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The Claxton Papers

The Defence Management Studies program, established with the
support of the Canadian Department of National Defence (DND), isin-
tended to engage the interest and support of scholars, members of the
Canadian Armed Forces, public servants, and members of the defence
industry in the examination and teaching of the management of national
defence.

The Queen’s University program in defence management studiesis
being carefully designed to focus on the development of theories, con-
cepts, and skills required to manage and make decisions within the Cana-
dian defence establishment. The Chair is located within the School of
Policy Studies and offers an integrated package of teaching, research,
and conferences, all of which are designed to build expertise in the field
and to contribute to wider debates within the defence community. An
important part of thisinitiativeisto build strong linksto DND, the Cana-
dian Armed Forces, other universities, industry, and non-governmental
organizations in Canada and other countries.

This program is built on Queen’s University strengths in the fields
of public policy and administration, strategic studies, management, and
law. Queen’'s University is very pleased that we have been able to estab-
lish an agreement with Université Laval to provide substantial program-
ming research and teaching in both official languages.

This first publication in what will become a series of studies, re-
ports, and opinions on defence management in Canadaisnamed for Brooke
Claxton, Minister of National Defence from 1946 to 1954. Claxton was
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Act; established the office of Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee, the
first step toward a single chief of defence staff; organized the Defence
Research Board, and led defence policy through the great defence re-
building program of the 1950s, the Korean War, the formation of NATO,
and the deployment of forces overseas in peacetime. Claxton was unique
in Canadian defence politics: he was active, inventive, competent, and
wise.

Parliament, Defence Policy and the Canadian Armed Forces is an
examination of the opinions of Senators and Members of Parliament com-
pleted in the winter of 1998-99. It is an attempt to gauge the interest and
knowledge that these individual s have on mattersrelated to defence policy,
management, organization, and civil-military relations. Though some
specific opinions no doubt have changed between the time the survey
was completed and finally analyzed and published, and as aresult of the
recent war in the Balkans, most of the findings regarding major issues
reflect long-standing attitudes toward national defence. Many scholars,
military officers, and observers assumethat politicians know nothing and
care less about national defence. This survey therefore is an attempt to
test the validity of this assumption.

Douglas Bland

Chair

Defence Management Studies Program
September 1999
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What Do e Know for Sure?

Thereis one thing everyone knows: Canadian politicians are not in-
terested in defence policy. Neither are they conversant with nor much
interested in the Canadian Forces, except in a kind of folksy regard one
hasfor the family pet. But how do we know this? If Parliament is uninter-
ested and unmindful, who determines policy and who controls the de-
fence establishment in Canada? What accounts for the occasional flurry
of political controversy over defence policy and, indeed, in the more than
occasional focus on defence policy and the armed forces during federal
elections?

What everyone knowsis not often studied and our assumptions about
what we know may explain why thereis not much literaturein Canadaon
the rel ationship between Parliament — the civil authority — and the armed
forces. In 1972, the late Rod Byers (1972; 1973) conducted a seminal
study of Parliament’s surveillance of the defence executive, which in-
cluded asurvey of the members of the House of Commons Defence Com-
mittee. Since that time, however, academics have paid scant attention to
the relationship between Parliament, defence policy, and the armed forces.
Any work in the field to date is mostly indirect, such as the study by the
Auditor General of Canada and the Inquiry into the Deployment of the
Canadian Forces to Somalia, or as part of research into particular issues
such as Canada’srelations with allies or on deployments overseas. Ironi-
cally, one of the frankest reviews was made by Parliament itself during
the 1993 proceedings of the Special Joint Committee of the Senate and
the House of Commons on Canada's Defence (SJC) (1994).

Doesit really matter whether Canadian politiciansare actively engaged
in the formulation and supervision of national defence policy and the
armed forces? It should matter, for two reasons. First, the armed forces
and the Department of National Defence exercise considerable discretion
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over vast resources, the lives of citizens, and the welfare of the country.
Who decides who gets what and how armed force is used by the state are
important matters of government. Second, evidenceindicatesthat although
politicians are not routinely occupied by national defence, they become
interested and involved during a crisis or emergency. It is at this point
that Canadians often discover that they do not have the defence policy
they thought they had nor the compliant and effective armed forces they
thought they controlled. Although the effective defence of Canada may
belargely the province of the major powers, the civil control of the Cana-
dian defence establishment is a national responsibility.

Comments about politicians' disregard for defence policy and the
Canadian Forces are often uttered in a sneering tone which suggests that
alack of interest equatesto neglect of avital national policy and acritical
institution. But isthisassumption valid?Isit even true? How do we know?
We know because we assume we know, no more and no less. What Cana-
dian politiciansthink about defence policy and the armed forcesislargely
hearsay because there is little empirical evidence to support any of the
assumptions regarding the interaction between Parliament, defence policy,
and the armed forces. How does one know what politicians think about
defence policy and the Canadian Forces without asking them?

The counter-assumption is that politicians know well most of what
they need to know and what they expect from defence policy and the
armed forces. They may be guilty of not exercising sufficient control over
the defence establishment, but we make a critical error if we mistake
failures to supervise for lack of interest in the ends and means of defence
policy. This is an especially important distinction when leaders of the
defence establishment are reluctant, and perhaps even hostile, toward the
attitudes, ideas, interests, and directions of the civil authority. If we dis-
cover that politicians have a coherent view on policy and the Canadian
Forces, but that the leaders of the defence establishment seek to replace
that strategy with their own, then we face a civil-military relations prob-
lem and not a case of political neglect.

Research into politicians’ thoughts on defence policy and the armed
forcesmight reveal arationalethat istoo often neglected in defence stud-
ies and commentary. It might also expose the source of the surprises and
the conflicts that characterize civil-military relations in Canada. Finally,
a clearer understanding of what politicians think in these matters when
compared with what military and public service |eaders think might map
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aroute toward amore coherent defence policy that citizens and their rep-
resentatives will support.

This paper isareport on an attempt to find out what politicians think
about defence policy and the Canadian Forces. It is based on a survey of
Senators and Members of Parliament conducted in the winter of 1998-
99. The survey was supported by some interviews with individuals, in-
cluding in particular, members of Cabinet and of the House of Commons
Defence Committee. The results provide a view from a point in time.
Whether the conclusions gathered in this paper will remain valid in the
future remains to be discovered. But at least for today, we can say we
understand something of what the politicians think about defence policy
and the Canadian Forces because we have asked the participants.

THE SURVEY

This survey was atype of “executive survey” intended to gather in-
formation about leaders’ ideas and policy preferences, but it was not an
opinion poll. Senators and Members of Parliament were asked questions
in seven categories: persona background information, political informa-
tion, general defence policy, defence budget, capital procurement, de-
fence organization, and civil-military relations. Theaim of the questionnaire
was hot to find out what they knew about national defence, but to try to
assess what they thought wasimportant and in what direction they thought
defence policy should move.

Sixty-five individuals responded to the survey by completing the
questionnaire. A further 15 responded by declaring variously that they
did not answer surveys as a matter of principle. Thetotal response, there-
fore, was 80 individual s (20 percent of those contacted).

There are several factors that seemed to contribute to the level of
response. First, after theinitial mail-out, we became aware that reaching
Senators and Members of Parliament by mail and getting their attention
was more difficult than expected. In many cases, respondents reported
that they had not received or could not find the questionnaire in their
offices. Indeed, we were encouraged to find, after we had mailed afollow-
up letter to non-respondents, that some Members of Parliament asked for
additional copies because they were “eager to respond.” Second, many
politicians simply refused to answer surveys and not everyone was cour-
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percent of the respondents were members of the Liberal caucus, despite
assurances that individual responseswould be protected there were some
private indications that the government did not encourage its membersto
join the survey.

Even though the level of response may appear to be low, the results
suggest that the assumption of “no interest” and “neglect” is not com-
pletely valid. It is unrealistic to expect every Senator and every Member
of Parliament to concentrate all their attention on defence policy. It is
more realistic to expect a graduated interest conditioned by constituent
affairs, party duties, and personal convictions and preferences. The sur-
vey suggests that there is, indeed, a small group of Senators and Mem-
bers of Parliament scattered throughout the parties who are interested in
defence policy and the Canadian Forces and that these individual s under-
stand defence issues to a degree and have reasoned opinions on the sub-
ject. The first general conclusion is that anyone interested in building
political support for national defence and the armed forces should con-
centrate their efforts on these individuals. The tactical principleis“rein-
force success, not failure.”

DEFENCE AS PERSONAL POLITICS

Members of Parliament and Senators were asked a series of ques-
tions regarding their personal interests in defence policy and the Cana-
dian Forces in particular. Most respondents had served more than one
term in the House of Commons or Senate but few had ever undertaken
any significant defence-related responsibilities. Although someindividu-
als reported that they had some military experience, none had held any
rank other than an occasional honorary position with a unit of the Cana-
dian Forces.

A number of respondents had some sort of defence installation in
their ridings (27.5 percent), but amajority reported that they were aware
that many members of the armed forces resided in their ridings. How-
ever, contact with the Canadian Forces at thelocal level waslimitedin all
cases. For example, only 40.9 percent (Q-8) of the respondents visited
military bases in their ridings. On the other hand, they stated that they
had spoken with members of the Canadian Forces at home and abroad,
76.6 percent (Q-9), and with general officers more often, 66.1 percent
(Q-11). The value of this statistic is problematic given that 1998 was the
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year of the “great ice storm” in eastern Canada and the widespread flood
in Manitoba, when contact between the armed forces and the public was
unusually high. Although 41.9 percent (Q-15) reported that “national
defence issues are amajor issuein my riding,” defence issues were not a
major factor inthe 1996 general election. According to 50 percent (Q-17)
of the respondents, there were no major defence issues interesting the
public. This observation was made in the face of the Somalia affair and
the untimely death of the inquiry established to investigate it!
Interestingly, although 40.6 percent (Q-12) reported that they had
spoken with the Chief of the Defence Staff on some occasion, only 34.4
percent (Q-13) had ever visited National Defence Headquartersin Ottawa.
This situation reflects more on the lack of attention that senior officers
and defence officials pay politicians than any failing of the politicians
themselves. Nevertheless, respondents indicated that they were aware of
defence issues and spoke about them occasionally in Parliament (37.5
percent), in public (53.1 percent), and in caucus a surprising 69.8 percent
(Q-16). The nature of these interventions should be examined in more
detail to find out what is discussed. But the figures suggest, at least, that
officers and officials are not well connected to individual politicians and
may be missing an opportunity to interest them in defence concerns.

MATTERS OF POLICY

The survey tested the opinions of respondents concerning military
threats, defence missions, and the relationship between defence and for-
eign policy, among other things. The results showed no clear preference
for asingle mission for the Canadian Forces, but it revealed a surprising
difference between the views of politicians and those held by most aca-
demics and interested observers of Canada’s place in the world.

The survey listed possible military threats to Canada and asked the
respondentsto list in priority those they thought most dangerousfor Canada.
Thislist included specific threats, such asnuclear proliferation, and more
general regional sources of conflict that might involve Canadians. An
overwhelming majority (37.5 percent) (Q-22) of politicians cited “inter-
national terrorism” as the main threat to Canada’s national defence. This
concern wasfollowed at adistance by threatsthat might arisefrom “internal
disagreementsin Canada” (18.8 percent), war in the Middle East (25 per-
cent), membership in NATO (15.6 percent), and wars resulting from the
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actions of the government of the United States (14 percent). Although
politicians worried about NATO, only 9.4 percent of the responses indi-
cated that conflict in Europe was a source of danger.

Most politicians believe that Canada's defence ultimately depends
on the actions and decisions of the government or the Canadian Forces
(44.4 percent), an opinion that may be contested by some of the authors
in Canadian defence literature. Respondents credit Canada’s defence to
the United States (34.9 percent) and to NATO (27 percent) fairly equally.
However, no matter how they interpreted the question, a clear mgjority
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Canadian politicians have an exceptional view of the history of and
influence attributable to Canada’s defence policy. Throughout the Cold
War era, by any objective measure, Canada placed all its defence “ eggs’
and most of itsdefence dollarsin the NATO basket and prepared its armed
forces for nuclear war. Yet 69.8 percent of the respondents agreed that
“Canada’s most significant contribution to international peace and secu-
rity since 1950” wasin the United Nations. Only 23.8 percent considered
Canada's contributions to NATO as significant. Nevertheless, 82.5 per-
cent believethat Canada s military contributionsto the alliance give Canada
“influence” in NATO. Similarly, 85.7 percent agree that the Canadian
Forces maintain Canada’s influence in the United Nations.

However, despite astrong preference for cooperation with the United
States in matters of defence, 61.9 percent of the respondents disagreed
when asked if Canada should use the Canadian Forces in peacekeeping
operations to win favour with the United States. Even though 55.6 per-
cent stated that Canada had used the Canadian Forces precisely for this
purpose in the past, 38.1 percent disagreed.

THE POLITICAL ECONOMICS OF DEFENCE

Critics often say that Canadian politicians may not be much inter-
ested in national defence policy, but that they are very interested in de-
fence dollars; especialy if these dollars can be made to flow toward their
ridings. The survey, however, reveals that the respondents, at least, have
pragmatic concerns for spending and generally would like monies dis-
tributed rationally according to the real needs of the Canadian Forces.

A large number (39.7 percent) of the respondents reported that de-
fence spending had a “major impact” in their ridings. This observation
seems contrary to other research which suggests that defence expendi-
tures have little effect on local economies, except in particular cases. We
should assume, therefore, that many of the respondents come from these
particular ridings. Politicians were divided on the question of whether
defence expenditures should be used to stimulate local economies with
51.6 percent against the idea and 46.9 percent in favour.

Members of Parliament and Senators were asked a series of ques-
tions about where defence funds should be spent in relation to missions,
activities, and organizations. In terms of spending on major commitments,
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the respondents’ prioritiesreflected popular thinking and policies. Asked
to list their four spending priorities in order and by traditional commit-
ments, politicians chose as follows:

Mission 1 2nd 3rd 4th
(percent)
Defence of Canada 50.8 21.3 14.8 13.1

United Nations Operations 3B5 242 161 242
Defence of North America 23.0 328 180 26.2
NATO Operations 11.3 29.0 403 194

Taken from another perspective, politicians would spend first on the de-
fence of Canada (50.8 percent), then on the defence of North Americain
cooperation with the United States (32.8 percent), then on NATO opera-
tions (40.3 percent), and finally (assuming prior spending on North Ameri-
can defence) on United Nations operations (24.2 percent).

These figures reflect long-standing priorities for defence spending
in Canada, but they can be misleading. First, operations of the Canadian
Forces cannot be segregated into mission packages. Second, it has al-
way's been difficult to attribute an operation or adecision — say on Arctic
surveillance or equipment procurement — to only one mission for they
can often encompass two or more missions. Finally, spending need not
aways follow priority concerns. For example, if the defence of Canada
were reasonably assured because threats were low or other efforts ad-
dressed the need, then spending could logically be directed elsewhere
without removing this mission from its invariable first place. The better
guestion (perhaps for another survey) might be, where is Canada most
vulnerable and where, as a conseguence, should expenditures be made?

When politicians were asked to allocate defence spending to par-
ticular activities, their lack of detailed knowledge soon became apparent.
Most choices between competing entities, such asland, sea, and air forces,



Introduction 11

Where defence funds should be allocated to Canadian Forces or-
ganizations seemsamystery best | eft to professional judgement, although
it isacritical policy decision if means are to be brought into line with
policy ends. The land element of the armed forces was favoured (16.9
percent) over the sea and air components, but most politicians had no
opinion on the matter, preferring “divided equally” (79.7 percent) to a
real choice. Similarly, on the question of the personnel strength of the
regular force of the Canadian Forces— given choices of 120,000, 85,000,
60,000, and 45,000 — respondents answered 43.5 percent “don’t know.”

Whether the Canadian Forces should be mainly composed of regu-
lar force or reserve force members, 84.1 percent accepted “ some combi-
nation.” Although 47.5 percent had no opinion on the appropriate split
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but not at the expense of savings for not doing so (45.6 percent). If off-
sets were negotiated, politicians were unsure about what the preferred
off-set might be in fact. They selected direct spending (12.5 percent),
defence-related jobs (14.6 percent), defence-related technology transfers
(12.5 percent) defence-rel ated subcontracts (22.9 percent) and “ other pro-
grams’ (31.3 percent). One-quarter of the respondents failed to answer
the question (there was no “don’t know” choice).

THE HIGHER DIRECTION OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

Investigations into the actions and decisions of senior officers and
officialsin National Defence Headquarters and a continuing worry about
the ambiguous relationships between political, military, and public ser-
vice leaders have brought the entire structure of the defence establish-
ment into question. This survey confirmsthese worries and indicates that
recent changes may not have appeased them.

Politicians, even after more than 30 years of “unification,” are still
not confident that the Canadian Forces are well organized, but they seem
confused about which concept of organization might be best. Although
36.1 percent of the respondents regard unification a “success,” 46 per-
cent do not. On the other hand, 32.8 percent supported dividing the forces
into three distinct elements under their own chiefs of staff, while 50.8
percent rejected this notion. Nevertheless, 61.3 percent of the respond-
ents agree that the Office of the Chief of the Defence Staff, “a single
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for operations.” Yet, they were split on whether National Defence Head-
guarters should be “divided into a defence ministry and a military head-
guarters: 38.3 percent voted for the status quo, while 38.3 percent wanted
division. As with questions related to Canadian Forces organization and
the Chief of the Defence Staff, politicians signaled their dissatisfaction
with the present situation, but little comprehension of it. In such circum-
stances it is difficult to imagine how politicians might expect to lead the
defence establishment.

CANADIAN CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS

Again, thetravail of the post-Somalia deployment and the question-
able performance of senior military and public service leaders excited
discussion of Canadian civil-military relations perhaps more than at any
time since the end of World War |1. Politicians, asaresult of media atten-
tion and not their own deliberations, became interested in the Defence
Department, the generals and their staffs, and in relationships between
themselves, officials, and officers.

Despite the obvious difficulties ministers encountered during and
after the Somalia deployment, politicians see no need to radically over-
haul the National Defence Act. Of these politicians, 62.9 percent agree
with the statement “the minister has adequate laws and regulations to
‘direct and manage the Canadian Forces',” and 19.3 percent disagree.
They aso believe, by awide margin — 34.9 percent agree, 60.3 percent
disagree — that “Parliament plays an effective rolein the civil control of
the armed forces.” Despite the evidence of serious failings in Canadian
Forces operations in Somalia and Bosnia, 75 percent of politicians be-
lieve that Parliament adequately supervises such operations.

Although they appear satisfied with their supervision of the armed
forces and the wider defence establishment, politicians are not happy with
the machinery by which they exercise this responsibility. For example,
48.5 percent do not think that operational deployments of the Canadian
Forces outside Canada are well coordinated by the Department of Na-
tional Defence and the Department of Foreign Affairs and International
Trade. Neither do they agree (30.2 percent for and 68.3 percent disagree)
that the Defence Committee of the House of Commons is an effective
structure for the overseeing of defence affairs. A majority (72.2 percent)
of the respondents would improve the committee by “establishing a
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permanent research staff answerable to the committee as awhole.” Poli-
ticians also agreed (50.9 percent versus 24.6 percent) to establish a type
of “national security council” to better coordinate defence and security
policies.

The Defence Committee usually considers issues sent to it by the
minister of national defence, but some members would like to present
certain critical decisions for routine review by the Defence Committee.
They believe that the committee should interview officers nominated for
general or flag rank before they are appointed (46.1 percent in favour,
42.8 percent against). They are even more convinced (61.9 percent ver-
sus 31.7 percent) that they should interview officers nominated as Chief
of the Defence Staff before that appointment is confirmed. However, 61.3
percent do not wish to interview officers sel ected to command significant
field operations and seem content to let the Chief of the Defence Staff
make such decisions alone. Politicians would also like to involve the
Defence Committee in procurement issues and 76.2 percent think that
they should review all “major crown projects’ before contracts are let.

Politicians, generally, believe that they should be more activein na-
tional defenceissues. They feel (51.6 percent), for instance, that “Parlia-
ment should agreeto all overseas deployment of Canadian Forces units.”
But they are not confident that the bureaucracy provides them with the
meansto conduct any seriousreview of defence policy or Canadian Forces
operations. Asked if they had “adequate access to defence information,”
59.4 percent stated that this was not so. They concluded (44.3 percent),
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come to Cabinet as distinct issues, such as major spending projects. Then
the discussion will probably turn around the presumed “benefits’ of the
project to local interests. So-called strategic matters, if they ever reach
the Cabinet agenda, will most likely be decided in terms of buying influ-
ence with allies at the lowest possible cost. Emergencies and interna-
tional crises may prompt some political debate, but usually they will be
addressed in isolation and once resolved, they will disappear from the
table. Nevertheless, when real defence and internal security crises ap-
pear, prime ministers often turn to their chiefs of defence and generally
accept their advice so long as it is reasonable and consistent with short-
term policy requirements.

Fortunately, at least for military officers, thereward of irrelevanceis
freedom from political oversight. Governments put the Canadian Forces
on the“back burner” and rarely bother attending to the details of defence
policy or defence administration. Officers and officials can arrange mat-
tersto satisfy their own views within the budgets that governments sup-
ply. On those rare occasions when the defence establishment is faced
with the unwel comeideas of eager ministers, the reaction isto bring min-
isters around to the establishment view, present dilemmas and predict
catastrophes, refuse to make real choices— asin championing the “gen-
eral purpose and multi-purpose force” models, or simply to wait for the
offending minister to leave office.

Nevertheless, one fact of national life seems immutable; military
concepts and doctrine cannot substantially change political ideas and at-
titudes concerning national defence. The immediate challenge facing the
senior officer corps, therefore, isto establish within the Canadian Forces
aset of ideas that will bring the officer corpsinto line with the way most
Canadians think about national defence. This means that officers will
haveto rethink their assumptions about threats, defence objectives, capa-
bilities, organizations, relations with allied military leaders, and opera-
tional methods. The dilemma for the officer corps, however, is to find
leadersto do this from the ranks of officers raised to do just the opposite.
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