these CAF personnel were an Air Task Force, which included three CH-146 Griffon 

helicopters and a CC-144 Challenger jet; an engineering squadron consisting of field engineers 

 
33 At that time Global Affairs Canada was formally known as the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and 
Development Canada (DFATD). 
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and technicians tasked with purifying water and clearing roads; a medical platoon; and a 

command and logistics team (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.75; Government of Canada 2018e).  

Unlike the US DOD which maintains military bases around the world, and thus can rapidly 

respond to situations around the globe, the CAF has limited numbers of personnel stationed 

outside of Canada. As a result, in response to Typhoon Haiyan, the CAF DART contingent utilized 

the airfield at CFB Trenton in Ontario as their departure point. Notably, most CAF DART 

personnel are not stationed at CFB Trenton, and so would have had to first depart from their 

home location (e.g., Ottawa, Petawawa, Winnipeg, etc.,) and travel to Trenton. Once on the 

ground in Trenton, CAF members travelled to the Philippines via either CC-150 Polaris or CC-177 

Globemaster III (Government of Canada, Operation Renaissance 13-1 2018). CAF Padre 

(Captain) Roy Laudenorio describes his CC-177 flight from Trenton to the Philippines on 25 

November as over 30 hours in duration (Laudenorio 2014, 4).  

Ultimately, the significant geographical distance between Canada and the Philippines, 

coupled with the Government of Canada’s decision-making processes (which require a review 

of the reconnaissance team’s on-site assessment to determine whether to deploy the DART), 

meant that considerable time elapsed between the 7 November typhoon and the arrival of the 

CAF DART in the Philippines. The Canadian Government reports that CAF members began their 

departure to the Philippines on 13 November 2013 (Government of Canada 2018e), almost a 

week after the typhoon made landfall. The first group of CAF DART personnel, which consisted 

of approximately 50 engineering personnel, arrived on the ground in the Philippines on 

November 15th, with the remainder of the contingent arriving the following week (Government 

of Canada 2018e).  Consequently, it was not until almost two weeks after the typhoon made 
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landfall that the entire DART contingent was in location on the island of Panay (Government of 

Canada 2018e). As I illustrate next, this delay in response had a detrimental impact on the 

ability of the CAF to make a meaningful difference in the Philippines.  

The 2014 Fall Report of the Auditor General of Canada offers an overview of the CAF 

DART response in the Philippines in several key areas. The report acknowledges that the CAF 

helicopters filled a clear capability gap delivering much needed food supplies to remote areas 

on behalf of the UN World Food Program (Office of the Auditor General (OAG) of Canada 2014, 

para 1.78). However, with respect to road clearance, the CAF reportedly made less of a 

difference. The Auditor General of Canada’s report identifies that on the island of Panay, due to 

the efforts of local authorities, the major road networks were accessible before the DART 

contingent arrived in the Philippines (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.79).   

The Auditor General’s findings regarding the CAF’s water production capability outlined 

significant deficits in this area. The CAF brought three Reverse Osmosis Water Purification Units 

(ROWPU) to the Philippines. Unfortunately, the combination of technical challenges (one 

ROWPU functioned for a total of four days throughout the operation), operator inexperience 

with the equipment, as well as insufficient chemical supplies and a lack of testing equipment, 

meant that CAF water production was delayed from the onset and only ever reached 65% of full 

capacity (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.80; 1.81).  The Auditor General’s report identifies that due 

to the significant period of time that elapsed between the typhoon and the CAF’s ability to 

produce potable water, by the time that the CAF was able to provide potable water, municipal 

water plants (in many areas) were back in operation (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.79). 
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Consequently, in many—albeit not all—areas where the CAF DART operated, any existing post-

typhoon capability gaps were filled without CAF assistance. 

In total, while in the Philippines the CAF distributed an average of 9,400 litres of water per 

day (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.80; 1.81), a quantity well below the CAF’s identified capability of 

50,000 litres per day (Government of Canada 2018f). How large of an impact the technical 

challenges described above had on the broader relief efforts, however, remains in question. 

The Auditor General’s report identifies that due to limitations in the distribution capacity of the 

local authorities and NGOs operating in the area, in some instances, the potable water that the 

CAF did produce was not picked up and subsequently distributed for several days (OAG Canada 

2014, para 1.81). Nonetheless, despite this external challenge, it appears clear that the 

combination of internal CAF technical difficulties and external delivery supply chain issues had 

an impact on the ability of the CAF to meaningfully “fill a gap” in the provision of potable water 

to the affected population.  

In addition to water production and helicopter sorties (which delivered food, as well as 

shelter and building materials), the Government of Canada reports that during the DART 

deployment in the Philippines, CAF medical personnel “treated 6,525 medical patients”, while 

engineering and technical personnel “conducted 14 construction projects and repaired 8 

generators” (Government of Canada 2018e). Therefore, during this DART operation, a 

combination of direct and indirect assistance, as well as infrastructure support—the three 

categories of assistance outlined in the Oslo Guidelines—was provided by the CAF. As was 

discussed at length in the previous chapter, the Oslo Guidelines clearly identify that, ideally, 
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military responders should provide only indirect assistance and infrastructure support (principle 

4), and only as a last resort to fill an identified capability gap (principle 2).  

The Auditor General’s report concluded that “the CAF met its stated objective for 

humanitarian operations: to fill a gap in assistance until the affected country or aid 

organizations can provide assistance” (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.85). However, the report also 

noted that “by the time some [CAF] capabilities came into full operation [specifically, water 

production and road clearance operations] the humanitarian gap that they [the CAF] had 

intended to address had diminished” (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.85).   

On 15 December 2013, approximately one month after the arrival of the first contingent 

of 50 DART personnel on 15 November, and approximately three weeks after the DART was 

fully operational, the CAF DART ceased operations in the Philippines and CAF military personnel 

began their long journey home (Government of Canada 2018e). The Office of the Auditor 

General of Canada reported that the CAF DART deployment to the Philippines incurred 

incremental costs34 of just over $29 million (CAD) (OAG Canada 2014, para 1.9). I return to 

Typhoon Haiyan in Chapter 6, section 6.3.2, in my exploration of local perspectives surrounding 

the international response.  

4.3.3 Ebola virus disease epidemic, Sierra Leone: Op SIRONA – 2014/2016 

The 2014-2016 Ebola virus disease (EVD) epidemic in West Africa was the largest Ebola 

epidemic in history (Ross, Welch, and Angelides 2017, 2). Over the course of the epidemic, an 

 
34 The Auditor General of Canada notes that incremental costs represent only the additional costs incurred to the 
Canadian Armed Forces / Department of National Defence because of the DART operation (Office of the Auditor 
General of Canada 2014, para 1.9). Consequently, this figure does not include the regular salaries for military 
members or the pre-existing DART supplies and equipment.   
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estimated 28,616 persons were infected, and an estimated 11,310 deaths occurred due to the 

disease (U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2019; Ross, Welch, and Angelides 

2017, 2). Multiple non-governmental organizations and aid agencies from around the globe 

responded to assist with containing the outbreak. Marc Dubois et al. report that responding 

non-governmental organizations included Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), CARE, Save the 

Children, Samaritans Purse, and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) among 

others (DuBois et al. 2015, 18). Although neither a traditional “disaster relief” mission nor a 

DART mission, the joint United Kingdom (UK) Ministry of Defence (MoD) and CAF mission to 

Sierra Leone was classified as a “humanitarian assistance” mission, and thus falls under the 

umbrella of HADR mission sets.  The CAF’s response to the EVD epidemic was unusual in that 

the CAF was operating in support of the UK MoD, who were themselves responding to the 

epidemic upon the request of the World Health Organization (WHO)—a specialized agency 

within the United Nations—and the Sierra Leonean government (Government of Canada 2014; 

Ross, Welch, and Angelides 2017, 19).  

The UK commenced Operation GRITROCK in September 2014. Emma Ross et al. report 

that UK Royal Engineers, working with Sierra Leonean builders (both military and contractors), 

constructed six 100-bed Ebola treatment centres throughout Sierra Leone, as well as a 20-bed 

Ebola treatment unit in Kerry Town designated to specifically treat healthcare workers infected 

with EVD (this facility is referred to as the Kerry Town Treatment Unit or KTTU) (Ross, Welch, 

and Angelides 2017, 19; Brosnan 2018).  

In December 2014, military medical personnel from the CAF (including doctors, nurses, 

medical technicians, and support staff) joined their UK counterparts in providing medical care 
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to healthcare workers at the KTTU (Government of Canada 2014).  The CAF contribution to the 

UK-led EVD mission predominantly involved staffing the KTTU and was known in Canada as 

Operation SIRONA. In June 2015, after six months and three rotations of personnel through the 

KTTU, Operation SIRONA came to an end (Government of Canada 2018g).  At that time, it was 

lauded as a successful demonstration of the CAF’s “capacity and preparedness to respond to 

international crises” (Government of Canada 2018g). Operation SIRONA, with its emphasis on 

the inclusion and participation of local citizens, is well aligned with the expectations of 

contemporary humanitarianism. I return to Operation SIRONA in Chapter 6, section 6.3.3, 

wherein I discuss these aspects of the mission in greater detail. 

Perhaps because Operation SIRONA augmented the UK’s Op GRITROCK, and therefore, 

utilized predominantly UK resources and equipment, the incremental costs incurred by the 

Department of National Defence during this mission were not particularly significant. The 

Government of Canada’s Departmental Performance Report 2015-16 identifies that the 

Department of National Defence incurred incremental costs for Operation SIRONA of $263,000 

CAD (Government of Canada 2016a).  

 While ultimately the response from the international community to the EVD outbreak in 

West Africa can be viewed as a success, it began on rocky terrain. Ross et al. suggest that the 

initial response was “characterized by confusion, chaos and denial”, a situation they attribute to 

both the state of Sierra Leone’s health system and what they deemed to be a lacklustre initial 

response by the WHO (Ross, Welch, and Angelides 2017, 3). In mid-September 2014, the United 

Nations Mission for Ebola Emergency Response (UNMEER) – the first ever UN health emergency 

mission – was established (DuBois et al. 2015, 6). Operation GRITROCK, the UK civilian-military 
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task force that ultimately led the international response, commenced by end-September (Ross, 

Welch, and Angelides 2017, 5; 12). Although the CAF contribution to the UK-led Task Force 

lasted for six-months, the UK’s military operation continued for over one year, lasting through 

to November 2015 (the final civilian team from the UK did not depart Sierra Leone until January 

2016) (Ross, Welch, and Angelides 2017, 5). 

The EVD outbreak response marks the first time that the UN mounted a dedicated health 

emergency mission (UNMEER), as well as perhaps the first time that Médecins Sans Frontières 

requested military support for an international crisis35 (Ross, Welch, and Angelides 2017, 5; 

DuBois et al. 2015, 3). Suerie Moon et al. contend that the outbreak response also exposed 

deep structural and leadership problems within the WHO, striking a harsh blow to their 

credibility and their international standing, and prompting widespread calls for institutional 

reform (Moon et al. 2015, 2204-2205). Finally, the sheer scale of the response required that 

military-civilian and military-to-military collaboration occurred at both the highest government 

levels as well as the local level.  

4.3.4 Nepal Earthquake: Op RENAISSANCE 15-1 – 2015  

On 25 April 2015, a 7.8-magnitude earthquake occurred in Nepal. Compounding the damage of 

the earthquake and hampering immediate recovery were the almost 100 aftershocks that 

continued for days, followed by a second significant earthquake (measuring 7.3-magnitude) on 

12 May 2015 (Sanderson and Ramalingam 2015, 4; Ovesen and Heiselberg 2016, 1).  Alistair 

Cook et al. describe the earthquake and subsequent aftershocks as “one of the biggest 

 
35 MSF requested military intervention in September 2014 with their request for the deployment of military 
biomedical teams (DuBois et al., 2015, 3). 
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humanitarian and disaster response operations of the year” (Cook, Shrestha, and Bo Htet 2016, 

2).  In total, almost 9000 fatalities occurred because of the earthquakes, 600,000 homes were 

destroyed, and almost 300,000 structures were severely damaged (Ovesen and Heiselberg 

2016, 1; Wendelbo et al., 2016, 12). 

The response to the disaster was both robust and rapid. 450 humanitarian agencies from 

34 countries contributed an on-site response to the disaster; in addition, 17 of these countries, 

including Canada, sent military teams (Cook, Shrestha, and Bo Htet 2016, 2; Government of 

Canada 2016; Ovesen and Heiselberg 2016, 2). Due in large part to their geographic proximity, 

Indian disaster relief teams arrived in Nepal within hours of the earthquake (Agrawal 2015; 

Cook, Shrestha, and Bo Htet 2016, 6)—a fact made the more impressive as northern India had 

also been adversely affected by the quake (Dey 2015, 32).  

Hampering relief efforts, however, was the limited transportation infrastructure in Nepal, 

and specifically, the limited number of major routes which remained unaffected by the 

earthquakes (Sanderson and Ramalingam 2015, 11). Additionally, Nepal has only one 

international airport, the Tribhuvan International Airport (TIA) (Wendelbo et al., 2016, 9). TIA 

has only one runway long enough to accept large aircraft (such as military heavy lift cargo 

planes) and a total ramp capacity of a maximum of eight large aircraft at a time (Cook, 

Shrestha, and Bo Htet 2016, 26). In the immediate aftermath of the earthquake, these 

infrastructure limitations combined to cause bottlenecks and resultant delays for international 

teams, considerably slowing their relief efforts (Sanderson and Ramalingam 2015, 11; Cook, 

Shrestha, and Bo Htet 2016, 23; Wendelbo et al. 2016, 9). Highlighting the ramifications of 

these issues, Morton Wendelbo et al. report that some international teams were delayed at the 
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airport for such a lengthy period that they ultimately returned home without ever providing aid 

(2016, 9).  

The Government of Canada rapidly deployed the CAF DART in response to Nepal’s 

earthquakes. The first members of the DART departed Canada on 26 April, one day after the 

initial quake, and arrived in Kathmandu on 28 April (Government of Canada 2016b). A second 

flight of DART personnel departed Canada two days later with additional team members and 

relief supplies; this group staged out of New Delhi – presumably due to the situation at TIA – 

prior to transiting to Nepal (Government of Canada 2016b). On 4 May 2015, approximately 10 

days after the earthquake had occurred, the CAF DART—with all team members now in 

location—established their base of operations in Sumitra, Nepal (Government of Canada 

2016b). This ten-day gap between disaster and response belies the Government of Canada’s 

assertion that the “rapid CAF response is flexible enough to make an immediate positive impact 

at the scene of the disaster” (Government of Canada 2016b). It also lends credence to the 

assertion by Wendelbo and colleagues that “for politicians, the visibility of the aid and the 

media attention it garners, is crucial – whether it [the aid] is urgently needed or not” 

(Wendelbo et al. 2016, 45).  

In total, approximately 200 CAF personnel provided relief aid in Nepal for just under one 

month, ceasing operations and commencing their return to Canada on 29 May 2015 

(Government of Canada 2017b). During this mission, the Government of Canada reports that 

the CAF assisted with the distribution of 75 water filtration units, CAF medical personnel 
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provided 700 Nepalese citizens with medical treatment36, and CAF personnel provided 

approximately 750 maps (and associated imagery products) to humanitarian actors in Nepal 

(Government of Canada 2016b). Additionally, 300 public safety announcements were “enabled” 

and over 355 crank radios were distributed (Government of Canada 2017b). Quantitatively 

speaking, and as demonstrated in Table 6: CAF DART Missions: Incremental Costs and Delivered 

Effects, these indicators—and specifically those pertaining to medical care and potable water—

arguably make this mission one of the least impactful in the DART’s mission history.   

The Government of Canada’s Departmental Performance Report 2015-16 for the 

Department of National Defence (DND) identifies that this mission—Op RENAISSANCE 15-1—

incurred incremental costs to DND of $3.7 million (CAD) (Government of Canada 2016a). While 

$3.7 million in incremental costs represents a significant financial sum, when viewed in the 

context of the incremental costs incurred by DND for “Major Canadian Armed Forces 

Operations” over the entire 2015/2016 fiscal year—a total of just over $347 million (CAD) 

(Government of Canada 2016a)—the DART mission in Nepal represents only approximately one 

percent of the incremental costs specific to CAF operations incurred that year.  

Importantly, this mission marked a change in how the CAF DART provides humanitarian 

assistance. During this mission, significantly less direct assistance was provided to the affected 

population. Instead, and as is clear in Table 6, the efforts of the DART appear focused on 

providing predominantly indirect assistance and infrastructure support. It is difficult to 

determine if this was a conscious decision on the part of the CAF, or if the challenges associated 

 
36 According to an unclassified “Op RENAISSANCE 15-1” PowerPoint presentation created by Lieutenant-Colonel 
McCabe, approximately 75% of the 700 patients treated in Nepal by CAF medical personnel were treated for “non-
earthquake related” injuries or illness (McCabe n.d., slide 16). 
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with moving heavy equipment into Nepal simply made this the best option37. Regardless of the 

rationale, the assistance provided by the CAF on this mission closely aligns with the principles of 

military humanitarian assistance identified within the Oslo Guidelines.   

Canada’s military contribution to the Nepal earthquakes, although an important public 

demonstration of support, pales in comparison to the contributions of India, Pakistan, and 

China, each of whom provided rapid and robust responses to the earthquake (Biswas 2015). 

While this may largely be a function of geographic proximity and relative military power, 

according to both Richard Salmons and Soutik Biswas, it may also be a function of “status 

seeking” in an ambiguous regional hierarchy (Salmons 2019, 292; Biswas 2015).   

Conclusion. Table 6: CAF DART Missions: Incremental Costs and Delivered Effects 

provides a synopsis of the DART missions detailed above. When viewed in tabular form, it is 

evident that these CAF DART missions had a demonstrable positive effect on each of the 

disaster-affected nations. While these effects—referred to in the CAF as “delivered effects”— 

came at a significant economic cost, perhaps of greater importance, they served to publicly 

demonstrate, to audiences both domestically and internationally, the CAF’s ability to respond 

to international crises.  Finally, and also of importance, DART missions function as vital public 

relations vehicles for both the Canadian government and the CAF; recalling the words of Martin 

Shadwick, DART missions “strengthen the bonds” between Canadians and their military 

(Shadwick 2018, 82). In the next section I delve into public opinion research conducted on 

 
37 As an example, the current Reverse Osmosis Water Purification Units (ROWPU) are each individually housed in a 
20-foot shipping container, rendering them challenging to transport into (as well as around) some locations. This 
has been particularly problematic for the CAF during disaster relief missions (Parker 2021).  
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behalf of the DND/CAF to explore Canadian perceptions of the CAF and to ascertain whether 

DART missions do have a discernible impact on public perception of the military.   

 

Table 6: CAF DART Missions — Incremental Costs and Delivered Effects  

DART Mission Incremental 
Cost of 
mission 
(CAD) 

Litres of 
Water 

Produced 

# of 
Patients 
Treated 

Other Delivered Effects  

1998: Honduras 
Op CENTRAL 
 

Not publicly 
reported 

250,000  7,500  • Not publicly reported 

1999: Turkey 
Op TORRENT 

Not publicly 
reported  

2.5 
million  

5,000  • 200,000 litres of water 
distributed (in 1 litre bags)  

2004-2005: Sri 
Lanka 
Op STRUCTURE 

~$10 million 3.5 
million  

7,620  • 70,000 people transported 
across a local waterway 

2005: Pakistan 
Op PLATEAU 

~$9.6 
million 

3.8 
million  

12,000  • 500 tonnes of humanitarian aid 
distributed 

2010: Haiti 
Op HESTIA 

~$52.3 
million 

2.9 
million 

 

22,000  • Not publicly reported 

2013: Philippines 
Op 
RENAISSANCE 
13-1 

~$29 million 500,000  6,525  • 14 construction projects 
completed;  

• 131 kilometres of roads cleared; 

• 828 persons transported by helo; 

• 8 generators repaired 

• 300,000 pounds of food, shelter 
and building materials delivered 

2015: Nepal 
Op 
RENAISSANCE 
15-1 

~$3.75 
million 

N/A 700  • 75 water filtration units 
distributed; 

• 3000 cubic metres of rubble 
removed; 

• 355 radios distributed; 

• 750 maps distributed; 

• 3,400 people given access to 
safe drinking water 

(Source: Government of Canada 2018a) 
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4.4 The Canadian Public and their views of the CAF  
 

The CAF takes its public affairs (referred to internally within the CAF as PA) messaging very 

seriously, both at home in Canada and abroad. Within the CAF, it is PA personnel that are 

responsible for presenting the public face of the CAF to Canadians. This is achieved through 

both traditional media and contemporary social media channels. The tasks of PA personnel 

remain the same whether CAF personnel are employed at home or on operations abroad and 

are accomplished through a combination of internal outreach efforts (i.e., through CAF 

Instagram and CAF Twitter accounts) and liaison with external media representatives and 

journalists.  

CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, which was explored at length in the previous chapter, provides 

the opportunity for an inside look at how the CAF conducts its public affairs during disaster 

relief operations. As detailed in the Public Affairs Annex (Annex X) for CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, 

a typical DART operation will include between three and five CAF Public Affairs Officers and 

Imagery Technicians (Canadian Armed Forces 2017c, 2). The primary responsibility of the PA 

team on disaster relief operations is content creation through high quality images and key 

messages.  The rationale supporting this requirement for high quality imagery is clear: “the 

provision of high quality, captivating imagery is fundamental to successfully supporting Op 

RENAISSANCES’s strategic communication objectives, as well as the Government of Canada’s 

communications and messaging” (Canadian Armed Forces 2017d, 1).  

The PA Annex recommends the creation of images depicting CAF members providing 

emergency medical treatment or delivering drinking water to local personnel (both activities 
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would be characterized as direct assistance), images of “VVIPs38 engaging with a CAF member 

or touring CAF locations”, and “dramatic/scenic shots” that highlight the operational 

capabilities of the CAF (Canadian Armed Forces 2017d, 3). In addition to capturing compelling 

images of dramatic scenes, PA personnel are also expected to craft what are known as “Key 

Messages” for dissemination via internal social media and external media. The Appendix to the 

Public Affairs Annex suggests several key messages—each of which are ultimately aimed at 

promoting the efforts of both the CAF and the Government of Canada. Three examples of 

suitable key messages for PA personnel to promote include:   

Contingency Plan RENAISSANCE delivers a rapid Canadian Armed Forces response 
that is flexible enough to make an immediate positive impact at the scene of the 
disaster, and to continue helping people as the situation develops (Canadian Armed 
Forces 2017d, 1). 
 
Canadian Armed Forces personnel are highly trained and are ready, at short notice, 
to deploy quickly to conduct emergency relief operations anywhere in the world 
(Canadian Armed Forces 2017d, 2). 
 
The Government of Canada is committed to doing its part on the international stage 
and ensuring the safety and security of people in need (Canadian Armed Forces 
2017d, 2). 

 

 These messages clearly illustrate the geopolitical aspect of HADR operations. They also 

speak to an efficiency and rapidity of response that has not, to date, occurred during CAF HADR 

missions. Despite the political undertones and apparent embellishment, as I will demonstrate in 

the next section, the success of the CAF PA teams in promoting these key messages while on 

HADR operations is undeniable. As one example, following the deployment of the DART to Haiti 

 
38 VVIP is the Department of National Defence / Canadian Armed Forces acronym for “Very, Very, Important 
Persons”, defined as “members of the Royal family, the Governor General (GG), the Prime Minister (PM), former 
Prime Ministers, Ministers or foreign dignitaries” (Government of Canada 2020b). 
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in 2010, a survey commissioned by the CAF found that 94% of Canadian respondents were 

aware of the role that the CAF played in Haiti, and 92% were proud of this role (Ipsos Reid 

Corporation 2010, 3). 

4.4.1 Public Opinion Research: The Views of the CAF Tracking Study 

The Views of the CAF Tracking Study represents the distillation of public opinion research 

conducted for the Department of National Defence / Canadian Armed Forces at regular 

intervals by a contracted third-party. Since 2008, these surveys have been variously conducted 

by the Ipsos Reid Corporation, Phoenix Strategic Perspectives, and the Earnscliffe Strategy 

Group. The Tracking Study is typically conducted in two phases at one- or two-year intervals. 

Phase One is quantitative in nature and utilizes a telephone survey of between 1500 to 2000 

Canadian respondents aged 18 and above (in 2020 an online survey was also conducted). Phase 

Two is qualitative in nature and typically consists of approximately ten focus groups, each with 

between eight and ten participants aged 18 and above. Both the telephone surveys and the 

focus groups are constructed to ensure that adequate geographic representation occurs, and 

thus the results are deemed to represent the perspectives of all Canadians. The Tracking 

Studies from 2008 and onward are available through the Library and Archives Canada website 

and are readily obtainable for comparison purposes. An overview of the key results from the 

Views of the CAF Tracking Study in 2008 through to 2020 (in four-year increments) are 

presented in Figure 1: Views of the CAF Tracking Study Results. 
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Before exploring the results of the Tracking Studies39, however, it is important to point 

out that, in many instances, the percentage totals depicted in Figure 1 (and discussed herein) 

do not equal 100%. This is potentially attributable to the mixed methodology used in the survey 

(both qualitative focus groups and quantitative surveys were utilized). Unfortunately, neither 

the actual survey questions nor the discussion content which shaped the focus group 

conversations are provided in the formal reports produced by the third-party contractors. As a 

result, it is difficult to ascertain the precise questions asked to respondents and participants, 

whether a Likert scale was utilized for some questions, or whether some or all of the questions 

utilized a ranking scale allowing respondents to select more than one answer.  

 

Figure 1: Views of the CAF Tracking Study Results 

 

 
39 Although the Tracking Study is conducted regularly (historically this has meant either annually or biannually), in 
the interest of brevity, Figure 1 depicts selected study results in four-year intervals. 
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The CAF as a source of pride.  The Tracking Study results indicate that Canadian 

perspectives of the military have remained both positive and relatively consistent over time. 

Certainly, and as depicted in Figure 1, the CAF continues to be viewed as a source of national 

pride by the majority of Canadians surveyed. Although not depicted in Figure 1, which is limited 

to key results from the 2008 study through to 2020 in four-year increments, the highest result 

obtained to date for this parameter was obtained in 2010. At that time, 85% of survey 

respondents identified the CAF as a source of national pride (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2010, 1). 

This percentage has decreased in each Tracking Study since 2010 to a low of 62% in 2020, the 

lowest percentage to date (Earnscliffe Strategy Group 2020, 4).   

The favourable results obtained in the 2010 Tracking Study are perhaps not surprising, 

since that study was conducted during the CAF’s HADR mission in Haiti.  The 2010 Tracking 

Study results identify that 94% of respondents were aware of the role that the CAF played in 

Haiti and 92% were proud of this role (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2010, 3). Collectively, the 

Tracking Study results also indicate that the majority of Canadians hold a “positive impression” 

of those who serve within the CAF; this parameter has remained comparatively stable over 

time, ranging from a high of 87% in 2008 to a slightly lower 82% in 2020 (Ipsos Reid Corporation 

2008, 1; Earnscliffe Strategy Group 2020, 4).  

Combat operations versus non-combat operations.  Tracking Study results obtained 

since 2008 indicate that over the years Canadian opinions have been divided on whether the 

CAF should participate in international operations that have a combat role versus those that do 

not.  As illustrated in Figure 1, in 2008 and 2012, slightly more Canadians surveyed favoured 
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CAF participation in operations that could have a combat role over operations that involved 

non-combat activities such as observation duties or monitoring ceasefires (Ipsos Reid 

Corporation 2008, 3; Ipsos Reid Corporation 2010, 3). These findings in favour of combat roles 

could potentially be attributed to the ongoing CAF participation in the NATO mission in 

Afghanistan during that period.  

By the 2016 Study, however, an overwhelming majority of survey respondents identified 

that they favoured CAF involvement in “non-combat operations” including disaster relief and 

humanitarian aid (85% of respondents) and peace support operations (80% of respondents) 

over operations potentially involving combat (56% of respondents) (Phoenix Strategic 

Perspectives Inc. 2016, 4-5). This shift in preference could be explained by the fact that in 2014, 

the focus of the Afghanistan mission shifted to that of a training mission. This shift in 

operational focus—the end of combat operations—coupled with the subsequent relentless 

media attention on the number of CAF members that lost their lives in Afghanistan, could have 

impacted the perspectives of Canadians regarding CAF participation in combat operations. In 

addition, although not specifically mentioned in the 2016 Study, it was in 2015 that the CAF 

deployed the DART to Nepal in response to the earthquake in that country. Consequently, for 

many of the Canadians that participated in the 2016 Study, there may have been some level of 

awareness of the 2015 CAF response to Nepal’s earthquake.  

Similarly, in the 2018 study (the results of which are not illustrated in Figure 1), the 

majority of participants felt that the CAF should predominantly fill a non-combat role, with the 

overwhelming majority (90%) once again favouring CAF participation in humanitarian or 

disaster relief missions over combat operations (Phoenix Strategic Perspectives Inc. 2016, 4).  
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Rationale supporting preference for non-combat operations . The Tracking Study 

focus groups offer insight into why Canadian citizens favour involvement in non-combat 

operations for their military. The 2008 Tracking Study focus group revealed that “the image of 

Canada as a peacekeeper remains engrained in the national psyche” (Ipsos Reid Corporation 

2008, 9). The perspective of participants in the 2008 focus group was that the role of the 

military on the international stage was as “peacekeepers who represent the values of a peace-

loving nation” (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2008, 9). Importantly, albeit perhaps cynically, the 2008 

participants suggested that the ability of the CAF to deploy rapidly to provide vital aid and 

assistance, coupled with the short-term commitment required, rendered disaster relief 

missions a “quick win” for Canada internationally (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2008, 4).   

Although not depicted in Figure 1, during the 2009 focus group discussions, several 

participants brought up Canada’s “tradition” of peacekeeping, as well as their perception of and 

pride in Canada’s identity as a “peacekeeping country” (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2009, 2). 

Similarly, the 2010 focus groups reaffirmed this perspective. When asked to describe the role of 

the CAF internationally, participants articulated their belief that the CAF role was “that of the 

good citizen of the international community … the friendly, helpful provider of humanitarian 

assistance or peacekeeping services” (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2010, 3).  The focus group findings 

suggest—as one participant expressed—that Canadians perceive their military as one of 

“helpful humanitarians who carry shovels” and save lives, and not soldiers who carry weapons 

and wage war (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2009, 8).  

These focus group findings speak to how profoundly engrained the image of Canada as a 

peacekeeper and humanitarian is within Canadian society. At the time of the 2008, 2009, and 
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2010 focus groups, the CAF had been actively fighting in Afghanistan for several years and had 

not recently participated in a large-scale international UN peace operation. Admittedly, during 

this three-year period, the CAF did conduct their 2010 disaster relief mission to Haiti, but the 

previous CAF disaster relief mission to Pakistan occurred several years earlier in 2005.  

Interestingly, during this three-year period from 2008 through to 2010, a period comprised 

almost exclusively of combat operations, Canadians still erroneously perceived the CAF as a 

military force conducting predominantly peacekeeping and humanitarian operations.   

Later Tracking Studies identify similar findings, although with slightly less emphasis on 

Canada’s identity as a peacekeeping nation. In 2016 for example, focus group participants 

expressed a preference for non-combat operations and broadly agreed that “disaster relief, 

peacekeeping, and humanitarian aid are areas in which the CAF excels” (Phoenix Strategic 

Perspectives 2016, 4). Potentially influencing this belief were the three HADR operations that 

the CAF conducted during the period from 2013 through to 2015 (respectively, the DART 

response in both the Philippines and Nepal, and the UK-led Ebola virus response in Sierra 

Leone). Concurrently, since the Afghanistan mission transitioned to a training mission in 2014, 

the CAF was no longer participating in any active combat operations. As a result, by 2016 public 

knowledge of the CAF role would be largely based upon the preceding years’ HADR operations.  

Despite the lack of CAF humanitarian or disaster relief missions since 2015, the results of 

the 2018 and 2020 focus groups continue to identify the preference among Canadians for the 

CAF to fill a predominantly peacekeeping and humanitarian role internationally (Earnscliffe 

Strategy Group 2018, 4; Earnscliffe Strategy Group 2020, 5). In both 2018 and 2020, fulfilling a 

combat role and training other militaries were explicitly identified as the activities that focus 
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group participants were “least certain” that the CAF should be involved in (Earnscliffe Strategy 

Group 2018, 4; Earnscliffe Strategy Group 2020, 5).   

A domestic versus an international focus.  The final columns in Figure 1 depict survey 

respondents’ and focus group participants’ preferences for the CAF to focus their efforts either 

primarily domestically or internationally. This is important since it is the Government of Canada 

that both determines and shapes CAF operations, whether domestically or abroad. Accordingly, 

if the preference of a large majority of the Canadian public is for the CAF to predominantly 

focus their efforts domestically, then there is greater potential for the government of the day to 

increase the CAF operational presence domestically. This can be observed through greater CAF 

participation in domestic operations such as responding to Canadian natural disasters or crises, 

for example the wildland fires in British Columbia, or the provision of medical support to 

Canada’s long-term care homes during the COVID-19 pandemic. As shown in Figure 1, although 

the preferences of Canadians have fluctuated each year, the clear preference in 2020 was for 

the CAF to have a greater domestic focus (46%) versus an international focus (33%). What this 

means for CAF HADR operations moving forward remains to be seen. 

A cautionary note. What is perhaps most surprising about the focus group results is the 

combination of these deeply held beliefs of the CAF role as a peacekeeping or humanitarian 

force, coupled with the general lack of public knowledge concerning exactly what the CAF does 

and where it operates. In several of the focus groups, for example, participants were unable to 

identify where the CAF was currently conducting operations. Notably, this lack of knowledge 

extended to a lack of understanding surrounding the nomenclature used to describe CAF 

operations (for example, peacekeeping versus peacebuilding).  This becomes problematic when 
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survey respondents and focus group participants express a preference for a certain type of 

operation (e.g., peacekeeping), without the requisite awareness of what such operations may 

entail.  The 2008 Tracking Study report explicitly noted this knowledge deficit, stating “the 

public neither understands nor uses the vocabulary commonly used to describe international 

operations” (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2008, 9). As a result, while the results of the Tracking 

Studies from 2008 through to 2020 consistently identified Canadians’ preference for peace 

support operations, and in particular peacekeeping, there appears to be a consistent lack of 

public awareness that such operations can—and often do—involve combat.   

Conclusion.  The results of the Views of the CAF Tracking Studies clearly demonstrate 

that Canadians prefer that their military conducts predominantly peacekeeping (in this context 

peacekeeping denotes ‘non-combat’ missions) and humanitarian missions, with the greatest 

preference for disaster relief missions. Interestingly, and supporting the viewpoint that HADR is 

utilized as a geopolitical instrument, Canadians singled out disaster relief missions in particular 

as a “quick win” for Canada on the international stage (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2008, 4). 

Moreover, these Studies show that the Canadian ideal of members of the CAF is that of helpful 

humanitarians carrying shovels and delivering aid, and not that of battle-weary combat soldiers 

bearing weapons (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2009, 8). These perceptions and ideals, so clearly 

articulated in the focus groups, coupled with the findings detailed in the 2017 Report of the 

Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence (discussed in Chapter 2, section 

2.4.1) which highlighted the “insufficient funding” for Canada’s defence and the resultant CAF 

capacity gaps this created (Lang and Jaffer 2017, 3), offer insights into why CAF participation in 
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international peace operations has declined in the last several decades, while at the same time, 

CAF participation in HADR operations has increased.   

4.5 Conclusion 
 

This chapter began by exploring potential geopolitical motivators for military participation in 

HADR operations. These potential motivators included an increase in soft power, the 

strengthening of diplomatic relations between nations (e.g., between the sending nation and 

the host nation), as well as enhancing sending nation political support domestically.  

Subsequently, the ties between both the UN and Canada with the countries where the CAF 

DART has deployed were examined. In each case, there is a demonstrable and long history of 

UN support and involvement with the disaster-affected nation. Similarly, Canada enjoys robust 

diplomatic relationships —and in many instances, profitable bilateral trading relations—with 

each of these nations, suggesting that there is accuracy in the (numerous) claims that HADR is 

utilized as a geopolitical instrument. As a result, it could be inferred that strengthening 

diplomatic relations was a key motivator behind several of the previous CAF HADR operations 

reviewed here. In concert with the strengthening of diplomatic ties, in Honduras, Canadian 

mining corporations accrued significant benefits following the HADR operation in that country.  

 Next, the four most recent CAF HADR missions were reviewed. I began with a synopsis of 

the disaster itself, followed by outlining the CAF response. In each mission it was clear that, 

despite what is articulated in the Oslo Guidelines, the CAF provided direct assistance to the 

disaster-affected population. As was covered in the previous chapter, the provision of direct 

assistance by military forces is counter to the principles of military disaster relief articulated 

within Oslo Guidelines which explicitly note that, to the extent possible, military forces should 
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only provide indirect assistance or infrastructure support in order to maintain the functional 

role division between military members and humanitarian actors.  

A key metric in assessing military disaster response is how long it takes for military forces 

to arrive ‘on the ground’. I demonstrated that in many cases, and primarily due to geographical 

factors, the CAF was unable to respond in a sufficiently rapid fashion. When the deployment of 

military forces and their required equipment takes so long that the civilian critical infrastructure 

has largely been restored, as was the case in the Philippines, I contend that it is simply too long. 

The mission is then no longer one of disaster relief, but rather, disaster recovery. Disaster 

recovery is necessary and paves the way for longer-term development efforts, however, as 

articulated in the Oslo Guidelines, the role of military forces in HADR is to fill a capability gap 

until adequate civilian assets are in location and functioning. Accordingly, in the context of 

HADR, disaster ‘recovery’ is not a military role. 

Finally, Canadian perceptions surrounding the CAF were explored by retrospectively 

examining public opinion research conducted between 2008 and 2020. Based upon the survey 

results examined, it is evident that the CAF not only enjoys the support of Canadians, but that 

the Canadian public wholeheartedly embraces CAF participation in international disaster relief 

operations. Unfortunately, it is also apparent that Canadians do not know a great deal about 

their military specifically or military operations in general. By extension, most Canadians are 

also not fluent in accountability or empowerment theory. Additionally, they are unlikely to be 

even peripherally aware of the World Humanitarian Summit and the resultant “Grand Bargain” 

and Localization Agenda. As a result, Canadian perceptions surrounding the CAF’s role in HADR 

are premised upon the traditional narrow view of humanitarian action—that which focuses 
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almost exclusively on relieving suffering—which does not reflect the contemporary state of 

humanitarianism. Therefore, this suggests that the CAF (and by extension, the Government of 

Canada) accrues domestic public relations (PR) benefits solely through participation in 

international HADR operations, regardless of whether considerations surrounding localization, 

social accountability and developing empowerment are incorporated into these operations.  

That the CAF’s HADR participation provides PR benefit to not only the CAF, but to the 

Government of Canada writ large, raises an important question. Does the Canadian public care 

only about the fact that the CAF conducts HADR operations—filling the national conscience 

with images of helpful humanitarians carrying shovels—and if that is the case, are Canadians 

unconcerned about host nation outcomes?  Conversely, if Canadians are concerned with host 

nation outcomes (i.e., simply conducting these missions is not all that matters), would the 

current positive perceptions regarding the CAF’s humanitarian role be negatively impacted if it 

were public knowledge that the CAF HADR model does not align with the expectations of 

contemporary humanitarian action? If it turns out that Canadians do, in fact, want an HADR 

model that aligns with current humanitarianism and all that entails, then the current CAF HADR 

model poses not only an ethical risk, but also a potential political risk to the Government of 

Canada. 

In the next chapter, I explore the role that accountability plays in the military. This is an 

appropriate point for this transition, since accountability, and in particular, how it is conceived 

and operationalized, lies at the core of many of the issues raised in this chapter and Chapters 2 

and 3.  
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Chapter 5:  Accountability Norms and Expectations 

 

5.1  Introduction  
 

In this chapter, I explore the concept of accountability. I begin at the macro level, examining 

accountability typologies before moving to a broader exploration of accountability in the 

military, and ultimately, accountability in the provision of foreign aid. My position throughout is 

that accountability in organizations, and in the provision of aid, is both necessary and desirable. 

As Leif Wenar notes, an accountable agent (or organization) can demonstrate that they have 

achieved the tasks or activities that they are required to—or have been requested to—

complete (Wenar 2006, 5). Wenar posits that there are several benefits to accountability. 

Firstly, accountability gives “incentives to agents” to complete their tasks or duties in a manner 

that will withhold scrutiny (Wenar 2006, 7). As a result, the agent may put greater care, effort, 

and attention into completing the task. Secondly, and related to the first, Wenar notes that 

accountability provides “assurance to principals” that the duties and tasks that they have 

assigned to the agent will be completed appropriately (2006, 8).  Thirdly, and as Wenar 

explains, an accountable agent is “open to scrutiny” which means that others either within or 

external to their organization can both learn and benefit from their good practices (2007, 8).  

Accordingly, accountability can generate trust and facilitate cooperation, it can engender 

or expand knowledge and promote effective learning, and lastly, it can increase transparency.  

Despite these clear benefits of accountability, it remains an often employed yet poorly 

understood concept, suggesting different things to different people. This lack of coherence 
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adds complexities to the discussion of what accountability is and what being accountable looks 

like.  

Drawing on the research of Mark Bovens, Leif Wenar, Carmen Malena, and others, in the 

first section of this chapter I introduce the conceptual landscape of accountability, describing 

three accountability constructs or typologies: accountability as a virtue, accountability as a 

mechanism, and social accountability. The aim in this first section is to consider the depth and 

the nuances inherent to these constructs of accountability, as well as the methods that these 

typologies use in their considerations of whether accountability has occurred. More broadly, in 

this section, I hope to arrive upon a coherent response and deeper understanding to the 

difficult question of what accountability is.  

Next, in section 5.3, I examine the accountability construct in the CAF. I begin with a 

discussion on the accountability typologies in use within the Defence Team, before moving to 

consider solely the CAF perspective on accountability. This distinction is important, as 

dependent upon whether the joint military and civilian perspective is under consideration (as 

with the Defence Team), or whether the purely military CAF perspective is considered, there 

are nuances and subtleties in the meaning and the application of accountability. Having now 

fully examined the norms and expectations surrounding military accountability, in section 5.4, I 

shift to the norms and expectations surrounding accountability in humanitarianism and the 

delivery of humanitarian assistance, whether practiced by military or civilian responders.   

My aim in this chapter is threefold: First, to highlight the conceptual challenges present in 

any discussion on accountability, and thereby to demonstrate the necessity for a common 

understanding of accountability. Second, to demonstrate that while the military has robust 
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accountability norms and expectations, these are predominantly internal norms and 

expectations, and as result, they rarely extend externally to the recipients of military aid. And 

finally, to highlight the contrast between the largely internal-facing accountability construct 

within the military and the typically external-facing accountability construct predominantly 

employed within the civilian humanitarian sphere.  

5.2  What is accountability?  
 

Accountability, it is often said, is answerability (Dubnick 2003, 411). Certainly, there is truth to 

this; a core quality of common conceptions of accountability is the requirement for an agent to 

be accountable—and thus, answerable—to a principal. This is a rather thin conception of 

accountability, however. My position, and the position of accountability experts, is that there is 

much more to accountability than merely answerability.  Mark Bovens describes accountability 

as an “elusive concept”, contending that not only is accountability context dependent, but that 

it means different things to different people (Bovens 2006, 5). As a result, depending upon the 

individual and the situation, accountability can variously evoke images of responsibility, 

responsiveness, transparency, effectiveness, and trustworthiness (Bovens 2006, 5). Bovens 

asserts that it is this ability to evoke such a range of sentiments that make accountability not 

only an elusive concept, but also a “golden concept” (2006, 5). This chameleon-like ability has 

also rendered accountability a trendy buzzword; in essence a concept, which although poorly 

understood, is critical to conveying the trustworthiness of an agent or organization. 

5.2.1  Accountability Typologies 

Mark Bovens notes that the challenge in clearly defining accountability is not limited to 

organizations, acknowledging that even within the academic community the accountability 
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literature is “rather disconnected” (Bovens 2010, 946). Bovens contends that one result of this 

disconnect is that many academics ultimately develop their own definition (2010, 946), which 

serves to further compound the lack of conceptual clarity. Jonathan Koppell concurs with 

Bovens’ assessment, asserting that while there is broad agreement that accountability is 

desirable, there is a lack of agreement on what accountability means (Koppell 2005, 94).  For 

Koppell, the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding accountability has become so extreme that 

he has labelled it “Multiple Accountabilities Disorder”, positing that the current disagreements 

and conflicting expectations surrounding accountability risk “undermining organizational 

effectiveness” altogether (2005, 94).  

Aligning with Bovens and Koppell, Richard Mulgan asserts that the scope and meaning of 

accountability has morphed significantly from merely “being called to account for one’s 

actions” (Mulgan 2000, 555). He argues that the term has reached new levels of expansion and 

is now used to convey “all manner of analytical and rhetorical tasks” (2000, 555). Mulgan 

contends that because of this thematic enlargement, the meaning of accountability is no longer 

clear, and constant clarification and categorization is now required (2000, 555).  

Accountability it is clear, is not a straightforward concept. Mark Bovens has extensively 

studied the literature on accountability and determined that while a single conceptual 

framework for accountability is lacking, there are two dominant positions within academia: the 

school of thought that views “accountability as a virtue”, and that which views “accountability 

as a mechanism” (Bovens 2010, 947-948). While accountability as a virtue is considered the 

dominant concept of accountability in the American academic literature, Bovens notes that 

accountability as a mechanism is common in the British, Canadian, and European literature 
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(2010, 948). In contrast, Carmen Malena and colleagues’ concept of “social accountability” 

focuses instead upon the relational and power aspects of accountability, and more specifically, 

the necessity for civic engagement in accountability. Each one of these three accountability 

typologies will be explored in the next section.  

5.2.2  Accountability as a Virtue 

Bovens contends that the perspective of accountability as a virtue predominates the American 

academic sphere (2010, 947). Under this virtue construct, “being accountable” is viewed as not 

only a positive quality, but also as a necessary attribute for public and political agents as well as 

organizations (Bovens 2010, 947).  To Bovens, accountability in the American sphere has 

become both an “ideograph, and a rhetorical tool to convey good governance” (2010, 949). 

Bovens expands upon this statement by noting that the synonyms for the framing of 

accountability as a virtue can include “clarity, transparency, and responsibility”, and even more 

broadly, “deliberation and participation” (2010, 949). In this thick concept of accountability, 

accountability is conceived of as a normative concept and a desirable and necessary attribute.  

Because of the positive qualities associated with accountability as a virtue, while 

individuals themselves may wish to be accountable, arguably, it is equally—if not more—

desirable for an individual to be perceived by others as being accountable. When viewed 

through this lens, parallels can be drawn between the desire to be perceived as accountable for 

the instrumental benefits that it affords and the millennia-old philosophical dialogue featured 

in Plato’s Republic (Book II) between Socrates, Glaucon and Adeimantus. In their discussion, 

Glaucon and Adeimantus argue that it is better to appear just than to be just, challenging 
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Socrates to demonstrate that justice (morality) is more than merely an instrumental good or 

currency, of value merely for the rewards it brings to the bestower (Plato 1967). 

A critical challenge associated with viewing accountability through this normative lens, 

however, is that there remains no single standard for what accountability looks like. As Bovens 

argues, “accountability as a virtue is an essentially contested and contestable concept” (2010, 

949). The association of concepts such as transparency and responsibility with accountability is 

also problematic in the sense that, as with accountability, there is no single established 

standard (or even perspective) for what each looks like. Accordingly, in the absence of either 

accepted standards or common definitions, it is difficult for an agent or an organization to 

demonstrate accountability as a virtue.  

5.2.3  Accountability as a Mechanism 

In this much thinner conception of accountability, accountability is viewed as an obligation to 

explain and to justify the actions of an agent (Bovens 2010, 951). Bovens describes this form of 

accountability as follows:  

A relationship between an actor and a forum, in which the actor has an obligation to 
explain and to justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose questions and pass 
judgement, and the actor may face consequences (2010, 951).  

 

 For accountability as a mechanism to function as intended, Bovens explains that there are 

three critical elements that must be in place (2010, 951). First, there must be an obligation on 

the part of the accountable agent to inform the forum of his or her activities. Second, the forum 

must possess sufficient power to question and to receive answers from the accountable agent 

with respect to their activities. Finally, the forum must possess the ability to pass judgement on 

the agent (Bovens 2010, 952). In this context, and as described by Bovens, the actor may be an 
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official or an organization; the forum may be an individual or an institution; and the 

consequences could include sanctions in the form of fines or disciplinary measures (2010, 951). 

What is key under this accountability construct, and what differentiates it from 

accountability as a virtue, is that the agent can be held to account for their conduct. In effect, 

under the accountability as a mechanism construct, the focus is not on whether an agent has 

acted accountably, but rather, on whether they can be held to account (Bovens 2010, 948).  

 Carmen Malena et al. concur with the construct of accountability as a mechanism, with 

one subtle difference. Specifically, they explicitly note the dimension of power inherent to 

accountability. They define accountability as “the obligation of power-holders to account for or 

take responsibility for their actions” (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004, 2). They explain that the 

term “power-holders” refers to those who hold political, professional, financial, or other forms 

of power in areas and organizations as diverse as government, civil society organizations, and 

private industry (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004, 2). It is their contention that in a democratic 

society, “citizens have a right to demand accountability and public actors have an obligation to 

account” (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004, 2).   

Accountability is thus inherently a relational construct since social relations are required 

for accountability to function. Leif Wenar, aligning himself with the “accountability as a 

mechanism” school of thought, argues that conceptually, accountability requires that an agent 

be accountable to either a person or an agency (Wenar 2006, 6). Moreover, he contends that 

accountability has a clear direction as “it points to those whom one must give account” (2006, 

6). Whether those accountability relationships flow vertically, such as in an employer/employee 

relationship, or horizontally, as can be the case with stakeholder and partner relationships, 
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there are relationships involved in any accountability construct. Inevitably, these relationships 

have a power dimension to them. Writing about accountability in international aid, Wenar 

acknowledges that it is difficult to imagine local nationals possessing enough power to sanction 

international organizations tasked with the provision of relief or development aid (2006, 11). In 

a similar vein, one can imagine that underprivileged individuals would face difficulties holding 

powerful or wealthy individuals in their own country to account. And, as Wenar argues, if these 

same poor individuals could enforce accountability mechanisms on their affluent compatriots, it 

is unlikely that the rich and powerful would accept these conditions (2006, 10).  

5.2.4  Social Accountability 

Carmen Malena and colleagues anticipate the challenges that Wenar describes and propose a 

new accountability construct, a construct that they term “social accountability” (Malena, 

Forster, and Singh 2004, 3). The overarching aim of social accountability is “to strengthen the 

voice and capacity of citizens (especially poor citizens) to directly demand greater 

accountability and responsiveness from public officials and service providers” (Malena, Forster, 

and Singh 2004, 1). A key distinguishing feature between social accountability and conventional 

accountability is that under the social accountability construct, it is those without power that 

are holding those with power to account. Thus, when effective social accountability practices 

are in place, ordinary citizens can realize the opportunity to hold their governments to account. 

Importantly, and as will be examined in Chapter 7, social accountability practices and the 

development of empowerment are closely linked.  

As Malena et al. explain, approaches to social accountability rely upon civic engagement 

(2004, 3). Social accountability requires “ordinary citizens” and communities, as well as civil 
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society organizations and potentially independent media, working together and taking action to 

hold public officials accountable (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004, 3). These actions involve 

more than merely voting during a democratic election (a standard method of holding a 

government to account). While early forms of social accountability practices were limited to 

traditional actions such as demonstrations, protests and occasionally public lawsuits, social 

accountability today relies upon evidence, not emotion, and typically involves direct interaction 

between citizens and government officials (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004, 3). Malena and 

colleagues identify several instruments and methods designed to achieve social accountability 

including “participatory public policy-making, participatory budgeting, public expenditure 

tracking, citizen advisory boards, and citizen monitoring and evaluation of public service 

delivery” (2004, 3-4).  

Research in support of social accountability practices has demonstrated that social 

accountability practices can “improve governance, increase development effectiveness, and 

empowerment” (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004. 4). It is, therefore, perhaps not surprising 

that the social accountability movement has found footing among the international financial 

institutions (such as the World Bank) as well as in the development and aid sphere, not as a 

replacement for conventional accountability mechanisms, such as democratic elections, but as 

an adjunct to these existing accountability mechanisms.  

Accordingly, in this section I have demonstrated that accountability, while superficially a 

simple concept suggesting mere answerability, is in fact a complex and chameleon-like concept 

with myriad meanings and connotations depending upon both the audience, the actors, and 

the context. I have also demonstrated, that among the accountability constructs discussed in 
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this section, it is only the social accountability construct that, through reshaping the balance of 

power, envisions those without power having the ability to hold those with power to account.  

In the next section of this chapter, I examine the accountability norms and expectations 

within the Defence Team and the CAF. I will argue that, broadly speaking, within both the 

Defence Team and the CAF, accountability as a virtue and accountability as a mechanism have 

primacy, while social accountability is rarely either expected or practiced.  

5.3  Accountability Expectations in the Canadian Armed Forces  
 

Before considering the official expectations for accountability in the military, and specifically, 

how accountability is expressed in official norms and codes, it is beneficial to first examine 

accountability in the greater Defence Team. The concept of the “Defence Team” was originally 

introduced in 1994 to create a sense of esprit de corps among the uniformed members of the 

Canadian Armed Forces and the civilian members of the Department of National Defence (DND) 

(National Defence, n.d., 15). Today, military members and civilian public servants work together 

more closely than ever, and it is not unusual to have entire offices staffed by military and 

civilians, working side-by-side and, in many cases, supervising one another (Goldenberg, 

Febbraro, and Dean 2015, 1).  

In this section, I first examine accountability through the lens of the Defence Team before 

focusing my attention on the CAF. As I will demonstrate, there are nuances in the construct of 

accountability within the greater Defence Team and the accountability construct employed by 

the CAF. I will argue that while the Defence Team views accountability predominantly through 

the lens of both integrity and stewardship, the CAF views accountability almost exclusively 

through the lens of responsibility. Thus, as I will argue, while neither group perceives 



  
 

158 
 

accountability as purely a virtue or a mechanism, what is clear in both groups is that those 

without power do not hold those with power to account, and thus, neither perspective 

supports social accountability.  

5.3.1  Accountability as Integrity and Stewardship  

The Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) (a military officer) and the Deputy Minister (DM) (a civilian) 

co-lead the Defence Team, a joint leadership model that Daniel Gosselin refers to as the CDS-

DM diarchy (Gosselin 2020, 6). As the principal advisors to the Minister of National Defence, the 

CDS and the DM are, in broad terms, responsible for the day-to-day oversight of the CAF and 

the DND respectively (Government of Canada 2017c).  More precisely, the CDS is responsible 

for the provision of “military advice”, while the DM is responsible for providing “defence 

advice” (Gosselin 2020, 6). Perhaps not surprisingly, given the potential ambiguities 

surrounding the separation of military advice and defence advice, ambiguities that Daniel 

Gosselin has referred to as “blurred boundaries”, the accountabilities and responsibilities of 

these two roles are challenging to define (Gosselin 2020, 6). Adding to this challenge of blurred 

boundaries is the fact that neither of these two advisory roles have been codified in statute; as 

a result, they are subject to change—and indeed, have changed—dependent upon the 

government of the day (Gosselin 2020, 6).  

In their roles as Principal Advisors to the Minister of National Defence (an elected 

member of Parliament), the leaders of the Defence Team can be understood to be ultimately 

responsible to the Prime Minister of Canada. Since Canada is a parliamentary democracy, the 

Prime Minister and his ministers are elected by Canadians, and thus, are accountable to 

Canadians. In this respect, one can consider that not only are members of the CAF accountable 
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to their superior leaders, but they are also accountable, broadly speaking, through the chain of 

command to all Canadians.  

This close and interconnected relationship between civilian DND employees, military CAF 

members, and Canadian citizens is perhaps best reflected in the Department of National 

Defence and Canadian Forces Code of Values and Ethics (The Code). The Code is the guiding 

framework of the Defence Ethics Programme, which is the department-wide values-based 

ethics program. The Code came into effect in its current form in June 2012 and outlines the 

principles, values and expected behaviours for all members of the Defence Team—both military 

and civilian (Government of Canada 2021g). The three ethical principles expressed within The 

Code are described as “consistent with our most fundamental democratic ideals”, and together 

with their accompanying expected behaviours, form the heart of The Code (Government of 

Canada 2021g). The three ethical principles, in hierarchical order, are as follows:  

1) Respect the dignity of all persons  
2) Serve Canada before self  
3) Obey and support lawful authority  
(Government of Canada 2021g) 

 

Each of the three principles is accompanied by an explanatory statement as well as 

associated expected behaviours, which if followed, ensure that the aim of the principle is 

achieved. For example, the explanatory statement for Principle 1—Respect the dignity of all 

persons—states that “[A]t all times and in all places, DND employees and CAF members shall 

respect human dignity and the value of every person” (Government of Canada 2021g). This is 

achieved through adherence to the principle’s associated expected behaviours, among them 

“treating every person with respect and fairness, valuing diversity, and helping to create and 

maintain a safe and healthy workplace” (Government of Canada 2021g).  
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In addition to these three core principles and expected behaviours, Defence Team 

members are also expected to conduct themselves according to the Defence Team values of 

Integrity, Loyalty, Courage, Excellence, and Stewardship (Government of Canada 2021g). These 

values are non-hierarchical, and as with the principles, also have associated expected 

behaviours. Defence Team members are advised that if a conflict arises in the application of the 

values, the member should refer to the hierarchical principles for guidance in selecting the 

appropriate course of action (Government of Canada 2021g). Each of the five values relates, at 

least peripherally, to internal accountability to members of the Defence Team, and in some 

instances, externally to Canadians. I suggest that this is particularly the case with the values of 

Integrity and Stewardship, neither of which, as I will demonstrate, view accountability through 

the same lens.  

The Code’s Integrity value requires that Defence Team members:  

Act at all times with integrity and in a manner that will bear the closest public 
scrutiny … act in such a way as to maintain DND’s and the CAF’s trust, as well as that 
of peers, supervisors and subordinates …  and communicate and act with honesty 
(Government of Canada 2021g, n.p.).  

 

Thus, Defence Team members are expected to conduct themselves with honesty and in a 

manner that will preserve trust both within the institution and externally. This type of 

accountability falls firmly into the “accountability as a virtue” construct of accountability; 

importantly, there is no consensus or clear standard for behaviour that ‘will bear the closest 

public scrutiny’, and thus it will mean different things to different people dependent upon both 

context and an individual’s role in the organization.  
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The Code’s Stewardship value requires that Defence Team members: 

Effectively and efficiently utilize public money and resources … consider present and 
long-term effects of their actions on people and the environment … and ensure 
resources are in place to meet future challenges (Government of Canada 2021g).  

 

This value calls upon members to look after public monies and resources efficiently and 

effectively, which arguably entails being accountable to the public. Thus, while within this 

passage there is nothing that explicitly calls for a member of the Defence Team member to be 

accountable to anyone, it is inferred vis a vis the fact that this passage calls upon members of 

the Defence Team to be good agents looking after the resources and well-being of the public. 

This aligns with “accountability as a mechanism” and in particular, the principal-agent 

relationship, wherein (1) A good agent looks after the interests of the principal; and (2) A good 

agent is accountable to the principal, able and willing to show that those interests have been 

looked after as well as could be. Here, the Defence Team member is an agent for the public as 

principal, and thus is accountable to the public. In this case, however, this is a “passive form” of 

the principle-agent relationship since the Defence Team member, if held accountable at all, will 

be held accountable after the fact (Bovens 2010, 951).   

As previously identified, these principles and values, and their respective associated 

expected behaviours, are equally applicable to both military and civilian members of the 

Defence Team. A critique of The Code, however, is that it does have an overtly civilian flavour, 

rendering it challenging to apply to operational military settings (Woodgate 2004, 58). The Code 

is not specifically designed to aid in operational military decision making, as its target audience 

of all members of the Defence Team precludes that. It is perhaps for this reason that many 
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military members identify more closely with the military-specific values expressed in Duty with 

Honour. These military-specific values will be covered in the next section.  

5.3.2  Accountability as Responsibility 

Moving now from the greater Defence Team to the military men and women of the Canadian 

Armed Forces exclusively, I consider accountability in the CAF—thus, accountability solely for 

members of the military. Here, I begin at the macro level by highlighting the military-specific 

values as articulated in Duty with Honour. Next, I examine accountability through a pan-CAF 

regulatory lens, subsequently, I move down to the micro level and examine the CAF 

expectations for individual accountability. Mark Bovens’ description of accountability as an 

“elusive concept” is accurate when attempting to characterize accountability in the CAF. For the 

typical CAF member, however, I suggest that the term “accountability” evokes images of both 

responsibility (to whom and for what am I responsible?) and effectiveness (to what level am I 

expected to perform my duties?). Thus, as I will argue, accountability expectations within the 

CAF align predominantly with the “accountability as a mechanism” construct of accountability. 

A review of the CAF regulations concerning duties and responsibilities suggests that this 

supposition is reasonable; certainly, members of the military that do not effectively carry out 

their responsibilities may be subjected to sanctions.  

First, however, before beginning this discussion on accountability in the CAF, it is 

important to emphasize the effects of the military culture on the practice of accountability in 

the CAF. Recall from Chapter 1 that the military is a hierarchical organization which relies upon 

the chain of command—the internal military leadership system—to function efficiently. Within 

this leadership system, rank and position are of vital importance. Thus, for members of the 
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military, accountability is, by default, superimposed within the restrictions of the chain of 

command. Vanessa Brown and Alan Okros describe the military culture as a “tight culture”, 

identifying the presence of several characteristics common to a tight culture, including 

homogeneity and a strong identity, explicit social norms and standards of behaviour, as well as 

an “emphasis on the subordination of one’s own interests to the overall good of the group” 

(Brown and Okros 2019, 48). Not surprisingly, in tight cultures there are limits on the expression 

of dissenting viewpoints (Brown and Okros 2019, 48). Douglas Lindsay and colleagues express a 

similar position, suggesting that in the military environment, where rank and position are 

extremely important, it would be highly unlikely—for both practical and disciplinary reasons—

for a junior member to attempt to override a senior member’s authority (Lindsay, Day and 

Halpin 2011, 532). As a result, and because accountability mechanisms in the military are 

inherently expected to both respect the chain of command and remain within it, there is little 

motivation among military members to either support or practice social accountability, unless 

explicitly ordered to do so. 

Duty with Honour.  Duty with Honour is a military publication first published in 2003 by 

the Canadian Defence Academy and still in press today. As identified in Duty with Honour: 

The military ethos comprises values, beliefs and expectations that reflect core 
Canadian values, the imperatives of military professionalism and the requirements 
of operations. It [the military ethos] acts as the centre of gravity for the military 
profession and establishes an ethical framework for the professional conduct of 
military operations. (Canadian Defence Academy 2009, 25).  
 

At the centre of the military ethos are the four core Canadian military values of Duty, 

Loyalty, Integrity, and Courage. These core values are viewed as “essential for conducting the 

full range of military operations, up to and including warfighting” (Canadian Defence Academy 
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(CDA) 2009, 32-33). The first value, Duty, is at the heart of the military ethos and requires that 

military leaders act in accordance with the precept of “Mission, own troops, self” (CDA 2009, 

32). Here, I note that all three (mission, troops, self) are internal to the CAF. The Duty value, 

which emphasizes the importance of professional excellence, is foundational to the military 

culture.  

Loyalty is also critical in the military context, particularly given the hierarchical leadership 

model employed by the military. The Loyalty value demands allegiance both to Canada and to 

fellow military members. An obligation under this value is that “all CAF members support the 

intentions of superiors and readily obey lawful orders and directions” (CDA 2009, 32). Through 

its emphasis on the subordination of one’s own interests to those of the group, the 

requirement to not only obey, but to support one’s superiors substantiates Brown and Okros’s 

argument of the tight culture inherent to the military (Brown and Okros 2019, 48).  

The value of Integrity, while not specifically about accountability, is the only one of the 

four values which explicitly mentions accountability. As articulated in Duty with Honour, “[T]o 

have integrity is to have unconditional and steadfast commitment to a principled approach to 

meeting your obligations while being responsible and accountable for your actions” (CDA 2009, 

33). Little is said, however, regarding who the military member is accountable to.  

The final value is that of Courage. As explained in Duty with Honour, “Courage requires 

constant nurturing and is not suddenly developed during operations” (CDA 2009, 33).  Here, 

courage is depicted as both a physical and moral virtue as “courageous actions are dictated by 

conscience of which war is the final test” (Moran 1945, cited in CDA 2009, 33).  
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Thus, while Duty with Honour and its articulation of the military ethos refrains from 

overtly emphasizing accountability, at its core, the military ethos is all about accountability, 

whether viewed through the lens of accountability as a virtue or accountability as mechanism. 

“Accountability as a virtue” can be seen in the values of both duty and courage. Both values rely 

upon the agent’s internal thought process (answerability to oneself), whereupon the 

consequences are conscience and self-correction. In contrast, the values of loyalty and integrity 

reflect “accountability as a mechanism” since both can be distilled down to answerability 

through actual communication with others, with the consequences being penalties or other 

corrective measures.  

Finally, as was the case with accountability within the Defence Team, the type of 

accountability espoused in Duty with Honour, albeit clearly supporting the “tight culture” 

argument articulated by Brown and Okros, has very little to do with “social accountability”; in 

the military environment, those without power rarely hold those with power to account. While 

not entirely surprising, this is certainly worthy of note since, as previously identified, the values 

articulated in Duty with Honour are “essential for covering the full range of military operations, 

up to and including war fighting” and thus, it is reasonable to expect that social accountability—

and specifically, accountability to conflict- and disaster-affected populations—should feature 

prominently.  

Queen’s Regulations and Orders.  The Queen’s Regulations and Orders for the 

Canadian Forces (referred to internally as the QR&O) are a CAF-specific legislative instrument, 

issued under the authority of the National Defence Act (Government of Canada 2020c). The 

QR&O outline the various training, discipline and administrative regulations and orders 
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applicable to all serving CAF members (both Regular and Reserve Forces) (Government of 

Canada 2020c). Although there are four volumes within the QR&O40, it is Chapters Four and 

Five within the first volume (Volume 1: Administration) that are of relevance to military 

accountability. These two chapters clearly delineate the duties and responsibilities of both 

officers and non-commissioned members respectively.  

Within Chapter Four, “Duties and Responsibilities of Officers”, there are two key sections.  

The first section, titled “Responsibility of Officers to Superiors”, identifies that “an officer is 

responsible to his immediate superior for the proper and efficient performance of his duties” 

(Queen’s Regulations and Orders 2015a, Sect 4.01). The second section, titled “General 

Responsibilities of Officers”, identifies the universal duties of officers. These include both 

familiarity with and enforcement of legislative instruments, rules, orders and instructions, and 

the provision of assistance (“as is practical”) to public service employees (QR&Os 2015a, Sect 

4.02). It is within this section that the requirement of officers to “promote the welfare, 

efficiency and good discipline of subordinates” is identified, as well as the requirement to 

report [“to the proper authority”] any breaches of the Code of Service Discipline, when the 

officer “cannot deal adequately with the matter” (Queen’s Regulations and Orders 2015a, Sect 

4.02).  

Chapter Five, “Duties and Responsibilities of Non-Commissioned Members”, while shorter 

in length, is not markedly dissimilar in content to that of the Officers’ chapter. Albeit, and for 

reasons which are not identified, there is no mention of the responsibility to perform duties 

 
40 The four volumes within the QR&Os are as follows: Volume 1: Administration; Volume 2: Disciplinary; Volume 3: 
Financial; and Volume 4: Appendices 
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properly and efficiently as there is in the Officers’ chapter (Queen’s Regulations and Orders 

2015a, Sect 4.01). The sole section within the chapter identifies, with minor nuances, the same 

responsibilities as those accorded to the officer corps. Non-commissioned members must be 

familiar with, observe and enforce the same legislative instruments as officers, and they too 

must provide, where practical, assistance to public servants. Finally, they must “promote the 

welfare, efficiency and good discipline of all who are subordinate to the member” and they too 

must report [“to the proper authority”] any breaches of the Code of Service Discipline (Queen’s 

Regulations and Orders 2015b, Sect 5.01).  

Therefore, within the legislative instrument that is the Queen’s Regulations and Orders, a 

military member can be held to account for a failure to meet the prescribed intent of these 

regulations and those of the overarching National Defence Act. Under Bovens’ accountability as 

a mechanism construct, the focus is not on whether an agent has acted accountably, but rather, 

on whether they can be held to account for their actions. This internal legislative instrument 

demonstrates that “accountability as a mechanism” is the predominant form of accountability 

within the CAF.  

The CFPAS System.  Accountability also features prominently in the Canadian Forces 

Personnel Appraisal System (CFPAS). The CFPAS was introduced to the CAF in 1997 (CFPAS 

2019) and since its inception has been used as the personnel evaluation tool and, subsequently, 

promotion mechanism within the CAF. The CFPAS requires that all serving members (unless 

they have self-selected to ‘opt out’ of the military promotion system) receive an annual 

Personnel Evaluation Report (the PER). The purpose of the PER is to “assess and report the 

subordinate’s performance and potential for retention and advancement” within the CAF 
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(CFPAS 2019).  The PER is completed by the member’s supervisor utilizing a standard templated 

form in which feedback on the member’s performance during the past fiscal year, as well as the 

supervisor’s assessment of the member’s potential to perform at the next rank are entered. It 

thus provides both a historic and forward-looking assessment.   

Within the CFPAS annual PER, the member’s performance is assessed in several key areas, 

referred to as Assessment Factors, including leadership, team building, resource management, 

ethics, and accountability. Each Assessment Factor has six scaled ratings ranging from 

“unacceptable” through to “mastered”.  The CFPAS Help File provides “word pictures” for 

supervisors to use as a reference tool when assigning performance ratings to their subordinates 

(CFPAS 2019). As was the case with the QR&O, and as clearly depicted in Table 7: CFPAS 

Assessment Factor 14 — Accountability, the framing of accountability as responsibility 

dominates the accountability word pictures. Interestingly, the word pictures provided for 

accountability remain unchanged from the entry-level non-commissioned rank of Private 

through to the senior officer rank of Lieutenant Colonel.  

 

Table 7: CFPAS Assessment Factor 14 — Accountability  

Rating Word Picture (descriptor for rating) 

Unacceptable Lacks understanding of areas of responsibility; 
Shifts blame or makes excuses. 
 

Needs Improvement Incomplete understanding of areas of responsibility; 
Inconsistent support of subordinates’ decisions and actions; 
Sometimes makes excuses or shifts blame. 
 

Developing Refining understanding of areas of responsibility;  
Accepts personal responsibility and starts to support subordinates’ 
decisions and actions. 
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Skilled Admits own mistakes; 
Accepts and understands areas of responsibility; 
Supportive of subordinates’ decisions and actions41. 
 

Exceeded Standard Fully acknowledges mistakes and takes corrective action; 
Assumes full extent of responsibilities; 
Consistently stands behind subordinates’ decisions and actions. 
 

Mastered Shows moral courage by admitting mistakes and supporting others; 
Comprehensive knowledge of areas of responsibility; 
Cultivates confidence in subordinates’ by loyally supporting their 
decisions and actions (CFPAS 2019-2020 Help Files). 
 

(Source: CFPAS 2019) 

 

As noted above, accountability as an Assessment Factor is utilized for non-commissioned 

members and officers from the ranks of Private through Lieutenant Colonel.  Senior officers at 

the rank of Colonel and General are evaluated using different Assessment Factors, these 

include cognitive capacity, vision, creativity, loyalty, networking, self-confidence, and 

behavioural flexibility (CFPAS 2019). It is worthy of note that neither accountability nor the 

numerous accountability-related sentiments that accountability evokes, such as transparency, 

responsiveness, effectiveness, trustworthiness, or responsibility (Bovens 2006, 5), are factors 

used to assess the performance of the CAF’s most senior officers.   

The accountability construct employed within the CAF can therefore be described as a 

rules-based, predominantly internal, hierarchical form of accountability. As previously 

identified, each year every member of the CAF receives a PER, drafted by their immediate 

supervisor. Consequently, if professional advancement is desired within the CAF’s vertical 

 
41 While supervisors have a duty to support their subordinates’ decision and actions, the supervisor is still directly 
accountable (upwards) to their supervisor(s), and accordingly, is not accountable to their subordinates.  
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leadership structure, it behooves each member to both support their supervisor and to 

cultivate trust and respect from their subordinates. In other words, non-conformists and 

individuals holding anti-establishment sentiments are unlikely to advance upwards through the 

ranks. Subordinates are accountable [or in CAF language, “responsible”] to their supervisors, 

and supervisors are accountable to their commanders and so on up the chain of command until 

the highest level of internal command, that of the Chief of the Defence Staff, is reached.   

I return now to Mark Bovens’ argument that there are two schools of thought on 

accountability, that which views “accountability as a virtue” and that which views 

“accountability as a mechanism”. Within the greater Defence Team, it is clear that the construct 

of accountability straddles both of Bovens’ conceptions, neither falling neatly into one 

construct nor the other. What is also clear, however, is that the internal expectations of 

accountability, whether within the Defence Team or within solely the CAF, disfavour social 

accountability. Certainly, within the Defence Team accountability is a normative concept; a 

desirable and necessary virtue that evokes images of transparency, integrity, stewardship, and 

responsibility. Members of the Defence Team both want to be accountable, and as importantly, 

want to be perceived by Canadians as being accountable. The “accountability as a mechanism” 

construct is also present, however, particularly in the CAF, where military members are not only 

accountable for their actions, but they can also be held to account for them. This straddling of 

the dual forms of accountability is not inherently negative. Indeed, Mark Bovens notes that 

“accountability mechanisms are meaningless without a sense of virtue, and vice versa, there is 

no virtue without mechanisms” (2010, 962).  
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A fundamental problem with the Defence Team’s preoccupation with these two 

accountability constructs is that they leave little space for the practice of social accountability.  

Recall that a key difference between social accountability and conventional accountability 

constructs is that under the social accountability construct, it is those without power that are 

holding those with power to account. In a hierarchical leadership model such as that employed 

by the CAF, it is difficult to envision that social accountability would be broadly accepted by 

those in positions of power. Moreover, within the tight culture of the CAF, there appears little 

motivation to practice social accountability; careers are made on conformity to the strict social 

norms and standards of behaviour, as well as the ability to subordinate one’s own interests to 

the good of the group.  

The absence of social accountability, albeit objectionable, is not inherently problematic 

during routine domestic operations. It becomes increasingly problematic, however, during 

operations overseas, where the CAF is required to interact with and provide aid to vulnerable 

populations affected by conflict and disaster. In these circumstances, the inability of the local 

population (in many cases, those without power) to hold the military (those with power) to 

account becomes a very real problem. Thus, I argue that the social accountability deficit in the 

CAF is a critical deficit which hampers the ability of the military to provide aid that has lasting 

benefits for the population at risk.  This argument forms the basis of the next chapter. Before 

considering this argument, however, it is first important to examine the accountability norms 

and expectations surrounding the provision of humanitarian assistance, whether by military or 

civilian organizations. 
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5.4  Accountability in the Provision of Humanitarian Assistance 
 

The challenges associated with accountability are not unique to military and government 

organizations. Hugo Slim acknowledges the struggle between the humanitarian need to be 

responsive and agile and the bureaucratic reality, present in many humanitarian organizations 

today, that results in considerable importance placed upon risk aversion and process, with 

resultant indecisiveness (Slim 2015, 13). In this section, I explore the expansion over time to the 

humanitarian principles and demonstrate that, as occurred in the domain of peace operations, 

these principles have evolved and expanded to incorporate social accountability practices. 

Next, drawing upon research by Michael Barnett and Jay Drydyk, I explore some of the 

challenges that have resulted from this expansion and demonstrate that despite this theoretical 

broadening, the incorporation of social accountability into practice has been more challenging. 

Finally, I explore military accountability as it relates to the provision of humanitarian assistance 

to demonstrate the differences in expectations between civilian humanitarian assistance and 

military humanitarian assistance.  

5.4.1  Accountability Norms and the Humanitarian Principles 

The core humanitarian principles of Humanity, Impartiality, Neutrality, and Independence form 

the foundation of humanitarian action. The principles were originally proclaimed by Jean Pictet 

in Vienna in 1965 as the goals of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement 

(Pictet 1979; Slim 2015, 45). As Pictet explains, the core principles form a pragmatic guide to 

action, or “a rule, based upon judgment and experience, which is adopted by a community to 

guide its conduct” (Pictet, qtd in Gordon and Donini 2016, 79).  Today, the principles can be 

considered the secular ‘four commandments’ of humanitarian action. The core principles are 
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hierarchical in nature; humanity and impartiality identify the universal moral aim of 

humanitarian action (Slim 2015, 65), while neutrality and independence are derivative 

principles that facilitate the operationalization of humanity and impartiality (Schenkenberg van 

Mierop 2015, 296).  As Hugo Slim explains, the first two principles identify the moral ends of 

humanitarian action while the latter two principles identify the moral means through which 

these ends can be achieved (Slim 2015, 65).  

Since these fundamental principles of humanitarian assistance were first proclaimed, the 

humanitarian system has evolved into a complex system faced with increasing demands. While 

adherence to the humanitarian principles is as important today as it was when the ICRC 

formalized them in 1965, increasingly today, humanitarian aid is also expected to be “people 

centred, localized and accountable” (Gibbons et al. 2019, 2). As a result of this evolution of 

expectations within the humanitarian sphere there has been an expansion of the four core 

humanitarian principles. In 1991, the International Federation of the Red Cross (IFRC) 

established a steering committee of humanitarian experts and practitioners to develop a code 

of conduct for humanitarian responders working in the disaster relief sphere (IFRC, n.d.).  In 

1995, after several years of collaborative efforts, the 10-principle Code of Conduct was 

introduced by a resolution of the International Conference of the Red Cross and Red Crescent 

(IFRC, n.d.). The Code of Conduct is presented below in Table 8. Beside each of the principles, I 

have inserted my interpretation of the underlying value to demonstrate this expansion of 

humanitarian expectations and values. 
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Table 8: The Code of Conduct – Principles of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Movement and NGOs in Disaster Response Programmes  

 10 Principles of Conduct Interpretation of 

underlying Value 

1 The humanitarian imperative comes first. Humanity 

2 Aid is given regardless of the race, creed or nationality of the recipients 
and without adverse distinction of any kind. Aid priorities are 
calculated on the basis of need alone. 

Impartiality 

3 Aid will not be used to further a particular political or religious 
standpoint. 

Neutrality 

4 We shall endeavour not to act as instruments of government foreign 
policy. 

Independence 

5 We shall respect culture and custom. Respect 

6 We shall attempt to build disaster response on local capacities. Capacity Building 

7 Ways shall be found to involve programme beneficiaries in the 
management of relief aid. 

Participation 

8 Relief aid must strive to reduce future vulnerabilities to disaster as well 
as meeting basic needs. 

Resilience & 
Empowerment 

9 We hold ourselves accountable to both those we seek to assist and 
those from whom we accept resources. 

Accountability 

10 In our information, publicity, and advertising activities, we shall 
recognize disaster victims as dignified human beings, not hopeless 
objects. 

Dignity 

(Source: Principles of Conduct, IFRC, n.d.; Underlying Values42, mine)  

 

The original four core humanitarian principles are very clearly captured in principles one 

through four. However, while the four core principles delineate the moral aim of humanitarian 

action, principles six through ten view humanitarian action through a substantively different 

lens.  These six principles identify how humanitarian responders should ethically engage with 

affected communities and represent the broadening of expectations in contemporary 

humanitarianism. Notably, and as I have interpreted in Table 8, in addition to the original four 

core humanitarian principles, the underlying values inherent within this 10-principle Code of 

 
42 While the Principles in Table 8 are taken directly from The Code of Conduct, I have added the underlying value, 
based upon my interpretation of what is expressed in the principle. 
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Conduct include respect, capacity building, participation, empowerment and resilience, 

accountability, and dignity.  

In the years since this Code of Conduct was released, the conceptual evolution regarding 

what constitutes an ethically appropriate response has resulted in the development of several 

other core humanitarian standards and codes of conduct. These instruments and technical 

standards aim to both guide humanitarian actors and professionalize humanitarian 

organizations.  Among the most recent are the Sphere Standards, the People in Aid standard, 

the Humanitarian Accountability Partnership, and the recent Charter for Change (Gibbons et al. 

2019, 9-11). 

Perhaps the best known of these, however, is the Core Humanitarian Standard for Quality 

and Accountability (the CHS). The CHS is the result of a collaboration between the Humanitarian 

Accountability Partnership (HAP) International, People in Aid, the Sphere Project, and others 

(CHS Alliance 2014). The aim of the CHS is to provide quality and accountability-related 

standards for humanitarian workers (CHS Alliance 2014). Increasingly, and aligning with the 

emphasis on “the local” in 4th generation peacebuilding, these standards and guidelines 

emphasise accountability (to affected populations) and empowerment, as well as local and 

national involvement and capacity building. In addition, and as Valerie Percival notes, through 

increasing the quality and effectiveness of a humanitarian engagement, these standards 

simultaneously also fill an essential diplomatic role within the humanitarian sphere (Percival 

2013, 231). Percival’s observation lends weight to the arguments presented in Chapter 4 

regarding the increased use of humanitarian assistance missions as a diplomatic tool.  
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Notwithstanding the clear language in these standards, there remain differing 

perspectives on the necessity for and the degree of accountability in the HADR domain. With 

respect to humanitarian operations, Michael Barnett argues that humanitarian actors are 

typically subjected to either internal or external accountability mechanisms (Barnett 2015, 236). 

For Barnett, “internal accountability” refers to the agent’s reliance upon their conscience to 

determine the appropriateness of their actions, while “external accountability” refers to the 

agent’s accountability to an affected population, who importantly, have the ability to register 

their dissatisfaction through sanctions or punishments (2015, 236 emphasis mine).  

Here we can see overlap between Barnett’s characterizations of internal and external 

accountability and the accountability typologies discussed in section 5.2. Barnett’s depiction of 

“internal accountability” is conceptually aligned with the “accountability as a virtue” construct, 

while his characterization of “external accountability” shares linkages with both “accountability 

as a mechanism” with its requirement for agent answerability, and with “social accountability” 

through requiring that affected populations have the ability to hold those in power to account 

through sanctions.  

Despite Barnett’s identification of these two forms of accountability mechanisms, he 

contends that a perennial problem in the domain of humanitarian operations is the distinct lack 

of [external] accountability mechanisms (2015, 243). Moreover, while Barnett acknowledges 

that both participation and accountability mechanisms have become popular discussion topics 

in the peacebuilding sphere, he questions how motivated external responders are to involve 

local populations in their programming decisions (Barnett 2015, 240). As occurs across all 
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domains, whereas the principles [or theory] articulate the expectations of social accountability, 

practice does not always live up to those expectations.  

Analogous to the Localization Agenda as a means of enhancing both accountability 

mechanisms and outcomes in the humanitarian sphere, the increasing roles of civil society 

organizations (CSOs) in the provision of development aid and assistance has had a similar effect 

in the development sphere. While humanitarian aid and development aid and assistance are 

distinct domains, they can and do overlap in the context of HADR43, which is why the growing 

movement towards social accountability in the development sphere is relevant. That the 

concept of social accountability—and the recognition of its importance in aid—is gaining 

increased traction in the context of development aid suggests that many of the accountability 

issues that have affected the humanitarian sphere are cross-sectoral, reaching across broad and 

diverse sectors of the aid field. The military appears to remain the exception to this cross-

sectoral pollination of social accountability.  

Writing specifically about development aid, Jay Drydyk contends that, historically, 

accountability in the development aid domain has trended upwards towards the state (both the 

donor state and the beneficiary state), and not downwards to the intended beneficiaries of the 

aid (Drydyk 2019, 138). Drydyk observes, however, that the increasing role of CSOs in the 

provision of development aid has resulted in a shift in discussions from solely state-centric 

accountability to include accountability to project beneficiaries (Drydyk 2019, 138-139; 145).  

He cautions, however, that while proponents of state-centric accountability (typically, states 

 
43 In disaster relief operations, humanitarian aid is delivered immediately post-disaster (during the ‘relief’ phase). 
Development aid and assistance will, therefore, often overlap with the provision of humanitarian aid and will 
continue into the ‘recovery’ phase of the disaster. 
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themselves) have “tolerated” these discussions, they have not wholeheartedly embraced them 

(Drydyk 2019, 151).   

A Step forward for accountability?  Although at first glance the development of 

standards and the formalization of norms would appear to be a normal – and desired – 

evolution in the humanitarian governance process, Michael Barnett adopts a more pragmatic 

approach. It is his contention that this gradual transformation has occurred for three key 

reasons – none of which, ultimately, stem from a position of humanity (Barnett 2013, 388). The 

first, he attributes to the increasing desire among donors for accountability (2013, 388). The 

second, he asserts, stems from the NGO community’s desire to “clean up their act” before it is 

done for them (by donors and host governments) (2013, 388). The third, he explains, relates to 

the proliferation of “amateurish actors”, and the desire among the humanitarian community to 

regulate these actors through the development of industry-wide standards (2013, 388).   

In concert with these programmatic changes, Barnett notes that there has also been an 

ethical shift in the ways that NGOs provide a humanitarian response. While in the past many 

NGOs adopted a deontological (duty-based) ethic to guide their actions, increasingly, a 

consequentialist (outcome-based) ethic is employed by NGOs (Barnett 2015, 393). Intuitively, 

this makes sense, since the consequences of an action (or response) should play a role in the 

NGO decision cycle, particularly in complex environments. Barnett argues, however, that this 

consequentialist drift may ultimately result in considerable mission creep, both through the 

ever-increasing expansion of goals and mandates among aid organizations, as well as the 

proliferation of non-traditional actors into the humanitarian space (2015, 393).  
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5.4.2  Military Accountability Norms in the Provision of Aid 

Humanitarian actors have long held the view that military forces are incapable of following the 

humanitarian principles. Ed Schenkenberg van Mierop, as one example, asserts that “the 

humanitarian principles distinguish humanitarian actors from commercial, political and military 

actors” (2015, 296). Military actors have, however, long adhered to the humanitarian principles 

when conducting humanitarian assistance and disaster relief missions – this has been 

formalized in several guidance documents, including the 1995 Mohonk Criteria for 

Humanitarian Assistance in Complex Emergencies (Ebersole 1995). Moreover, the humanitarian 

principles are enshrined in military doctrine and policy at multiple levels in the defence 

community, including the UN (for example, the Oslo Guidelines), NATO, as well as within 

Canadian, US, and UK military doctrine.  

Military doctrine and guidance documents broadly align in many respects with the core 

humanitarian principles, as well as the principles and standards articulated within the Code of 

Conduct (ICRC) and the Core Humanitarian Standard. There are, however, subtle differences, 

perhaps the greatest of which fall firmly into the realm of social accountability practices. In 

effect, as I will demonstrate with both the Mohonk Criteria and the Oslo Guidelines, the internal 

norms and external expectations (as articulated in these policy documents) do not require 

social accountability on the part of military responders. Thus, and dependent upon how 

energetically civilian aid organizations practice social accountability, there is the potential for 

significant differences between the HADR practiced by the military and that practiced by civilian 

organizations.  
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The Mohonk Criteria.  As I have illustrated in this section, accountability is a core tenet 

of several principlist frameworks within the humanitarian domain. One such framework is the 

Mohonk Criteria for Humanitarian Assistance in Complex Emergencies. The Mohonk Criteria 

guidance document was produced by the Task Force on Ethical and Legal Issues in 

Humanitarian Assistance, a task force formed by the Program on Humanitarian Assistance at 

the World Conference on Religion and Peace. The task force was convened by Jon Ebersole and 

composed of representatives from major relief agencies, the UN, as well as experts in 

humanitarian assistance issues (Ebersole 1995, 14). The Mohonk Criteria document presents 

guidelines aimed at improving interoperability and relationships between “political, 

humanitarian, and military actors in complex humanitarian emergencies” (Ebersole 1995, 14).  

The Mohonk Criteria document is not dissimilar to many of the humanitarian-focused 

guidance documents generated during that period. It includes, for example, a five-principle set 

“that must govern humanitarian assistance” (Ebersole 1995, 16, emphasis mine). While the first 

four of these principles are the widely known core humanitarian principles of Humanity, 

Impartiality, Neutrality, and Independence, the fifth principle is Empowerment (Ebersole 1995, 

16). The principle of empowerment is expressed as follows:  

Humanitarian assistance should strive to revitalize local institutions, enabling them 
to provide for the needs of the affected community. Humanitarian assistance 
should provide a solid first step on the continuum of emergency relief, 
rehabilitation, reconstruction, and development.” (Ebersole 1995, 16).  

 
While the Mohonk Criteria’s empowerment principle is examined at greater length in Chapter 

7, section 7.4, I include it here because while empowerment is this principle’s clear focus, the 

wording chosen to describe the principle also infers an accountability on the part of responders 

to the affected population.    
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Importantly, although the principlist framework in the Mohonk Criteria clearly delineates 

responder accountability, the direction of responder accountability differs significantly 

dependent upon whether it is applied to a military or civilian responder (or organization). For 

example, the Mohonk Criteria identifies that humanitarian agencies “are accountable first to 

the population(s) they serve, and second to their donors” (Ebersole 1995, 18). There is, 

therefore, a bi-directionality (both upwards and downwards) inherent to the civilian 

responder’s accountability construct. With respect to military responders, however, the 

accountability only flows upwards. The Mohonk Criteria identifies that “military responders are 

accountable only to the international body authorizing their deployment” (Ebersole 1995, 18, 

emphasis mine). In the case of the CAF, this would be the Government of Canada. While 

certainly it is appropriate that military responders be accountable (through the chain of 

command) to their national government, absent is the acknowledgement that they too are 

accountable to the populations that they are there to assist. This absence merits reflection. 

Why should military forces, in contrast to their civilian counterparts, not be accountable to the 

population that they are there to assist? 

The Oslo Guidelines.  Within the military sphere, the 2007 Oslo Guidelines, Guidelines of 

the use of foreign military and civil defence assets in disaster relief is perhaps the best known of 

the principlist accounts for military HADR responders. Both the UN Inter-Agency Standing 

Committee (IASC) and the UN’s humanitarian agencies have agreed to the Oslo Guidelines 

(UNOCHA 2007, 5). As well, encouragement to follow the Guidelines has been communicated 

to UN Member States and regional organizations engaged in relief or military operations in 

response to natural disasters (UNOCHA 2007, 5).  
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Because the Oslo Guidelines were discussed extensively in Chapter 3, section 3.5, here it is 

sufficient to simply identify that social accountability practices have not been incorporated into 

these Guidelines. This may be because, and as I noted previously in Chapter 3, the Oslo 

Guidelines emphasize that military aid should “to the extent possible, not encompass direct 

assistance” (UNOCHA, 2007, 14; emphasis mine). Instead, indirect assistance and infrastructure 

support are the preferred military activities in HADR. In instances where solely indirect 

assistance (or infrastructure support) is provided—and as a result, direct contact with the 

population is not an integral component of the military response—the lack of social 

accountability practices in military aid is less problematic. However, and as will be discussed in 

the next chapter, historically indirect assistance has not been the primary form of assistance 

that the CAF has provided.  

In concluding this section, it is worth once again emphasizing that these key reference 

documents for military HADR—both the Mohonk Criteria and the Oslo Guidelines—omit 

expectations of social accountability for military responders. While certainly both documents 

pre-date the increased recognition of the importance of social accountability practices in the 

humanitarian domain, the fact that they have not been updated to reflect the importance of 

social accountability is problematic, and bears reflecting upon. Why are military responders 

held to an arguably lesser standard than their civilian counterparts, and how does this 

difference manifest in HADR operations?   

5.5  Conclusion  
 

This chapter began with an examination of the conceptual landscape of accountability and in 

particular, an exploration of three accountability constructs: accountability as a virtue; 
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accountability as a mechanism; and social accountability. The depth and the nuances inherent 

to these constructs of accountability, as well as the methods that these typologies use in their 

considerations of whether accountability has occurred, were each explored. Next, in section 

5.3, I examined the accountability construct in use within the greater Defence Team as well as 

that within solely the CAF. This section was illuminating as much for what it demonstrated as 

what it did not. Specifically, while accountability as a virtue predominates within the Defence 

Team, the CAF practices accountability primarily as a mechanism, with robust accountability 

norms and expectations delineated in both internal doctrine and personnel evaluation 

standards. In short, there appears little motivation in the existing norms of the Defence Team 

to support social accountability. Thus, it is not a surprise that social accountability practices are, 

at best, minimal across the organization, and particularly so within the CAF.  

Subsequently, in section 5.4, I considered accountability in the provision of humanitarian 

assistance with an examination of the humanitarian principles, establishing that discussions 

surrounding accountability to affected populations and social accountability practices have 

entered the mainstream, and demonstrating that social accountability practices have been 

incorporated into many of the humanitarian codes and standards. Finally, I explored military 

accountability in the provision of aid with particular emphasis on two of the key guiding 

documents utilized by military responders: The Mohonk Criteria and the Oslo Guidelines. As I 

demonstrated, neither document requires that social accountability practices be utilized by 

military responders. Moreover, while it is evident that the military has robust accountability 

norms and expectations, these are predominantly internal norms and expectations. As a result, 

they rarely extend externally outside of the institution to the recipients of military aid. This 
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clear distinction in how accountability is theorized and inculcated within military and civilian 

organizations suggests that the potential exists for significant differences between the HADR 

practiced by the military and that practiced by civilian organizations.  

 There are parallels between the now-outdated 3rd generation approach to peace 

operations as described by Kenkel, Richmond, and Barnett in Chapter 2, section 2.2.1, and the 

current CAF HADR model. Both the 3rd generation approach and the CAF HADR model are 

informed by a predominantly top-down approach with a reliance on an “outside-in” 

construction of peace or HADR (Richmond 2010, 23). Recalling Barnett’s contention that the 3rd 

generation approach to peace operations, with its reliance on outside actors and numerous 

thematic (and external) experts, resembled “drive-by peacebuilding” (2015, 239), the argument 

could be made that the CAF HADR model looks the same. This is because during HADR 

operations, the CAF response is determined and shaped by Government of Canada advisors, 

senior military leaders, and host nation leaders at the national level. The military response is 

therefore informed by an outside-in construction of what is needed and desired at the local 

level. Moreover, the CAF’s rapid HADR response which aims to provide a quick impact and is 

followed by an equally rapid departure, could be equated to a “drive-by” approach to 

humanitarian action reminiscent of the 3rd generation approach to peace operations.  

In summary, despite the recognition of the importance of accountability to affected 

populations in both the literature and the policy sphere, social accountability remains a concept 

that has yet to be incorporated into military HADR practice. And expectations and norms for 

accountability—both within the CAF and in military-specific HADR guidance documents—do 

little to demand social accountability. Consequently, it is not a surprise that social 
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accountability to disaster-affected populations in CAF-delivered HADR, the intent of which is 

ostensibly to provide life-saving aid and reduce the suffering of a disaster-affected population 

(DND 2005), remains limited to opaque references within military guidance documents.  

At this juncture in the dissertation, I have shown that both the humanitarian sector and 

the peacebuilding sphere have increasingly emphasized engagement with citizens and 

communities, and I have highlighted that social accountability is prescribed in both the 7th and 

9th principles44 within the 10-principle Code of Conduct articulated by the IFRC (as depicted in 

Table 8). I have also shown that, to date, this has not fully translated into social accountability 

thinking in the provision of military aid or in the military environment more generally. In the 

next chapter, I turn from this theory-focused exploration of accountability norms and 

expectations to an exploration of accountability in practice to demonstrate why engagement 

and social accountability are so important in the provision of military aid. 

 

 

  

 
44 Principle 7 and 9 within the IFRC’s 10-principle Code of Conduct are, respectively, “Ways shall be found to involve 
programme beneficiaries in the management of relief aid”; and “We hold ourselves accountable to both those we 
seek to assist and those from whom we accept resources” (IFRC n.d.).  
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Chapter 6: Social Accountability — Arguments from the Field 

 
6.1  Introduction 
 

In this chapter, I move from accountability norms and expectations to an exploration of 

accountability in humanitarian action. Before doing so, however, I begin with a discussion on 

accountability obligations as they relate to vertical and horizontal accountability in the 

provision of aid. Here I draw upon Paolo de Renzio’s accountability dilemmas to demonstrate 

the importance of social accountability in aid. Next, in section 6.3, I explore the degree to which 

social accountability and the accountability obligations featured in the CAF disaster relief 

mission in Haiti. Through examining this operation through the lens of the accountability 

obligations, I illustrate the limited emphasis placed on social accountability considerations 

within the CAF. Drawing upon the IASC’s evaluation report following the international 

humanitarian response in the Philippines after Typhoon Haiyan, I demonstrate that a lack of 

social accountability considerations was common across the international response. I conclude 

this section on an optimistic note with an illustration of military social accountability in action. 

Through highlighting the social accountability considerations incorporated into the United 

Kingdom-led mission in Sierra Leone, I demonstrate that with careful pre-planning and close 

collaboration among all stakeholders, social accountability practices can be incorporated into a 

military response. Finally, I examine the barriers to accountability, exploring why despite the 

humanitarian sector-wide endorsement of social accountability, it continues to be little more 

than an abstract practice in the humanitarian sphere, more theorized about than practiced in 

relief operations.  
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6.2  Accountability Obligations  
 

Paolo de Renzio identifies two accountability obligations concerning the provision of foreign 

aid: “vertical accountability obligations” and “horizontal accountability obligations” (de Renzio 

2016, 7). It is de Renzio’s contention that a failure to [sufficiently] consider and integrate one or 

both obligations into aid practice and delivery can lead to less effective—or ineffective—aid (de 

Renzio 2016, 7). Consequently, both the consideration and the incorporation of the vertical and 

horizontal accountability obligations into a response plan is critical, particularly as, if done 

successfully, their incorporation will ensure that responders integrate social accountability 

practices into their response efforts. However, the identification of these obligations is not all 

that de Renzio has contributed to this research area. He has also reframed these accountability 

obligations into accountability dilemmas; dilemmas which challenge responders to ask 

themselves, to whom and for what am I accountable?  Through this important reframing of the 

accountability obligations into accountability dilemmas, de Renzio tacitly acknowledges the 

very real pressures that responders face in balancing both the needs and demands of their 

leadership, with the needs of the beneficiaries that they intend to aid.   

 Vertical accountability.  The first accountability obligation is that of “vertical 

accountability”, which de Renzio rephrases as the “accountability to whom dilemma” (de 

Renzio 2016, 7). The vertical accountability obligation serves to remind responders of the bi-

directional aspects of vertical accountability and the necessity to not only be accountable 

upwards to their leadership, but also to be accountable downwards to the beneficiaries of aid. 

Therefore, in a military context, the vertical accountability dilemma recognizes the pressures 

that military responders experience surrounding loyalty, commitment, and accountability 
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upwards to their commanders and their government which may conflict with their loyalty and 

commitment downward to the very population their aid efforts are intended to assist.  Through 

his reframing of this bi-directional vertical accountability obligation into a dilemma, de Renzio 

acknowledges the inherent tension in being accountable both upwards and downwards, 

particularly considering not only the very different needs, but also the diverse characteristics 

(for example, language and culture) of these two groups, as well as the significant internal 

cultural challenges that military responders may face in so doing.  

As Hugo Slim has noted, ideally, vertical accountability obligations should run downwards 

from the responder to the beneficiary of aid (Slim 2015, 82). While this is a salient point, it 

bears mentioning that all responders, whether military or civilian, have accountability 

obligations upwards, whether to commanders, managers, governments, or donors. 

Consequently, de Renzio’s framing of vertical accountability, both as an obligation and as a 

dilemma, serves as an important reminder to responders that vertical accountability is not 

merely accountability upwards, but that accountability in aid should be bi-directional and that 

responders must also be accountable to those whom they aim to assist.   

In the hierarchical leadership model of the military, the vertical accountability dilemma is 

ever-present. This rank-based leadership model relies upon and rewards vertical accountability 

upwards to the chain of command, creating significant power distances between leaders and 

those whom they lead. For subordinates, this renders shared leadership and upward influence 

on superiors a significant challenge (Lindsay, Day, and Halpin 2011, 530; Laurence 2011, 492). 

As a result, it is not enough for responders themselves to desire engagement with the affected 

community members—in addition, their leadership must also value and desire this 
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engagement. Moreover, in addition to the ever-present demands of vertical accountability 

upwards within the internal leadership structure of the CAF, there is vertical accountability 

upwards from the senior leadership to the Government of Canada. Consequently, in the 

military environment, responder vertical accountability rarely includes either active 

engagement with disaster-affected citizens, or their participation in the decision-making 

process. Moreover, and returning to Michael Barnett’s position on external accountability—

wherein an international intervenor is accountable to an affected population (Barnett 2015, 

236)—it is unclear what mechanism, if any, an affected population could utilize to sanction a 

foreign military force providing post-disaster aid at the request of their government.  

Interestingly, Nicholas Wheeler offers a different perspective on vertical accountability. 

He and other experts posit that the motivations, and thus by extension, the degree of vertical 

accountability on the part of responders, is less important than the outcome of the mission 

(Wheeler 2002, 39; Hehir 2013, 24).  Some researchers have gone as far as to propose that an 

absence of altruism and pure motives (for example, to prevent suffering and save lives) will not 

undermine humanitarian assistance; this position is often tempered, however, by the sentiment 

that humanitarian intentions are preferable (Wheeler 2002, 39; Hehir 2013, 24;). 

Horizontal Accountability. De Renzio’s second accountability obligation is that of 

“horizontal accountability”, or, when phrased as a dilemma, the “accountability for what 

dilemma” (de Renzio 2016, 7). The horizontal accountability obligation requires that responders 

consider both the long- and short-term impacts of their programs, and specifically that 

considerations surrounding sustainable assistance, to include the building of sustainable 

institutions, be incorporated into aid programming (de Renzio 2016, 7). In the context of 
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military HADR, horizontal accountability dilemmas may include the conflicts that responders 

may face between meeting and achieving the pre-determined and typically short-term 

objectives established by their commanders and the federal government, versus accountability 

to the affected population for providing aid and assistance that is sustainable in the longer term 

(de Renzio 2016, 7). This is particularly a dilemma of concern for responders working in the 

disaster relief environment—an environment which necessitates the rapid delivery of aid, often 

in circumstances where there is little time for considerations of sustainability, and much less for 

community involvement in decision-making.  

Hugo Slim acknowledges the importance of horizontal accountability through his 

emphasis on responder “collective action” (Slim 2015, 81). While de Renzio emphasizes the 

important role of horizontal accountability in ensuring sustainability into the longer-term, Slim’s 

emphasis on collective action is concerned with the shorter-term positive impacts that 

horizontal accountability can generate.  Slim argues that to ensure equity and fairness to the 

intended recipients, it is critical that responders avoid duplication (of aid programs) and work 

together to align, and accordingly, strengthen their aid efforts (Slim 2015, 82). Slim’s emphasis 

on responder collective action is important.  Slim explains that through coordination and the 

pooling of resources, responders can achieve a “critical mass” that will have a greater effect 

than responders working independently (2015, 82). In this way, through collective action, 

responders can maximize their potential to provide efficient and desired aid and assistance.  

In the military context, the relative success of military disaster relief missions has 

historically been evaluated by metrics such as the number of patients treated, or the number of 

prescriptions issued (Bollen et al. 2012, 259; Baxter and Beadling 2013, 1237; Hicks 2015, 11). 



  
 

191 
 

The use of these quantitative metrics suggests that for military responders, neither the creation 

of sustainable institutions, nor longer-term improvements to population health, are the 

predominant focus of the mission.  

Paolo de Renzio argues that the vertical and horizontal accountability dilemmas, if not 

properly considered and incorporated into aid programming, serve to predictably undermine 

the effectiveness of aid (de Renzio 2016, 7). While de Renzio’s framing of these accountability 

obligations as dilemmas is novel, the idea that greater accountability to affected populations is 

necessary to rebalance humanitarian action is not. De Renzio, Mary Anderson et al., and 

Séverine Autesserre all emphasize that prepackaged humanitarian assistance or ‘aid in a box’ 

interventions fail to ensure that local knowledge and local needs are appropriately prioritized 

(de Renzio 2016, 10; Autesserre 2014, 112; Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 58). It is de 

Renzio’s contention that humanitarian assistance programming should be designed “from the 

ground up” (de Renzio 2016, 11). This ‘grass roots’ approach to delivering aid and assistance 

would ensure local participation and importantly, that the aid provided is desired and needed, 

while also ensuring programming that is appropriate to the socio-cultural context.  

These arguments, each one of which is relevant, all point to the crucial role of 

accountability to affected populations and greater local engagement in resolving the vertical 

and horizontal accountability dilemmas. Re-balancing the vertical and horizontal accountability 

dilemmas in favour of affected communities and sustainable development, respectively, will 

foster the development of social accountability practices in the military disaster relief sphere, 

and by extension and as will be covered in the Chapter 7, facilitate the development—rather 

than the hindrance—of empowerment.  
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Accountability obligations and ethics. When viewed through an ethical lens, 

engagement with affected populations—and the social accountability practices that 

engagement facilitates—can be understood to be not only important, but morally required. 

Consequentialist ethics, which emphasize the moral rightness of the outcome of the act, 

requires the critical consideration of all sides of a situation and dialogue between all parties (in 

order to determine the best outcome). Thus, the application of a consequentialist lens would 

emphasize widening horizontal accountability to include consideration and analysis of distant 

effects, whereas it may accord somewhat less importance to vertical accountability—and 

particularly downward consultation—if it would interfere with bringing about optimal 

consequences. Conversely, however, and balancing out this perspective, a lack of vertical 

accountability downward would allow for the knowledge of local peoples to be overlooked. As 

John Stuart Mill argued in 1861 in Representative Government, “no intention, however sincere, 

of protecting the interests of others can make it safe or salutary to tie up their own hands” (Mill 

2001, 39). Therefore, when considered through the lens of consequentialism, although 

horizontal accountability is paramount, there are consequentialist reasons for including 

downward vertical accountability.  

In contrast, deontological ethics, in emphasizing the moral rightness of the act itself (and 

not the outcome of the act), requires that all human beings be treated as rational autonomous 

human beings, and not merely as subjects. If disaster-affected citizens are not afforded the 

opportunity to participate in and engage with the relief and recovery process, they can only be 

viewed as objects of assistance, and not as autonomous human beings. Therefore, the 

application of a deontological ethics lens would prioritize vertical accountability downwards 
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over horizontal accountability. It is important to highlight, however, that Kantian ethics would 

oppose making decisions in a hasty or short-sighted manner; reason is a necessary component 

of moral action. This can be clearly seen in Immanuel Kant’s formulation of the Categorical 

Imperative: “act in accordance with a maxim that can at the same time makes itself a universal 

law” (Kant 1997, 44).  Accordingly, and as Veronique Fraser explains, Kant’s principle of good 

will—that which demands that an individual does the right thing for the right reason 

(Korsgaard, in Kant 1997, xi)— requires that “an individual chooses to do something because it 

is a moral duty and that duty is dictated solely by reason” (Fraser 2013, 26).  The adoption of 

such a considered approach, while admirable, is not always possible in the rapid-paced 

environment of military HADR, or even humanitarian action more broadly. 

As a result, the application of either a purely consequentialist ethic or a purely 

deontological ethic has the potential to result in a one-sided approach that will require 

rebalancing. The key is to engage in vertical accountability (both downwards and upwards) in 

ways that expand consideration of distant consequences (thereby also incorporating horizontal 

accountability).  This is better than favouring one ethical perspective over the other, and it is 

certainly better than combining the worst judgements of both (consequentialist dismissal of 

stakeholders and deontological dismissal of consequences and emphasis on moral duty and 

reason).  

Finally, and as I will illustrate in Chapter 7, the development ethics account and several of 

the principlist frameworks for disaster response (including for example, the 10-principle Code of 

Conduct for the Red Cross presented in Chapter 5, Table 8) emphasize the importance of 

participation, in the former as a central component of empowerment, and in the latter as a 
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principle. Thus, when viewed through the lens of these very different ethical frames, it is clear 

that an accountable, ethically appropriate response requires engagement, and thus, the 

incorporation of social accountability practices. 

6.3  Accountability in Operations  
 

I now examine noteworthy aspects of the CAF HADR missions in Haiti in 2010, the Philippines in 

2013, and Sierra Leone in 2014-15, beginning with Haiti.  The CAF DART was deployed to Haiti 

following the 7.0 magnitude earthquake on 12 January 2010 which destroyed much of Southern 

Haiti, including the capital of Port-au-Prince.   

6.3.1 Accountability in Haiti45  

Following Haiti’s 12 January 2010 earthquake, the response from the international community 

was both rapid and robust. Jonathan Patrick identifies that in the six-month period following 

the earthquake, four million people received food supplies, 1.2 million people had access to 

safe water, and 1.5 million people received emergency shelters (Patrick 2011, 2). In addition, 

learning centres were established for children, agricultural subsidies were granted to farmers, 

and cash-for-work programs benefitted over one million Haitians (Patrick 2011, 2). This brief 

quantitative overview indicates that much about the international humanitarian community’s 

response to Haiti’s earthquake was commendable, and certainly, when viewed through the lens 

of basic needs, it was a model response. Qualitatively, however, there was much about the 

humanitarian community’s response to the Haitian earthquake that could have been improved. 

 
45 Much of the material in this section 6.3.1 is reproduced here with permission from Springer Nature, and was 
previously published in: Clifford, Joanne (2022). “Bridging the gap between intentions and outcomes in military 
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.” In Health Care in Contexts of Risk, Uncertainty, and Hybridity. Eds. 
Messelken, Daniel and David Winkler. Ch. 10; pp 145-166. Military and Humanitarian Ethics. Springer Nature, 
Switzerland AG. 
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As Patrick notes, both the Haitian government and civil society were largely excluded from the 

humanitarian response (Patrick 2011, 3). The result of this exclusion was that many of the 

subtleties and nuances of Haitian social and political dynamics were missed [or misunderstood] 

by the humanitarian community (Patrick 2011, 3).  

It is Patrick’s contention that the exclusion of Haitian stakeholders and citizens led to 

“strategic misjudgements and errors” on the part of humanitarian actors (2011, 10). One such 

example was the unintended downstream effect following the importation and subsequent 

free distribution of goods and services. This ‘free’ economy served to destabilize the already 

precarious Haitian economy and destroyed many local Haitian businesses (Patrick 2011, 10). In 

addition, women’s groups reported that they were largely ignored in the humanitarian 

response. Moreover, among the women’s groups that were involved later in post-disaster 

consultations, many felt that their voices had not been heard, and thus their needs not 

adequately met in the response process (Patrick 2011, 11). Additionally, gender-based violence, 

which had been problematic in Haiti prior to the earthquake, continued to occur in 

displacement camps through the duration of the humanitarian response (Patrick 2011, 11). As 

concerning, Patrick notes that reports suggested that basic requests aimed at improving camp 

safety for women, girls, and the disabled, such as enhancements to lighting within the camps, 

were ignored by responders (Patrick 2011, 11).  

The intent of this brief background is not to disparage those in the international 

humanitarian community who aided Haitians in their time of need, rather, it is to highlight that 

a rapid response coupled with best intentions, although a panacea for many of the basic human 

needs, may not be sufficient as the recovery process shifts into the longer-term humanitarian 
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response. Incorporation of the vertical and horizontal accountability obligations into a disaster 

response plan will facilitate social accountability practices—and thus citizen engagement—as 

well as allow space for participatory development and the [re]creation of sustainable 

institutions. Importantly, and returning to Patrick’s reporting of gender-based violence in Haiti 

(above), social accountability practices may also deter exploitative practices.  

In what follows, I consider two distinct aspects of the CAF deployment to Haiti. Although 

the examples discussed herein are specific to Haiti, they are not necessarily unique to Haiti. To 

varying degrees, these examples could conceivably be applied to other HADR missions, and thus 

the Haiti mission is employed as an illustrative case study. In drawing upon these examples, it is 

important to emphasize that the intent is not to place blame upon either the CAF broadly or 

individual CAF members specifically. Rather, the examples presented serve to illustrate 

potential areas where modifications to operational practice could be made to improve 

outcomes.  The first aspect of the CAF HADR mission in Haiti reviewed here involves the lack of 

participation and active involvement in decision-making by disaster-affected Haitian citizens. 

The second aspect examined is the provision of free, non-earthquake related healthcare by CAF 

healthcare providers. 

Local Participation.  The first phase of the CAF HADR mission in Haiti was conducted in 

the small city of Jacmel, a short distance outside of the capital. The reasons for this were clear: 

Port-au-Prince was flooded with responders, and CAF assistance was neither required nor 

possible as other international military forces and NGOs had laid claim to any remaining real 

estate. Lieutenant-Colonel Bruce Ewing, the CAF DART Commander acknowledged as much 
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when he noted that working in Jacmel allowed Canada to “stand out from the crowd”46 (Ewing 

2015, 123). Standing out from the crowd is important in HADR. For civilian organizations, 

donors are fickle, requiring regular and concrete visible action in order to continue providing 

donations. For military organizations and their political leaders, however, funding is not the 

core driver; rather, what is paramount is to generate positive public perception surrounding 

their governments’ actions47. Thus, for the Commander, his HADR mission was a no-fail task 

which would be closely followed and scrutinized by Ottawa. His CAF responders must be seen 

by the Canadian public to be ‘doing good’ for disaster-affected Haitians48. The DART 

Commander alludes to this pressure in his published account of his HADR mission in Haiti when 

he acknowledges that while the mission was “extremely challenging”, it was “an outstanding 

public relations success story.” (Ewing 2015, 120).  

There is very little mention in the DART Commander’s account of his mission in Haiti of 

the disaster-affected Haitians that he and his team were there to assist. However, in describing 

the mission, the Commander does discuss some of the challenges that he and his team faced 

working with both the local leadership (including the Mayor of Jacmel) and the local police 

force. These encounters left the Commander with the belief that the local leadership did not 

have the interests of their electorate in mind (Ewing 2015, 124). Regrettably, as limited 

 
46 The city of Jacmel is also where Canada’s Governor General (at that time) Michaëlle Jean grew up. The DART 
Commander maintains, however, that he was not aware of this at the time that he proposed setting up operations 
there.  
 
47 To demonstrate the importance of public perception to the CAF/DND, in 2010, the DND contracted Ipsos Reid to 
conduct a “Tracking Study of the View of the Forces.” Ipsos Reid found that 94% of Canadians “were aware” that 
the CAF had “played a key role” in Haiti, and that 92% of Canadians were “proud of that role.” (Ipsos Reid 2010, 
qtd in National Defence 2013, 12).   
 
48 The DART Commander acknowledges that his daily reporting requirements were driven in part by the fact that 
the Canadian public needed to be “kept informed of our good work” (Ewing 2015, 127). 
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amplifying details are provided, the reader is left unaware as to how this viewpoint was formed.  

Perhaps because of these encounters, the Commander notes that he and his staff had to resort 

to various manipulation tactics to convince local leaders “to do the right thing” (Ewing 2015, 

124). He acknowledges that as this often took too much time, in some instances, he and his 

staff simply did what “we determined needed to be done without the involvement of the local 

leadership” (Ewing 2015, 124).  

It is unfortunate that socio-cultural dynamics may have affected the CAF’s ability to 

collaborate with local political leaders and the local police force. These insiders may have been 

able to provide—either directly or through their local contacts—the Commander and his team 

with “country expertise” and “local knowledge” (Autesserre 2014, 69); in effect, insights into 

the social, cultural, and political dynamics present within Jacmel. These were insights that the 

Commander and his newly arrived team of responders would probably not have possessed and 

could potentially have used to enhance their operations in Jacmel. 

Similar ‘interoperability’ challenges between the CAF and the local leadership may also 

have played a role in the infrastructure-related enhancements in Jacmel, and specifically, their 

subsequent withdrawal. Prior to the CAF’s arrival in Jacmel in January 2010, the regional airport 

was used relatively infrequently and by small aircraft only. Thus, as Jessica Leeder notes, Mr. 

Pierre, the airport manager, was thrilled when CAF responders made improvements to his 

airport (Leeder 2010). These included installing runway lighting, the addition of temporary air 

traffic control (ATC) capabilities, and repairs to the runway, all of which facilitated the use of 

the airport by international air traffic, and in particular, larger cargo planes (Leeder 2010). 

Following the CAF’s improvements, the airport was able to accommodate hundreds of 



  
 

199 
 

international flights each week (Leeder 2010; Flaherty 2010). Mr. Pierre, who called the 

improvements “the highlight of his career” (Pierre qtd in Leeder 2010, n.p.) wasn’t the only 

resident of Jacmel who was enthusiastic, however. Aid groups operating in Jacmel and the 

surrounding area, many of whom had been operating in the region prior to the earthquake, 

were also pleased since the improvements expedited the delivery of supplies used to enhance 

their relief and recovery focused efforts.  

Upon the completion of their two-month mission, however, the CAF dismantled the 

runway lighting and removed their temporary ATC capabilities and equipment. As a result, Mr. 

Pierre stated that he was left with no choice but to close the airport to international traffic, 

thereby directly hampering the influx of aid and supplies to the region (Leeder 2010). A similar 

unfortunate situation unfolded at the seaport in Jacmel, where the CAF responders made 

improvements to the existing infrastructure to facilitate the use of the port by CAF [and other] 

ships. When the CAF departed Jacmel, the removal of their heavy equipment and related 

materiel once again rendered the seaport unusable by aid groups (Leeder 2010).  

Referring to the CAF’s involvement at the Jacmel airport and seaport, Justin Baker, the 

founder of Conscious Alliance, a U.S.-based aid group, had this to say: "I love team Canada. … 

But you came to stabilize, and you created more destabilization by taking things away" (Baker, 

qtd in Leeder 2010, n.p.). While the improvements that the CAF made to both the airport and 

the seaport were laudable, the CAF’s subsequent removal of their equipment rendered these 

infrastructure improvements temporary and unsustainable into the long term.  Indeed, as Baker 

argued, the CAF’s retreat had a net disruptive and destabilizing effect on the provision of aid to 

Jacmel. While a counterfactual, it is reasonable to reflect upon what might have occurred had 
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the local government and local stakeholders been included as active participants prior to the 

CAF’s capability withdrawal from the airport and seaport. Potentially, these improvements 

could have been locally sustained, thereby resulting in long-term net commercial and economic 

benefits to the community. 

Mary Anderson and colleagues’ research among recipients of international aid have 

shown that, regardless of circumstance or nationality, recipients share common expectations 

about international assistance. Not surprisingly, overwhelming they want aid to bring 

“significant positive and lasting change” (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 17). Towards that 

aim, for those receiving aid there is a desire that the aid provided improve their economic 

outlook, their political and social conditions, and importantly, that the aid is delivered with their 

involvement (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 19; emphasis mine). Aligning with Liza Ireni-

Saban’s research on dependency syndrome, Anderson and colleagues contend that while 

international assistance is appreciated, the recipients themselves acknowledge that aid can 

“increase dependency and powerlessness” (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 21). This 

sentiment extends to HADR missions and the provision of emergency aid, with recipients 

identifying a desire for aid that addresses the long-term structures and challenges that resulted 

in the crisis (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 21). In effect, recipients desire aid that focuses 

on disaster risk reduction into the long-term. 
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Ensuring the participation49 or active involvement of disaster-affected persons in the 

recovery process is a core tenet of HADR50 (Slim 2015, 255; CHS Alliance 2014, 4). Experts 

suggest a variety of approaches aimed at involving disaster-affected populations in the recovery 

process (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 67-74; Autesserre 2014, 102-103; Brown, Donini, 

and Knox Clarke 2014, 9; Ireni-Saban 2016, 136-139; Slim 2015, 82-82). Among these potential 

approaches, listed in increasing order of their degree of citizen engagement, are information 

provision, consultation, two-way communication, accountability, participation, and ownership 

(Brown, Donini, and Knox Clarke 2014, 9). Certainly, based upon the DART Commander’s 

account of the mission, it appears that his team initially attempted to engage in information 

provision as well as consultation with the political leadership in Jacmel. When these early 

attempts failed, however, it appears that the engagement process was abandoned (Ewing 2015, 

124). The ultimate outcome was an airport that could no longer receive planes and a seaport 

that could no longer accept ships. While no one benefitted from this outcome, those who lost 

the most were disaster-affected Haitians.  

No-cost, non-earthquake related healthcare.   For the CAF medical responders based in 

Jacmel, their first initiative was to set up a tented primary care field clinic adjacent to the sole 

civilian hospital still functioning in Jacmel (Ewing 2015, 125). This location quickly proved 

problematic, however, as Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), operating in Haiti since 1991 (MSF 

 
49 In this context I have used the term ‘participation’. Brown and colleagues use the term ‘engagement’ but note 
that it is variously substituted in the literature with participation or involvement (Brown, Donini, Knox Clarke, 2014, 
6). 
 
50 See for example, the Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and NGOs in 
Disaster Relief (Also in Slim 2015, 253-256). 
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n.d.), had already established operations within the hospital. After what the DART Commander 

describes as challenging encounters with MSF51, the Canadian team relocated their primary 

care field clinic elsewhere in Jacmel and were soon receiving patients (Ewing 2015, 125). Citing 

the two-tiered structure of obligation, Hugo Slim emphasizes the importance of horizontal 

accountability in the recovery process (Kurtz, cited in Slim 2015, 82). Slim contends that it is 

critical that responders align their aid efforts to ensure equity and fairness to the intended 

recipients (2015, 82). While ultimately this alignment did occur once the CAF relocated their 

primary care field clinic, as will be discussed next, at the CAF field hospital in Léogâne the 

horizontal accountability obligations appear, once again, not to have received sufficient 

consideration.  

A second CAF medical facility, a field hospital with surgical capability52, was later 

established in the city of Léogâne. The CAF’s field hospital included a 100-bed ward, an 

intensive care unit, laboratory and radiology capabilities, and two operating rooms, the first of 

which became functional on 29 January 2010 (Talbot et al. 2015, 271). Due in large part to the 

17-day period that elapsed between the earthquake and the subsequent arrival and 

establishment of surgical capacity of the CAF field hospital (Talbot et al. 2012, 272; National 

Defence 2013, 15), most of the patients treated by the Canadian [military] surgical specialists 

 
51 It is not surprising that MSF expressed reluctance to work with the military. MSF has a long history of political, 
economic, and religious independence—this independence forms a core aspect of their Charter (MSF 2010). 
 
52 The CAF initially deployed a primary care field clinic to Haiti. The field hospital was added to the mission several 
days later. While a primary care field clinic is similar to a standard civilian walk-in clinic and is staffed by military 
family physicians, medical technicians and nurses, a field hospital is significantly larger and has greater capabilities 
included a full operating theatre staffed by military medical specialists (e.g., general and orthopedic surgeons, 
anesthesiologists, technicians and nurses, etc.).  
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were non-earthquake related53 (Talbot et al. 2012, 272). The CAF field hospital’s operating 

room functioned from 29 January to 8 March 2010 and consisted of two surgical teams, each 

composed of “an anesthesiologist, general surgeon, orthopedic surgeon, operating room (OR) 

technician and OR nurses” (Talbot et al. 2012, 271). During the 39 days that the field hospital’s 

operating room functioned, 167 operations were performed. The most frequent surgical 

procedures conducted were inguinal hernia repairs (n= 69), followed by hysterectomies (n=12) 

(Talbot et al. 2012, 272).  

The Sphere Project’s Minimum Standard in Health Action recommends that rather than 

deploy field hospitals, responders should provide resources to existing hospitals (Sphere Project 

2011, 299). This was a potential option for the CAF as there were several existing healthcare 

facilities in Léogâne that continued to function, albeit at reduced capacity54 (Kligerman et al. 

2015, 449). If, however, deployment of a field hospital is determined to be appropriate for 

secondary care, Sphere recommends deployment within 3 - 15 days post-disaster (Sphere 

Project 2011, 299). For life-saving trauma care, however, the deployment window is 

significantly shorter55.   

The provision of non-earthquake related healthcare and medical treatment to Haitian 

citizens during the CAF’s HADR mission does not align with established military and civilian 

 
53 Talbot et al. identify that 13% of the surgeries performed in the operating suite were due to earthquake related 
injuries (2012, 272). 
 
54 Kligerman and colleagues report that 11 of the 25 healthcare facilities in Léogâne collapsed during the 
earthquake, the remainder continued operations. Of the 11 that collapsed, three (two of which were hospitals) 
continued to see patients, albeit at a reduced capacity (Kligerman et al. 2015, 449). 
 
55 World Health Organization guidelines identify that “to provide life-saving trauma resuscitation and surgery, a 
unit should be on site within 24 hours” (Talbot et al. 2012, 272).    
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HADR guidance, which necessitates that HADR missions meet basic needs only, be sustainable 

in the long-term, and not adversely affect host nation citizens perceptions of their healthcare 

system (Ritchie and Mott 2003, 811; Slim 2015, 256). Moreover, and returning to horizontal 

accountability, post-earthquake there were existing local healthcare facilities in Léogâne which 

continued to operate either in isolation or in long-term partnerships with MSF (Kligerman et al. 

2015, 449). Rather than functioning as an alternative or parallel health system, the CAF field 

hospital could have recommended that non-emergent surgical procedures be performed at 

these host nation facilities—in effect, ‘surgery for Haitians by Haitians’.  

There is little doubt that access to routine healthcare was problematic in Haiti prior to the 

earthquake. Shortages of staff, supplies, and medication were reportedly common, and fees (in 

both public and private facilities) were out of reach for many Haitians (MSF 2010, 84). 

Considering these conditions, it is not surprising that the no-cost healthcare and medications 

provided by the various military facilities now operating in Haiti, including the two CAF medical 

facilities, were tremendously popular. There was a downside to this popularity, however. As 

had occurred in both Pakistan and Indonesia following international military HADR operations 

there (Avery and Boetig 2010, 74), unable to compete with the free healthcare provided by 

military responders, “many local Haitian healthcare providers with private clinics went out of 

business”56 (Katz 2013, 161). Significantly, it was these private businesses that enabled many 

Haitian healthcare providers to complement their minimal salaries at the public hospitals (Katz 

 
56 Although Katz does not quantify this statement, research conducted by Rohini Haar et al. in Haiti following the 
2010 earthquake supports his assertion. Their research concluded that the humanitarian community’s medical 
response to the earthquake had the “consequence of poorly distributing work among Haitian healthcare 
providers” (Haar et al. 2012, 1), and that the international community needs to ensure that local healthcare 
providers are better integrated into the international response (2012, 1).  
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2013, 161). Thus, the departure of Haitian healthcare providers, forced to seek opportunities 

elsewhere because of the loss of their income supplement, was a real concern. As one Haitian 

physician noted, “one day, they [the responders] are going to leave this country and we are 

going to have big problems” (Savain57, qtd in Katz 2013, 161).  

The post-disaster impact of shuttered healthcare facilities and exodus of qualified local 

healthcare providers adversely impacts all citizens. Local healthcare providers who, by virtue of 

their social status and expertise could assist their fellow citizens into the longer-term recovery 

phase, may no longer be actively engaged in the recovery process. Moreover, disaster-affected 

citizens, many of whom will require follow-on care after surgeries performed by military 

healthcare providers, may experience challenges accessing local healthcare providers and 

facilities. The adoption of a community-based and/or partnership approach could mitigate this 

issue, for example, by employing local healthcare providers in the clinics and field hospitals run 

by military responders. Alternately, the CAF could partner with an existing medical facility, 

utilizing their infrastructure58. MSF, as one example, often partners with existing local 

healthcare facilities when establishing their field clinics and hospitals. In addition, MSF employs 

local healthcare providers in their facilities. Currently, however, the CAF neither partners with 

nor employs local healthcare providers; instead, all the healthcare provided is performed by 

CAF members.  

 
57 Dr. Savain is a Haitian radiologist. His private clinic provided free post-earthquake care to over 12,000 patients. 
When his clinic was forced to close following the Haitian government’s failure to uphold its agreement to 
reimburse the costs of the free care provided post-earthquake, Dr. Savain blamed the responders (Katz 2013, 161).  
 
58 It is recognized that both of these proposals would require extensive consideration as there are numerous 
potential medico-legal issues involved.  
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Departing Haiti.  In mid-March 2010, following their approximately eight-week mission 

in Haiti, most of the CAF HADR responders returned to Canada. Did the CAF mission have a 

positive impact on the disaster-affected Haitian population? It is reasonable to argue that yes, it 

did.  The CAF responders provided clean and safe drinking water, they repaired roadways, and 

they provided necessary medical care to those with earthquake-related injuries. It is also 

reasonable to contend, however, that there were aspects of the CAF’s HADR operation that 

may have diminished the decision-making capacity of community members and reduced their 

potential for participation in the recovery process.  Thus, it appears clear that while the 

immediate impacts of military HADR missions are largely positive, it is the longer-term impacts 

that may fail to align with the longer-term needs and desires of disaster-affected citizens. As I 

illustrate next, a similar conclusion was reached following the international response to 

Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines.  

6.3.2 Accountability in the Philippines  

Following the international response to Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines in 2013, the United 

Nations Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) commissioned a report evaluating the 

response to the typhoon. In the IASC Inter-agency Humanitarian Evaluation of the Typhoon 

Haiyan Response, Hanley et al. note that 22 foreign military forces participated in the 

international response and acknowledge that close civil-military coordination and cooperation 

“played a major role in the emergency stage of the Haiyan response, particularly in initial 

logistics and securing access to remote locations” (Hanley et al. 2014, 57). The report also 

specifically acknowledges the contribution of the CAF, singling out the coordination between 

UN OCHA and the Canadian military as “particularly effective” (Hanley et al. 2014, 46). 
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Disappointingly, however, the report’s authors also assert that the rapid surge of foreign 

military personnel and international NGOs served to “sideline many in-country staff, failed to 

adequately join up with national systems, and ended up creating parallel structures built upon a 

global model that was not well suited to the national-led middle-income country context of the 

Philippines” (Hanley et al. 2014, 67).  Similarly, and as concerning, the report’s authors found 

“limited evidence of effective engagement between the international response and national 

and local civil society” (Hanley et al. 2014, 42). This lack of engagement reportedly left local and 

national NGOs feeling like they left out of the response and were, in effect, “not trusted” by 

international staff (Hanley et al. 2014, 51). More broadly, Hanley et al. contend that it also 

meant that the international response failed to contribute to the strengthening of national and 

local civil society (2014, 51). 

Community consultations performed on behalf of the IASC post-typhoon in August and 

September 2014 (Hanley et al. 2014, v) found that most affected citizens considered the 

immediate international response to the typhoon to have been both timely and appropriate 

(Hanley et al. 2014, 21). However, the consultations also revealed potential areas of 

improvement, particularly around accountability to affected populations (AAP).  Specifically, 

several communities reported “consistently” receiving a lack of response from aid agencies to 

their concerns and complaints (Hanley et al. 2014, 34). A related critique was the lack of 

community involvement in establishing the selection criteria for aid, with community groups 

identifying their displeasure with the various beneficiary targeting approaches used by aid 

agencies. One example cited was the targeted assistance provided to “multi-child families” 

since as community groups noted, “other families with fewer children also needed assistance” 
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(Hanley et al. 2014, 34). In fact, Hanley et al. report that complaints surrounding the various 

beneficiary targeting approaches were the most frequent complaint received during community 

consultations (2014, 34). Community members expressed that “they were all victims and 

therefore all needed assistance”, and that “it was not traditional to exclude people in the 

community from assistance” (Hanley et al. 2014, 34). Thus, a key finding within the IASC report 

is that “the range of approaches used by agencies to identify beneficiaries caused confusion 

and high levels of community dissatisfaction”59 (Hanley et al. 2014, 36).  

Perhaps the greatest concerns of all, and ones that powerfully highlight the need to 

bridge the humanitarian-development divide, were those raised during community 

consultations regarding sustainability. Affected citizens consistently expressed concerns 

surrounding their ability to support themselves throughout the long-term recovery process: 

how best to transition from emergency employment to durable employment; and how to 

transition from living in an emergency tent city to a more permanent shelter solution (Hanley et 

al. 2014, 36). The IASC report does not offer any easy solutions, noting instead that in the early 

recovery phases “customised approaches quickly become important” (Hanley et al. 2014, 37). 

The CAF operation in Sierra Leone covered next highlights the benefits of what can occur when 

a ‘customized approach’ to aid programming is employed by military responders. 

 
59 In addition to the “multi-child approach”, Hanley et al. identify several of the targeting approaches used by aid 
agencies during the Typhoon Haiyan response, including the “poverty approach” (targeting those already receiving 
social assistance); the “poor and needs approach” (targeting those identified as vulnerable by community leaders); 
and the “prior relationship approach” (targeting those stakeholders with a prior relationship to the aid agency, for 
example, members of a religious community) (2014, 34). 
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6.3.3 Accountability in Sierra Leone 

The 2014 CAF response to the Ebola virus disease (EVD) epidemic in West Africa, differed in 

several critical respects from a typical CAF disaster relief operation. Firstly, at six months in 

duration, it was significantly longer than most CAF HADR operations. Secondly, the mission 

occurred in the context of an extended health emergency, and not as the result of a rapid and 

unexpected natural disaster such as an earthquake or typhoon. And finally, CAF resources were 

under the command and control of the United Kingdom’s (UK) Ministry of Defence (MoD). 

Thus, the CAF role during this operation was to augment the UK MoD military medical 

personnel providing medical aid and support in Sierra Leone (Government of Canada 2014).   

The CAF HADR operation in Sierra Leone stands out amongst the other CAF HADR 

operations for the emphasis placed before and during the mission upon social accountability, 

and in particular, inclusion and participation, capacity building, and host nation sustainability. 

This can possibly be attributed to the aim of the UK-led mission, which was to “fight Ebola by 

providing local healthcare support and to build a capability that will be handed to NGOs and 

local healthcare workers to manage and staff” (Government of Canada 2014, n.p.). Therefore, 

from the very beginning of the operation, prominence was given to sustainability and capacity 

building with a particular emphasis on local participation and partnerships. As a result of this 

emphasis on collaboration, Royal Engineers from the UK MoD as well as Sierra Leonean military 

personnel and local contractors worked side-by-side to construct several Ebola treatment 

centres (Brosnan 2018). Following construction, these treatment centres were staffed by 

military medical personnel from both the MoD and CAF until they were eventually turned over 

to local agencies. In addition, for the duration of the response, MoD personnel worked closely 
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with local military personnel and civilians throughout Sierra Leone in District Ebola Response 

Centres (DERCs) coordinating the Ebola response in these areas (Brosnan 2018).  

The military operation can, therefore, be reduced to three distinct phases. Initially, MoD 

personnel worked collaboratively with host nation military and civilian personnel to build 

healthcare capacity through constructing healthcare facilities. Subsequently, MoD and CAF 

healthcare providers worked within these medical facilities providing healthcare to Sierra 

Leoneans and international healthcare providers. Simultaneously, MoD personnel worked side-

by-side with host nation military personnel and civilians within the DERCs. Finally, the MoD 

turned over control of these medical facilities to local healthcare providers and NGOs operating 

in the area.  

Sierra Leonean citizens and soldiers were involved as partners and stakeholders in every phase 

of the operation. The nature of this operation, and in particular, the fact that it occurred in 

response to a slow-moving health emergency gave MoD personnel the space to develop a 

robust mission plan—including an exit strategy—prior to commencing operations in Sierra 

Leone. This is a luxury that is rarely available to military personnel in the rapid-paced HADR 

environment, and yet, this operation demonstrates what can be achieved when the 

considerations surrounding inclusion and participation, capacity building, accountability, and 

empowerment are given prominence in the operational planning process.   

I have presented a very positive recounting of the joint UK MoD and CAF operation in 

response to the Ebola virus disease epidemic in Sierra Leone. The UK MoD and CAF operation, 

however, was only one aspect of the international response to the Ebola epidemic in West 

Africa. When considered in its totality, the international response included the participation of 
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over 40 organizations, 58 foreign medical teams, and a total of approximately 2,500 

international personnel, over half of whom were medical personnel (DuBois et al. 2015, 22).  

In Chapter 4, section 4.3.3, I noted that the WHO came under scathing criticism for the 

initial global response to the Ebola epidemic — a response that Emma Ross et al. described as 

“characterized by confusion, chaos and denial” (Ross, Welch, and Angelides 2017, 3). Similarly, 

research conducted by Marc DuBois et al. on behalf of the UK’s Humanitarian Policy Group 

(HPG) and funded by UNOCHA (DuBois et al. 2015) identified three major failings of the 

international response: firstly, that the international response to the outbreak occurred too 

late; secondly, that when the international response did occur it was driven by domestic politics 

rather than humanitarianism; and finally, that it was not well aligned with the socio-cultural 

context of West Africa (DuBois et al. 2015, 41).   

It is the contention of DuBois et al. that the first failure was the international community’s 

delay in mounting an effective international response—a response that they describe as 

“criminally late” (2015, v). This contention appears reasonable. The Ebola outbreak was first 

declared an “outbreak” by the WHO on 23 March 2014—three months after the first case 

(“patient zero”) of Ebola virus was identified in Guinea in late December 2013 (DuBois et al. 

2015, 5). At the end of March 2014, MSF warned that the outbreak was “unprecedented”, and 

in June, they declared that the outbreak was “out of control” (DuBois et al. 2015, 5). It was not 

until August 2014, however, that the WHO declared the outbreak a “public health emergency 

of international concern” (DuBois et al. 2015, 5; Wilder-Smith and Osman 2020, 4).  

As Annelise Wilder-Smith and Sarah Osman explain, under the International Health 

Regulations (the global legal framework pertaining to public health and global health security), 
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the WHO is responsible for formally declaring a “public health emergency of international 

concern” (PHEIC) (2020, 1). The WHO declares a PHEIC for an “extraordinary event which is 

determined to constitute a public health risk to other States through international spread of 

disease and to potentially require a coordinated international response” (Wilder-Smith and 

Osman 2020, 1). Accordingly, once the WHO formally declared West Africa’s Ebola virus 

epidemic a PHEIC in August 2014, the international community was all but required to respond. 

By the time that the WHO declared a PHEIC, however, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Guinea had all 

declared states of emergency and introduced proactive measures to limit the spread of Ebola, 

including quarantines, curfews, lockdowns and roadblocks (DuBois et al. 2015, 5).  

Following the WHO’s declaration of a PHEIC there continued to be little evidence of a 

coordinated international response to the epidemic. At the beginning of September, MSF once 

again spoke out about the outbreak, and this time publicly called for military intervention—and 

in particular, military biological teams— “as a last resort” (DuBois et al. 2015, 5). In mid-

September, both the United States and the United Kingdom announced that they would deploy 

military personnel to Liberia and Sierra Leone respectively60, and on 19 September the United 

Nations announced the creation of the United Nations Mission for Ebola Emergency Response 

(UNMEER) (DuBois et al. 2015, 5).  

 DuBois et al. maintain that the late response on the part of the global community (to 

include the WHO, the UN, the US and the UK) was driven not by humanitarian reasons, but by 

domestic politics, and specifically, a fear that the outbreak could no longer be geographically 

 
60 Having identified “a capability gap in the building and running of specialist facilities to treat Ebola” (DuBois et al. 
2015, 23), the UK determined that this would be the focus of Operation GRITROCK. 
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contained within Africa (DuBois et al. 2015, 38). In other words, the international response did 

not occur until more powerful nations felt that their own borders were threatened by Ebola 

(DuBois et al. 2015, 5). It was only at this juncture, DuBois et al. suggest, that the US and the UK 

(and by extension, Canada) determined that they had little choice but to deploy their respective 

military forces (2015, 38). DuBois et al. posit that this demonstrates not only “self-interest”, but 

also highlights the lack of “strategic interest” in West Africa (DuBois et al. 2015, 38). Further 

bolstering this claim of limited Western interest in West Africa were the difficulties in 

fundraising for the international response. Despite the several billion dollars in donor support 

pledged to West Africa (by governments, multi-lateral organizations, NGOs and private donors), 

the donor payments received were well below what was pledged (DuBois et al. 2015, 23). 

DuBois et al. refer to UNOCHA figures citing a $600 million shortfall between pledges made and 

payments received (2015, 23). 

Finally, the international response was critiqued by many in the humanitarian community 

for its failure to draw upon and incorporate local knowledge. As one example, DuBois et al. 

highlight the initial international provision of black ‘body bags’ for the deceased (2015, 31). 

While black is a common colour for body bags, DuBois et al. identify that in West African 

culture, the burial of a body in a black body bag is strongly associated with poverty, accordingly, 

cultural practice dictates that white body bags be used (DuBois et al. 2015, 31). While this error 

was corrected61, it was preventable and is reflective of the tensions that exist between ‘expert’ 

 
61 Moreover, this socio-cultural error is unlikely to recur in future health emergencies and disaster situations. The 
second edition of the Pan American Health Organization (PAHO) field manual, Management of Dead Bodies after 
Disasters: A Field Manual for First Responders (2016) explicitly identifies the importance of identifying and ensuring 
that the socio-cultural and religious practices of the affected community are addressed (PAHO 2016, 51). In 
addition, the PAHO manual includes several photographs which demonstrate how to position the body and how to 
wrap the body. In all of the photographs, the body bags shown are white in colour (PAHO 2016, 15; 21). 
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versus ‘local’ knowledge highlighted in Chapter 2, section 2.5, and Chapter 3, section 3.4. For 

DuBois et al., these tensions represent the culture of the aid system and its hierarchy of 

“knowledge, culture and values” which privilege “expert knowledge” and denigrate “local, 

unscientific knowledge” (DuBois 1991, cited in DuBois et al. 2015, 42).  

Despite these clear challenges and shortcomings, Marc DuBois et al. acknowledge that 

the Ebola virus epidemic response, while not perfect, was ultimately a success that 

demonstrated the “dedication, resourcefulness and determination” of the international aid 

community (2015, 41). Importantly, the international response, and in particular the joint UK 

MoD and CAF operation, exhibited greater vertical and horizontal accountability than typical 

military HADR missions. However, the shortcomings identified by DuBois et al. are important 

and serve to illustrate that while accountability has great value both intrinsically and 

instrumentally, it is not a panacea and cannot, in isolation, prevent all of the other 

shortcomings from affecting HADR missions.  

6.4 Barriers to Accountability 

  
As previously acknowledged in both this Chapter and Chapter 3, research conducted by Mary 

Anderson and colleagues among recipients of international aid has demonstrated that, 

regardless of circumstance or nationality, recipients share common expectations about 

international assistance. Not surprisingly, overwhelming they want aid to bring “significant 

positive and lasting change” (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 17). Towards that aim, for those 

receiving aid there is a desire that the aid provided not merely improve their economic outlook 

and their political and social conditions, but critically, that the aid is delivered with their 

involvement (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 19; emphasis mine). This sentiment extends to 
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HADR missions and the provision of emergency aid, with recipients identifying a desire for aid 

that addresses the long-term structures and challenges that resulted in the crisis (Anderson, 

Brown, and Jean 2012, 21). Thus, in effect, recipients desire aid that focuses on disaster risk 

reduction, suggesting that, once again, there is a gap between what aid recipients’ desire—

sustainable aid with a long-term focus—and what military HADR missions provide. 

A key question thus emerges: why has accountability remained little more than a 

theoretical concept in humanitarian action, frequently discussed but rarely incorporated into 

practice?  In Chapter 3, section 3.4, I identified several of the challenges faced within the 

humanitarian domain in incorporating the Localization Agenda. I highlighted the work of Laura 

Hammond, and her contention that while the core humanitarian principles are critical, it is 

equally important that international responders incorporate the principles of accountability, 

transparency, and responsiveness into their programming (2008, 195). Because of the nexus 

between localization and social accountability, Hammond’s point is equally relevant to this 

discussion on social accountability. Ensuring that these three elements are not only considered, 

but also incorporated into humanitarian programming will enhance social accountability in 

humanitarian action.   

Despite the work of academics such as Laura Hammond, Michael Barnett, Paolo de 

Renzio, as well as the humanitarian practitioners and experts responsible for the creation of the 

various humanitarian standards and guidance documents, the current evidence suggests that 

there are still significant barriers towards ensuring effective accountability, both vertically and 

horizontally. Humanitarian researcher Lydia Poole acknowledges not only these barriers but the 

insularity of the humanitarian sphere when she states “we operate in a closed system, starved 
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of ideas. Humanitarians aren’t accountable to their primary client group—there is no 

meaningful feedback loop—and this robs the system of ideas and of stimulus for change.” 

(Poole 2020, n.p.).  Poole appears to acknowledge the challenges involved in realizing system-

level change with her contention that unless the humanitarian system broadens its acceptance 

of the voices and opinions from those outside their sphere, the system itself will remain locked 

in an “unending loop of recycled ideas and confirmation bias” (Poole 2020, n.p.).  

6.4.1  Evaluating Accountability  

The Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action 

(ALNAP) has been researching the relationship between humanitarians and the population they 

aim to serve since it was founded in 1997 (Brown, Donini, and Knox Clarke 2014, 4). Since 

ALNAP’s inception, they have published numerous reports, studies, and guidelines. In addition, 

they have produced several State of the Humanitarian System (SOHS) reports which explore 

multiple facets of the humanitarian system, and in particular citizen engagement in 

humanitarian action, communication, and accountability (Brown, Donini, and Knox Clarke 2014, 

4). These SOHS reports facilitate an exploration of the shifts in accountability theory and the 

operational practices that have occurred within the humanitarian system over time. For 

example, with respect to citizen participation, ALNAP’s 2010 SOHS report noted that 

“beneficiary participation often achieves(s) rhetorical rather than real results” (Brown, Donini, 

and Knox Clarke 2014, 4).  Two years later, ALNAP’s 2012 SOHS report noted the continuation 

of this trend, stating that “the weakest progress and performance (is) in the areas of recipient 

consultation and engagement of local actors, despite the rhetorical emphasis given to these 

issues” (Brown, Donini, and Knox Clarke 2014, 4).  The same 2012 report noted that many in the 
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humanitarian community remained unconvinced that citizen participation in humanitarian 

programming could be anything other than “tokenistic or even manipulative” (Brown, Donini, 

and Knox Clarke 2014, 4), suggesting there exists a deep disconnect between theory and 

practice.  

The latest ALNAP SOHS report, published in 2018, facilitates a current exploration of 

these issues and trends at the operational level. The 2018 report, which focuses on the three-

year period from 2015 through to 2017, identifies that “limited progress” was made in the 

following two key domains: (1) Relevance and appropriateness: are the most important needs 

addressed? And (2) Accountability and participation: are affected populations involved in 

decision-making, and can they hold humanitarians to account?  

Exploring these two domains a little deeper, regarding Relevance and appropriateness, 

the 2018 SOHS report identifies that basic needs beyond the acute emergency phase of the 

response were often neither met nor understood by humanitarians (ALNAP 2018, Table 1). The 

report further notes that the needs of beneficiaries with special needs, for example, the elderly 

and those with disabilities, were often not met (ALNAP 2018, Table 1). These findings highlight 

the importance of social accountability practices in humanitarian programming to both 

understand and respond appropriately to the needs of the affected population. Additionally, 

these findings point to the diminished capacity of responders to meet the needs of those with 

special or unique requirements when pre-packaged or standard response methods—as occurs 

in the CAF—are employed by humanitarian responders. Moreover, and with respect to the 

report’s findings regarding meeting basic needs beyond the acute emergency phase, the short 

‘rapid-in and rapid-out’ nature of HADR missions may adversely impact responders’ ability to 
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either consider or apply a longer-term development lens to disaster relief operations; when 

responders view their mission through a short-term lens, the accountability obligations and the 

resultant social accountability practices that they foster are challenging to operationalize.   

As concerning as responder inability to either meet the requirements of those with 

special needs or to meet more than basic and short-term needs, are the findings from the 

Accountability and participation section of the SOHS report. The 2018 SOHS report identifies 

that while feedback mechanisms are in place, the feedback received continues to lack influence 

on decision making (ALNAP 2018, Table 1).  This was also noted in the previous 2015 SOHS 

report, which covered the period from 2012-2014.  Additionally, and as concerning, the 2018 

report also noted that several of the interviewees expressed concern that accountability and 

participation was becoming little more than a “box-ticking exercise” with “little evidence” of 

the participation or input of affected populations in the realm of project design or approach 

(ALNAP 2018, Table 1). These 2018 findings are only marginally better than those obtained in 

2015, wherein it was identified that “no progress in engaging local participation” had occurred 

(ALNAP 2018, Table 1).  

The findings within the ALNAP SOHS reports are not only a stark acknowledgement of the 

‘closed-loop’ nature of the humanitarian system as expressed by Lydia Poole, but also an 

acknowledgement that over the last decade, the move towards greater accountability and 

participation—in effect, social accountability—within the humanitarian sphere has all but 

stalled, remaining almost fully in the domain of the theoretical. Finally, it bears noting that 

during the three-year period covered in the 2018 report, humanitarian human resources—both 

national and international humanitarian personnel—increased globally by approximately 
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200,000 personnel (from ~450K to ~650K) (ALNAP 2018, Figure 5), thus substantive gains in 

available human resources were realized during this period. As a result, one could reasonably 

have expected that this significant net gain in human resources would equate to more progress 

towards ensuring that social accountability practices are incorporated into response 

programming.  

In 2019, following the release of ALNAP’s 2018 SOHS report, Nada Abdelmagid and 

colleagues conducted a study aimed at measuring and interpreting the appropriateness of 

humanitarian assistance. Abdelmagid et al. argue that evaluating the appropriateness of 

humanitarian assistance provided is “a matter of accountability” as it facilitates an assessment 

of both the impact and the value of the assistance provided (Abdelmagid et al. 2019, 4).  

Consequently, it is their contention that for humanitarian practitioners, ensuring that 

appropriate aid is provided can lead, albeit indirectly, to enhanced accountability practices 

through facilitating the recognition of the “dignity, capacities and abilities” of aid recipients 

(Abdelmagid et al. 2019, 4). In addition, when viewed through the lens of donors, funding 

appropriate aid programming can ensure that “impactful and quality” programming is delivered 

to those receiving aid (Abdelmagid et al. 2019, 4).  

Abdelmagid et al. explain that in order to measure appropriateness, an accepted standard 

of what appropriateness looks like must first exist (2019, 4). Unfortunately, and as they reveal, 

while within the literature multiple descriptors and standards for appropriateness acknowledge 

the importance of considering the needs of the affected population, to date, a ‘gold standard’ 

for appropriateness in humanitarian assistance has not been developed (Abdelmagid et al. 

2019). This lack of definitional coherence was demonstrated in their study, as each of the 
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approaches evaluated during the study relied upon not only upon a different definition for 

‘appropriateness’, but also a different mechanism for evaluating the appropriateness of their 

programming.  

In their study, Abdelmagid et al. conducted an extensive literature review which 

ultimately identified eight auditing approaches [also referred to as evaluation mechanisms] 

utilized by humanitarian organizations to assess the appropriateness of their aid programming.  

Abdelmagid et al. report that while the auditing approaches varied dependent upon the 

method utilized, common to all approaches was an insufficient level of guidance on 

measurement, their susceptibility to interpretive bias, and as previously noted, differing 

definitions of appropriateness (Abdelmagid et al. 2019, 4).  Among the eight approaches 

surveyed, only one approach—the Modified Community Scorecard Methodology (known as the 

CSC)—captured feedback from members of the affected communities in the evaluation of the 

appropriateness of the humanitarian response (Abdelmagid et al. 2019). The remainder relied 

upon internal review or peer review to evaluate the appropriateness of the response 

(Abdelmagid et al. 2019), leaving those most affected by the humanitarian assistance without a 

voice in evaluating the assistance provided.  

While the CAF does not utilize ‘appropriateness’ as a factor in evaluating their disaster 

relief missions, during each mission, quantifiable data identifying what the CAF has achieved to 

date is released publicly by the Government of Canada (Government of Canada 2018a).  This 

data, which has long been called into question by academics and researchers, includes 

rudimentary and easily collected information, such as the number of patients treated, the 

number of prescriptions provided, and the litres of water produced and distributed (Ewing 205, 
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127; Bollen et al. 2012, 259; Baxter and Beadling 2013, 1237; Hicks 2015, 11; Government of 

Canada 2018a).   

This form of evaluation methodology requires little in the way of participation by, or even 

feedback from, disaster-affected populations. As a result, there is no mechanism for the CAF to 

consider sustainability, capacity building or the long-term benefits and impacts to the local 

population because of the military operation. Yet, despite this apparent accountability deficit, 

the evaluation metrics utilized by the CAF to assess HADR outcomes not only rely solely upon 

quantitative data but have not changed in decades (Government of Canada 2018a). This lends 

credence to the arguments of Richard Salmons and David Capie, presented in Chapter 4, section 

4.1, that military disaster relief occurs, not out of compassion, but for the instrumental benefits 

it offers to the sending nation (Salmons 2019, 285; Capie 2015, 321) 

At the time of this writing, the Department of National Defence has conducted one 

internal formal evaluation of its HADR programming. Notably, neither disaster-affected citizens, 

representatives from their local or national governments, nor local or national non-

governmental organizations from the affected host nations participated. As a result, the 

evaluation considered very limited—and exclusively internal—viewpoints and perspectives.  

This internal National Defence evaluation examining the CAF response to a spectrum of 

humanitarian assistance operations62 was conducted in 2013.  The aim of the evaluation was 

not to assess or evaluate the appropriateness of the CAF response during HADR operations, nor 

was it to examine host nation outcomes following CAF HADR operations. Instead, the 

 
62 The evaluation assessed three specific types of CAF operations: humanitarian operations (international HADR 
missions), disaster relief operations (domestic disaster relief missions), and non-combatant evacuations operations 
(National Defence 2013, 1). 
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evaluation was conducted to “evaluate specific CAF program areas for relevance and 

performance” (National Defence 2013, 1). This restrictive focus resulted in an evaluation that 

was primarily inward-facing and predominantly aimed at assessing whether the use of CAF 

personnel and resources for these operations aligned with federal government priorities 

(National Defence 2013, 7).  

As an example of the assessment metrics utilized during this internal evaluation, one 

aspect of the “assessing performance” portion of the evaluation sought to determine whether 

the CAF met its internal departure deadlines following a rapid onset disaster (known within the 

CAF as “notice to move” targets). This metric then served as a proxy for evaluating whether the 

CAF was capable of a rapid and timely departure (which the evaluators determined it was).   

With respect to the “relevance” aspect of the evaluation, through conducting key 

informant interviews with stakeholders from the CAF / DND and other government 

departments, including representatives from within Global Affairs Canada—the department 

responsible for determining if the CAF should be deployed in response to a rapid onset 

disaster—the evaluators identified that CAF capabilities “continued to address a demonstrable 

and ongoing need” and were “adequately matched with identified needs or gaps”. The 

evaluators also drew upon public opinion research conducted by the DND that found that 

Canadians are extremely supportive of CAF participation in HADR operations — the findings of 

this public opinion research were discussed extensively in Chapter 4, section 4.4.   

The results of this internal evaluation were largely positive and served to confirm that the 

CAF HADR capability is meeting its primary HADR objective of “saving lives and lessening 

suffering”, while also meeting the secondary objective of “promoting a positive image of 
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Canada abroad and at home” (National Defence 2013, 3). Since it has been discussed 

extensively in this and other chapters, however, it is worth noting that the evaluation did 

identify that existing CAF planning guidance (i.e., CONPLAN RENAISSANCE) and doctrine (i.e., 

CFJP 3-4.163) are not undergoing revisions and updates “as per scheduled recommendations, 

which may negatively impact the success of future operations” (National Defence 2013, 22). 

Taken together, the results of the ALNAP SOHS reports, the findings of Abdelmagid and 

colleagues’ literature review, and the internal evaluation conducted by DND, demonstrate that 

accountability to affected populations remains more theory than practice in both the civilian 

and military sphere, with the key focus on accountability still currently trending upwards 

towards the donors, sending agencies and nations. A potential reason for this continued 

upward focus on the part of responders may well be the challenges inherent with effectively 

incorporating the vertical and horizontal accountability obligations to affected populations into 

humanitarian practice. 

As was covered in Chapters 2 and 3, the prominence assigned to “the local” in both 

peacebuilding operational doctrine and within the humanitarian sphere’s Localization Agenda, 

requires accountability to—and therefore, the participation of—affected local populations. In 

addition to the security- and protection-related operational challenges inherent to this 

approach raised by Laura Hammond (2008) and others (discussed in Chapter 3, section 3.4.1), a 

clear understanding of what “the local” means in practice, remains problematic. Caroline 

Hughes and colleagues argue that while “the local” in peacebuilding is ambiguous and 

contested in meaning, at its essence, it refers to those at the receiving end of foreign aid and 

 
63 The CFJP 3-4.1 is introduced and discussed in Chapter 7 herein.  
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assistance, and importantly, “those whose voices are the least likely to be heard.” (Hughes, 

Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 818). Hughes and colleagues assert that the identification of 

“the local” is rife with challenges, many of which relate to the distribution of power (Hughes, 

Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 821). Who determines who speaks for whom, who determines 

what is local and what is not, and critically, who determines who is an insider or an outsider?  In 

effect, how authentically ‘local’ is ‘local’ when viewed through a Western or Euro-centric lens? 

(Hughes, Öjendal, and Schierenbeck 2015, 821-822). As Séverine Autesserre maintains, the turn 

to the local may, in many instances, rely upon assumptions made by outsiders (Autesserre 

2017, 116).   

Despite these obvious challenges, researchers identify three primary reasons to ensure 

engagement with, and participation by, the affected community (Brown, Donini, and Knox 

Clarke 2014, 11-12). The first reason is normative, it is the right thing to do; the second reason 

is instrumental, it results in more meaningful program delivery; the final reason is that it is 

emancipatory, it can ensure accountability, facilitate informed decision-making, and strengthen 

capacity (Brown, Donini, and Knox Clarke 2014, 11-12; CHS Alliance 2014). Dayna Brown and 

colleagues acknowledge that debate currently exists as to whether engagement should be 

viewed as “a right and a moral duty”, or merely one of several tools to increase program 

delivery and outcomes (Brown, Donini, and Knox Clarke 2014, 11-13). Regardless of which 

perspective one takes in this debate, engagement ensures that crisis-affected citizens have a 

voice in the recovery process, and therefore an ability to shape the intervention to provide 

maximum benefit, local ownership, and sustainability.  
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6.5 Conclusion 

   
This chapter began with a discussion on accountability obligations as they relate to vertical and 

horizontal accountability in the provision of aid. Drawing extensively on Paolo de Renzio’s 

accountability dilemmas, I demonstrated the importance of the accountability obligations and 

social accountability practices in the provision of aid. Next, I explored the CAF’s disaster relief 

mission in Haiti, and in particular, areas where a failure to either consider or incorporate the 

accountability obligations led to challenges for not only the CAF members, but Haitian citizens.  

Finally, I explored the literature on accountability in the humanitarian sphere and 

demonstrated that despite the recognition of the importance of accountability to affected 

populations in both the literature and policy sphere, when it comes to incorporating 

accountability theory into practice, little on the ground has changed and accountability to 

disaster-affected populations remains more an abstract ideal than a concrete practice.  

In exploring the barriers to accountability in section 6.4 I noted that the very structure of 

the humanitarian system was a barrier to the incorporation of social accountability practices. 

The humanitarian system—whether civilian or military—is a closed-loop system. It is created by 

insiders, and it is predominantly both led and staffed by insiders. Those on the receiving end of 

aid are not typically either intimately involved with or employed within the greater 

humanitarian system. This division between insider (aid worker) and outsider (aid recipient) 

was apparent when reviewing the evaluation and assessment methods utilized within the 

humanitarian sphere. The research conducted by Nada Abdelmagid et al. demonstrated that, 

almost exclusively, humanitarian organizations rely on either internal or peer review to 

evaluate their humanitarian programming. Similarly, within the CAF, the single formal 
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evaluation of CAF HADR operations to date was conducted by the Department of National 

Defence. As I explained in Chapter 5, social accountability demands that those without power 

have an ability to hold those with power to account. In the case of exclusively internal or peer 

reviewed evaluations and assessment, those without power do not have a role—or a voice—in 

assessing the aid that they have received, consequently, social accountability is not possible.  

My position throughout has been that accountability matters, and specifically, that 

consideration of the accountability obligations—and the resultant social accountability to 

disaster-affected citizens—is crucial in disaster relief operations. However, the disaster relief 

sphere is inherently complicated and often cross-sectoral, often requiring an international 

response across a range of programming activities which include not only a disaster relief 

component, but potentially a peacebuilding component, humanitarian aid and assistance, as 

well as development-focused programming. While it seems self-evident that the immediate 

impacts of military disaster relief missions, including the rapid provision of medical aid and safe 

drinking water, are largely positive, the longer-term impacts are normatively questionable and 

may fail to align with the longer-term needs and desires of disaster-affected citizens.  

Accordingly, military leaders and responders must be cognizant of the adverse effects that 

military HADR missions can have on the decision-making capacity and active involvement of 

disaster-affected citizens. The accountability obligations and practices require careful 

consideration not only before commencing disaster relief activities, but throughout the 

engagement cycle.  This is critical because, as I have demonstrated, accountability practices, if 

haphazardly implemented, can result in a cascade of unintended detrimental effects to the very 

population that the humanitarian community is there to assist. These detrimental effects can 
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include disempowerment. Accordingly, the next chapter examines the potential impacts of 

HADR on empowerment outcomes among the affected population.   
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Chapter 7: Empowerment in Theory and in Practice 

 

7.1 Introduction 
 

Building upon the previous chapter and my finding that a deficiency in social accountability 

considerations and practice exists in the military HADR sphere, I now turn to empowerment 

theory to examine whether this social accountability deficit has the potential to impact 

empowerment outcomes during HADR operations. Accordingly, in this chapter I explore 

whether incongruence exists between contemporary empowerment theory and the guiding 

policy and doctrine of the CAF as it relates to HADR operations. This analysis of whether, and if 

so how, empowerment is represented in military doctrine is important. Research has 

consistently demonstrated that the effects of aid often manifest as disempowerment rather 

than empowerment. For example, field research conducted by Mary Anderson et al. 

demonstrates that aid-recipients often feel as though they are “objects, not subjects of 

assistance” (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 22). In addition, and as I will illustrate, 

incorporating empowerment considerations into aid programming can lead to better outcomes. 

Deepa Narayan explains that empowerment is derived or constrained through the 

interplay or relations between the individual and their environment (Narayan 2005, 6) and is, at 

its core, a relational concept. In the next section, I review some of the current conceptions of 

empowerment in the humanitarian literature, and specifically, those conceptions utilized in the 

disaster relief and development sphere. I explore Joanna Rowlands contention that there are 

three inter-related dimensions of empowerment, dimensions that she has identified as the 

personal, the relational, and the collective dimension. Next, I examine Deepa Narayan’s 
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Conceptual Framework for Empowerment, introducing the position that I will advance 

throughout this chapter, that it is within the “institutional climate” building block of Narayan’s 

Framework where the greatest opportunities exist for military HADR responders to empower 

disaster-affected citizens—or at a minimum, prevent dis-empowerment from occurring.  

 In section 7.3, I consider the prominent role of power in the empowerment process. Here 

I draw upon Amy Allen’s influential conceptualization of power; a conceptualization that 

identifies three distinct modalities of power: power-over, power-to, and power-with. Of these 

three modalities, which I describe in detail, I will argue that it is perhaps “power-over” that best 

describes the relations of power at play in the disaster relief environment between military 

responders and disaster-affected citizens.  

Subsequently, in section 7.4, I provide an overview of three of the functional barriers to 

empowerment within the HADR sphere. The first barrier, which draws upon the work of Sara 

Geale, is an external-facing element which I have titled the stories that we tell others. The 

second barrier draws upon the research of Séverine Autesserre and is an internal element 

which I have identified as the stories that we tell ourselves. The third barrier to empowerment, 

that of dependency syndrome, draws upon the insights of Liza Ireni-Saban and her research on 

disaster relief.   

 In section 7.5, I consider the prominent role given to empowerment in existing civilian 

frameworks and guidance documents in both the disaster relief and development spheres.  

Next, I review the current CAF humanitarian and disaster relief doctrine through the lens of 

empowerment, an exercise which highlights the relative paucity of empowerment-focused 

guidance available to military responders. In concert with this military doctrinal review, I 
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compare the empowerment expectations within military doctrine to Deepa Narayan’s 

Conceptual Framework for Empowerment, and specifically, her “institutional climate” building 

block. My aim is to identify areas where there is alignment between elements of Narayan’s 

“institutional climate” building block and existing military doctrine, and in the areas where 

there is not, to determine if the policy space exists for alignment.  

7.2 Empowerment Theory: What is Empowerment?  
 

As a verb, empower is often used in its traditional sense as a synonym for to authorize or to 

permit [somebody to do something] (Oxford Dictionary 2021). The Oxford Dictionary identifies 

a second meaning for the verb empower, however: “to give somebody more control over their 

own life or the situation they are in” (2021). This second meaning better aligns with the current 

usage and understanding of what is meant by the verb empower. In recent years 

empowerment has been popularized in disciplines as diverse as management, politics, 

psychology, and social work, as well as in the humanitarian sphere. Each of these disciplines has 

applied their own lens to empowerment, however, and with each new lens and context, the 

usage and meaning of empowerment has subtly shifted.  

Perhaps because of the now ubiquitous use of the term empowerment across multiple 

disciplines, several researchers, drawing upon the work of philosopher W.B. Gallie, have 

referred to empowerment as an “essentially contested concept” (Gallie 1956, 167; Cornwall 

and Brock 2005, 1046; Gram et al. 2018, 1349). Gallie asserts that an “essentially contested 

concept” is one that provokes disagreement due to the inability to coalesce on the proper use 

and definition of the concept. Andrea Cornwall and Karen Brock suggest that empowerment is a 

“buzzword”, explaining that buzzwords “facilitate a multiplicity of contingent, situational, and 
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relational meanings, which continue to be contested as they are put to use” (Cornwall and 

Brock 2005, 1046).  Similarly, Srilatha Batliwala contends that empowerment has become 

“mainstreamed” (Batliwala 2007, 557). She explains that this mainstreaming occurred as 

empowerment was “lifted out of the political and historical context in which [it] evolved” 

(Batliwala 2007, 557). Batliwala argues that this mainstreaming of a “clearly political concept” 

has “virtually robbed [empowerment] of its original meaning and strategic value” (Batliwala 

2007, 557). Moreover, Batliwala contends that in concert with the contemporary rise in the use 

of the term empowerment (and here, she too refers to it as a “buzzword”), came the diffusion 

and dilution of its political meaning (2007, 559). A process that she claims was made all the 

more rapid as development agencies and actors began to incorporate the now diluted and de-

politicized term into their programming (Batliwala 2007, 559).  

Joanna Rowlands offers a slightly different account of how the term empowerment is 

used. It is her contention that the term empowerment is often “used in a way that presupposes 

that the listener will know what is meant” and as a result, “the question of how empowerment 

comes about can either be assumed or ignored” (Rowlands 1997, 7). Rowlands argues that this 

failure to precisely articulate what empowerment is, and from there, how empowerment can 

be achieved, substantially diminishes the value of empowerment as either a tool or a strategy 

(1997, 8). She argues that the absence of an adequate definition or accepted conception of 

empowerment allows the ideal of empowerment to be used to obfuscate or to divert debate 

(Rowlands 1997, 8).  

Mindful of the words of Cornwall and Brock, Batliwala, and Rowlands, and their emphasis 

on the importance of establishing a clear conception of empowerment, I now move on to 
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explore the notion of empowerment as it is applied within the humanitarian sphere. Returning 

briefly to The Oxford Dictionary’s definition of the verb empower as “to give somebody more 

control over their own life or the situation they are in” (2021), it appears clear that 

empowerment involves elements of individual agency, choice, and power, and importantly, 

that this agency, choice, and power is either given to or developed by someone who previously 

lacked it. Deepa Narayan suggests that empowerment can be conceived as “broadly increasing 

poor people’s freedom of choice and action to shape their own lives” (Narayan 2005, 4). Thus, 

for Narayan, choice expansion, and in particular the freedom to choose a course of action, is a 

critical aspect of empowerment. Narayan acknowledges, however, that this conception of 

empowerment suggests the existence of a certain degree of control over resources and 

decisions, a control, she notes, that many individuals may lack (2005, 4).  

Jay Drydyk concurs with Narayan’s assertion that choice expansion is important. Writing 

about empowerment in the development sphere, Drydyk acknowledges the importance of both 

choice expansion and agency, noting that development should expand the choices that 

individuals have to shape their lives (Drydyk 2019, 146). He cautions, however, that lacking any 

connection to power, the expansion of choice—in isolation—will neither create empowerment 

nor foster accountability (2019, 147). To elaborate on his position, Drydyk offers that merely 

providing women with expanded choices may have limited impact on patriarchal relations 

(2019, 147). To illustrate the limits of choice expansion in isolation, in a patriarchal society, a 

newfound ability to choose between whether to purchase chicken or beef in the grocery store 

will likely have little impact upon who prepares the meal. Thus, choice expansion is necessary 

but not sufficient for empowerment. Rather, and as I will show, because empowerment is a 
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relational construct, individual and collective agency as well as power relations also have a role 

to play. 

Andrea Cornwall and Althea-Maria Rivas emphasize that empowerment is a process, 

consequently, it is neither an “end point” nor a “measurable outcome” (Cornwall and Rivas 

2015, 405). Moreover, it is susceptible to changing conditions and power—particularly at the 

institutional and structural level. Cornwall and Rivas argue that the work of outside actors 

should be conceived as both facilitating and supporting the “removing of obstacles”, thereby 

allowing individuals to empower themselves (Cornwall and Rivas 2015, 405). In the rapid-paced 

environment of military HADR operations, key questions then become how can military 

responders enable empowerment? How can these responders create the conditions that 

support durable [sustainable] empowerment? And finally, how will responders know when 

empowerment has been achieved – or more accurately, is in process? Military responders 

should be asking these questions during the pre-mission planning stage and throughout their 

deployment. For these questions to be asked, however, military responders first need to 

understand empowerment, how it functions, how it can be developed, and critically, the ways 

in which disaster relief operations can weaken the empowerment process.   

7.2.1 The Relational Aspect of Empowerment.  

As noted in section 7.1, empowerment is derived or constrained through the interplay or 

relations between the individual and their environment (Narayan 2005, 6) and is, at its core, a 

relational concept. Consequently, because empowerment is relational, it is susceptible to 

changing conditions and power. In recognition of the relational nature of empowerment, 

Joanna Rowlands identifies three overlapping dimensions of empowerment, dimensions which 
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she argues are central to developing a meaningful understanding of empowerment. Rowlands 

presents these three dimensions of empowerment—personal, relational, and collective 

empowerment—in a Venn diagram, assigning each dimension equal weight (1997, 14).  

The personal dimension.  Rowlands explains that the personal dimension of 

empowerment requires that individuals develop not only their sense of self, but their sense of 

self-confidence, as well as an understanding of their personal capacity (1997, 15). In this 

context, empowerment is focused on reversing one’s personal powerlessness. Thus, the 

personal dimension of empowerment entails the development of a sense of self, as well as a 

recognition of one’s own power and capacity to effect change at the individual level.  

The relational dimension.  The relational dimension of empowerment considers close 

relationships and the necessity to develop the capacity to not only “negotiate and influence” a 

close relationship, but also the decisions that are jointly made within that relationship 

(Rowlands 1997, 15). This dimension moves beyond an understanding and appreciation of the 

self and explores how, as an individual, we interact with others in our network of relationships.   

The collective dimension.  Finally, the collective dimension of empowerment demands 

consideration of relationships at multiple levels, including at the local level, the political level, 

and even at the institutional level (Rowlands 1997, 15). Rowlands’ observes that working 

together, individuals can often achieve a greater impact than they otherwise could have if 

working in isolation (Rowlands 1997, 15). Accordingly, this dimension examines an individual’s 

relationships with those around them, whether at the local level or beyond, and considers how, 

collectively, individuals can work together to empower themselves and each other.  
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Clearly then, empowerment functions at multiple levels, each of which overlap and 

influence the other dimensions. At the personal level, the enhancement of personal 

empowerment can improve the life of an individual, while greater relational empowerment can 

positively impact the lives of a family. Increased collective empowerment, though, can lead to 

improvements in the lives of those in an entire community. As Rowlands explains, due to the 

dynamic nature of empowerment, developments made in one dimension can lead to positive 

impacts in not only that dimension, but also in the other dimensions (Rowlands 1997, 127).  

In the context of humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, the long-term goal is to 

return a community to its pre-disaster level of function. Accordingly, collective empowerment is 

the dimension of empowerment that is of the greatest relevance in this context. Moreover, and 

when viewed through a military lens, since the military is an institution that is operating in a 

disaster-affected community at the request of the host nation government, this collective 

dimension is also the dimension in which military responders are most likely to be able to effect 

positive change. This is not to suggest, however, that the other two dimensions of 

empowerment are unimportant or not worthy of attention. The relational nature of 

empowerment requires that each of the three dimensions and their intersectionalities be 

addressed. 

Deepa Narayan’s conceives empowerment as “broadly increasing poor people’s freedom 

of choice and action to shape their own lives” (2005, 4). Certainly, this conception of 

empowerment aligns with Rowlands’ Three Dimensions of Empowerment Model, although 

arguably the collective dimension of empowerment is less visible in Narayan’s conception than 

are the personal and relational dimensions. Moreover, Narayan and other scholars agree with 
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the emphasis that Drydyk places on both individual agency and power relations in achieving 

empowerment (Narayan 2005, 4; Cornwall and Rivas 2015, 405; Koggel 2007, 10; Rowlands 

1997, 9), thus, acknowledging the interplay of empowerment within the personal, relational, 

and collective dimensions.  

7.2.2 The Conceptual Framework for Empowerment.  

In recognition of the importance of choice expansion, individual agency, and power relations, as 

well as the ways in which they can variously interact to either foster or impede empowerment, 

Narayan builds upon her earlier characterization of empowerment (cited above) and offers one 

that takes into account how empowerment can be hampered or enhanced both in and through 

institutions: “Empowerment is the expansion of assets and capabilities of poor people to 

participate in, negotiate with, influence, control, and hold accountable institutions that affect 

their lives” (Narayan 2005, 5).   

It is this definition of empowerment that clearly demonstrates the nexus that exists 

between empowerment and social accountability. Narayan’s characterization of empowerment 

demands social accountability. Consequently, under this characterization, an absence of social 

accountability will hinder empowerment.  These key linkages between social accountability and 

empowerment require that, in concert with incorporating social accountability considerations 

into military HADR operations, military responders be cognizant of the role that social 

accountability plays in developing or hindering empowerment.  This entails that, in addition to 

understanding and incorporating social accountability practices into operations, military 

responders possess an understanding of empowerment theory and the impact of their actions 

in enhancing or hindering empowerment. In the final chapter, I return to this discussion of why 
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it is necessary that military responders develop an understanding of empowerment theory and 

suggest potential methods to increase this understanding. 

Narayan has developed a Conceptual Framework for Empowerment that illustrates the 

multiple dimensions of empowerment. Reproduced in Figure 2 below, Narayan’s framework 

both supports and expands upon Rowlands’ Dimensions of Empowerment Model. As I will 

demonstrate, Narayan’s framework also offers a roadmap of sorts for the incorporation of 

empowerment considerations into military HADR operations. 

 

Figure 2: Narayan’s “Conceptual Framework for Empowerment” 

 

(Source: Narayan 2005, 7) 
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As illustrated in Figure 2, Narayan first identifies what she terms the four core “building 

blocks” of empowerment: the institutional climate; social and political structures; individual 

assets and capabilities; and collective assets and capabilities (2005, 7).  Next, Narayan divides 

these building blocks into two core sections, which she describes as “opportunity structure” 

and “agency of the poor”. The “opportunity structure” section encompasses the first two 

building blocks: “institutional climate”, and “social and political structures”. Together these two 

building blocks jointly identify the broader societal and institutional factors that can affect the 

capacity for empowerment (Narayan 2005, 7). In contrast, the “agency of the poor” section, 

which contains both the “individual” building block and the “collective assets and capabilities” 

building block, depicts the factors that can impact agency at both the individual and collective 

level (Narayan 2005, 7).  

Although Narayan presents these four building blocks as self-contained frames, she 

explains that each of the four blocks interact with and influence the others, and that 

collectively, they encompass both the external and the internal factors and constraints that can 

impact empowerment and development outcomes at the individual, collective, and broader 

societal level (Narayan 2005, 6). Thus, Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for Empowerment 

incorporates each of Rowlands’ three dimensions of empowerment, as well as the role of 

agency, participation, power relations, and accountability in increasing empowerment. 

Moreover, like Rowland’s model, Narayan’s framework not only identifies that fostering 

empowerment requires the involvement of individuals and institutions, but formally 

acknowledges the integral relationship between these two distinct groups in fostering 

empowerment. 
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Perhaps the greatest difference between Rowland and Narayan’s respective 

empowerment frameworks is the emphasis that Narayan places on opportunity structure, and 

specifically the role that the institutional climate, as well as social and political structures play in 

fostering (or hampering) empowerment.  While Rowlands’ Model does grant equal weight to 

the collective dimension aspect of empowerment, Narayan’s Framework goes further in this 

dimension through her clear identification of these institutional, social, and political factors.   

The Institutional Climate Building Block. Since as noted in section 7.1.1, collective 

empowerment is the dimension of empowerment that is the most applicable within the context 

of military HADR operations, Narayan’s Framework, and in particular her “institutional climate” 

building block, serves as an ideal construct with which to explore the potential empowerment-

related impacts of military HADR operations.  

In recognition of the influence that institutional governance—including, laws, rules, and 

regulations—can have on empowerment, Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block 

identifies the following four core elements as vital to increasing empowerment: access to 

information; inclusion and participation; accountability; and local organizational capacity 

(Narayan 2005, 4). These four core elements have been acknowledged as vital to the provision 

of effective and sustainable humanitarian aid. In fact, humanitarian organizations worldwide 

have explicitly committed to incorporating these elements within their humanitarian 

programming.  Recall from Chapter 3 that it was during the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit 

(WHS) that humanitarian organizations acknowledged the importance of providing aid that was 

not only collaborative, but that both strengthened and built upon existing local organizations 

and local systems. In concrete terms, at the 2016 WHS, humanitarian organizations committed 
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to providing aid programming that would “Respect, support and strengthen local leadership 

and enable people to be the central drivers of relief and recovery efforts” (Agenda for 

Humanity 2017; UN Secretary-General 2016, 29).  Unfortunately, and as was identified in 

Chapter 3, the CAF has yet to formally acknowledge within their HADR doctrine the 

commitments made by humanitarian organizations at the WHS.  That notwithstanding, it is 

entirely reasonable to expect that military humanitarian responders possess an awareness of 

these commitments which aim to ensure both greater accountability to and greater 

involvement of those receiving aid.  

Accordingly, with the possible exception of “local organizational capacity”, the four core 

elements within Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block are elements that military 

humanitarian responders, acting on behalf of the host nation government, can—to varying 

degrees—and should incorporate into their disaster relief programming. As I will demonstrate, 

these four elements are all closely associated with the principal aim of social accountability. The 

concept of social accountability featured prominently in both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. Recall 

the discussion in Chapter 5 on social accountability, and in particular the emphasis that social 

accountability places on civic engagement. As was explained, social accountability requires that 

“ordinary citizens” and communities, as well as civil society organizations work together and 

take action to hold public officials accountable (Malena, Forster, and Singh 2004, 3). The social 

accountability construct permits those without power to hold those with power to account. 

Thus, when social accountability is realized, ordinary citizens are empowered to hold their 

governments to account.  I now move to explore each of the four elements within Narayan’s 

“institutional climate” building block, beginning with the first element, “access to information”.  
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Access to information.  The first element of Narayan’s “institutional climate” building 

block is “access to information”. Ideally, information should flow bi-directionally, from 

government to citizens and from citizens to government. When this bi-directional information 

flow occurs, citizens are informed and can in parallel ensure greater accountability from their 

government(s) (Narayan 2005, 8).  In the disaster relief context, military responders—and more 

specifically, their leadership—have the ability, to varying degrees, to provide local citizens with 

information regarding their ongoing activities as well as their future planned programming. 

Ensuring local citizens have access to information will not only inform them of aid activities, but 

in so doing, it will enable greater access to and awareness of available aid programming—

thereby functioning as an enabler of empowerment. In addition, when access to information 

flows bi-directionally, citizens are afforded a mechanism to respond to aid programming that is 

either not meeting their needs, or not being delivered as intended, thus this element functions 

as a potential accountability check for responders. Military responders could, to varying 

degrees and following changes to doctrine and programming, incorporate this first element into 

their relief programming. 

Inclusion and participation.  The second element within Narayan’s “institutional 

climate” building block is “inclusion and participation”. It appears self-evident that inclusion 

and participation can foster empowerment.  The difficulty arises, however, in ensuring that 

meaningful and effective inclusion and participation occurs, which is particularly challenging in 

the rapid-paced military HADR environment. Narayan maintains that an empowering approach 

to inclusion and participation treats “poor people as co-producers” granting them—at the 

lowest level possible—decision-making authority and control over resources (2005, 8). She 
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contends that adopting such a ‘co-producer’ approach will ensure that local knowledge and 

priorities are reflected (Narayan 2005, 8).  In the disaster relief sphere, where time is of the 

essence, and most CAF responders predominantly speak either English or French, ensuring that 

local knowledge and priorities are incorporated into what is essentially a pre-determined aid 

package can be challenging.  Thus, this second element, while not impossible to incorporate 

into HADR operations, would certainly be difficult to adopt in any meaningful way in the very 

early first stages of an operation.   

Accountability.  The third element within the “institutional climate” building block is 

“accountability”. Three core accountability constructs were explored in Chapter 5: 

accountability as a virtue; accountability as a mechanism; and social accountability. Chapter 5 

concluded by arguing that despite the necessity for social accountability in the HADR sphere, it 

is not an accountability construct that the CAF has practiced to date in their HADR 

programming. Subsequently, in Chapter 6, I illustrated the detrimental impacts to the disaster-

affected population that can arise when social accountability practices are lacking in military 

HADR. Here, accountability is explored through the lens of its effect on empowerment.  

Narayan considers three key typologies of accountability integral to fostering 

empowerment. The first is Political Accountability, in effect the ability of citizens to hold their 

government or political representatives to account; an accountability construct often realized 

through the election process (Narayan 2005, 9). The second is Administrative Accountability, an 

accountability construct that Narayan suggests is specific to government agencies, and often 

realized through internal accountability mechanisms (2005, 9). Administrative accountability 

functions both vertically and horizontally, and so ideally should occur not only within agencies, 
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but between agencies (Narayan 2005, 9). Finally, Narayan identifies Social Accountability, which 

she defines as “the ability of citizens to hold agencies to account”, explaining that social 

accountability can facilitate and encourage political and administrative accountability (Narayan 

2005, 9). Thus, social accountability is not only vital for political and administrative 

accountability but is also a critical driver of empowerment. The incorporation of social 

accountability practices is particularly challenging for military responders. This is because, and 

as I contended in Chapter 5 and subsequently demonstrated in Chapter 6, social accountability 

is not a form of accountability traditionally practiced in military operations. As a result, there is 

currently no mechanism in military HADR operations that would enable disaster-affected 

citizens to hold international military responders to account for their programming decisions.   

Local organizational capacity.  The fourth and final element in Narayan’s “institutional 

climate” building block is “local organizational capacity”. In this element, Narayan 

acknowledges the capacity that organized groups—as opposed to individuals—possess to effect 

change. As she notes, “organized communities are more likely to have their voices heard and 

their demands met than communities with little organization” (Narayan 2005, 9). As these 

organized communities develop their voice and mobilize, they have a greater potential to 

influence policies and programs that affect them (Narayan 2005, 9). Consider two communities, 

A and B, both of which have been equally affected by extensive flooding following a tropical 

storm. Community A has a strong and active community association while Community B does 

not. Following the arrival of a contingent of international military responders, Community A 

sends a formal delegation from the community association to meet with the military 

Commanding Officer and present their needs, which includes the request for a platoon of 
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military troops to assist with flood reduction mitigation measures such as fortifying their 

existing sea wall. Community B, having no community association and thus no representation, 

is unable to send a delegation to the Commanding Officer. As a result, Community A receives 

military assistance with the fortification of their seawall, while Community B does not, instead 

they receive a patchwork of military assistance, which while important, does not meet their 

longer-term needs. Because of the flood mitigation measures implemented at the request of 

Community A, the aid that the military provided to the residents of Community A—in 

conjunction with existing local organizations and building upon local systems—left this 

community better prepared to face future environmental challenges than Community B.  

Conclusion.  These four core elements of Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block: 

access to information; inclusion and participation; accountability; and local organizational 

capacity, acknowledge the influence that institutions can have on empowerment. Through 

effectively incorporating these four core elements, institutions—in this context, humanitarian 

organizations—can positively influence the development of empowerment. Conversely, the 

absence of these core elements in HADR programming can lead to frustration and 

disempowerment in the disaster-affected population. As I noted in Chapter 6, the interviews 

conducted by Mary Anderson et al. with the recipients of international aid identified that aid 

recipients often felt excluded from the decision-making processes and projects implemented by 

aid practitioners in their communities (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012). Their research vividly 

depicts the feelings of disempowerment amongst aid recipients who variously described their 

sense of “feeling used”, or a loss of confidence in their abilities to “manage their own lives” in 

their experiences as aid recipients (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 21).  



  
 

245 
 

Narayan’s framework was first published in 2005. Recall from Chapter 3, section 3.3, that 

in 2014, in response to calls for greater transparency and accountability to affected populations 

(AAP) in humanitarian programming, the IASC posited that aid organizations needed to enhance 

feedback and complaints mechanisms and enable greater participation and engagement with 

aid recipients (IASC 2014, 1). Subsequently, during the 2016 WHS, humanitarian organizations 

committed to ensuring greater AAP through not only respecting, supporting, and strengthening 

local leadership, but enabling people to be the central drivers of relief and recovery efforts 

(Agenda for Humanity 2017; UN Secretary-General 2016, 29). As a result, Narayan’s four core 

elements: access to information; inclusion and participation; accountability; and local 

organizational capacity, have now effectively been endorsed by the humanitarian system.  

7.3 Empowerment and Power  
 

In view of the relational nature of empowerment, Christine Koggel contends that power is 

central to any discussion of empowerment.  Consequently, she argues that any analysis of 

empowerment must take into consideration who holds the power over both resources and 

people, as well as what structures or conditions may act as barriers to empowerment (Koggel 

2007, 10). Koggel’s approach is particularly salient in the HADR environment, since as I argued 

in Chapter 1, broadly speaking, it is the military responder—and not the disaster-affected 

citizen—who holds power over both the resources (e.g., the aid provisions) and the people 

directing those resources (in many cases other military members). In addition, and to address 

Koggel’s second point, in many instances it is also the military responders who control the 

greater aid structure (locally) and set conditions for access to services (for example, where to 

establish the base of operations and how long to remain in-situ). Consequently, in the disaster 
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response environment, from the very beginning, there is a pre-existing inequality inherent to 

the aid-provider/aid-recipient relationship. This inequality is exacerbated if social accountability 

practices are absent.  

Accordingly, any analysis of empowerment (or disempowerment) in the HADR sphere 

requires consideration of the power relations at play. To do this, I draw upon Koggel’s 2007 

research in this domain by turning to philosopher Amy Allen’s conceptualization of power. 

Before doing so, however, it is important to acknowledge that power—like accountability and 

empowerment—is a highly contested concept. Consequently, as was the case with 

accountability and empowerment, there is no single established conception of power within 

the academic literature. Thus, while I acknowledge the existence of the longstanding 

conceptual disagreements among political scientists, sociologists, philosophers, and others, 

here I focus on Allen’s influential conceptualization of power; a conceptualization that identifies 

three distinct modalities of power and their respective interplay.   

Allen defines power as “the ability or capacity of an actor or set of actors to act” (Allen 

1998, 36). While at first glance Allen’s is a deceptively simple definition, some additional 

background information is necessary to fully appreciate the depth and the nuances present in 

her definition. Allen’s definition encapsulates three distinct typologies of power: power-over, 

power-to, and power-with (Allen 1998, 33-37). Each one, Allen argues, is necessary to fully 

understand power, which historically—and she contends, erroneously—has been understood 

to refer exclusively to ‘power-over’. (Allen 1998, 36).  

Power-over.  Allen explains that power-over can be defined as “the ability of an actor or 

set of actors to constrain the choices available to another actor or set of actors in a nontrivial 
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way” (1998, 33). Allen expands upon her definition by noting that the term nontrivial is critical; 

the power of a supervisor to withhold an extra cup of coffee from a subordinate by drinking the 

last mug, thus constraining—or eliminating—the subordinate’s ability to drink coffee at that 

time, for example, would in most instances be considered trivial. However, in the HADR 

context—a typically resource-scarce environment—the power of the Canadian government and 

military personnel to determine, respectively whether to, and subsequently where to, establish 

a temporary base camp to provide clean safe drinking water or necessary medical care to a 

disaster-affected community, is decidedly nontrivial. Similarly, the power that a military leader 

holds over their subordinates is also nontrivial, since it is the leader who establishes work 

routines, provides task direction, and if necessary, it is the leader who imposes disciplinary 

measures. Allen notes that in many instances, those possessing or exercising power-over may 

be unaware that they hold this power, and thus may wield it without realizing that they are 

doing so, remaining oblivious to its effects (1998, 33). This too is applicable to the military HADR 

environment. As was explored in Chapter 5, military commanders wield considerable power 

over their subordinates. In many instances, however, their subordinates may be oblivious to the 

degree of power that they wield over aid recipients. As demonstrated through the examples 

above, in the HADR sphere, ‘power-over’ can manifest in the form of ‘the power to give or to 

remove assistance’. Not surprisingly then, and as Rowlands notes in her work in this domain, 

when power-over is manifested negatively, it can hinder, or “obstruct” entirely, empowerment 

(Rowlands 1997, 127). Tangible illustrations of the ‘power-over’ that military responders 

possess during HADR operations through not only the provision of assistance, but the 
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subsequent disempowering effects that can arise when this assistance is withdrawn, were 

provided in the Chapter 6, section 6.3.1 in the exploration of the CAF HADR operation in Haiti.   

Power-to. Allen defines power-to as “the ability of an individual actor to attain an end or 

series of ends” (1998, 34). Allen asserts that of the three categories of power, it is this one that 

best perhaps encapsulates current conceptual understandings of empowerment (1998, 34). 

Research by Jay Drydyk, and Andrea Cornwall and Althea-Maria Rivas appears to support Allen’s 

assertion. It is their contention that greater active decision-making and influence over life 

choices—thus, power-to—are key aspects of empowerment (Drydyk 2008, 241; Cornwall and 

Rivas 2015, 405). Similarly, Rowlands’ describes power-to as a “productive” or “generative” 

form of power (1997, 13).  

At this juncture it is appropriate to return briefly to Narayan’s empowerment framework. 

The four core elements within her “institutional climate” building block (access to information; 

inclusion and participation; accountability; and local organizational capacity) through their 

inherent recognition of the importance of decision-making capacity and influence over life 

choices in developing empowerment share clear linkages with power-to and to a lesser extent, 

with power-with. This renders incorporation of Narayan’s core elements into military HADR 

operations critical, not only because these elements will ensure greater accountability to 

affected populations, but because their incorporation functions to either develop or increase 

power-to and power-with, and by extension, empowerment.  

Power-with.  Lastly, Allen defines power-with as “the ability of a collectivity to act 

together for the attainment of a common or shared end or series of ends” (1998, 35). Thus, 

power-with can be broadly understood as a shared power which effectively facilitates the 
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group’s power-to achieve a desired end state. Certainly, community members working together 

in a collective response to a disaster would in most instances have more power to effect change 

than a lone community member working in isolation. In the military context the same is true.  

Recall my example from section 7.1.1 of Community A and Community B.  In that example, I 

illustrated that military responders possess greater power to achieve sustainable results when 

working with the community than they do by operating in isolation without community 

involvement. And yet, despite the obvious benefits of shared power during HADR operations, as 

illustrated in Chapter 6, the CAF consistently operates in isolation from the communities that 

they are there to assist. As demonstrated in the example of Community A and Community B, 

power-with and power-to often operate in concert, such as when a group collectively develops 

their shared power to achieve their desired end. Rowlands explains that when combined, 

power-with and power-to can result in “the acquisition of knowledge, and the expansion of 

opportunity”, thereby encouraging the empowerment process (1997, 126-127). 

Among the three inter-related power constructs that Allen describes, power-over can be 

viewed as a coercive form of power; a form of power that has the potential to be used 

negatively, and thus, possibly either stifle the development of empowerment at best, or lead to 

disempowerment at worst. On the other hand, Power-to and power-with are positive 

constructs of power and they may function in concert to either facilitate the development of 

empowerment or to increase existing levels of empowerment.  

7.4 Barriers to Empowerment 
 

Considerations surrounding the exercise of power and legitimacy are critical when considering 

military involvement in disaster relief, particularly when transposed upon the inherent 
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structural inequality of the responder/respondee relationship. Rainer Forst acknowledges this 

very danger when he notes that those suffering deprivation from natural disaster may shift 

from “subjects of justice to objects of justice, and subsequently, objects of aid or charity” (Forst 

2012, 4). This transition in personal power from pre-disaster autonomous individual to post-

disaster beneficiary of aid is a recognized hazard in the humanitarian assistance sphere (Slim 

2015, 243). It is not the only hazard, however.  The following three functional barriers to 

empowerment are, to varying degrees, commonly found within the HADR environment. The 

first barrier, and here I draw upon the work of Sara Geale, is an external-facing barrier which I 

have identified as the stories that we tell others. The second barrier to empowerment, the 

stories that we tell ourselves, draws upon the research of Séverine Autesserre and is, as the 

name suggests, an internal-facing barrier. The third barrier to empowerment, that of 

dependency syndrome, which may occur in concert with the first two, utilizes the insights of Liza 

Ireni-Saban and her work in this area. As I will demonstrate, each of these barriers share 

linkages with Allen’s power-over typology.  

The stories that we tell others.  Sara Geale highlights the use of techniques, such as 

the exaggeration of suffering to increase donor funding, as contributing to a loss of dignity and 

perceptions of reduced capacity among disaster-affected citizens (Geale 2012, 452). A prime 

example of such a technique occurred following Haiti’s 2010 earthquake when, during a fund-

raising telethon for Haitian disaster relief, American actor George Clooney made the following 

statement “It’s a big world out there and we all have a lot of responsibility to look out for 

people who can’t look out for themselves” (George Clooney, qtd in Katz 2013, 95). While there 

is little doubt that Clooney was well intentioned, his statement left the casual listener with the 
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impression that Haitians are powerless and lacking in capacity, creating an image of 

‘international saviours’ and their power over Haitians. In the military HADR sphere, this 

perspective of military personnel as ‘saviours’ is utilized to justify the deployment of military 

forces. This is because HADR operations, are premised upon the idea that military responders 

are providing lifesaving assistance to those who cannot help themselves. Through discounting 

the agency of those affected by disaster, this perspective neither passively encourages nor 

actively facilitates the development of empowerment. 

As I explored in the discussion on military public relations during HADR operations in 

Chapter 4, military public affairs personnel also apply the techniques described by Geale during 

HADR operations. The highlighting of suffering, and importantly, the military’s capacity to 

reduce this suffering is used extensively during military HADR operations to showcase the work 

of the CAF and increase Canadian support for the mission. While [presumably] not intentionally 

exploitative, the images and narratives promulgated by the CAF public affairs personnel are 

clear outward demonstrations of the CAF’s relative power compared to that of disaster affected 

citizens.  

The stories that we tell ourselves.  Séverine Autesserre’s research has demonstrated 

that humanitarian actors, regardless of whether their primary focus is peacebuilding, 

development, or HADR, draw upon dominant narratives—what I describe as the stories that we 

tell ourselves—to make sense of and understand their environment (Autesserre 2014, 34). 

Through her field research, Autesserre has identified the following three dominant narratives 

common to international interventions:  That technical expertise trumps local knowledge; that 

host populations need help; and that the local elite lack knowledge and capacity (Autesserre 
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2014, 30). Autesserre contends that as these narratives become further embedded into the 

dominant [responder] culture, they influence and correspondingly shape responder habits and 

practices (Autesserre 2014, 34). 

While Autessere does not utilize the term ‘power’ or any of Allen’s associated descriptors 

of the types of power in her descriptor of these dominant narratives, these narratives aptly 

convey the attitudes held by interveners’ regarding their perceived power relative to that of aid 

recipients. In addition to increasing the existing inequality between responders and the local 

population, when present, these dominant narratives may also serve to directly hinder the 

development of empowerment. Moreover, successful incorporation of the four core elements 

of Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block, will be made more challenging if these 

dominant narratives are fully entrenched among the responders. Concerningly, and as was 

discussed in Chapter 6, section 6.3.1, elements of each of these three dominant narratives were 

exhibited by CAF personnel during their 2010 HADR mission in Haiti.   

Dependency Syndrome.  While by virtue of our shared humanity we are all dependent 

upon each other in some form or another, in this context, dependency syndrome refers to the 

reliance that a disaster-affected community develops on the international responders for the 

provision of aid. Dependency on aid is an unsurprising and common outcome following 

disasters in which affected populations are no longer able to meet their basic needs (Ireni-

Saban 2016, 63; Harvey and Lind 2005, 20). In such situations, temporary dependence upon 

others for aid that meets basic needs is not in itself either negative or unexpected. In view of 

this fact, Paul Harvey and Jeremy Lind of the Humanitarian Policy Group (HPG) propose the 

following “value-neutral definition” for aid dependency: “a person is aid dependent when they 
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cannot meet immediate basic needs in the absence of relief assistance” (Harvey and Lind 2005, 

3).  

The concerns surrounding dependency syndrome arise not from this temporary and 

necessary reliance upon others, but rather, from the ways and means that may be utilized to 

provide this life-saving aid; often without the inclusion or participation of those affected, and 

thus without consideration of achieving future self-sufficiency. Harvey and Lind posit that 

greater transparency and accountability, as well as greater emphasis on the active participation 

of affected populations, may mitigate some of the negative outcomes—such as dependency 

syndrome—that are associated with the provision of aid (2005). Aligning with Harvey and Lind, 

Ireni-Saban contends that the focus in disaster relief should not be on avoiding dependence on 

aid, but rather on ensuring that the aid and assistance provided is “equitable, reliable and 

transparent” (Ireni-Saban 2016, 66), and that it is distributed in a manner that respects both a 

“community’s autonomy and their freedom to choose and to act” (Ireni-Saban 2016, 68).  

Harvey and Lind contend that dependency is the “antithesis” of empowerment (2005, 3). 

Although neither Harvey and Lind nor Ireni-Saban directly reference Narayan’s Conceptual 

Framework for Empowerment, the incorporation of the four core elements64 within Narayan’s 

“institutional climate” building block could mitigate dependency syndrome. This is because the 

inclusion of these four core elements can facilitate the provision of aid that is equitable, 

reliable, and transparent, as well as ensure that aid programming respects both the autonomy 

and freedom to choose of disaster-affected citizens. Moreover, and returning to Allen’s three 

conceptions of power, the application and incorporation of Narayan’s core elements will not 

 
64 Access to information, inclusion and participation, accountability, and local organizational capacity. 
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only counter the adverse effects of power-over but increase the potential for the development 

of power-to and power-with. Accordingly, through drawing upon existing conceptualizations of 

both power and empowerment theory and ensuring that aspects of both are incorporated into 

relief programming, responders can mitigate the potential for dependency syndrome to 

develop.  

Having now explored both Rowlands’ Three Dimensions of Empowerment Model and 

Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for Empowerment, as well as Allen’s three conceptions of 

power, which was followed by a sketch of three of the potential barriers to empowerment 

described within the literature, I now move to examine the notions of empowerment within the 

policy sphere. 

7.5 Empowerment in Policy and in Practice  
 

As a result of the potential for dis-empowerment of host nation citizens during humanitarian 

missions, expectations around empowerment occupy a prominent role in several of the 

frameworks and standards utilized within the humanitarian sphere. For example, within both 

the disaster relief and development spheres, empowerment has been incorporated as a core 

tenet within their approaches to aid programming. In addition, empowerment is a principle of 

humanitarian assistance within the joint military-civilian humanitarian framework known as the 

Mohonk Criteria. A commonality shared by the conceptions of empowerment within the 

disaster relief and development spheres, as well as within the Mohonk Criteria, is that 

empowerment is viewed through the lens of the local, either at the individual or community 

level. In contrast, and as I will demonstrate, within military doctrine, empowerment is viewed 

through the lens of the state.  
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The disaster relief sphere.  In his principlist approach to disaster relief, Hugo Slim 

emphasises the importance of empowerment. Slim argues that empowerment should be 

considered a cardinal virtue of disaster response, contending that disaster-affected citizens 

must be empowered in the recovery process (Slim 2015, 243). Reminiscent of the discussion 

presented in section 7.2 regarding power-over, Slim maintains, that this will require that the aid 

community view disaster-affected citizens as people, and not as victims or beneficiaries of aid 

(Slim 2015, 243).  

The development ethics sphere.  The development ethics account also acknowledges 

the importance of empowerment with its inclusion of “participation and empowerment” as one 

of the core seven development values (Penz, Drydyk, and Bose 2011, 134). In explaining their 

inclusion of this value in the seven core development values, Penz et al. note that, in some 

instances, participation may not be sufficient for the development of empowerment (2011, 

135). Consider for example, attendance at a community meeting wherein development actors 

provide a project brief and request local feedback, but subsequently fail to incorporate the 

feedback into the development project. Penz et al. would likely consider this a weaker form of 

participation (2011, 135), and as such, a form of participation that is not particularly 

empowering.  Instead, they argue that what is of real value is the agency or empowerment that 

is derived from stronger forms of participation that permit individuals to “achieve greater 

agency, influence, or control over their development” (Penz, Drydyk, and Bose 2011, 135). 

Thus, once again the role of power—in this instance, predominantly power-with and power-

to—as well as agency and control in developing empowerment is emphasized.  
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The military-civilian sphere. Finally, empowerment is also emphasized within the 

principlist ethical framework of the Mohonk Criteria; a joint civilian-military document which 

provides guidance to those providing humanitarian assistance (Ebersole 1995). The Mohonk 

Criteria was discussed extensively in Chapter 5, section 5.4.3, so here I highlight only the 

portion of the document relevant to empowerment.  As previously noted, the Mohonk Criteria 

builds upon the four universal principles of humanitarian assistance (humanity, impartiality, 

neutrality, independence) with its recommendation that the principle of empowerment be 

added to the core principles governing the provision of humanitarian assistance (Ebersole 1995, 

16). The Mohonk Criteria descriptor of empowerment is succinct: “Empowerment: 

Humanitarian assistance should strive to revitalize local institutions, enabling them to provide 

for the needs of the affected community” (Ebersole 1995, 16).  Although concise, this 

descriptor clearly emphasizes the importance of local institutions in the recovery process while 

also incorporating elements of capacity building and local sustainability, all of which have been 

shown to be vital in developing empowerment. 

Ultimately, successful incorporation of empowerment considerations, regardless of which 

framework or account is employed, demands that responders view disaster-affected citizens as 

agents rather than victims, and that they possess an awareness and understanding of the 

various factors that can impact empowerment, a crucial one of which is the presence of social 

accountability.  

7.5.1  Empowerment Expectations in Military Doctrine  

There is very little written in military doctrine about the empowerment process or the role of 

military personnel in empowering host nation populations during HADR operations. This is not 
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particularly surprising for two reasons.  The first reason is that, as I have demonstrated, military 

HADR operations remain premised upon the traditional narrow definition of humanitarian 

action whereupon the focus is exclusively on providing rapid relief to meet urgent basic needs. 

The second reason, which is related to the first, is that social accountability practices—which by 

extension, could develop empowerment—have not, to date, been incorporated into military 

HADR doctrine.  

In Chapter 3, section 3.4, I examined the internal CAF contingency planning document 

CONPLAN RENAISSANCE, the primary planning guidance for the CAF’s rapid response to an 

international disaster. This review demonstrated that in military planning guidance, limited 

emphasis is placed upon empowering disaster-affected citizens, building sustainable 

institutions, or ensuring that social accountability practices are incorporated into military relief 

programming.  While CONPLAN RENAISSANCE is a lower level [or tactical] planning document, it 

is informed by higher-level [or strategic] doctrine65.   

CFJP 3-4.1.  The primary doctrine for CAF HADR operations is Canadian Forces Joint 

Publication 3-4.1 (CFJP 3-4.1), Humanitarian Operations and Disaster Relief Operations. (This 

publication is cited as reference H within CONPLAN RENAISSANCE.)  Published in May 2005, the 

purpose of CFJP 3-4.1 is to “outline the Canadian approach to humanitarian operations and to 

disaster relief operations” whether international or domestic in nature (DND 2005, i). The 

target audience for CFJP 3-4.1 includes Commanders and their staff as well as Task Forces 

conducting HADR operations, including the Disaster Assistance Response Team (DART) (DND 

2005, ii).  

 
65 Since doctrine informs policy, in the hierarchy of plans, policy, and doctrine, doctrine is the pinnacle.  
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CFJP 3-4.1 explicitly states that the CAF “is not specifically designed for humanitarian 

operations” (DND 2005, 2-9). However, the publication also notes that in certain situations, the 

unique capabilities that military forces bring to a relief operation, for instance, their ability to 

mobilize rapidly, may be complementary to the humanitarian operation (DND 2005, 2-9). 

Moreover, and aligning with the Principles within the Oslo Guidelines identified in Chapter 3, 

section 3.5.1, CFJP 3-4.1 identifies that the use of military assets should be considered “only 

when civilian capacities have been or will become over-stretched” (DND 2005, 2-9); thus, the 

military should not be viewed as the primary vehicle for the provision of international disaster 

relief aid. Rather, the military should be viewed as a short-term supporting asset when 

humanitarian gaps are identified.  

The concept of empowerment does not feature prominently in CFJP 3-4.1. In fact, a 

search of the publication reveals that the topic of empowerment is covered in a single 

paragraph. In this limited section where empowerment is discussed, however, it is not 

empowerment at the individual or community level that is the area of focus: 

Empowerment. In undertaking humanitarian operations, the overriding emphasis 
should be the empowerment of the assisted government66[emphasis added] and on 
supporting international relief effort to meet the needs of the disaster victims. The 
established government should be and be seen to be in charge. The amount of 
support and advice necessary to achieve this will vary but the host nation should 
have the responsibility for the strategy, end-state and setting the priorities for 
meeting the needs of its people. This mindset respects the assisted state’s ultimate 
responsibility for disaster relief, attests to the government’s authority in time of 
crisis and uncertainty and will help to keep the military mission limited to the 
provision of support to the disaster relief effort (DND 2005, 2-14). 

 

 
66 Although my area of focus here is the direction of empowerment — in this instance, upwards to the host nation 
government —the sentence construction is interesting. Here, ‘empower’ is used as a verb with the action 
(empowerment) transmitted from A to B: In effect, A (the CAF) empowers B (the host nation government), as 
opposed to: B (the host nation) is empowered, gaining valuable choices through partnership with A (the CAF). 
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The emphasis in the above citation is on empowering the host nation government, in part 

through ensuring that the host nation government both be in control and be seen to be in 

control. Hence, this doctrine makes it clear that the CAF focus—with respect to 

empowerment—during HADR is at the nation state level, and not at the local level.  Recall, 

however, that the CAF is operating in the disaster-affected nation upon the direction of the 

Government of Canada following a formal request for assistance from the host-nation 

government. Accordingly, the CAF is operating in direct support of the host nation government.  

A key problem with this approach to empowerment is the clear direction to military 

responders to focus exclusively on empowering the host nation government. This unilateral 

focus upwards towards the host nation government all but ensures that the military focus 

during HADR operations will not be on empowering disaster affected citizens, ensuring 

sustainable development, or incorporating social accountability practices. Similarly, when the 

focus of effort is on empowering the state, the most-likely conception of power employed by 

CAF responders operating in local communities will be power-over. Because the CAF 

responders are de facto emissaries of the nation state, in the absence of formal direction, 

considerations surrounding the development of either power-with or power-to at the 

community and individual level are unlikely to occur.  

One could extrapolate from the citation from CFJP 3-4.1 above that for the CAF, a key role 

during HADR operations is to develop and support nation-to-nation relationship building. As I 

noted in Chapter 4, section 4.1, similar contentions regarding the focus of military HADR 

operations have been made by others, including Joshua Michaud et al. who suggest that the 
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humanitarian desire to improve global health aligns poorly with the broader defence and 

security preoccupations of military forces (Michaud et al. 2019, 276). 

CFJP 3-4.1 was published in May 2005 and as of this writing has not received any updates 

or revision. Since as mentioned in Chapter 6, section 6.4.1, a formal recommendation to revise 

and update this doctrine was made during the internal National Defence program evaluation in 

2013 (National Defence 2013, 22), that a review and update has not yet occurred is somewhat 

surprising. In the 17 years since the CFJP 3-4.1 was published there have been significant 

transformations in how international aid is conceptualized and delivered, and the humanitarian 

system has changed as a result. Ideally, the CAF does intend to review and update both its 

doctrine (e.g., CFJP 3-4.1) and planning and policy documents (e.g., CONPLAN RENAISSANCE) in 

the future, and thus these shifts in practice will be incorporated into doctrine and planning 

guidance, and subsequently, into practice.  

7.5.2  Reconsidering Empowerment Expectations in Military Doctrine  

A subordinate publication to CFJP 3-4.1 is the Canadian Forces Health Services Publication 1 

(CFHSP 1), Health Services Planning.  While both CFJP 3-4.1 and CFHSP 1 provide guidance on 

military operations, the CFHSP 1 does so through a health lens, and thus provides greater detail, 

depth and clarity for military medical planners and medical personnel; a group which typically 

comprises approximately one third of the military personnel deployed on CAF HADR operations.   

Although the primary intent of CFHSP 1 is to provide guidance to medical commanders 

and planners on the formal operational planning process, the publication also contains a 

section on humanitarian operations and disaster relief. Moreover, since the CFHSP-1 was 

published in 2018, it aligns much more closely with the current literature on empowerment 
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than does CFJP 3-4.1. As a result, although the HADR-specific section within CFHSP-1 is limited, 

the material offers greater insight into empowering disaster affected citizens and their 

governments than does that within CFJP 3-4.1. Further distinguishing CFHSP-1 from CFJP 3-4.1, 

CFHSP 1 identifies several “basic tenets” that military medical personnel should observe during 

HADR operations (DND 2018, 4-6). 

Accordingly, I include the CFHSP-1 here because while intended for a predominantly 

medical audience, the publication offers significantly more practical detail in its guidance to 

military responders than do the other military doctrine and policies covered herein. This level of 

detail affords the ability to see where space exists to incorporate social accountability and 

empowerment practices into military HADR operations. As was the case with the military 

doctrine and policy previously explored, the CFHSP-1 does not currently sufficiently incorporate 

either social accountability or empowerment considerations. However, as I will demonstrate 

next, the potential exists for it to do so.  

In what follows, I review the five basic tenets or principles described in CFHSP-1. My aim 

in so doing is three-fold: First, to show that as presently written, the tenets do not quite extend 

far enough. Second, to illustrate how and where Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for 

Empowerment—and specifically, the four elements67 within Narayan’s “institutional climate” 

building block—could be incorporated into these principles. And third, to show why these 

military tenets should be extended. Through this exercise, my broader aim is to demonstrate 

 
67 As described in Section 7.1.2 and depicted in Figure 2., these four elements are: Access to information; Inclusion 
and Participation; Accountability; and Local organizational capacity (Narayan, 2005, 7). 
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that, if a revision or update to the CFHSP-1 were to be considered by the CAF, space exists 

within these five tenets for the incorporation of these critical empowerment considerations. 

Tenet 1: Define areas of responsibility68.  Since during HADR operations it is likely 

that several humanitarian organizations will be actively providing aid and assistance, CFHSP-1 

recommends that areas of responsibility among responding agencies be identified early in the 

relief process (DND 2018, 4-6). The aim in doing so is to avoid duplication of effort—and thus 

provide a more efficient response—while also minimizing competition or friction between 

responding organization (DND 2018, 4-6). This principle appears intuitive and simple to apply. 

However, as was observed in 2010 in Haiti, and discussed in the previous chapter, inter-

organizational challenges related to areas of responsibility did arise during the mission between 

the CAF and humanitarian medical organizations operating in-situ.   

Narayan’s “inclusion and participation” element identifies that to facilitate an 

empowering approach, local agencies and organizations should not only be included in the 

response planning but be given authority and control over priority setting and decision making 

(2005, 8). Similarly, the development ethics account also acknowledges the importance of 

participation in developing empowerment with its inclusion of “participation and 

empowerment” as one of the core seven development values (Penz, Drydyk, and Bose 2011, 

134). 

Although this military tenet clearly focuses on dividing responsibility and setting priorities, 

the tenet emphasizes that this applies to the CAF and other international organizations and 

 
68 since the CFHSP-1 describes each tenet in paragraph form without the use of captions or key words, the caption 
identifying each tenet is my own. 
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NGOs. Modifying this tenet to emphasize that local and national agencies and organizations (in 

addition to international organizations) will be involved in the provision of assistance, and 

therefore, should also be included in any division of responsibility would better align this tenet 

with Narayan’s “inclusion and participation” element. In addition, returning to Allen’s “three 

conceptions of power”, the involvement of local agencies would also facilitate the 

incorporation of the power-with and power-to conceptions of power.  

Tenet 2: Encourage self-sufficiency. CAF medical resources are intended to 

complement rather than supplant existing health resources. Thus, to ensure confidence in and 

support for the host nation government, CFHSP-1 recommends that to the extent possible, a 

“host nation face” be put on healthcare delivery (DND 2018, 4-6). This principle, while plainly 

important, is challenging to apply during HADR operations for two key reasons. Firstly, because 

research has shown that the provision of no-cost Western healthcare is in many instances 

viewed by disaster-affected citizens as more desirable and cost effective than the (typically) 

fee-for-service care offered by their existing local healthcare system (Avery and Boetig 2010, 

74; MSF 2010, 84; Katz 2013, 161). And secondly, because the CAF does not presently put a 

‘host nation face’ on the healthcare that is provided. For example, on CAF operations to date, 

local healthcare providers have not been permitted to provide healthcare in CAF medical 

facilities for a variety of medico-legal reasons. As a result, local healthcare personnel currently 

do not play an active role in the delivery of healthcare provided by the CAF.  

As was the case in CFJP 3-4.1, the emphasis in this tenet is in maintaining confidence in 

and support for the host nation government. Maintaining host nation citizen confidence in and 

support for local healthcare providers, and more broadly healthcare systems, is not the primary 
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focus of this tenet. This is disappointing since as I identified in Chapter 6, research has 

consistently shown that it is the local healthcare system that is the most affected by the military 

provision of no-cost western healthcare, and not the national government (see for example, 

Avery and Boetig, 2010, 74; Katz 2013, 161). Moreover, while the tenet itself [encourage self-

sufficiency] is important, as currently written, the focus is on the national level. Consequently, it 

would strengthen the impact of the tenet if it were expanded upon to identify the importance 

of self-sufficiency at the local or community level since this is where the actual military 

response is taking place. In so doing, the tenet would also, by default, capture the importance 

of power-with in the empowerment development process.  

 Among the four elements in Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block, this military 

tenet best aligns, at least at the theoretical level, with the element of “accountability.” As the 

tenet identifies, CAF resources should complement and support, rather than supplant, existing 

resources while ensuring that a national face is put on response efforts. To ensure that this 

occurs in practice, social accountability mechanisms are required to ensure that responding 

agencies (in this instance, the CAF) be accountable to not only the host nation government, but 

also to the citizens that they are there to assist. For this to occur, however, social accountability 

as a concept would first need to be incorporated into CAF doctrine. As I illustrated in Chapters 5 

and 6, this would represent a significant departure from existing CAF doctrine and practice.   

Tenet 3: Balance competing factors.  CAF medical personnel are advised of the need 

to achieve balance between three very different factors: their mandate to provide life-saving 

medical care; the level of medical care that is technically possible; and the level of medical care 

that is appropriate and necessary (DND 2018, 4-6). Since the level and type of medical care 
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required for each of the above may be quite different, it is vital to find the right balance 

between providing too much medical care or not enough, while also ensuring that, if necessary, 

the healthcare provided can be continued by the host nation healthcare system. Further 

contributing to the challenges associated with finding this balance are the operational 

constraints associated with personnel (for example, their capacities and capabilities) and 

medical supplies in a resource-constrained environment, as well as the constant need to ensure 

sufficient capacity to provide medical support to CAF personnel on the operation.   

Although this military tenet does not perfectly accord with any of four elements within 

Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block, there is some alignment between this tenet 

and the themes within the “Access to information” element. As Narayan explains, access to 

information (and two-way information flows) can ensure that local citizens can make informed 

decisions regarding access to services and resource allocation (2005, 8). In this context, 

informing local healthcare providers, clinics, and hospitals of the services available, as well as 

the limitations of the military medical teams with respect to healthcare services, will ensure 

that expectations are managed and that both local healthcare providers and their patients can 

make informed decisions regarding the level of care available to them. Accordingly, the 

provision of this information will also give local citizens the power-to make their own informed 

decisions regarding their medical needs.  

Tenet 4: Consider local norms.  Local norms, customs, and culture should be 

considered by military responders (DND 2018, 4-6). While self-evident, this too may, on 

occasion, be difficult to operationalize. For example, Aasim Padela and colleagues identify that 

within the Muslim faith, female patients will preferentially seek care from female healthcare 
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providers, while male patients prefer male providers (Padela et al. 2012, 711-712). Certainly, 

this was the case during military operations in Afghanistan. Sergeant Matt Preston reports that 

during many of the U.S. military-led rural medical clinics in Afghanistan, women were 

discouraged, and in some cases forbidden, from seeking care from U.S. mixed gender medical 

teams (Preston 2004, n.p.). Once the U.S. medical teams realized that the presence of male 

healthcare providers presented a very real barrier to women attempting to access healthcare, 

they began staffing female-only medical teams and subsequently saw a dramatic increase in the 

number of women presenting to their clinics for healthcare (Preston 2004, n.p.).  

Achieving gender parity has been and continues to be a significant challenge for military 

forces, not only while staffing operations abroad, but domestically as well. James Pierotti 

reports that the percentage of women in the CAF has hovered around 15% for the last decade 

(Pierotti 2020, 22), while current U.S. Department of Defense figures indicate that women 

represent approximately 16% of the personnel within their armed services (Dever, cited in 

Pierotti 2020, 26). As a result of this recognized preference for gender-concordant care in many 

areas of the world, it is vital that the composition of the military medical team achieve an 

appropriate gender balance for the area in which they will be providing medical care. 

 Although there is not a perfect fit between this military tenet (consider local norms) and 

any one of the four elements within Narayan’s “institutional climate” building block, aspects of 

this tenet can be found in each of Narayan’s four elements. “Access to information” for 

example, ensures two-way information flow from citizens to their government and the inverse 

(Narayan 2005, 8), and can facilitate the effective communication of citizens needs and desires 

to military responders (either by citizen groups or local government officials). Similarly, 
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“inclusion and participation”, which aims to give citizens control and authority over decisions 

and resources that affect them (Narayan 2005, 8), will assist military responders in offering 

programming that aligns with local norms and customs.   

 Narayan’s “accountability” element, which emphasizes the importance of social 

accountability mechanisms (2005, 8) also has some relevance to this military tenet as it is social 

accountability mechanisms that will hold responders accountable to citizens, thereby 

facilitating awareness on the part of military responders of local norms, culture, and 

importantly, needs. As was discussed extensively in Chapters 5 and 6, however, while this 

element has significant relevance to military operations, the military has historically not 

incorporated social accountability practices into HADR doctrine or practice. Despite this 

historical gap, if implemented, social accountability practices could rapidly identify the desire 

for gender-concordant care, as one example.   

 Finally, Narayan’s “local organization capacity” element identifies that organized 

communities will have greater success in ensuring that their needs are met than communities 

lacking the capacity to have their voices heard (2005, 9). The capacity to speak in one voice to 

express the needs of the community will assist not only the community, but also the military 

responders as they strive to (rapidly) determine the true needs of the community. The local 

organization capacity element can, therefore, serve to not only enhance Allen’s power-with 

conception of power, but it can also serve to minimize the potential for the barriers to 

empowerment depicted in the ‘stories we tell ourselves’ and the ‘stories we tell others’ 

sections herein.  
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Tenet 5: Consider the downstream impacts of the operation.  Although HADR 

operations are relatively short in duration, their impact on the affected community may be 

long-term. Consequently, this principle, which requires consideration of the downstream 

effects on the local community, both when commencing relief activities and when CAF 

operations cease, is particularly important (DND 2018, 4-7). Upon departure, ensuring that 

program activities, such as the provision of medical care and the production of potable water, 

are transferred to either local organizations or to international organizations remaining in the 

area is one way to mitigate the potential risks caused by programming gaps (DND 2018, 4-7). 

When this tenet is not applied, however, military responders risk undoing much of the good 

that their programming activities have achieved. As I noted in Chapter 6, section 6.3.1, the CAF 

deconstruction of the air traffic control facilities following the culmination of their HADR 

operation in Haiti provided a salient example of the harm that can be caused through rapid 

withdrawal without consideration of the downstream effects.  

As with the previous tenet [Tenet 4: consider local norms], aspects of each of Narayan’s 

four elements can be found in this tenet. Perhaps the best alignment, however, is with 

Narayan’s “accountability” element. CAF responders need to be accountable to disaster-

affected citizens, community groups and organizations, as well as local and state politicians for 

programming decisions that affect the well-being of those that they are there to assist. While a 

counterfactual, had this level of accountability been present in Haiti, several of the negative 

effects associated with the CAFs withdrawal from the airport and seaport could have been 

largely mitigated.   
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Conclusion.  In concluding this review of existing military doctrine on HADR it is once 

again clear that social accountability and empowerment considerations have, to date, not been 

comprehensively articulated within military doctrine. As I have demonstrated with CFHSP-1, 

however, there exists space to do so. Moreover, given that CFJP 3-4.1 was promulgated in 

2005, it is overdue for a revision. The literature focused on empowerment in the humanitarian 

sphere has grown exponentially in recent years and expectations around empowerment now 

occupy a prominent role in several of the frameworks and standards utilized within the 

humanitarian sphere. 

Should these military publications be updated, during the revision process, consideration 

should be given to incorporating the five “basic tenets” of military disaster relief identified in 

the subordinate CFHSP 1 publication into CFJP 3-4.1, the overarching doctrinal publication. In 

concert with incorporating the basic military tenets of HADR articulated in CFHSP-1 into CFJP 3-

4.1, greater alignment with, and emphasis on, the four elements within Narayan’s “institutional 

climate” building block would aid military responders in ensuring that their disaster relief 

operations empower rather than disempower the disaster-affected population. The revisions to 

these doctrines should not be limited to merely incorporating the work of Narayan, however. I 

suggest that Amy Allen’s conceptualizations of power are also critical inclusions. It is only 

through an understanding of how these different conceptions of power intersect with 

empowerment, and an awareness of how each conception can variously develop or hinder 

empowerment, that military responders can ensure that their relief programming is 

empowering rather than dis-empowering.  
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7.6 CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter began with an exploration of empowerment theory as it is applied within the 

humanitarian sphere. To that end, the relational aspect of empowerment was emphasized as 

was the role of power relations in developing—and in some instances, preventing—

empowerment. Particular attention was given to Deepa Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for 

Empowerment, and especially the elements contained within her “institutional climate” 

building block as these are key focal areas in which I have argued that military responders can 

have the greatest impact upon the empowerment of disaster-affected citizens. Next, several of 

the functional barriers to empowerment identified in the literature were discussed. 

Subsequently, the role of empowerment in the many civilian humanitarian frameworks and in 

military doctrine was studied. Here it was established that despite the prominence given to 

empowerment in the many of the civilian humanitarian standards and guidance documents, a 

comparable level of attention to empowerment theory has, to date, not been applied to 

military doctrine. Instead, within military doctrine the attention given to empowerment theory 

is fleeting. And when mention of empowerment does occur in the doctrine, it is primarily 

concerned with empowerment at the level of the nation state.  

The limited attention given to empowerment in military doctrine is problematic since 

research has consistently demonstrated that the effects of aid often manifest as 

disempowerment rather than empowerment. As I noted in section 7.1, field research 

conducted by Anderson et al. demonstrates that aid-recipients often feel as though they are 

“objects, not subjects of assistance” (Anderson, Brown, and Jean 2012, 22). This is not to 

suggest that there is little room for hope, however. As I noted, the primary CAF doctrine for 



  
 

271 
 

HADR operations (the CFJP 3-4.1) has not been updated in almost two decades. As a result, it is 

overdue for review and revision. When it does occur, the revision process will afford the CAF 

the opportunity to incorporate the research of prominent empowerment researchers, including 

those identified here (Joanna Rowlands, Deepa Narayan, Jay Drydyk, Christine Koggel, and Amy 

Allen) into military doctrine; as I have demonstrated, the theoretical space exists to do so.  
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 

 

8.1 Introduction 
 

I begin this final chapter by briefly restating the overarching purpose of this dissertation as 

articulated in Chapter 1: To demonstrate that the upwards-oriented hierarchical accountability 

construct inherent to the military is not designed to promote social accountability, and in fact 

promotes vertical accountability upwards. I suggest that the CAF’s social accountability deficit 

may disempower rather than empower disaster-affected citizens, and that ultimately, this lack 

of social accountability may pose challenges to the perceived legitimacy of military disaster 

response missions. Although these potential adverse effects of military HADR operations can be 

broadly classified as ethical risks, in view of the immense popularity among the Canadian public 

for military HADR operations, I suggest that it is also the case that these ethical risks—if more 

widely known—could become political risks.   

8.2 Research Summary  
 

I began this dissertation by first situating where military HADR operations fit within the broader 

context of peace operations. I illustrated the similarities between several of the goals advanced 

in both peacebuilding and in HADR (in particular, local involvement, capacity building, and 

sustainable development). Moreover, I illustrated that the humanitarian system’s evolution 

towards greater social accountability began within the domain of UN peace operations, and 

specifically, the 4th generation approach to peace operations. While this may seem a benign 

observation, it is a critical point. This is because even if members within the senior leadership 

cadre of the CAF were unfamiliar with the social accountability-focused evolution that has 



  
 

273 
 

occurred within contemporary humanitarianism, it is difficult to imagine that these senior 

leaders could be unaware of the significant evolution in expectations within the domain of 

peace operations that preceded it. 

Through reviewing the theoretical frameworks, policy, and guidance that underpin both 

civilian and military HADR, I demonstrated that while an evolution in social accountability and 

empowerment expectations has occurred within contemporary civilian HADR theory, a similar 

evolution in expectations has not occurred in the domain of military HADR policy. Here I also 

identified that much of the military doctrine that guides CAF HADR is dated, and consequently 

still draws upon the traditional narrower definition of humanitarianism—saving lives and 

reducing suffering, and not the broader contemporary conceptualization of humanitarianism 

which incorporates social accountability considerations. The CAF’s use of stale doctrine is 

problematic, particularly in view of the significant evolutions in both expectations and practice 

that have occurred in the domains of both peace operations and civilian HADR. However, 

because this military doctrine and its accompanying policies are outdated, should an update 

occur, there exists the potential for closer alignment with civilian HADR expectations and 

guidance. 

Altruism and the desire to provide aid through offering short-duration military assistance 

undoubtedly play a role in the Government of Canada’s determination of whether to provide 

military aid to a disaster-affected nation. Through exploring Canada’s diplomatic relations with 

the eight nations in which the CAF has conducted HADR operations, however, I illustrated the 

linkages that exist between HADR operations and geopolitics. In addition, through highlighting 



  
 

274 
 

the immense popularity of HADR operations among Canadian citizens, I demonstrated that 

considerable domestic public relations benefits are incurred through CAF HADR operations. 

 Next, and to better understand why the CAF has not incorporated social accountability 

considerations into its HADR operations, I explored how accountability is both conceived and 

constructed within the military environment. Through exploring accountability theory broadly, 

and subsequently, the accountability construct present within the CAF specifically, I 

demonstrated that the existing accountability constructs governing the CAF do not provide a 

mandate for social accountability and empowerment. In the absence of such a mandate, 

neither social accountability nor empowerment are likely to be either considered or 

incorporated into military HADR operations. In sections 8.4 and 8.5, I propose ways in which 

such a mandate could be incorporated into both CAF HADR doctrine (theory) and operational 

norms and practices and supported through education and training.  

 Finally, through a review of several recent CAF HADR operations, I established that social 

accountability practices have, to date, not been incorporated into the CAF’s HADR response. 

Lastly, I turned to empowerment theory to illustrate that an absence of social accountability 

practices in HADR can hinder the development of empowerment in a disaster-affected 

population.  

8.3  Key Findings 
 

In this dissertation, I have demonstrated that HADR as practiced by the CAF fails to align with 

current humanitarian expectations, particularly those that surround social accountability: this, I 

have argued, presents an ethical risk. While this misalignment might be attributable to the 

CAF’s use of out-dated doctrine, I suggest that this misalignment with contemporary 
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humanitarian expectations is due to institutional inertia within the CAF, coupled with what has 

been—to date—an uncritical assessment of military HADR operations within the broader 

Canadian public sphere. As I noted in Chapter 2, the shift in the humanitarian sphere towards 

greater social accountability can be traced back to the 4th generation approach to peace 

operations—an approach that Oliver Richmond has termed the “liberal-local hybridity” 

approach (Richmond 2010, 26). Richmond explains that the 4th generation approach is 

constructed upon the premise that for peace to be sustainable, it must be built upon, and thus 

represent, the interests, identities, and needs of all actors—at both the state and non-state 

level (Richmond 2010. 26). Accordingly, local agency and autonomy feature prominently in this 

approach. As a result, through the emphasis on social accountability, local involvement, and 

sustainability within the 4th generation approach, there are clear linkages between this 

contemporary approach to peace operations and the expectations surrounding contemporary 

HADR.   

 The review of CAF HADR theory in Chapter 3 demonstrated that military policy and 

guidance has not maintained currency with related civilian policy. I suggest that not only is the 

current CAF HADR doctrine not reflective of contemporary HADR guidance, but that it is more 

closely aligned with the theory and principles inherent to the 3rd generation approach to peace 

operations. Recall from Chapter 2 that under the 3rd generation approach, peace is created by 

outside actors, typically without the involvement of local stakeholders (Richmond 2010, 23). 

Consequently, and as Richmond explains, the disputants are required to renegotiate this 

constructed peace to fit their culture (2010, 23).  Similarities between this ‘outside-in’ and ‘top-

down’ approach to peace operations can be observed in the CAF’s 2010 HADR operation in 
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Haiti. Michael Barnett referred to this 3rd generation approach as “drive-by peacebuilding” due 

to its reliance on myriad external experts and stakeholders (Barnett 2015, 239). When viewed 

through this lens, there are clear linkages between the current CAF approach to HADR and the 

3rd generation approach to peace operations. That the current CAF approach to HADR is 

premised upon not only on a dated approach to HADR, but also upon an outdated approach to 

peace operations, suggests that a certain degree of institutional stasis exists within the CAF.  

 The incredible popularity of military HADR operations among the Canadian public is 

undeniable. Chapter 4 explored public opinion research conducted on behalf of the CAF which 

demonstrated that most Canadian citizens are very supportive of CAF involvement in HADR 

(Ipsos Reid Corporation 2010, 3), a level of support that has remained remarkably consistent 

over time. Moreover, Canadian citizens perceive the role of their military as that of “helpful 

humanitarians who carry shovels” while providing aid to a disaster-affected population (Ipsos 

Reid Corporation 2009, 8). Importantly, Canadians also believe that military HADR operations 

offer a “quick win” for Canada on the international stage (Ipsos Reid Corporation 2008, 4). 

Consequently, HADR operations offer a means to both the Government of Canada and the CAF 

to boost domestic public relations and generate a high degree of public support for the military. 

It is precisely this instrumental use of HADR that poses problems.  While recent public opinion 

research suggests that Canadians are not particularly well informed when it comes to peace 

operations or military doctrine, were that to change, it may be difficult to justify the traditional 

and narrow conception of HADR practiced by the CAF. Accordingly, the CAF HADR model, which 

I have argued presents an ethical risk, may also represent a potential political risk.  
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 It is evident that, as an institution, the CAF has robust accountability norms and 

expectations. As demonstrated in Chapter 5, however, these institutional norms and 

expectations are structured upon a hierarchical upwards-oriented leadership model that largely 

precludes the incorporation of social accountability considerations. Moreover, because the 

CAF’s accountability norms and expectations are predominantly oriented internally, they rarely 

extend externally to the recipients of military aid, further diminishing the potential for social 

accountability practices on operations. As illustrated in Chapter 6, while the immediate impact 

of CAF HADR operations can largely be considered positive (for example, the rapid provision of 

life-saving medical aid), it is the potential longer-term impacts that may arise from this lack of 

social accountability practices that are normatively questionable. Chapter 7 focused on 

empowerment theory and highlighted the linkages that exist between social accountability and 

empowerment. Empowerment expectations occupy a prominent role in the contemporary 

frameworks and standards utilized within the humanitarian sphere. Within current CAF HADR 

doctrine, however, empowerment considerations are limited, and where they do appear, the 

predominant focus is on empowerment at the level of the nation state.  

 While correcting the misalignment that currently exists between CAF HADR theory and 

practice and contemporary humanitarianism may seem an intractable task, I do not believe that 

is the case. The evolution in expectations that has occurred within both the domain of UN 

peace operations and the humanitarian sphere was largely influenced by humanitarian actors, 

academics, and aid recipients. These expectations were subsequently operationalized (albeit to 

varying degrees) through changes to both policy and practice within the humanitarian sector. 

Therefore, the critical groundwork has already been accomplished. Thus, in the next two 
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sections, I offer recommendations aimed at better aligning CAF HADR theory (doctrine and 

policy) (section 8.4) and CAF HADR practice (operations) (section 8.5) with the norms and 

expectations of contemporary humanitarian action.  

8.4 CAF HADR in Theory — Recommendations 
 

I focus my recommendations here in two key areas: the first relates to the CAF’s demonstrable 

deficit in social accountability and empowerment theory and practice; and the second, the 

CAF’s reliance upon outdated doctrine to inform CAF HADR practice. These deficits in 

accountability and empowerment theory I categorize as gaps in institutional knowledge, while I 

categorize the use of outdated CAF doctrine as gaps in institutional practice.  

 Addressing the gaps in institutional knowledge . Having explored at length the 

accountability construct present within the CAF in Chapter 5, I have demonstrated that social 

accountability is not an accountability construct that is currently practiced within the CAF. 

Social accountability is now the predominant accountability construct utilized in contemporary 

HADR policy (and to a lesser extent, practice). Accordingly, to remain aligned with the 

expectations inherent within contemporary HADR, the CAF must expand its understanding of 

accountability. This is not to suggest that the upwards-oriented vertical accountability model 

used within the CAF should be rejected completely; in the military environment there is a 

necessity for a hierarchical accountability construct. Rather, it is to suggest that this vertical 

accountability construct should not be the sole accountability construct employed within the 

CAF, and this is particularly the case in the HADR operating environment. In Chapter 2, I 

illustrated the progressive shift towards greater accountability to affected populations and local 

involvement within the peace operations domain, and in Chapter 3, I demonstrated the 
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movement towards social accountability and localization within the civilian HADR sphere. In 

Chapter 6, I drew upon Paolo de Renzio’s accountability obligations to emphasize the 

importance of vertical accountability downwards (thereby incorporating affected populations) 

and horizontal accountability (thereby incorporating sustainability and collaboration with all 

stakeholders—including at the local level) in humanitarian action. To date, the CAF has yet to 

incorporate into its HADR doctrine or practice either the accountability obligations or the social 

accountability practices that these obligations engender.   

 In Chapter 7, I examined empowerment theory and demonstrated the nexus that exists 

between social accountability and empowerment. Presently, within CAF HADR doctrine, all 

empowerment-related efforts are directed towards empowering the host nation government. 

Empowering the host nation government is not in itself problematic since HADR operations are 

conducted upon the request of the host nation government, and accordingly, state sovereignty 

must be respected. However, the doctrinal exclusion of practices aimed at developing 

empowerment in host nation citizens and local and national non-governmental organizations is 

problematic. Moreover, when empowerment considerations are not incorporated into HADR 

operations, the research has shown that responders run the very real risk of hindering the 

development of empowerment in disaster-affected citizens. Consequently, as is the case with 

social accountability, incorporating elements of empowerment theory into CAF HADR would be 

beneficial.  

 Psychologist Janice Laurence has argued that the military leadership cadre is dominated 

by individuals with an expertise in traditional military occupations such as engineering, artillery, 

or infantry, and significantly less so by individuals possessing a social science background 
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(Laurence 2011, 495). While addressing this social science deficit from the ground up—through 

aiming recruiting efforts at bringing in these individuals—is one way to address this issue, 

another way is to incorporate social science education into the current military professional 

education system.  

 Presently, the majority of CAF officers who occupy leadership and command positions 

(e.g., the DART Commander) have completed the Canadian Forces College (CFC) Joint Command 

and Staff Programme (JCSP). The aim of the JCSP is “to prepare selected senior officers of the 

Defence Team for command and/or staff appointments in a contemporary operating 

environment across the continuum of operations in national and international settings” 

(Canadian Forces College 2021, 1). In practice, this means that CAF officers at the rank of Major 

complete JCSP prior to being promoted to the rank of Lieutenant-Colonel and receiving a 

command appointment. The JCSP curriculum “emphasizes military operations and operational 

planning, the study of leadership, and command, and an understanding of the context of 

defence through national and international studies” (Canadian Forces College 2021, i). Students 

who complete the JCSP earn university graduate-level credits, and students who successfully 

complete all courses within the program and achieve a grade-point average of 70% or higher 

graduate from the program with a Master’s in Defence Studies (MDS) (Canadian Forces College 

2021, 6).  

 A review of the current JCSP syllabus69 offers little evidence to suggest that either 

accountability or empowerment theory is currently taught at the CFC (Canadian Forces College 

 
69 The syllabus for JCSP 46 (residential) was reviewed.  JCSP 46 took place from August 2019 through to June 2020 
(Canadian Forces College 2021).  
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2021, 3-5). The incorporation of social accountability and empowerment theory and education 

into the curriculum would arguably advance the program-specific goal of preparing senior 

officers for the “contemporary operating environment across the continuum of operations” 

(Canadian Forces College 2021, 1). Moreover, through providing tomorrow’s senior officers, 

leaders, and commanders with this important educational background, this knowledge will be 

diffused across the CAF as these leaders train their subordinates.  

 Since not all CAF members have the opportunity to attend the CFC, however, these 

accountability and empowerment education and training efforts should also be extended into 

occupation-specific military training streams. For example, all CAF medical personnel undergo 

training and education at the Canadian Forces Health Services Training Centre in Borden, 

Ontario. In this context, this occupation-specific training does not need to be conducted at the 

university level. Tutorials and discussion groups may be just as effective and could include, for 

example, Deepa Narayan’s Conceptual Framework for Empowerment, Amy Allen’s typologies of 

power, and Paolo de Renzio’s accountability obligations. The aim of incorporating this training 

and education into the CAF’s occupation-specific training establishments is to ensure that CAF 

members—and not just senior leaders and future commanders—develop an awareness and 

understanding of this material, and consequently, the ability to think critically about how it can 

be applied on operations.   

 Incorporating training and education on social accountability and empowerment theory 

into these two key levels of the CAF education and training system—the CAF leadership 

academy (the CFC) and the occupation-specific training establishments (the trade schools)—
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would be an important step towards increasing knowledge in these domains across all levels of 

the CAF.  

Addressing the gaps in institutional practice .  In the military environment, practice 

(the what we do) is informed by doctrine (the how and why we do). This is because it is doctrine 

that provides the structural framework for practice. Accordingly, if it is practice that needs to 

change, a key step is to address doctrine. The primary doctrine for CAF HADR operations is 

Canadian Forces Joint Publication (CFJP) 3-4.1, Humanitarian Operations and Disaster Relief 

Operations. The CFJP 3-4.1 was first published in May 2005, and as of this writing has not been 

updated. Because from the perspective of doctrinal hierarchy, it is doctrine that informs policy, 

it is not surprising that the subordinate policy and planning documents that are developed from 

this 2005 doctrine are also out of date.  

CONPLAN RENAISSANCE is the contingency planning document that is used by military 

planners to develop mission-specific operational orders for the DART. I examined CONPLAN 

RENAISSANCE in depth in Chapter 3, and explained that although CONPLAN RENAISSANCE itself 

is current, the HADR-focused references that both inform and shape the content within the 

CONPLAN are not. This use of outdated references not only casts doubt on the currency of the 

HADR-specific content within the CONPLAN, but it also suggests that any updates aimed at 

modernizing the CONPLAN may have been superficial in nature. An example of the use of out-

of-date references within CONPLAN RENAISSANCE is the use of the 2004 Sphere Handbook. The 

Sphere Handbook, arguably one of the preeminent publications within the civilian HADR sphere, 

has been updated and reissued twice since 2004 (in 2011 and in 2018). As I demonstrated in 

Chapter 3, both the practices and the theory within the Sphere Handbook have changed 
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significantly since 2004. Consequently, through the use of a now outdated 2004 reference to 

shape the contents of the CONPLAN, the content is also out of date and not reflective of 

current HADR theory or practice.  

That the CAF continues to rely upon doctrine and policy that does not reflect 

contemporary practice is somewhat surprising. As I noted in Chapter 6, a key finding from the 

sole formal evaluation of CAF HADR operations—the internal evaluation conducted by National 

Defence in 2013—was that the CAF use of outdated doctrine was problematic. The evaluation 

report noted specifically that CAF doctrine and CONPLANs are not undergoing revisions and 

updates “as per scheduled recommendations, which may negatively impact the success of 

future operations” (National Defence 2013, 22). That in 2022, the 2005 CFJP 3-4.1 has yet to be 

updated, almost a decade after this internal evaluation was conducted and published, suggests 

that a certain level of institutional inertia exists within the CAF.   

Accordingly, in concert with the recommendation to incorporate accountability and 

empowerment training and education into multiple levels within the CAF’s formal educational 

and training system, I recommend that this CAF doctrine, and the contingency plans and 

policies that it supports, undergo a formal review and update to ensure alignment with the 

contemporary expectations of HADR. This will not be a simple process. As I demonstrated 

throughout this dissertation, a great deal has changed in the contemporary HADR sphere since 

this doctrine and accompanying subordinate policies were first promulgated. For this reason, I 

recommend that the CAF engage the services of external stakeholders and partners to assist 

with this review and revision. A panel of experts composed of humanitarian actors and 

academics could provide the necessary expertise and contemporary experience for the CAF to 
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draw upon, thereby ensuring that contemporary expectations and best practices surrounding 

social accountability and empowerment considerations are incorporated into CAF doctrine. 

8.5 CAF HADR in Practice — Recommendations  
 

While there is a necessary direct link between theory and practice, within the CAF environment, 

developing and formalizing updates to existing professional military education, military training 

systems, and doctrine and policy is, as is common in large organizations, a slow—and intensely 

bureaucratic—process. In recognition of the fact that the recommendations made in section 8.4 

will take time to not only develop, but subsequently disseminate across the CAF and 

incorporate into formal military education, training, and doctrine, I offer the following practical 

recommendations that could be incorporated into existing HADR practice and future operations 

relatively efficiently.   

In Chapter 6, section 6.3.1, I explored several of the challenges that arose during the CAF 

DART mission in Haiti in 2010. One of the issues that I noted was that the (rapid and 

unanticipated) redeployment of CAF equipment and infrastructure at the Jacmel airport and 

seaport had a net destabilizing effect on the response and recovery programming in that 

region. Accordingly, during HADR operations, military leaders should strive to ensure that local 

governments and stakeholders are involved in withdrawal planning and that, where possible, a 

viable exit strategy is crafted that will allow for military-led infrastructure improvements to be 

locally sustained following military redeployment.  

With respect to the provision of medical care during HADR operations, HADR guidance 

dictates that the healthcare provided should meet basic needs only, be sustainable into the 

long-term, and not adversely affect host nation citizens perceptions of their healthcare system 
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(Ritchie and Mott 2003, 811; Slim 2015, 256). Thus, during HADR operations, to the extent 

feasible, non-emergent surgical procedures and routine healthcare should be performed at 

host nation facilities. In a similar vein, consideration should be given to the adoption of a 

community-based/partnership approach during HADR operations, either through the CAF 

partnering with a local hospital and utilizing their infrastructure, or through employing host 

nation healthcare providers in CAF medical facilities. It is recognized that the medical-legal 

considerations associated with either option would require extensive assessment. However, 

either option would facilitate greater host nation involvement in the medical aspects of the 

relief and recovery process, as well as minimize potential adverse effects associated with the 

provision of medical care during HADR operations.  

In concert with the above, however, is the need for CAF DART personnel to develop 

greater knowledge surrounding the accountability obligations, as well as the potential 

disempowering effects that can occur when these obligations are not considered. The 

development of a DART-specific training curriculum that, in addition to the core military 

training, facilitates an expanded understanding of accountability, ethics, and empowerment 

theory, would better prepare these military responders for the myriad socio-cultural challenges 

that they will face during HADR operations. Enhanced training on the accountability obligations 

would significantly increase not only the potential for interventions that are locally sustainable 

post-mission, but also the involvement and ownership of local citizens. This training curriculum 

could form part of the mission-specific training that is already conducted within the DART’s 

annual training cycle, as well as be provided as ‘just-in-time’ refresher training prior to 

deployment.  
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8.6 Conclusion 
 

In this dissertation, I have demonstrated that the accountability construct inherent to the CAF is 

not designed to promote social accountability, and that this social accountability deficit 

adversely impacts the ability of CAF HADR responders to incorporate social accountability 

practices into HADR operations. I have also illustrated that this social accountability deficit fails 

to align with contemporary HADR theory—and to an extent, contemporary HADR practice—and 

may serve to disempower disaster affected citizens. Accordingly, this lack of social 

accountability in CAF HADR doctrine and practice has the potential to impose ethical risks upon 

a disaster-affected population. Moreover, when considered through the lens of the significant 

Canadian support for military HADR operations, if these accountability gaps were more widely 

known among the Canadian public—the majority of whom broadly support military 

involvement in HADR—these potential ethical risks could also become domestic political risks.  

This assessment of the impact that the internal military accountability construct has on 

HADR operations, and the degree to which this accountability structure has an adverse impact 

on empowerment outcomes among host nation citizens, represents a novel research area. It is 

hoped that through this research, senior decision-makers in government and within the CAF 

will not only better understand these issues but will also feel compelled to take steps to align 

CAF HADR doctrine and practice within contemporary humanitarianism. The recommendations 

provided throughout this dissertation and those presented in sections 8.4 and 8.5 are just that, 

recommendations. They do, however, represent important first steps that the CAF could take to 

address these identified deficits that exist in CAF HADR doctrine and practice. Moreover, they 
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represent a pathway towards ensuring that CAF HADR is aligned with contemporary (civilian) 

HADR theory and practice. 
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