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Alliances
and
Partnerships

This report summarizes the proceedings of
Alliances and Partnerships in Shifting
Geopolitical Landscapes, a maritime
security conference held in Halifax on
October 15, 2025, by the Royal Canadian
Navy and the Canadian Maritime Security
Network. Chiefs of Navy from Canada,
Australia, Indonesia, Pakistan, Norway, and
New Zealand examined how alliances and
partnerships are adapting to intensifying
geopolitical ~ competition.  Discussions
highlighted the wvulnerability of medium
powers in a contested rules-based
international order, the strategic importance
of maritime security for economic stability,
and the role of sustained naval presence in
credible deterrence.

Across two thematic panels on shifting
geopolitics  and  strategic  alliances,
participants emphasized flexible partnership
models and naval modernization. In
particular, participants discussed
developments in submarine capabilities,
intelligence  sharing, and coordinated
responses to grey-zone and hybrid threats.

The conference concluded that future
maritime security will depend less on rigid
alliance structures and more on adaptive,
trust-based  cooperation that  enables
interoperability,  resilience, and the
collective defence of the global commons.
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On October 15, 2025, the Royal Canadian Navy, in
partnership with the Canadian Maritime Security
Network, convened a one-day event that brought
together senior naval leaders from around the world
to examine alliance structures and partnership
models in an era of intensifying geopolitical
competition. The conference revived the
“scholar-sailor” tradition established during the
Dalhousie dialogues of the 1990s, creating a forum
for candid strategic dialogue between operational
commanders and academic experts on the evolving
challenges facing maritime nations.

The gathering brought together Chief Heads of
Navy from six nations: Canada, Australia,
Indonesia, Pakistan, Norway, and New Zealand.
These officers represented the Indo-Pacific, South
Pacific, Indian Ocean, and North Atlantic theatres,
reflecting the truly international scope of
contemporary maritime security challenges. This
assembly provided a rare opportunity for frank
strategic dialogue across diverse alliance structures
and regional contexts, enabling candid exchanges
that transcended the constraints of formal
diplomatic  channels and allowed senior
commanders to address shared vulnerabilities and
emerging threats with intellectual rigour and
operational candour.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy, opened the proceedings by
emphasizing the rules-based international order as
the essential safeguard for medium powers like
Canada. Drawing on the “Two Michaels” incident —
in which two Canadian citizens were arbitrarily
detained by China in retaliation for Canada’s
adherence to its extradition treaty obligations —
VAdm Topshee illustrated how medium powers
face unique vulnerabilities when great powers
disregard established norms. He noted the troubling

public blindness to maritime security issues despite
Canada’s dependence on seaborne trade, stressing
that sustained naval presence, rather than episodic
deployments, remains the foundation of credible
deterrence and alliance contribution.

The first panel, on “shifting geopolitics,” brought
together VAdm Topshee, Vice Admiral Mark
Hammond (Royal Australian Navy), and Vice
Admiral Erwin Aldedharma (Indonesian Navy) to
examine how regional powers are adapting to
strategic uncertainty. VAdm Topshee outlined
Canada’s perpetual challenge of balancing
continental defence commitments with global
partnership obligations, a tension that constrains
force structure and deployment patterns. VAdm
Hammond described Australia’s
maritime-dependent security posture, emphasizing
that geographic isolation offers no protection in an
era of long-range precision strikes, necessitating
worst-case preparation and deep integration with
allies. VAdm Aldedharma presented Indonesia’s
strategic evolution from defence dependency to
sovereignty  through  indigenous  submarine
capability, demonstrating how naval modernization
serves as both a deterrent and a symbol of national
autonomy in a contested region.

The second panel, on “strategic alliances and
partnerships,” featured Admiral Naveed Ashraf
(Pakistan Navy), Rear Admiral Oliver Berdal
(Royal Norwegian Navy), and Rear Admiral Garin
Golding (Royal New Zealand Navy), who
examined partnership models across three critical
maritime theatres. Admiral Ashraf highlighted the
Indian Ocean’s complex security environment, in
which traditional bilateral frameworks prove
insufficient, advocating for “minilateralism”

flexible, issue-specific coalitions that enable
collective action without the constraints of formal



treaty structures. RAdm Berdal addressed North
Atlantic security, where the convergence of
renewed geopolitical competition and disruptive
technologies demands deeper North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) integration, particularly in
undersea warfare and maritime domain awareness.
RAdm Golding characterized the South Pacific as
an increasingly contested region in which New
Zealand is deepening Pacific-led partnerships that
respect regional agency while countering coercive
influence.

Discussion of procurement models revealed
divergent pathways for middle powers. Australia’s
AUKUS arrangement provides unprecedented
access to American nuclear submarine technology
but represents a level of integration unavailable to
Canada given its different strategic circumstances

and alliance relationships. Norway’s Type 26
frigate agreement with the United Kingdom
emerged as a more applicable blueprint,
emphasizing shared technology development,
interoperable systems, and integrated patrol
operations that enhance collective capability
without compromising sovereignty.

In his closing remarks, VAdm Topshee offered
sobering reflections on naval warfare’s unforgiving
nature, the persistent fallibility of intelligence
assessments, and the emerging challenges posed by
artificial intelligence in maritime operations. He
reaffirmed that navies remain the indispensable
instrument for safeguarding freedom of the seas —
the foundation upon which global prosperity and
the rules-based order depend.

HMCS SHAWINIGAN alongside in Dakar (Image: RCN)



Vice Admiral
Angus Topshee

Vice Admiral (VAdm) Angus Topshee is the 38th
Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy (RCN).
His diverse academic background includes military
and civilian institutions on three continents.

He has deployed on ships around the world and has
accumulated countless sea stories involving pirates,
sharks, terrorists, volcanoes, whales, fires, and all
the other things that make life at sea a true
adventure.

The highlight of his time at sea was his far-too-brief
command of HMCS Algonquin in 2009-2010 and, a
close second, his three years in command of
Canada’s Pacific Fleet.

His shore postings include two tours in the Navy’s
Strategy directorate as penance for all of his sea
time, three years in command of Canadian Forces
Base Halifax, and two years as Deputy Director,

Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy

Strategy, Policy, and Plans at the North American
Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) and
United States Northern Command Headquarters in
Colorado Springs. He also deployed to Afghanistan
for all of 2011 as the director of Afghan National
Police Training within the NATO Training
Mission-Afghanistan.

Over the course of his career, he has somehow been
involved in Arctic issues at every one of his shore
postings (except Afghanistan). Before taking
command of the RCN in May 2022, VAdm Topshee
had the honour and the pleasure of commanding
Maritime Forces Pacific and Joint Task Force
Pacific, located in Esquimalt, BC.

VAdm Topshee’s career is enabled by his
fantastically supportive wife, Audrey, and four
tremendous daughters, Amy, Zoé&, Charlotte, and
Iris.

Source: RCN



Vice Admiral
Mark Hammond

Chief of the Royal Australian Navy

Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, AO, RAN, joined
the Royal Australian Navy (RAN) in 1986 as an
Electronics Technician, before commissioning as a
Naval Officer in 1988. Graduating from the
Australian Defence Force Academy (ADFA) in
1990, Hammond served in frigates before
volunteering for submarine service and qualifying
in the Oberon-class. He is a dual-qualified officer,
graduating from the RAN Principal Warfare
Officers Course and the Netherlands and US Navy
(USN) Submarine Command Courses, and
Australia’s Senior Submariner.

VAdm  Hammond served extensively in
Collins-class  submarines. He also gained
international experience in French, British, and US
nuclear attack submarines and Dutch conventional
submarines. His command of HMAS Farncomb
included submarine operations across the
Indo-Pacific. Subsequent shore postings included
the Assistant Naval Attaché in Washington, DC,
Submarine Capability and Joint Exercise Staff roles,
and 12 months as Chief of Staff to the Chief of the
Defence Force.

On promotion to Commodore, VAdm Hammond
was appointed Director General Maritime
Operations. He then returned to the United States as
the Liaison Officer to the Chairman of the US Joint
Chiefs of Staff. He was awarded the United States
Legion of Merit (Officer) for his performance in
this role. On his return to Australia in 2018, VAdm
Hammond was appointed a Member of the Order of
Australia (AM) for exceptional service to the
Australian Defence Force in senior command and
staff roles.

On promotion to Rear Admiral in 2018, he assumed
duties as the Deputy Chief of Navy and, in late
2020, was appointed Commander of the Australian
Fleet. In these demanding appointments, VAdm
Hammond first oversaw substantial workforce
growth and then focused on enhancing the
resilience and warfighting capability of the Navy’s
people and fleet during the COVID-19 pandemic.

VAdm Hammond assumed command as Chief of
Navy on July 7, 2022, becoming the first RAN
Recruit School and ADFA graduate to do so, and
only the second submarine Commanding Officer to
be appointed to the role. In 2023, he was appointed
an Officer of the Order of Australia (AO) for
distinguished service to the Royal Australian Navy
in senior command roles.

VAdm Hammond holds a Bachelor of Science,
Master’s in Management, and Master’s in Maritime
Studies, and he is a graduate of the Harvard
Business School Advanced Management Program.
Away from the Navy, his interests include antique
wooden boats, cricket, rugby league (South Sydney
Rabbitohs), AFL (Port Adelaide), chess, and
submarine warfare in World War II.



Vice Admiral
Erwin Aldedharma

Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy

Vice Admiral Erwin S. Aldedharma was born in
1970 in Surabaya. His military education
commenced in 1991 at the Naval Academy, where
he graduated. Over the years, he underwent various
specialized education, including Officer Advanced
Courses and Naval Staff and Command College.
Notably, he enriched his knowledge with
international experiences, attending programs in
Australia and the United States, including the JOSS
Course (Australia), the Military Cooperation Course
(Australia), the US Naval Staff College, and the US
National War College.

Beyond his military duties, he has actively
contributed to national and international maritime
initiatives. He participated in various seminars and
workshops on maritime law enforcement, defence
management, and security cooperation, enhancing
his expertise in these critical domains.

VAdm Aldedharma’s educational journey reflects
his commitment to continuous learning and
professional development. He obtained his
Bachelor’s degree in Management Economics from
Krisnadwipayana University in 2013, followed by
two Master’s degrees — one in Management in 2016
and another in National Security Strategy — from the
US in the same year. These academic achievements
laid a solid foundation for his career ahead.

VAdm Aldedharma’s illustrious career has been
marked by a series of distinguished appointments
both in Staff and Commands. He served in key
positions such as Assistant Division Officer,
Executive Officer, and Commanding Officer on
several naval vessels. His leadership prowess was
further demonstrated in roles such as Commander

of Palembang Naval Base, Commander of the
Amphibious Unit of Eastern Fleet Command,
Commander of the Sea Combat Task Force of the
Second Fleet Command, Vice Assistant to the Chief
of the Indonesian Navy for Planning and Budgeting,
and Commander of the Military Sea Lift Command.

Throughout his career, VAdm Aldedharma has been
recognized with numerous accolades, including the
prestigious Bintang Yudha Dharma Pratama,
Bintang Jalasena Nararya, Bintang Jalasena
Pratama, and Military Service Medals for 8, 16, and
24 years of dedication, among others. These
decorations underscore his dedication and
exemplary service to the Indonesian Navy.

In 2021, VAdm Aldedharma assumed the pivotal
role of Commander of the First Fleet Command,
followed by his appointment as Commander of the
First Joint Defense Region of the Indonesian
National Defense Forces Headquarters. His
leadership at these strategic levels underscores his
commitment to safeguarding Indonesia’s maritime
interests and fostering regional defence cooperation.

In October 2023, VAdm Aldedharma was appointed
Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy, a testament to
his exceptional leadership and vast experience in
naval operations and strategy. His journey
epitomizes unwavering dedication, exemplary
leadership, and the relentless pursuit of excellence,
making him a beacon of inspiration within the
Indonesian Navy and beyond.

VAdm Aldedharma is happily married to Mrs. Ketty
Tiffany Wulandari and blessed with a son and two
daughters.



Admiral Naveed
Ashraf

Pakistan Chief of Naval Staff

Admiral (Adm) Naveed Ashraf NI(M) T Bt took
over command of the Pakistan Navy on October 7,
2023. He was commissioned in the Operations
Branch of the Pakistan Navy in 1989 and was
awarded the Quaid-e-Azam Gold Medal upon his
successful completion of initial naval training in
Germany and Pakistan. During his illustrious naval
career, the Admiral served in various command and
staff appointments. His rich command experience of
over 10 years includes as Commanding Officer of a
gunboat, a mine hunter, and three destroyers, as
well as command of the 25th and 18th Destroyer
Squadrons.

Adm Ashraf remained Commandant of the Pakistan
Naval Academy and had the honour of commanding
the Pakistan Navy Fleet. His distinguished Staff
appointments include as Fleet Operations Officer at

Source: Wikimedia
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HQ Commander Pakistan Fleet, Captain Training at
HQ Flag Officer Sea Training, Chief Staff Officer to
Task Force 151 at HQ NAVCENT Bahrain, Deputy
President National Defence University, Naval
Secretary, Deputy Chief of Naval Staff (Admin),
Director General C4l, Deputy Chief of Naval Staff
(Training & Personnel), Deputy Chief of Naval
Staff (Operations), and Chief of Staff.

Adm Ashraf is a graduate of the Pakistan Navy War
College in Lahore, the National Defence University
in Islamabad, the Naval Staff College in the US,
and the Royal College of Defence Studies in the
UK. In recognition of his meritorious services, the
Flag Officer has been awarded Nishan-e-Imtiaz
(Military) and Tamgha-e-Basalat.



Rear Admiral
Dliver Berdal

Chief of the Royal Norwegian Navy

Rear Admiral (RAdm) Oliver Berdal has served in
the Armed Forces since 1993, with a distinguished
career spanning both the Navy and the Ministry of
Defence. Prior to his appointment as Commander of
the Navy, his career was primarily centred on the
submarine force, followed by senior leadership
roles in the Coast Guard.

After serving as the ship’s commander on a
Hauk-class missile torpedo boat from 1994 to 1995,
he held a series of submarine assignments between
1998 and 2006, qualifying as a ship’s commander in
2004. From 2004 to 2006, he served as
Commanding Officer of an Ula-class submarine,
initially HMS Utsira. Between 2008 and 2011, he
led the Norwegian Navy’s submarine commander
course at Haakonsvern Naval Station.

From 2012 to 2016, RAdm Berdal served as a
senior staff officer in the Ministry of Defence,
where he worked on long-term investment planning
and served as both project and programme manager

for submarine programs. He later became Head of
the Submarine Service from 2019 to 2020.

In 2020, he was appointed Commander of the Coast

Guard, a post he held until October 2023. That same
month, he was promoted to Rear Admiral and
appointed Commander of the Navy.

Operationally, RAdm Berdal deployed as a
submarine commander aboard KNM Ula during
Operation Active Endeavour in the Mediterranean.
He also served as liaison officer aboard the aircraft
carrier USS Enterprise during the deployment of a
Norwegian submarine and frigate to the United
States.

From 2006 to 2008, RAdm Berdal took a two-year
leave of absence from the Armed Forces, serving as
the project manager for Rygge Civil Airport. In
2008, he was also affiliated with the Norwegian
Defence Research Establishment (FFI) as a civilian
senior advisor.

His  promotions include Captain  (2008),
Commander (2012), Senior Commander (2016),
Flag Commander (2020), and Rear Admiral (2023).
He formally assumed duties as Commander of the
Navy on October 20, 2023, succeeding Rune
Andersen.



Golding

Chief of the Royal New Zealand Navy

Rear Admiral Garin Golding is the Chief of Navy of
the Royal New Zealand Navy (RNZN), appointed in
September 2024. He serves as the professional head
of the Navy and Chair of the Navy Leadership
Board, responsible for the effectiveness, efficiency,
and morale of the service.

Joining the RNZN in January 1988, RAdm Golding
began his career as a midshipman, progressing
through roles as a navigating officer before
specializing in diving. Over more than 36 years of
service, he has held numerous senior leadership
positions, including Commanding Officer of
HMNZS Manawanui, Lead Maritime Planner for
Joint Forces New Zealand, Inspector General of the

Rear Admiral Garin
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Navy, Commander Deployable Joint Inter-Agency
Task Force, Acting Chief of Navy (Strategy and
Engagement), and Maritime Component
Commander.

RAdm Golding is the recipient of two Chief of
Navy Commendations and the Navy and Marine
Corps Achievement Medal. He is a graduate of the
Royal New Zealand Air Force (RNZAF) Junior
Staff Course and the New Zealand Defence Force
Command and Staff College, and he holds a
Master’s degree in Strategic Studies (Merit), along
with  postgraduate  diplomas in  Applied
Management and Business.



Ul. RUdill Lajouiicod’
Director, Canadian Maritime Security Network

Dr. Adam Lajeunesse is an Associate Professor and Chair of the Public
Policy and Governance program at St. Francis Xavier University. He is
the Arctic and Maritime Security Chair at the Brian Mulroney Institute
of Government, a Fulbright Scholar with the Fulbright Arctic Initiative,
and Director of the Canadian Maritime Security Network.

Good morning. Welcome, colleagues, friends,
visitors. My name is Dr. Adam Lajeunesse. I’'m the
Director of the Canadian Maritime Security
Network, a Department of National
Defence—funded research organization that provides
policy-relevant advice, research, and analysis to the
Government of Canada. I'm very pleased to open
this forum today. In opening, I’d like to first thank
the Navy for its participation and for entrusting us
with this event, of course, and my colleague, Dr.
Ryan Dean, who did the lion’s share of the
organization — all the emails, all the administrative
work. Thank you, Ryan!

This meeting is taking place at a very consequential
time. Everywhere today, around the world, we see a
convergence of pressures that are reshaping
international dynamics faster than, I think, any time
in recent memory, and for most of the world, a lot
of these shifts are very uncomfortable. Great powers
are now seeking to restrict access to large bodies of
water, while maritime militias and fishing fleets are
stripping the world’s oceans, imposing their will,
and coercing their neighbours. Unregulated fishing
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is now an international problem, while dark fleets
are moving dangerously through waters, and often
unregulated hybrid threats are proliferating. We now
see cable cutting around the world and grey-zone
actions that are increasingly difficult for our navies
to police and to monitor. Yet, even in this
environment of competition and uncertainty, there’s
always room for optimism.

Across the Indo-Pacific, the Arctic, and the
Atlantic, nations are finding new ways to cooperate
through information sharing, joint patrols, and
coordinated capacity-building initiatives. These
partnerships reflect a shared recognition that
maritime security cannot be achieved in isolation.
The sea does not respect borders, so neither can our
efforts to safeguard it. Each nation represented here
today contributes a unique perspective, experiences,
and capabilities, and when we bring these together,
we reinforce the collective resilience of the
international community. But collaboration requires
more than shared interests. It demands shared
values. The rules-based international order is more
than simply rules upholding. It means ensuring that



disputes are settled through dialogue, that maritime
law remains respected, and that small and large
nations alike can navigate free from coercion.

This forum, and the partnerships that I hope it
fosters, will remind us that defending the global
commons is not the task of any one country but the
responsibility of all who depend upon it. While
coastal states, including many of those in this room,

have different national interests and priorities, each
has a stake in the free use of the world’s oceans, and
a stable legal and security environment today is part
of that conversation. To our visiting admirals,
welcome to Halifax, and welcome to Canada. Let
me turn it over now for our opening remarks to
Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy Vice
Admiral Angus Topshee. Thank you.



Vice Admiral
Angus Topshee

Thank you all for coming here to gather and to
discuss the issues of the day from a maritime
context. And I want to begin by thanking Adam,
Ryan, and Rob for creating the Canadian Maritime
Security Network. Here in Halifax, we used to have
a wonderful forum at Dalhousie where we could
discuss these issues, and we, in the Navy, assigned a
fellow to deeply consider them and bring back the
thinking to the Navy. Unfortunately, for a variety of
reasons, that disappeared, and now we’re excited by
the opportunity to recreate a strategic dialogue
around maritime issues for today. As you’ve heard,
we’ve gathered quite an impressive collection —
and, I would argue, probably the first time this
specific collection of Heads of Navy has ever been
assembled, and each of us brings a different
perspective to the issues of the day.

What you have heard about the rules-based
international order is true. It’s one of those things
that smaller powers and medium-sized powers have
come to depend upon in a world of great power
competition. If you don’t have rules that allow us to
be sure that our issues will be heard and that our
side will be represented, then you can see a decline
into chaos. And many of us are now contemplating,
what does it mean in a world like this to face threats
to our well-being, to our security, to our prosperity,
and how do we respond to those? I think for
Canada, the lesson was the two Michaels, where
China effectively kidnapped two of our citizens and
held them because they did not like our arrest of one
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of their executives. It revealed that we really did not
have the power that we thought we had, and that if
we couldn’t count on all of us following the same
set of rules, then it would mean real challenges in
our relationship. And so today is an opportunity to
gather and discuss the different perspectives so that
we can find that alignment and we can figure out
the mechanisms that will allow that rules-based
order to continue to function.

You’re going to see countries represented that, like
Canada and Indonesia, have extremely long
coastlines. A large and diverse country has many
different challenges, many tied to the maritime
domain. Pakistan, a nuclear-armed power in a very
challenging neighbourhood, is certainly facing its
own difficulties and problems in a region where
often it is at the crossroads of different fights. Both
Indonesia and Pakistan have chosen, historically, to
remain non-aligned, not picking a side specifically,
but working issue by issue. How does that serve
their interests? I think there’s a lot of value, in a
world that is increasingly defined by national
interests, to think how you can work issue by issue,
sometimes, while having a consistent approach.
And then we’ve got countries that come from far
away — New Zealand, which I would argue is, in
many respects, the most like Canada of those
assembled today. A country that has long enjoyed
an isolation from the rest of the world, which has
served to protect it while it can focus on its own
prosperity. A country that has leveraged that,



actually, to be a destination for many, but has often
figured out where to make the contributions to the
world and is often engaged in different elements
around the world — command of Combined Task
Force 150, recently. So contributing to maritime
security in a way that supports their national interest
and adds to that rules-based international order.

Australia is another country like us, but with more
power and more responsibility in a region where
they’re, unlike us, not neighbouring a superpower
that must necessarily be involved in their defence.
The strategic choices that Australia has made to
become involved in AUKUS, and how that is a
mutually beneficial relationship for the UK, for
Australia, and for the US, is a fascinating discussion
that I don’t think in Canada has truly been
appreciated. Because most people who ask me,
“Well, why aren’t you getting nuclear submarines?”
— they don’t understand that the US is not actually
interested in Canada having nuclear submarines.
They’re interested in us having a robust defence,
but sharing that specific technology and the close
integration it means is not something that they need
to do, but they benefit from that relationship with
Australia. There’s an opportunity today to explore
and understand why these relationships from
seemingly similar countries evolve in different
directions and what drives the strategic choices that
we each make.

Finally, Norway is a great partner to Canada —
potentially on submarines. We’ll see. But the most
interesting thing for me is not the submarine
acquisition, but what they recently did with the
Type 26 destroyer, and how they took a need to
acquire a capability for their Navy for the future,
but at the same time, create a strategic partnership
that not just benefits their Navy by delivering the
capability that they need, but brings them closer to
an important ally who shares an interest in North
Sea security, who also has committed to
incorporating Norwegian technology and working
with Norway on integrated patrols around that
project. And so that model that Norway has got with
their strategic agreement with the UK is absolutely
the right model for us to follow as Canada explores
our submarine acquisition.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the Royal
Canadian Navy
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It is a challenging time right now. You are going to
see how we each evolve different solutions to these
problems, and the opportunity for me to sit together
with these Chiefs of Navy and hear their
perspectives really helps inform the narrative.

I would argue that the maritime domain and peace
and security upon the seas are often like WiFi
service. It’s just something that people expect to be
there all the time. And the only time we ever think
about maritime security is when it is threatened or
denied, as we’ve seen with the Houthis in the Red
Sea. Suddenly, there’s attention, and then as soon as
there’s a response, awareness diminishes. I don’t
remember the last time there was an article in
Canada about the Red Sea and the challenges that
are going on around there, even though many
shipping companies have already changed their
routing to avoid that region, which drives changes
to the costs that we pay. The other thing that’s of



note is when we talk about a rules-based
international order, we talk about law that has
always been more by consensus than by firm
regulation. There are courts, but jurisdiction is
always in question, and then will someone adhere to
and follow that outcome? As we’ve seen with China
and the International Court of Justice ruling around
Scarborough Shoal, it’s great for the Philippines,
but unfortunately, it means nothing if China refuses
to follow it. And so how do we get to a place where
we can have confidence that these legal
mechanisms will bear fruit?

To use another example right now — with the
Russian dark fleet, we know that a lot of oil is being
shipped illegally, but the process to intercept that oil
and bring a prosecution for the violations of
sanctions 1is extremely complex and involves
multiple actors, and not everybody is necessarily in
agreement about that.

The opportunity to get together and to share
perspectives about what we’re trying to achieve,
and by focusing on that end state, is important.
Fundamentally, it’s like a rising tide that lifts all
boats. We all benefit from maritime security when it

exists. But it is not something that comes easily. It
comes with hard work. It comes with dedicated
sailors and ships out there all the time. It comes
with a real understanding of what deterrence means
and the value of a submarine in achieving that
deterrence. I'm fascinated by the fact that in
Canada, for the first time, we’re starting to have a
conversation about the importance of a submarine
as something that guarantees we will control our
waters. Some of the other countries assembled here
have learned as well that they must have that
absolute guarantee of the ability to control their
waters, to understand what’s going on in those
waters, and to preserve the ability to react to it. That
means a little bit different things for everybody
based on the geography and where we are in the
world, who our allies and partners are. And so I’'m
looking forward to a conversation today around
how we can all improve our contribution to
maritime security, where we in the Royal Canadian
Navy fit into that, and how we can ensure the right
strategic dialogue in Canada to ensure that we
continue to support security and prosperity for all
Canadians and for all citizens of the world. Thank
you very much.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy
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Vice Admiral
Angus Topshee

I mentioned in advance about the fact we come to
maritime security with different perspectives. And
so, what I wanted to focus on today is the unique
thing about Canada, which is our proximity to the
United States. For much of our history, it has been a
blessing. But if you think back to Confederation, the
discussions between our provinces began in 1864 in
response to the American Civil War. It was clear
that, in a period of great conflict and distress in the
US, they were potentially going to threaten Canada,
and that what we needed to do was to come together
collectively as provinces and form a union that
would ensure that we could defend ourselves and
our interests. The first things that we did, if you
look at the history of that, were ensure that the
network of coastal fortifications that the British had
built were all aligned and still ready to go, and we
defended our border against the Fenian raids and
everything else. And fortunately for us, you know,
that relationship soon shifted to one of close
allegiance.

We are now very close allies, where it is impossible
to defend Canada without also defending the US,
and it’s impossible to defend the US without also
defending Canada. And you see that reflected in the
North American Aerospace Defence agreement.
You know, because the two people who were
responsible for the air defence of Canada and the
United States in 1957 looked at the problem and
realized that the Soviet bombers that the American
commander had to defeat before they reached
Washington were going to fly across Canada. And

Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy
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he worked with his good friend from the Second
World War to ensure that we basically erased the
boundary from the point of view of air defence,
because it didn’t make any sense for us to maintain
these air boundaries when it came to defending the
continent. We created the only binational alliance in
the world where the use of force can be ordered by
either nation to actors from either nation, so a
Canadian can give an order to an American plane to
shoot down a target and vice versa. There are no red
cards. It’s a shared common foe that’s been
extended to the maritime domain because of that
recognition that a submarine approaching the coast
of the United States is going to come through
Canadian waters. How we share in that with the
United States is through an integrated undersea
surveillance system that they built, and Canadians at
both Norfolk and on Whidbey Island, Washington,
are a part of the monitoring of that system. Again,
something that happens below the radar. There are
75 Canadian sailors stationed in the United States
between NORAD Norfolk and Washington,
monitoring the skies, monitoring the waters every
day to make sure that these threats are detected and
that we coordinate our response to them beforehand.
And this is the value of that type of strategic
partnership, one that is driven by geography but has
also come from an alignment of interests.

Today, it’s clear that some of our interests don’t
align completely when it comes to trade and other
issues, but the fundamentals of our defence have not
changed. That makes it very interesting for us. We



keep a lot of what is happening below the radar, but
the military-to-military cooperation is still quite
strong. We still work with the Americans around the
world in many things, but we’re also monitoring
carefully what’s going on and wondering if their
posture in the Caribbean is changing — and their
willingness to use force in circumstances that we
may not agree with. Will that drive a change to how
we manage our cooperation in the Caribbean, their
embarkment of US Coast Guard (USCG) and law
enforcement detachments? So even in a close
alliance, you still must make sure your interests
align across all the issues. But the greater good of
us working together is still quite clearly there, and
the fundamental alignment of values is still there.
We share an interest in peace, prosperity, and
security. We may disagree on the definitions and the

methods to get there, but nothing has changed in all
of that. It has also reminded us in Canada that
sometimes, it’s good to have other allies.

You can see the importance the Prime Minister has
attached to NATO and our moves to join ReArm
Europe to make sure that we are firmly connected to
that alliance. It’s also driven by recognition that
NATO is more about defending Europe than it is
about defending all 32 Alliance members. In fact,
almost all the NATO war plans are focused on
Europe and the North Atlantic. There isn’t one for
Canada and North America. It’s an interesting
reflection of the fact that this has historically been a
very Eurocentric alliance, which was designed to
keep North America engaged in European security,
not designed to have Europe engaged in North

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy (left); Vice Admiral Mark Hommond, Chief of the
Royal Australian Navy (centre); and Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy (right).
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American security. I think now that we recognize
the one-way nature of that alliance, it’s driving a
change and an expectation on our side, that should
we be more demanding of NATO? Should we be
asking that they look to support some of the
infrastructure that we require here in Canada, that
they do more exercises, that they develop plans to
defend North America? That is not something
NATO is terribly interested in, as it remains very
European focused. I think in Canada, we need to be
realistic about how much we will contribute to
NATO in a conflict, because we still need to
preserve our capability to defend ourselves.

Back here in Canada, we’re also looking to the
Pacific. One of the most successful things the
Government of Canada has done recently is the
Indo-Pacific Strategy, committing to send ships on a
nearly persistent basis there, contributing to
understanding in the region, working with allies and

partners to enhance security. That has been very
successful for us. It comes with a diplomatic uplift.
We’ve added policy advisors and defence attachés
to several countries in the region, and we’re seeing
benefits from that presence in a better
understanding of the region and more confidence, in
members in the region, that Canada will be there
when they need it. I think that’s a sensible
investment on the part of the Government of
Canada to build a broader network of allies and
partners to represent our interests more globally. I
look forward to discussion on all of that and how
that shaped our differences. Geography drives a lot
of these decisions. We will never be away from the
fact of the proximity to the United States. How we
balance the weight of that ally against the rest of the
world is one of the challenges for all of us. And I
think lately, the Government of Canada has made
some sensible choices about how we find the best
balance to protect our interests.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy (left); Vice Admiral Mark Hommond, Chief of the
Royal Australian Navy (centre left); Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy (centre right); and Dr.
Rob Huebert (right).
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Vice Admiral
Mark Hammond

Chief of the Royal Australian Navy

Thank you, and good morning. Good morning
again. Angus, thank you again for your hospitality.
Erwin, it’s great to share the stage with you. Where
to start? Let me start here, seeing as we’re talking
about allies and partnerships. A few years ago, I
worked in the Pentagon as Australia’s liaison officer
to General [Joseph] Dunford, during the first year of
the first Trump presidency. Something that Joe
Dunford said to me has stuck in my head ever since,
that the US derives its strategic advantage on the
world stage through its ability to achieve results
with and through allies and partners. The world’s
changed a little bit since those days, but that
statement rings true for Australia in every single
way. In fact, my philosophy on leadership has
grown from that statement. I believe that leadership
is about achieving results with and through our
people. When 1 talk about maritime security for a
nation like Australia, which is a three-ocean island
trading nation of about 25 million people, with the
third-largest exclusive economic zone on the planet,
that sits between the Pacific Ocean — the largest
ocean in the world, whose surface covers more than
the entire land mass of the world — and the Indian
Ocean, which conveys two-thirds of the oil and fuel
transport around the globe and one-third of bulk
cargo, and is home to about one-third of the world’s
population... For me, there is no way that our small
population, our small nation, can exist peacefully
and continue to enjoy the benefits of economic
security without strong maritime security. In fact,
our economic well-being is derived from access to
the sea, and in that context, access to the sea is an
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existential issue for our nation, and it has become
the foundational plank for our national defence
strategy. There is no economic security or national
security for Australia without strong maritime
security.

And as we all know, our tenure as Chiefs of Navy is
defined by external factors. It’s very rarely defined
by the things we wish to be defined by. We are
shaped by the policies and priorities of government.
But in a way that I hadn’t perhaps anticipated
coming into this job, it is absolutely shaped by
world issues in the context of Australia’s experience
of allies and partners. I came into this job just as the
government was kicking off a national defence
strategy, which very, very quickly reinforced the
view that strategic warning time is a thing of the
past. There is no such thing as strategic warning
time, and my tenure has been characterized by a
focus on accelerated preparedness, on optimizing
the forces that we currently have and preparing for
conflict. And I hope you’ll excuse me for saying
this, but I don’t have the luxury of a strategy of
hope our nation expects. I assume the worst and
prepare for the worst whilst our diplomats and every
other arm of government work to avoid conflict.

I have three pillars: diplomacy, deterrence, and
defence. Now, diplomacy is all about allies and
partners. We have several multilateral relationships
in the region, and we enjoy good relations with
almost every country in the region. In fact, [ would
offer that the Royal Australian Navy has become a



partner of choice for so many of our neighbours.
Garin and I — the ANZAC leaders, if you like, of
our navies — are renewing our focus on strategic
partnership. We don’t talk about defence of the
homeland in terms of Australia or defence of the
homeland in terms of New Zealand. We’re now
talking about defence of the ANZAC homeland.

Just recently, Australia’s signed a treaty with Papua
New Guinea. If that doesn’t tell you that there’s a
strong focus now on allies and partners, nothing
will. That’s the first treaty we’ve signed in over 70
years, and the relationships we enjoy across the
Southwest Pacific are just as critical to us [as
ANZAC]. We refer collectively to our Pacific
family, and our relationship with Indonesia, I would
argue, has never been closer. We enjoy bilateral
cooperation, particularly between our navies, that is
unprecedented. And one of my best friends in the
region is Erwin’s boss, the Chief of the Indonesian
Navy.

So in the context of a world where access to the sea
is no longer guaranteed, and for a nation that is
entirely reliant upon it for our economic well-being,
that has become an existential issue, which is
driving government policy in a way that I’ve never
experienced before. It is very rare that a Western
government, when faced with a choice of buying
either seven frigates or 11 frigates and a 4,000-ton
reference design — very rare that they’ll actually
turn around and go, “Actually, yeah, it’ll be 11, and
there’ll be those 6,200-ton frigates that Japan’s
building, and we want the first one in three years.”
That is the context within which we are serving
direction to double the size of the surface combatant
force as fast as humanly and legally possible, a
direction to transform from a conventional
submarine capability to a conventionally armed,
nuclear-powered submarine capability as quickly as
possible.

Last year, we rolled out the Tomahawk Land Attack
Missile, the Naval Strike Missile, and the Standard
Missile-6 and conducted successful test firings of
all three of those in a six-month period across two
classes of warship. That’s unprecedented. War shot.
Sea mines are also in inventory now — hundreds of
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them. In the context of this panel discussion around
allies, partnerships, and maritime security, we could
not have achieved any of those things without the
support of our allies and partners. And old alliances
seem to be back in vogue. A lot of people don’t
realize that when our ANZAC troops sailed across
the Indian Ocean in World War I, our 10,000 troops
on the first convoy were escorted by an Australian
warship and a Japanese warship. Everybody thinks
about the relationship between Australia and Japan
through the lens of World War II. But in World War
I, our Navy was deployed to the European theatre,
and a squadron of Japanese warships, at the
Australian government’s request, was based out of
Sydney Harbour to defend our access to the sea
whilst our Navy was deployed with our allies and
partners. Now, the relationship with Japan is one of
our closest and most important in the region, and in
the context of the Indo-Pacific, the reality is there is
a lot of anxiety.

A foreign minister of defence said to me the other
day, about two weeks ago, that the Chinese
circumnavigation of Australia earlier this year
created anxiety in the population of Australia, but it
created anger in that nation’s population. We are
living in a time where we are seeing unprecedented
actions, unprecedented disregard for the rules and
norms that have underwritten peaceful access to the
sea for so many years. We are partnering now with
the Philippines in a way that we haven’t before. A
lot of people ask me why. Why, given that the
Philippines is such a long way away from
Australia? Well, like Canada, we are the custodians
of one of the largest exclusive economic zones on
the planet. And our rights, our sovereign rights, that
arise from that incredible privilege are enshrined in
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea. Our rights are the same as the great nation of
the Philippines, but theirs are being denied to them
because one actor has decided to interpret or
disregard the international rules-based order in a
different way. In that context, our national interest is
acutely engaged, and the outcome of that
competition will ripple across the globe. If one
nation’s rights in the maritime domain are no longer
valid, and they are denied due to one nation’s
behaviour, then that applies to every single one of



us.

So be in no doubt that the strategic competition that
is occurring across the globe right now, highlighted
in several acute pockets, whether in the South China
Sea, the Red Sea, Ukraine, or the Black Sea, are not
isolated events. Everything is connected these days,
and the outcomes of those competitions will affect
the well-being and the experience of our children
and generations to come. So back to my opening
statement. Our tenures as chiefs of service are
shaped by external factors. The external factors
right now have strategic implications, and our
bulwark against the negative impacts that arise from
that is very much enshrined in our alliances and
partnerships, which we are doubling down on. The
implications for all of us are significant if we get it
wrong. The benefits for all of us are huge if we get
it right. For those in uniform in the room, can I just

say thank you for your service? I honestly believe
that service in uniform right now matters more than
it has at any other time that I’ve been wearing this
uniform in the last 39 years. It’s a cliche to say that
we serve in interesting times. I think it is a fact to
state that we are serving right now during a very,
very consequential period, and we must value every
single person in uniform, every single set that we
have, and every single second, because it seems to
me like there’s not enough money, there’s not
enough time, there’s not enough people, and we will
all be stronger if we stand together and weather the
storm that is coming. My final comment: Angus, to
you and your team, thank you so much for hosting
this activity, for your generous hospitality, but most
importantly, for your partnership on the world stage
and for bringing so many of us together to talk
about this very important event.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy (left); Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the
Royal Australian Navy (centre left); Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy (centre right); and Dr.
Rob Huebert (right).



Vice Admiral
Erwin Aldedharma

Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy

A very good morning to you all. While my other
fellow speakers delivered their speeches from their
seats, allow me to deliver my speech from this
podium, because this is the way 1 practised
delivering the speech. So please spare me, and
thank you to all my staff that have been working so
hard in preparing my speech. They also
accompanied me in practising, because I couldn’t
do it otherwise.

Admiral Topshee, Admiral Hammond, our
moderator, ladies and gentlemen. Today, I would
like to address the critical dimension of Indonesia’s
naval modernization strategy that transcends the
acquisition of platforms and speaks to the very
foundation of our national defence sovereignty.
Indonesia needs to examine strategic industrial
partnerships  and  understand  how  these
collaborations will shape Indonesia’s future as both
a maritime power and a defence industrial nation. In
this instance, the scope is within the development of
our submarine force. Indonesia stands at a critical
juncture in our defence industrial journey. President
Prabowo [Subianto] has given directions to embrace
the new era of industrial cooperation in pursuing the
vision of Golden Indonesia 2045, commemorating
our independence centennial. The cooperation
focuses  on  strategic  value, long-term
transformation, and national resilience.

Hence, Indonesia is transitioning from being
primarily a defence consumer to becoming a
defence producer to help expedite the transition.
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Indonesia needs external assistance and requires a
fundamental shift in our approach to major
execution. Indonesia’s traditional defence-related
overseas procurement creates long-term dependency
on foreign suppliers, limits operational flexibility,
and constrains strategic autonomy. Industrial
partnerships, by contrast, create genuine capability
that endures and generates self-sufficiency beyond
any single platform or program. Through strategic
collaboration, Indonesia expects to achieve
technology transfer and knowledge absorption that
will move us from just licensed assembly toward
domestic  technological mastery. Partnership
frameworks provide Indonesian engineers and
technicians with hands-on experience in platform
design, systems integration, and advanced
manufacturing processes. Thus, this knowledge
underpins future indigenous development and
establishes an advanced Indonesian defence
industry. In relation to that, building warships and

other defence platforms requires an entire
ecosystem  encompassing metal  production,
electronics manufacturing, advanced welding

manufacturing capabilities, and sophisticated supply
chain management by participating directly in the
processes at Indonesia’s state-owned shipyard, PT
PAL Indonesia.

Indonesia is supposed to develop capabilities that,
in turn, cascade across both the defence and
commercial sectors. All requirements, which
include precision manufacturing standards, quality
control systems, and project ~management



disciplines, will be a positive trigger to our entire
industrial sector. Regarding operational
sustainability, industrial partnership is critical for
Indonesia to establish domestic maintenance, repair,
and overhaul facilities, which will significantly
reduce long-term operational costs, and ensure rapid
turnaround times that maximize asset availability

for operational tasks. Looking outside our
immediate national requirements, Indonesian
development  creates  substantial ~ economic

opportunities while establishing a
prominent defence industry within
Southeast  Asia.  This  makes
Indonesia not only a capable operator
but also an enabling partner for
regional security.

Distinguished ladies and gentlemen,
it cannot be denied that our maritime
domain challenges has seen a
significant shift, particularly in the
Southeast Asia region, where the
underwater domain has  been
interconnected by critical undersea
infrastructure, which sustains
economic affairs for over 650 million
people. Consequently, the region
must possess resources to overcome
those challenges — for example,
submarines. Hence, submarine
capability is not optional. It is
existential to our sovereignty, our
economic security, and our role as a

advanced underwater platform. It symbolizes a new
paradigm in how developing nations can acquire

sophisticated defence capabilities while
simultaneously  building indigenous industrial
capacity, despite its advanced technological

capabilities. It is the partnership model that we want
more of. It offers a pathway from dependency to
capability, from consumption to production, and
from isolation to a growing regional industry.
Although some argue that Indonesia’s status as a

stabilizing force in Southeast Asia. Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy

Submarines represent far more than

weapons platforms. They are strategic assets that
enable us to protect critical undersea infrastructure
from both conventional threats and the emerging
challenges of hybrid warfare tactics. They allow us
to secure exclusive economic zones spanning
millions of square kilometres across our
archipelago. They provide credible sea denial
capabilities that deter aggression with rapid
responses and will enable us to project strategic
influence in an increasingly contested maritime
environment.

The Scorpéne Evolved submarine is more than an
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developing nation restricts its defence industry
development, we have high confidence that our
flexibility and adaptability enable us to implement
best practices and innovative methodologies from
the outside, which is unburdened by legacy systems.
We possess a motivated and capable workforce
eager to acquire advanced skills and drive
innovation in new sectors. Indonesia’s growing
economy and expanding defence requirements
make it an attractive long-term partner for
technology providers seeking sustained
collaboration, instead of just one-time deals. Due to
our strategic geographic position, Indonesia is an



ideal regional service hub, offering shorter transit
times and lower costs for regional partners requiring
maintenance and support services. What we require
from potential partners is a recognition of advanced
collaboration, which is more than just a transaction
but a long-term strategic investment in mutual
capability development and shared security
interests. We seek partners who understand that
building Indonesian capacity strengthens regional
security  architecture and creates enduring
relationships that serve both parties across multiple
dimensions.

Realizing this vision requires sustained commitment
across multiple stakeholders. From our international
partners, Indonesia needs genuine technology
transfer, rather than heavily licensed production
arrangements. We need comprehensive training
programs that create genuine experts capable of
advancing technology, not simply operators who
can follow procedures. We need industrial
cooperation agreements structured to build lasting
capacity, rather than creating assembly lines that are
dependent on foreign input. Indonesia also urges
our domestic industries to be willing to invest in
facilities and workforce development to make sure
that the quality standards meet the requirements of
foreign partners, and to prove their commitments in
support of that, the Navy will be delighted to share

its operational requirements. Also, we understand
that we can not rush industry, which must focus on
proper development and therefore prevent the
compromise of long-term outcomes. With the
industry’s commitment, the Navy is ready to accept
near-term compromises for greater results.
Ultimately, consistent ~ government  policy
frameworks are the key foundation that provide
other stakeholders with confidence to realize such
ambitious aspirations.

Distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen, the
Scorpéne Evolved submarine program and, more
broadly, industrial partnerships denote far more than
fleet modernization. They are catalysts for industrial
transformation, pathways to genuine defence
sovereignty, and prove that collaboration is
essential for collective security efforts. Our strategic
partnerships are guided by a clear purpose — not
merely to acquire defence platforms but to build an
enduring defence ecosystem that strengthens
Indonesia’s capabilities. Through this, we safeguard
our critical infrastructure, secure our vast maritime
domain, and master the underwater dimension to
uphold our role as maritime guardian. And to
conclude, for Indonesia, given our strategic position
and commitment to sovereignty, this transformation
is not optional. It is imperative. Its success is a
matter of national interest.

Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy
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Discussion

Question (Dr. Rob Huebert)

I’'m going to take the prerogative of the moderator
to ask one question. In the context of the strategic
alliances and partnerships that we are talking about,
what do you see as the major strengths and
weaknesses of your individual countries as they are
preparing for once again — going back to Admiral
Hammond’s comment — as we are preparing for
war? What are some of the real difficulties? What
are some of the advantages that we have as we
move forward? Admiral Topshee, perhaps you
might address some of the strengths and weaknesses
that Canada is now facing.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy

First, I’'m not sure 1938 is the best analogy. I prefer
something more along the lines of 1908, actually.
The period we’ve gone through is akin to Pax
Britannica, a very long period of peace. The world
was just seeing the telegram and electrification, the
train, the steam engine, had really driven deep
changes in society and enabled communication at a
speed that was unprecedented in the day. And we
were struggling with the idea of what was true and
what was fact, because it was also the era of
“yellow journalism,” where people could buy up a
broadsheet and print anything they wanted, and it
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would be accepted as fact, because we tended to
believe what we read in the paper at the time. This
was also an era where suddenly the Entente
Cordiale was signed by England and France, and
enemies for 200 years suddenly became allies, and
Germany, who’d been seen as the traditional ally of
England, was now seen as the threat. And it was an
era of intense shipbuilding, with the Dreadnought
being delivered and everybody ramping up. But
what concerns me most is that it was at a time when
people had forgotten the cost and consequence of
war, and we rushed to war in the summer of 1914,
caught up in a wave of emotion, nationalism, and
polarization.

I’'m more afraid of that world. I think that by the
time we got to the 1930s, it was much clearer that,
okay, there’s this side and there’s that side, and if
diplomacy fails, then we will be at war. What that
means for Canada is that I think we need to really
understand our strengths. Let’s really reflect hard on
who are our allies based on shared interests and
values of long standing. How do we get to the core
of that, and how do we keep focused on that? I think
our strength is that we are aligned with much of the
world, despite our differences. Right now, with the
US, we share more in common and have more
interests aligned than we are different. We have a
very deep and arguably the best alliance in the
history of the world, in NATO, with a clear



commitment to collective defence and, more
importantly, across the entire NATO alliance, a
commitment to spend a significant portion of GDP
on that defence, and a focus on making that realistic
and tangible because of the actions of Russia
recently.

I think we are also still beneficiaries of our
geography. You know, we have three oceans to
protect us, and if we put strong navies on those
oceans and have a strong Air Force to defend the
continent from threats from the air, physically, we
can remain safe and secure. We reckon we need to
recognize the threats in cyberspace and grey-zone
warfare and prepare for those, but we have a strong
strategic position, and we have resources that the
world wants. There’s a real opportunity for Canada
if we choose to take a lot of those resources,
develop them in a sustainable method, and drive our
GDP to be able to fund the society that we all want.
I think there’s tremendous opportunity in Canada.

The weakness, [ think, is an unwillingness
sometimes to grasp those, to get past the challenges
we see around development, to really act in our own
interest. [It is] our struggle to have the right types of
strategic discussions in Canada, to understand that
the world is not the shiny, happy place that we
sometimes naively want it to be. It is a dangerous
place where actions will be defined by those
national interests, and if we don’t have the capacity
to defend our national interests, then we will be on
the losing end of those discussions.

Question

Thank you. It makes me wonder, who in Canada —
if it’s 1908, who is our Admiral Fisher? In that
context, we had to create the Navy that didn’t come
until 1910 or so. We’re building a new Navy. That’s
the other reason I like 1910, but we’ll do better than
Niobe and Rainbow. Rainbow was the first of the
cruisers that we deployed to the West Coast, and at
the start of the war, it sailed because there was a
German raiding squadron in the Pacific, but it was
not equipped for that mission at all. And in fact,
Winston Churchill, the First Sea Lord, when he
heard that Rainbow had sailed to do battle with the
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German raiding squadron, immediately recalled it to
port, because it had not even really got its full
complement of wartime ammunition at that point.
And instead, for much of the war, like with
Australia, the West Coast of Canada was defended
by a squadron of Japanese cruisers — a piece of
Canadian history that we have completely forgotten
and that, I think, just shows how alliances and
friendships can change, and that — I don’t think
anyone in Canada would remember that Japan was
the key to defending us on the Pacific Coast in the
First World War.

Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the Royal
Australian Navy

Where to start, after that? Well, the Royal
Australian Navy didn’t come into existence until
1911, so in the context of 1908, I feel very
underprepared. And our first fleet unit entered
Sydney Harbour, led by HMAS Australia, in 1913,
and then we’re at war. One year later, we only had
two submarines at the outbreak of World War I. The
first one was lost by accident — as the first Allied
warship lost in World War I — in New Guinea
waters. The other one survived a little bit longer. It
became the first warship to kick over from the
Dardanelles during World War I, in 1915, when it
penetrated the Dardanelles. And so, within months
of World War I starting, we had no submarines left,
and no submarines in World War II. In terms of
advantages, I feel privileged to be serving at a time
when there’s such a strong focus on these lethal
naval capabilities.

I feel like our nation is ahead of the curve in that
regard, rather than playing catch-up like we
certainly were in World War II. We went into World
War II with a navy of 5,000 people. By the end of it,
I think we were the fourth- or fifth-largest navy. I
think Canada was the third-largest navy in the
world. At the end of World War II, we’re at about
40,000 people. I do feel like our nation has grasped
the significance of the challenge and is making
appropriate  investments. And so that’s an
advantage. To my other comment, I don’t think
there’s enough time, money, or people to do
everything that I would like to do, and there’s a real



sense of urgency and accelerated context to what
we’re doing, and they are factors beyond our
control. If there is a challenge that I’'m seized by,
it’s a sense of a lack of resources, time, money, and
people. Therefore, my focus is on optimizing what
we do have and applying it as quickly as possible.
Just to qualify my comment at the beginning, I feel
that innate sense of responsibility to be the cynic
and the pessimist in the room. I don’t think my
nation would thank me if I were complacent about
the challenges. And the direction to my team is we
are all in on diplomacy, we are all in on deterrence,
but we must also be all in on the defence of
Australia.

A reflection as to what that might mean... When I
look ahead to the next few years, there is cause for
optimism. The world has never been so connected,
so interdependent, as it is now. Even when you look

at the geostrategic competition playing out, and
particularly between China and the United States, I
personally see that China is reluctant to decouple.
They are reliant upon this interdependency for their
economic well-being. And when you look at
state-on-state conflict — and Oliver and I were
having a good chat about this the other night — I
believe in what I call the two-power context of
warfare, and I don’t mean two powers going to war.
I’'m talking about willpower and economic power.
When I look at the Ukraine conflict, and I ask the
question, why hasn’t Ukraine lost? Number one,
they have willpower in bucket loads. They are a
proud, determined nation. And number two, their
economic power is being underwritten by allies and
partners. There’s no pathway to economic defeat for
Ukraine, if the allies and partners stand firm, and
there’s no pathway to defeating their willpower. So
this becomes a contest of attrition, where they are

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the Royal Canadian Navy (left); Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the
Royal Australian Navy (centre left); Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the Indonesian Navy (centre right); and Dr.
Rob Huebert (right).
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continually reinforced by allies and partners.

When I look at that context, what concerns me 1is
the capacity of the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) — 200 times the shipbuilding capacity of the
United States. When you reflect on World War II, it
was Allied shipbuilding capacity that ultimately
proved decisive — their ability to reinforce and
replace pieces on the battlefield, particularly when it
came to moving resources from their points of
origin to where they were needed to build more
ships, etc. In the contest against Japan in our region,
we did not have submarines, but the US Navy
conducted more than 500 combat patrols from
Australia, from Fremantle and Brisbane. Overall,
1,200 combat patrols. The rest were mostly out of
Pearl Harbor. And that campaign was decisive.
Their priority target wasn’t battleships. Their
priority target was the merchant navy that was
animating the economic well-being, the economic
power, of Japan to be able to continue the fight. One
of the most alarming things for me right now is to
look at the number of Chiefs of Navy that are
submariners in the world. I’'m one, but right now,
it’s the United States, it’s China, it’s Russia, it’s
Vietnam, Malaysia, Indonesia, Australia, Norway,
and the Netherlands. I think that’s unprecedented,
certainly in my career, and what that tells me is that
governments are increasingly focused on lethal
undersea power, both for its deterrent effect but also
its incredible offensive potential.

On AUKUS, why is a nuclear submarine capability
so important to Australia? Well, for all the reasons
that Erwin talked about in terms of its importance to
Indonesia, but also back to that comment, about
how one-third of bulk cargo and two-thirds of the
world’s oil and fuel transportation goes across the
Indian Ocean. The world has not yet seen the lethal
potential of a squadron of nuclear-powered
submarines operating against merchant forces in a
space like the Indian Ocean. In terms of deterrent
value, if you wish to do me harm in the maritime
domain, I will repay it in spades. That is an
incredible capability for our nation, but it should
also be a warning to all of us of the stakes that are
ahead. Thank you.
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Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the
Indonesian Navy

To answer the question, let’s see the Indonesian
perspective on how we are at the crossroads of two
oceans and two continents, where I believe that the
world would expect Indonesia to do what’s right in
terms of security. I think Indonesia’s advantages are
from the [geo]graphical position. We must leverage
the access and maintain the stability of waterways
that are vital for major powers and for almost every
other nation, and we have maintained our
traditionally independent foreign policy, refusing to
formally align with any major blocks. We can say
that, and this free and active foreign policy allows
Indonesia to engage all sides, either West or East
and other powers, without being locked into
confrontational positions. This flexibility is
increasingly valuable as other nations are pressured
to choose sides from the economic point of view.

With around 270 million people and growing,
Indonesia represents a significant market that I
think both China and Western nations want to
access. It has rich natural resources, including
critical minerals needed for technology and the
energy transition, such as nickel cobalt and other
rare earth elements, and this makes it an important
economic partner and creates opportunities for
Indonesia to negotiate favourable terms. However,
we have challenges to also consider, such as
domestic development pressures, where Indonesia’s
government faces enormous domestic priorities
such as poverty reduction, infrastructure
development, education, health care, and job
creation for a growing population, and these
priorities compete with defence spending and
foreign policy initiatives. We also must maintain
our strategic neutrality, where our commitment to
non-alignment becomes harder to maintain. When
neutrality itself may be filled with suspicion, there
are risks of alienating one or both powers through
miscalculation. Indonesia faces non-traditional
security threats like illegal fishing, illegal
trafficking, piracy, and environmental challenges.
Our limited maritime enforcement capacity also
means that we must manage to comprehensively
secure our waters while also managing great power



competition in the same space. Overall, the
fundamental challenge is that Indonesia must
simultaneously strengthen its capabilities, maintain
strategic autonomy, secure economic development,
manage sovereignty challenges, and also navigate a
challenging strategic environment, all with limited
resources. Success requires careful sequencing of
priorities and sophisticated diplomatic management.

Question

Thank you, gentlemen. Admiral, this is just
fantastic. My question is, of course, about alliances
and partnerships. Now, in the Atlantic, we have
some very formal alliance structures. In the Pacific,
we have much looser, more informal partnerships
developed on a bilateral or sometimes multilateral
basis. My question is, do you believe that there is a
need for more formalization of Pacific partnerships?
Now this could take the form of an alliance,
perhaps, but perhaps more realistically, an
issue-specific, formalized partnership around illegal
fishing, for instance, or an issue of that matter. Do
you believe that there is a need for a more
structured, more formal relationship in the Pacific,
or does the system we have now work well enough?

Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the Royal
Australian Navy

There are a couple of regional fora that address this.
We’ve got the South West Pacific Heads of
Maritime Forces forum, which was established by a
former Chief of the New Zealand Navy and is quite
a powerful construct for us. We meet every year.
The most recent conversation occurred in Fiji this
year. Last year, it was in Tonga. The year before
that, it was in Samoa. And we discuss illegal
fishing, drug smuggling, and the constabulary
threats that challenge us in that region. We also
contribute to maritime security partnerships,
particularly for Australia, through the Pacific
Maritime Security Program. We build and gift
Guardian-class patrol boats to several different
nations, and then we collaborate on maritime
security across the South West Pacific, with those
nations. I think that’s going to expand to include the
Indian Ocean over time.
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There has been a thought bubble — particularly out
of the US Indo-Pacific Command (INDOPACOM)
— that we should have a NATO for the Pacific. I just
don’t think that that would resonate in the region.
There are a bunch of multilateral relationships
already. The ASEAN (Association of Southeast
Asian Nations) construct is very, very powerful.
We’ve still got the Five Power Defence
Arrangements in place as well, particularly with
Singapore and Malaysia. We’ve also got the Quad
with India, Australia, the United States, and Japan.
And frankly, when I stitch all those together, I'm
busy enough! Do I need more committee meetings?
I need fewer committee meetings. I need to get out
of the boardroom and onto the deckplates more
often. But I think the conversation is going to
continue, particularly around a NATO for the
Pacific. I think that’s a reflex, particularly for the
United States. I don’t know whether it would come
to fruition during the current US administration.
Probably not. Regardless of the construct, the
reality is the more of us standing shoulder to
shoulder advocating for the benefits to peace and
stability that accrue from participation in a
rules-based order, the better it is for all of us. I don’t
care how we label it, as long as we keep talking
about it, having honest conversations, and, to
Angus’s point, highlighting the consequences of not
getting it right. Yeah, I shudder to think about what
a global confrontation would mean for humanity. In
that context, I'm all in on allies and partners and
diplomacy whilst preparing for what I hope will
never, never occur.

Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the
Indonesian Navy

Well, to add to what Admiral Hammond has clearly
said, that we already have this kind of, let’s say,
formalized alliance within the Pacific region, I think
it’s not about more alliances, but I think it’s more
about the commitments that have been set up within
the existing partnerships or alliances. We have the
Western Pacific Naval Symposium already taking
place. And amongst the ASEAN countries, we also
have corporations, either on the bilateral or the
multilateral level, that work on several security
issues within the region. The question is not about



how many more alliances we need within the
region, but it’s more on the commitment that we
have agreed on for the alliances. That is the real
issue. It isn’t whether the alliances are inherently
good or bad but whether they serve specific
strategic objectives better than alternatives. We
think that commitment should be prioritized rather
than self-interest.

If we say that we have common interests and we
work together to solve all the problems that we have
on the field, I think it could achieve the better good
for everyone, rather than doing everything by
ourselves and not seeing what others are seeing,
even though it’s the same problem. But how we see
or the angle of the perspective will be different from
side to side. So that’s why we need to sit together
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and discuss the issues that we face together.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy

I think it’s a great question. There’s a lot of
multilateral organizations that allow us to have
discussions, but we in Canada love signing up for
multilateral organizations. What are they really
delivering? And let’s be clear-eyed about that.
There’s a lot of concern about the United Nations
right now, and the Security Council — it’s a disaster.
But below the radar, the United Nations (UN) High
Commissioner for Refugees, the World Health
Organization, and a lot of the bureaucracy in the
UN that day-to-day benefits people around the
world are continuing to work and benefit from the
funding of all those countries. Measure the output



of the Western Pacific Naval Symposium (WPNS).
It was not a career highlight to be lectured on the
law of armed conflict by the Russian Navy
Commander, but it was informative to see his
perspective on the United Nations Convention on
the Law of the Sea. And the convention for
unplanned encounters at sea, or CUES, which
serves to prevent inadvertent conflict, is a product
of the WPNS. And so that’s the value of that.

I think with alliances, we also must be very careful
of putting too much weight on security guarantees.
Poland had effectively an Article 5 security
guarantee from France and Britain in 1939, and it
did not stop them [from] being defeated in five
weeks or six weeks. The NATO Article 5 security
guarantee is fantastic, but what makes deterrence
real is the presence of soldiers from another country
on the ground there, and that’s why Canada’s
extended forward presence mission in Latvia is so
important. Those more than 2,000 Canadian soldiers
sitting in Latvia are a signal to Russia that if they
cross that border, they are at war with Canada,
because our blood is already on the line. And
likewise, in the Indo-Pacific, it’s the 25,000
Americans in the Republic of Korea that are
sending a very clear signal to North Korea that the
US is standing by its ally. I would argue that it’s not
so much that we need a NATO in the region. We
need to recognize that there’s a variety of
mechanisms to understand each other, to put things
in place that will prevent miscalculation and may
serve the diplomatic purposes that you’ve heard
before, but most of all, it’s probably not trying to
recreate things that are a product of their own
region, like NATO.

Question

Lieutenant Commander Will Ross, RAN. I’'m the
service warfare tactics officer here in Halifax at the
Canadian Forces Maritime Warfare Centre. Thank
you for your opening statements, gentlemen, and
your quite candid responses regarding our current
state of competition in the world. I’d like to pull on
the thread about grey-zone operations and hybrid
warfare. What are some of the capabilities and
options being looked at across various nations in
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response to these grey-zone tactics and operations
being conducted by state and non-state actors
around the world in Europe and the Indo-Pacific as
well? As some say, this conflict has already started
with these hybrid operations. I leave this question to
one or all of you. Thank you.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy

I think the first thing we need to focus on is
intelligence. The value of intelligence has never
been more important. If you look back to the
difference between the first time that Russia moved
against Ukraine in 2014 in the Crimea, when we
failed to basically explain that the “little green men”
are the Russian Army and this is an invasion of
Ukraine — that was an intelligence failure, in the
sense that we knew the answer, but we didn’t use
the intelligence correctly. And the change in 2022
when the US declassified the information, and it
made it very clear that these Russian formations are
on the border and are preparing to invade Ukraine.
And what was interesting is that none of the global
leaders in Europe were prepared to believe that until
they moved across the border, despite the
overwhelming evidence. 1 think we need to start
with intelligence. We need to start with
understanding that the threat is real.

The grey-zone side. What concerns me is what
organizations, state and non-state, have looked at
what Ukraine did to the Russian strategic bomber
fleet and thought about how they can leverage
containers and global shipping to deliver
capabilities to unprotected parts of our countries.
Right? There’s a tremendous amount that moves by
sea. Most containers are not searched. We depend
on intelligence to know which ones to check, and
we check a small fraction of them overall. That
offers a tremendous avenue. We’ve got to get better
about attribution and being public about these
things and holding countries to account for their
actions, which is difficult because of what we’ve
seen with Canada and India — what happens when
you make some of those allegations public. It can
lead to the severing of diplomatic relations. How we
go about identifying and holding countries



accountable for those threats is a challenge, and
some of that is going to be that in an increasingly
open society, we may find that there are some things
we probably want to keep secret, where we quietly
tell a country, “We know what you did, and that’s
not okay, and we are going to do something back to
you,” but that may not ever be in the public
discourse. We’re in a challenging space, where
we’ve got to be very clear-eyed about the threats we
face, and we must have means to hold countries
accountable for their behaviour. And that’s not very
Canadian, so that is going to be a challenge for us.

Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the
Indonesian Navy

Based on our experience, hybrid operations are
mainly conducted in the border areas, so we assume
that the actors involved are from the bordering
states. What have set up this Information Fusion
Centre in the Southeast Asia region, currently based
in Singapore, where neighbouring countries send
their intelligence officers and work together in the
Centre to share information. As Admiral Topshee
said, we need to do intelligence — intelligence
sharing, information sharing, and analyzing all the
information that we have among all the participants
present in the Centre. And once we come up with
the solution, we share it, the suggestion that was
made by the team over there. And then all the
related states can make a response accordingly,
whether sending their military forces or perhaps
their non-military forces, such as Coast Guard or
other fisheries agencies. They will work and act
according to what solution has been crafted by the
team over at the Information Fusion Centre.

Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the Royal
Australian Navy

I think Angus really summed it up quite well from
my perspective. And I'm glad that Erwin
highlighted the Information Fusion Centre. To join
the two... Ultimately, for me, well, it’s about calling
it out. All right, let’s just cut through the grey and
get to the black and white. And once you’ve got
evidence of wrongdoing that’s under this cloak of
competition below the level of conflict, then you’ve
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got a choice. Do you call it out publicly, or do you
call it out in private? And we do both. Our
government’s policy with China is very simple. We
cooperate where we can and disagree where we
must in pursuit of the national interest. And we will
have private conversations with them about some of
that grey-zone behaviour, and they don’t want to see
that escalate any more than what we do. So again,
shine a light on what we can. Congratulations on
your appointment. You’ll be in the thick of this in
the South China Sea before you know it, and you
will be very much at the tip of the spear in terms of
the strategic competition below the level of conflict.
So good luck with that, sir.

Question

Rear Admiral Oliver Berdal, Chief of the
Norwegian Navy. I don’t want to take the floor from
anyone else here, but if nobody else is lining up... If
I may have a question, I’'m going to challenge the
Chief of the Canadian Navy. Good friends challenge
each other! And I don’t really think we disagree, but
I think this is a crucial point in the time that we live
in, Angus. In your opening remarks, you talked
about NATO. You talked about European interests
and aligning with, basically, the North American
interests. There’s a lot of talk about homeland
defence these days, for good reasons, but I'll give
you a couple of perspectives. I would love to hear
your comments on that, Admiral Topshee. Number
one, I come from a country that has a common sea
and land border with Russia. Right on the other side
of that border is the largest concentration of nuclear
weapons in the world. We patrol that area every
single day in the air with P-8 A maritime aircraft, on
the surface with Coast Guard vessels and frigates,
and beneath the waves with submarines. And so do
other nations of the Alliance. With nuclear weapons
right across the border aimed at Norway, what is the
shortest way between Russia and North America?
It’s across the top, basically the Arctic. I think it’s
very important, both for Canadians and for
Americans, to understand that your homeland
defence starts at the doorsteps of your potential
adversaries, and if you don’t understand that, you
don’t understand strategy, and you will not be able
to put yourself in the most advantageous position



that you could.

I’1l give you a couple of other perspectives. Canada
and the US are in the most fortunate natural
defensive positions on this planet. Why? Well, you
touched upon it, Admiral Topshee. The Atlantic
Ocean — 106 million kilometres squared of ocean. It
covers 20% of the planet with blue water, several
thousand metres deep. On the other side, you’ve got
the Pacific — 165 million kilometres squared. It
covers 32% of the surface of this planet. And to the
north, it’s cold, it’s icy, and it’s very, very hard to
operate, not only with ships and aircraft but also
with drones. I would say that you have the best
defensive position in the world. And contrary to
potential adversaries, both now and in the future, as
part of an alliance, there are hundreds of airfields,
naval bases, thousands of bunkers, storage areas,
and there’s logistics all over the world, basically,
that can be used to make sure that your defences are
as far forward as possible. I think that’s something
that we all really need to understand, because we
really need to stand together, because we are
stronger together. And in the Second World War,
Norway was invaded by the Germans. At that point,
Norwegian companies controlled 7% of global
shipping. It was the fourth largest shipping fleet in
the world. And when Norway was occupied, the
Germans said that all Norwegian ships should start
working for them. Not a single one out of those
2,000 ships went into German service. They
continued to sail those sailors for five years, and
many of them sailed here for Halifax, transporting
19% of all the oil for the Allies in the Second World
War, which meant that we contributed to the war
effort as much as we could. And the first ship sunk
during the invasion of Normandy in 1944 was a
Norwegian ship. I think alliances are crucial.

And 1 think that you, as Canadians, and your
brothers and sisters to the south in the US, really
need to understand that you have so many
advantages that you should not lose for the future,
because as far as I know, Russia used to have a
naval base in Tartus, Syria. I’ve been outside of
there with a submarine looking in. It’s gone. They
don’t have that anymore. They don’t have a single
base abroad. They’re not in a very advantageous
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position — in the fourth year of fighting in Ukraine,
and have had more than a million casualties so far,
and there’s no end in sight. I think that alliances are
crucial. Angus, I know that we probably don’t
disagree, but it would be very interesting to get your
perspective on the current situation of both Canada
and the US — obviously, very different with regard
to the importance of alliances and especially NATO.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy

Thanks very much for that. First, I want to point out
to the ORO students and others in the room — the
commander of the Norwegian Navy has called you
out for not asking any questions, and I'm taking
notes! Oliver, you’re right. We do agree far more
than we disagree. And I think we are very conscious
of the position of Norway and the border that you
have with Russia. I'm incredibly proud of my
memories of the stories my grandfather told of
being on the Murmansk run up to there. And I
recognize the strategic importance of that area. I
think also, you know, if you have not been there
already, down at Sackville Landing, near Sackville,
is a monument to the Norwegian Merchant Navy
that testifies to everything you just heard about their
incredible contribution to the war. You’re right that
Canada will defeat Russia by ensuring that Europe
is never invaded by Russia. And that is why, as we
did in the Cold War, when we had, effectively, the
entire combat power of the Canadian Army in
Germany, now we have all the combat power we
can muster in Latvia. And we are continuing to
grow and enhance that, because we know that
stopping Russia in Europe is the best way to defend
our Pacific Coast. Also, it’s fantastic with Finland
and Sweden coming into NATO now. Seven of the
eight members of the Arctic Council are members
of NATO, and we absolutely cooperate up there.
And in that deterrence and diplomacy phase, I think
it’s essential that we operate together. The point of
my comments about NATO being more focused on
Europe, and it being a mechanism to bring North
Americans to Europe, to the defence of Europe,
rather than the other way, is that for all of us, all the
Canadians in this room, as we plan scenarios
involving a war with Russia or China, we need to be



realistic about what forces will be available
and where in Canada. We have a habit of sort
of assuming that, oh no, there’ll be those
forces we send to Europe. You know, here’s a
whole bunch of CF-118s, and hopefully soon,
F-35s, and we’re going to keep some back
here to defend Canada, and we’re going to
send part of the fleet abroad, and we’re going
to have part of the fleet back here. As we do
that calculation, we probably want to look at
how much of the weight of effort is in Europe
in a battle with Russia, keeping in mind that
they have a Pacific Fleet and that it is far
easier to break out and operate in the Pacific
Ocean, and that — as you heard from Admiral
Hammond — the war will be ultimately won
by willpower and economic power. The
fastest way to strike at the economic power of
the US, which is core to the Alliance, is likely
in the Pacific. And therefore, I think that my
comments are more about that the weight of
the Canadian naval effort will be in the Pacific,
even in a European-initiated war with Russia.

That means that we may not actually send forces, or
we may not preserve forces here in Halifax, but we
may send more across to the Pacific, because we’ve
got to win the war on all fronts, not just in the
Atlantic. And that’s going to be the challenge. If
you’re a European country and you’re defending
yourself against Russia in an existential conflict, are
you really going to send your forces into the
Pacific? And all you need to do is go back and look
at the history of the Second World War. What
countries fought in the Pacific? It was only the ones
based in the Pacific. I think we just need to be
realistic about how a war like that will play out.

Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the Royal
Australian Navy

I’'m going to jump in here, because there’s an
embedded element within the questions from our
Norwegian colleague, and that is what he says about
the existence of the nuclear weapons on the front
line with Norway. We often discuss that. We are
amid a revolution in the delivery systems of nuclear
weapons, but we, at the same time, need to also
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acknowledge the existence of the most
modernization and expansion of nuclear weapons
since the Cold War. The Chinese are going from
300 to what’s publicly released as up to about 1,000
warheads. The Russians have modernized. The
Americans, of course, are replacing every single
element of the nuclear element. Do we need to start
thinking about what it would mean in an open
conflict, about how much do we have to prepare for
fighting in a nuclear context? If we are talking of
war — and this is what is at the basis of the
conversation — are we prepared if that war does
invoke the usage of nuclear weapons at a tactical
level? How prepared? Are we starting to have those
types of thoughts at this point?

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy

I think in Canada, we’re not even prepared to have
the discussion about what parts of critical
infrastructure we will protect. It is very hard to get a
list of critical infrastructure approved, because what
matters is not what’s on the list but what’s left off it.
And politicians never want to acknowledge that
they’re not going to defend something. And that’s
when [ talk about a sophisticated, strategic



Rear Admiral Oliver Berdal, Chief of the Royal Norwegian Navy

discussion in Canada. We cannot defend everything.
We’ve got to be sensible about what we choose.

I’m going to take a far more pessimistic perspective
on your question. If the rules-based order collapses,
and you can’t count on that, what stops countries
from  acquiring nuclear  weapons?  The
Non-Proliferation Treaty is based on the idea of a
stable deterrent regime where we will never see
nuclear war and that fundamentally, the alliances
will deter major conflict. We’re seeing in Ukraine
already that that is not the case. We are seeing that
increasingly  there are  conflicts  between
nuclear-armed powers and strikes against countries
that hold nuclear weapons. Is there a time in which
countries — which I would never imagine a strategic
discussion about — start to think, maybe we should
have nuclear weapons if we really are going to
protect our national interest? And I think there is an
increasing number of countries that are dangerously
close to making that [decision] and having the
Non-Proliferation regime collapse. So that is not
going to add to global security.

Rear Admiral Oliver Berdal, Chief of the Royal
Norwegian Navy

Admiral Hammond, I think of all the conversations
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I don’t want to have, this is probably at the
top of the list, because the simple answer is,
humanity is not prepared for nuclear war.
We’ve got to avoid it at all costs. I don’t
think even something like the Golden Dome
concept... if you’re intercepting nuclear
warheads in the atmosphere above you, the
fallout is the same. I don’t think there’s any
good answer to this problem. The only
solution that works is a forward defence,
where you destroy these things before they’re
launched. And that’s almost impossible. It’s
an important question. There is no easy
answer to it. We just simply must be all in on
deterrence and avoidance of nuclear conflict.
And I agree that it feels like the trend line is
negative. It feels like we are drifting towards
an environment of risk-taking, where one or
more nations may choose to employ tactical
or strategic nuclear weapons to pursue their
national interest. You could lie awake all
night worrying about it.

Vice Admiral Erwin Aldedharma, Vice Chief of the
Indonesian Navy

I think I must agree with Admiral Hammond that
there is not an easy answer about these questions. I
think, from the Indonesian perspective, as one of the
participating states in the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
that we must avoid acquiring the capability of
nuclear weapons at all costs. That’s the reason why
we choose the current foreign policy, the free and
active foreign policy — it’s that we need to be
friends with all nations. We need to have close
cooperation with all the sides, and we need to make
friends rather than to make enemies. That’s why I
think we need to avoid having such a technology as
a weapon in the first place. But again, there is no
easy answer to this question.

Question

Good morning, sirs. My question is for Admiral
Topshee. Sir, in your opening salvo, you mentioned
NORAD, and I’'m wondering your thoughts on —
notwithstanding the name Aerospace Defense and
potentially also the current US administration — if



you see a role for an expanded NORAD in maritime
security, specifically in the Arctic, and maybe more
specifically, in undersea monitoring and critical
undersea infrastructure protection, maybe to pile
onto that as well. I’ll just leave it at that, sir.

Vice Admiral Angus Topshee, Commander of the
Royal Canadian Navy

NORAD expanded to a maritime warning mission
following 9/11 when it was reviewing all of that,
and there was the standing up of US Northern
Command — the first time that the US created a
combatant command to defend the homeland. And
we had Canada Command, which has since evolved
into the Canadian Joint Operations Command. We
were looking at collective security. The stumbling
block for the expansion of the NORAD mandate
was Canada’s decision not to participate in any form
of ballistic missile defence. And I think, you know,
the truth is that’s probably as much a reaction to the
idea of Star Wars from Ronald Reagan and this
feeling that we were signing up for something that
would undermine deterrence and would not be
achievable at any reasonable cost.

I think we must be realistic about what can be
achieved by a Golden Dome, continental shield, or
Canadian Shield. I forget what our name is for it,
but nothing changes the fact that we
are inextricably linked to defence
with the United States. And I think
what we need to do is look at our
command-and-control arrangements
(C2) for the defence of Canada.
Where should they necessarily be
nested within those of the US? And
where do we need to preserve a
sovereign independence? I don’t
think, right now, that our C2 structure
is adequate for the threats that we
face. It is focused on responses to
civil emergencies, not the defence of
the country. I think, as we reconsider
how we would do that, expanding
NORAD’s maritime warning mission
to maritime control would make
tremendous  sense, because a
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submarine that launches a missile immediately
becomes an air threat and then falls within the
NORAD mandate. Why would we not act when it’s
a simpler target — not an easy target, but at least
when the missiles are all still on the launching
vessel, I would rather take it out then than try and
shoot down all the missiles post-launch. I do think
that there’s scope to expand, and that’s a logical and
simple expansion.

Ten years ago, I’d have absolutely advocated for a
uniform, integrated approach to continental defence.
I think lately, we have seen that there is always
going to be a need for a sovereign capability and
sovereign leadership. And so how do we navigate
that? And what’s the best thing? I think, first and
foremost, we need to decide, how will we defend
Canada? What are we going to invest in that?
What’s our C2 arrangement? And once we’ve
sorted all of that out, we work to figure out where
that plugs in appropriately to the American side.

Question

I am a naval aviator, so I do have a naval
background before I ask my question. Just a little
preamble. Last year, I spent a year in Washington,
DC, at the National Defense University, speaking
on all things American strategy. And for anybody



that gets offered that opportunity, I strongly suggest
that you take it. I learned everything about
American strategy and the Indo-Pacific being
critical to it. One of the blind spots pertaining to the
maritime domain that Admiral Hammond spoke to,
and the criticality of it, is maintaining that presence,
and how do you maintain that presence when you
have sovereign nations within that aspect?

Right now, we see the PRC actively seeking to
penetrate those sovereign nations — the Cook
Islands being a very recent example, I know, near to
Australia, and the Solomon Islands. What does the
United States, but more specifically Australia, need
to do to avoid ceding those grounds, to ensure that
we maintain a competitive advantage against the
PRC within the maritime domain and diplomatic
environment at large?

Vice Admiral Mark Hammond, Chief of the Royal
Australian Navy

That’s a great question, and it’s something that,
frankly, we’ve been focused on now for several
years. The Pacific Maritime Security Program is
part of that, and that was preceded by the Pacific
Patrol Boat Program. When I joined the Navy back
in the mid-1980s, we were already using military
diplomacy to create connective tissue and to support
our Pacific family. We have been doubling down on
that for the last three or four years. We have a
Minister for Development in the Pacific. That’s our
Minister for Defence [Industry] Pat Conroy, who is
in Washington, DC, now. He spends a lot of time in
the Pacific. We were in Fiji two weeks ago opening
the Maritime Essential Services complex building,
which Australia built for the Fijian government,
which collocates their coast guard, their search and
rescue capability, and their naval headquarters.
Anyone who plays in the maritime domain is now
collocated in there. And I’ll put a Navy commander
into that team in January. That’s Fiji.

We are investing in infrastructure and partnership
wherever the door is open in the Pacific, for that
very important reason. You highlight that China is
trying to not just establish influence in the Pacific
but to establish a naval base or permissive operating
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environment for forward naval forces, and we do
not believe that’s in our best interest, in our national
interest. It’s one of those areas where we disagree,
where we must, and we’re taking active steps to
encourage the region to see the challenge, to see the
threat. It kind of links into the grey-zone piece.
When we were in Fiji, we were alerted to the fact
that they just identified a  significant
drug-smuggling team in Fiji — all Chinese nationals.
[lluminating that is in our national interests, and it
runs counter to China’s ambitions in the region.
We’re all in on highlighting the challenges that
come along with partnership with the PRC. It is not
the same as a partnership with Australia. China
doesn’t play rugby. We play that card all the time.
I’ve dropped off a couple of rugby footballs whilst
we’ve been over here as well, with the Royal
Australian Navy stuff all over it. And then, of
course, you saw us just sign the treaty with Papua
New Guinea. One minute, they’re celebrating their
50th anniversary of independence; the next minute,
they’re signing a national security treaty with
Australia, because they perceive all these
challenges. Again, to bring it back to the grey-zone
piece, because this is where grey-zone competition
is at its most intense for us... we’ve got to identify
what’s going on. We’ve got to illuminate it,
particularly to our partners and neighbours who are
going to suffer the negative consequences of that
activity, and then we’re building connective tissue
into the region to the greatest extent possible. We’re
even now changing our recruiting policies for the
Australian Defence Force, which allows citizens of
those nations who have been resident in Australia
for a while to now join the Australian Defence
Force. And that’s just going to create more
connective tissue, but it is a significant challenge,
one that we are focused on, and we’re spending a
lot of money in building a bulwark against. Thank
you.



Admiral Naveed
Ashraf

Pakistan Chief of Naval Staff

Ladies and gentlemen, good morning. It is a real
pleasure to be here at the university, and it is always
great to be in Canada, as well, especially for
exchanging the views on things that matter to all of
us. [ am truly grateful to Admiral Topshee for being
a very considerate and gracious host for the last two
days. I admire his leadership, which is very
conscious of the change that we witness these days,
and his agency to bring some of us here this
morning to see what we can do altogether. Admiral,
thank you. Thank you for this, for everything you
have done so far. It has been great, once again, to be
here. And Dr. Lajeunesse, thank you for the warm
welcome and for conducting this event this
morning.

I would like to present on the shifting geopolitics, as
we see it from the Indian Ocean, using some
well-known determinants as a frame of reference.
My purpose is to evaluate the impact of this shift on
maritime security, and what can we do to make it
even more robust? I would decipher geopolitical
construction and its dynamism through three
determinants, and these are alignment, polarity, and
lateralism.

First, the alignment. I believe the alignment has
always mattered, be it pre— or post—Cold War and
post-9/11. The idea of being non-aligned has been
around, but for small and middle powers, it may not
actually work. The current structure of the world
may not be based on defensive realism, as conflicts
and rivalries suggest power maximization and the
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expression of expansionist tendencies. Israel and
Russia are the cases in point. No one wants a
security dilemma, which makes having some sort of
alignment a compulsion and not a choice for powers
like Pakistan. Now the question becomes, what kind
of alignment truly works in an environment of
shifting geopolitics? Is it a unilateral or multilateral
ideology? The answer is complex.

Our geography demands seeking multiple
issue-specific alignments grounded in mutual
respect and shared maritime goals, rather than
pursuing a single ideological pattern. We are guided
by the principle of inclusive security, where I think
alignment is a tool for regional stability and not a
mechanism for concentration.

Speaking of polarity, we have moved past the rigid
lines of unipolar and bipolar systems. Today’s
global order is arguably multiplex, a term that
suggests not just multiple centres of power but also
multiple layers of interaction, and that can’t be
contained by simple labels. The Indian Ocean is the
perfect laboratory for this multiplexity, because
there are state-level centres, multifarious non-state
actors, and global challenges that include climate
change, pandemics, and illegal fishing. This
dynamism means that no single power can
guarantee security in the Indian Ocean. This
requires a networked, cooperative response that
leverages the strengths of all regional and
extra-regional players.
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