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The Queen’s University Defence Management Studies Program, estab-
lished with the support of the Canadian Department of National Defence 
(DND), is intended to engage the interest and support of scholars, members of 
the Canadian Forces, public servants, and participants in the defence indus-
try in the examination and teaching of the management of national defence 
policy and the Canadian Forces. The program has been carefully designed 
to focus on the development of theories, concepts, and skills required to 
manage and to make decisions within the Canadian defence establishment.

The Chair of the Defence Management Studies Program is located 
within the School of Policy Studies at Queen’s University and is built on 
the university’s strengths in the fields of public policy and administration, 
strategic studies, management, and law. Among other aspects, the program 
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 this initiative is 
to build strong links to DND, the Canadian Forces, industry, other universi-
ties, and non-governmental organizations in Canada and in other countries.

This series of studies, reports, and opinions on defence management in 
Canada is named for Brooke Claxton, Minister of National Defence from 
1946 to 1954. Claxton, the first post-Second World War defence minister, was 
largely responsible for founding the structure, procedures, and strategies that 
built Canada’s modern armed forces. As defence minister, Claxton unified 
the separate service ministries into the Department of National Defence; 
revamped the National Defence Act; established the office of Chairman, 
Chiefs of Staff Committee – the first step toward a single chief of the de-
fence staff; established the Defence Research Board; and led defence policy 
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“In my five years as an assistant deputy minister in NDHQ, I cannot recall 
one instance in which the senior officers and public servants in the building 
– the so-called ‘level 1s’ – were briefed on or discussed even superficially 
any academic or parliamentary report. My colleague, the assistant deputy 
minister for Public Affairs, explained why.

“‘The drill here’, he said plainly, ‘is this: Whenever one of these reports 
arrives in the building we look at the dog. If the dog sleeps on, we simply 
record the report. If the dog wakes up, we put it back to sleep as quietly and 
as quickly as we can. If the dog howls, we have a problem and then I take 
care of it. The dog is the media’.”

A conversation with an assistant deputy minister 
who served in the Department of National Defence from 2000 to 2006

“It is simply not possible to determine with any degree of certainty the influ-
ence research institutes and think-tanks have on the public policy process.”

Professor Donald Savoie 
&RXUW�*RYHUQPHQW�DQG�WKH�&ROODSVH�RI�$FFRXQWDELOLW\��

LQ�&DQDGD�DQG�WKH�8QLWHG�.LQJGRP�
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2008), p. 155.







2  Introduction

of the ‘truth as they wish to hear it’ is the bureaucracy. Guarding that bu-
reaucratic domain from all challenges is critical not only to the integrity of 
the department’s policy process, but also to public servants’ credibility and 
reputation as being “reliable” before ministers and in the minds of superior 
public servants in the Privy Council Office and political members of the 
Prime Minister’s Office.

External reports reviewed during this period often offered ministers 
challenging assessments of their policies – ‘truths’ that, if accepted by 
ministers, might have derailed difficult-to-reach consensuses DND officials 
had worked hard to establish inside the department, within the Canadian 
Forces, and with other government departments and the central agencies. 
More dangerous for senior officials, however, was the possibility that these 
truths might have raised awkward questions in the House of Commons or 
worse, embarrassed the prime minister. As every senior public servant knew 
then (and as they still know), these dangers could only arise if these studies 
tempted the media to take serious notice of them and cause a public fuss. 
Thus, again as the evidence suggests, in DND during this period, officials 
in most every instance stood ready to guard the minister’s door and slay 
intruding truths lest the ‘dog’ awake.

The Research Method
This research project is based on requests made through the $FFHVV�WR�

,QIRUPDWLRQ�$FW�(ATI) mechanisms for DND responses to studies and reports 
offered to governments in the period generally from 2000 to 2006, including 
reports from the Senate of Canada, the House of Commons, the Conference 
of Defence Associations Institute, the Royal Canadian Military Institute, the 
Centre for Strategic and Military Affairs at the University of Calgary, and 
the School of Policy Studies at Queen’s University.3 In all, approximately 
3,500 pages of ATI responses to research were reviewed. The documents 
were supported by interviews with authors of the studies, members of the 
Senate Committee on National Security and Defence (SCONSAD), former 
members of the House of Commons Standing Committee on National 
Defence and Veterans Affairs (SCONDVA), public service officials, and 
officers of the Canadian Forces.

The objectives of this study were, first, to assess the manner in which 
such papers were managed by DND; that is to say, how they were received, 
processed, and reviewed, by whom, and for what purposes. Second, we were 
interested in looking for evidence that described how the minister of defence 
and the government generally were informed of these reports and how, for 



Introduction  3

instance, “briefing notes” were prepared and by whom, and to see if there 
were any common features in the way they offered their advice to ministers. 
Third, we tried to assess from email traffic at the time how senior officials 
and Canadian Forces officers and their subordinate staff officers reacted 
to the publications at ‘a bureaucratic level’. We were especially interested 
in observing how the two entities in the integrated public service/military 
officer centre for defence decision making, National Defence Headquarters 
(NDHQ), expressed their differing approaches to how governments de-
veloped and managed their national defence policies and especially those 
closely or critically related to responsibilities senior military officers believe 
fall within their customary “rightful authority.”4 How, indeed, did the two 
professions interpret their duty to the government of the day, to the members 
of the Canadian Forces, and to Canada?

These objectives set the background for the deeper purposes of this 
study: how might researchers and authors of external studies and reports 
better contribute to the public policy process on matters of national defence 
and security? How are national defence policies formulated and managed 
in detail in DND? What is the nature of political/public service/military 
relations in Canada?

While ‘the policy’ is often at centre stage in discussions of national 
defence and security in Canada, understanding the public administration 
of defence policy necessitates that we understand clearly who in govern-
ment sets before ministers the ‘choice of policy choices’ and how they do 
that. The constant ebb and flow of policy making is cloaked, out of sight of 
researchers and even parliament, but it is the stuff of bureaucratic politics 
and far more germane and important to policy outcomes than are public 
policy declarations. This project, we hope, may help to lift the cover if only 
a little to expose at a particular time and in particular circumstances this 
dynamic and perhaps encourage others to follow this story.

The Sources
A brief word on sources is necessary to a better understanding of 

this research project’s summary. Although we accessed fifteen studies and 
reports, the ATI returns were uneven. This outcome is not unusual in the 
ATI world, but that fact forced us to rely upon a few studies and available 
ATI returns to paint a wider picture. This result was anticipated in that a 
central thesis of the project was that we expected to see studies and reports 
that created little media interest also produce little interest inside NDHQ 
and vice versa and thus few pieces of correspondence.5
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Of all the academic, non-governmental, and parliamentary reports ac-
cessed under the $7,�$FW�(understanding that many documents we received 
included duplications from separate offices), some produced no correspon-
dence at all. The 2001 study by the Royal Canadian Military Institute, $�
:DNH�8S�&DOO�IRU�&DQDGD, yielded but five pages. The norm, however, was 
between 20 and 45 individual notes per study/report request. One batch of 
papers, DND officials’ assessment for the Libehb 
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which to comment on the paper if the minister were asked to do so by the 
media or in the House of Commons, for example. These types of notes often 
go through several drafts and move up the chain of responsibility where 
they are routinely redrafted and amended.

Officials, meanwhile, watch for and measure reactions to the studies, 
reports, conferences, and workshops from the media and the government’s 
political opponents. They also keep an eye on the political season. If the 
House is not sitting and the media is silent and moves on, then the public 
affairs staffs merely record the event and may not produce any written work 
at all. Certainly very little is put on paper in the ATI age for fear of exposing 
facts and figures best kept in-house.

If the House is in session, then the usual process quickens in time with 
the so-called media cycle. Public affairs officials alert NDHQ whenever a 
study or report is about to be released. They follow the event carefully and 
provide their superiors with a quick review of the work. If the dog appears 
interested and likely to stir, the public affairs staff will be joined by ‘policy 
officials’ and – depending on the ‘sensitivity’ of the issue or event – these 
staff officials together will prepare one or two pages of concise “Talking 
Points” for more senior officials and officers and for the minister’s political 
staff. These first points might then serve as the basis for the preparation of 
a more detailed “Briefing Note for the Minister.”

Officials may in several stages and brainstorming sessions FRPSRVH – 
and that is the operative word for the development of what some might term 
“the spin” – sets of anticipated “Qs & As” (Questions and Answers). These 
approved Qs & As then form the official basis of the minister’s or his or her 
parliamentary associate’s responses in the House or in media scrums, or 
for a Canadian Forces staff officer (and very rarely a DND official) sent to 
answer media questions in public about the study or report or event of the day.

It is obvious from the internal documents we examined that the most 
critical variable conditioning how much effort officials put into preparing 
Briefing Notes and Advice for ministers is not the content of these documents, 
but the attention they receive or might receive from the media. Attention, 
however, should not be confused with influence, for as the record suggests, 
studies and reports that appeared to officials as having the potential to influ-
ence (i.e., upset) extant government policy were carefully managed in ways 
meant to negate any such possibility.

Arguably, there is one exception to this common scenario. The 2003 
study conducted by Queen’s University and the Conference of Defence 
Associations Institute, &DQDGD�ZLWKRXW�$UPHG�)RUFHV", arrived by chance 
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only days before Paul Martin became prime minister. Unbeknownst to DND 
officials (or so it seems), Martin had for weeks been privately consulting 
several expert defence scholars and senior retired Canadian Forces officers 
and others trying to find a way out of the defence policy crisis Chrétien had 
bequeathed to him. The day the report was released, officials followed ‘the 
usual process’ and berated the study only to discover late that same day 
that the soon-to-be prime minister had made a personal call to the principal 
author of the report asking for a description of its conclusions and main 
ideas. Alerted by public affairs officers to the conversation, senior officials 
in NDHQ became confused and trapped simply because suddenly they did 
not know which truth the prime minister wished to hear.

The Studies and Reports
In this study, we trace the “usual process” by looking at fifteen studies 

and reports prepared by non-governmental agencies, academic researchers, 
and most importantly, parliamentary committees (reports and recommen-
dations on aspects of national defence and security policy prepared by the 
Senate of Canada and the House of Commons between 2000 and 2006).7 
These documents include:

1RQ�*RYHUQPHQWDO�2UJDQL]DWLRQ�6WXGLHV

�	 $�:DNH�8S�&DOO� IRU�&DQDGD��7KH�1HHG� IRU� D�1HZ�0LOLWDU\� a 
Proposal by the Royal Canadian Military Institute (Toronto), May 
2001

�	 &DXJKW�LQ�WKH�0LGGOH��$Q�$VVHVVPHQW�RI�WKH�2SHUDWLRQDO�5HDGLQHVV�
RI�WKH�&DQDGLDQ�)RUFHV� The Conference of Defence Associations, 
27 September 2001

�	 $�1DWLRQ�DW�5LVN��7KH�'HFOLQH�RI�WKH�&DQDGLDQ�)RUFHV, The Confer-
ence of Defence Associations, 2 October 2002

�	 7KH�6SHFLDO�&RPPLVVLRQ�RQ� WKH�5HVWUXFWXULQJ�RI� WKH�5HVHUYHV��
7HQ�<HDUV�/DWHU, Centre for Military and Strategic Studies at the 
University of Calgary, 24 September 2004

$FDGHPLF�6WXGLHV

�	 7R�6HFXUH�D�1DWLRQ� The Council for Canadian Security in the 21st 
Century, 9 November 2001



8  Introduction

�	 &DQDGD�ZLWKRXW�$UPHG�)RUFHV"� School of Policy Studies, Queen’s 
University, 3 December 2003

7KH�6HQDWH�RI�&DQDGD�²�7KH�6WDQGLQJ�&RPPLWWHH�RQ�1DWLRQDO�
6HFXULW\�DQG�'HIHQFH

�	 &DQDGLDQ�6HFXULW\�DQG�0LOLWDU\�3UHSDUHGQHVV, February 2002
�	 7KH�'HIHQFH� RI�1RUWK�$PHULFD��$�&DQDGLDQ�5HVSRQVLELOLW\, 3 

September 2002
�	 )RU�DQ�([WUD������%XFNV�«�8SGDWH�RQ�&DQDGD·V�0LOLWDU\�)LQDQFLDO�

&ULVLV��$�9LHZ�IURP�WKH�%RWWRP�8S, 12 November 2002
�	 &DQDGD·V�&RDVWOLQHV��7KH�/RQJHVW�8QGHU�'HIHQGHG�%RUGHUV�LQ�WKH�

:RUOG, 29 October 2003
�	 0DQDJLQJ�7XUPRLO��7KH�1HHG�WR�8SJUDGH�&DQDGLDQ�)RUHLJQ�$LG�

DQG�0LOLWDU\�6WUHQJWK� WR�'HDO�ZLWK�0DVVLYH�&KDQJH, 5 October 
2006

7KH�+RXVH�RI�&RPPRQV�²�6WDQGLQJ�&RPPLWWHH�RQ�1DWLRQDO�
'HIHQFH�DQG�9HWHUDQV�$IIDLUV

�	 7KH�3URFXUHPHQW�6WXG\, 14 June 2000
�	 'HSDUWPHQW�RI�1DWLRQDO�'HIHQFH�����������(VWLPDWHV��3DUW�,,,�²�

5HSRUW�RQ�3ODQV�DQG�3ULRULWLHV, 12 June 2001
�	 6WDWH�RI�5HDGLQHVV�RI�WKH�&DQDGLDQ�)RUFHV��5HVSRQVH�WR�WKH�7HU�

URULVW�7KUHDW, 7 November 2001
�	 )DFLQJ�2XU�5HVSRQVLELOLWLHV��7KH�6WDWH�RI�5HDGLQHVV�RI�WKH�&DQD�

GLDQ�)RUFHV, 30 May 2002



Chapter One

´7KH�5HG�&URVV�ZLWK�*XQVµ8



10  “The Red Cross with Guns”



“The Red Cross with Guns”  11

‘protecting the government’s policies’ became impossible to separate from 
the tendency to protect the government’s or the prime minister’s partisan 
interests. The contrary notion – that the government alone, in public and 
in the House of Commons, was responsible for protecting its policies and 
partisan interests and that the duty of the public service was in all instances 
to support ministers with expert assessments of policies and with frank 
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pressure came from the American government … as well as from the arms 
manufacturers and military lobbyists for whom no amount of money is ever 
enough. The Canadian Forces always claimed it needed more … but I wasn’t 
sure that its self-interest was the same as the national interest.14

Officials conditioned to tell the truth politicians wanted to hear acted 
– indeed were instrumental – in defending the government’s policies. It was 
this public service habit that became the root cause of significant discord 
within NDHQ. When, as the internal documents illustrate, senior military 
officers challenged officials’ caustic responses to outside studies and the 
validity and value of their Notes and Advice to ministers, their exchanges 
reveal the fundamental divide and the weaknesses, conceptually and orga-
nizationally, that confound decision making in the supposedly harmonized 
Canadian Forces and DND headquarters.



Chapter Two

1RQ�*RYHUQPHQWDO�6WXGLHV

A Wake-Up Call for Canada: The Need for a New Military, a 
Proposal by the Royal Canadian Military Institute, May 2001
In 1890, the officers of the Toronto Garrison founded the Royal Ca-

nadian Military Institute (RCMI) to promote interest in Canada’s national 
defence. The RCMI has since evolved into a prestigious, private establish-
ment dedicated to raising public interest in national defence policy and 
policy studies especially related to Canadian military heritage and con-
temporary Canadian security. The RCMI “proposal,” $�:DNH�8S�&DOO�IRU�
&DQDGD, was researched and developed in this tradition.15
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Balkans … and a host of other contributions [to NATO]” contradicts the 
RCMI’s position.20

The RCMI concludes that Canada is not a “leader” in “NATO peace-
keeping operations” (meaning mainly operations in the former Yugoslavia). 
The official claims that Canada’s commitment to the NATO operation 
in Bosnia refutes this assertion, but he/she does not say how this is so. 
Where the RCMI questions the readiness of the Canadian Forces to meet 
the government’s defence commitments, the DND assessor gives a famil-
iar counter-claim: “since 1994, the Canadian Forces KDYH
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acknowledgement to the research committee of the RCMI after their report 
was received and assessed by officials in NDHQ.

The assessment did not engage the officials as one would expect if the 
RCMI proposals were actually “welcomed” and likely to be “considered” 
in future defence policy reviews. The recommendations, for instance, were 
not ‘staffed’ to expert branches of NDHQ and no follow-up papers exist 
describing how the recommendations were considered beyond the single 
ADM (Policy) assessment.

There is no evidence in the response to our ATI request for “all 
documents referring to the Royal Canadian Military Institute paper” that $�
:DNH�8S�&DOO�IRU�&DQDGD�had any direct influence on defence policy. The 
reality then and afterwards was that the �����'HIHQFH�:KLWH�3DSHU�was 
defended against any demand for a comprehensive review by loyal DND 
officials who understood that the government had no interest in a review 
of any kind. We shall see in these studies and reports continued calls for 
a defence review and, as in this case, officials in their ‘advice and talking 
notes for the minister’ always prompting ministers that if asked about such 
demands to respond as they did with regards to the RCMI proposal: “We 
began an internal process with the view to updating our existing defence 
policy … This is part of ongoing efforts to meet challenges in security and 
defence as they emerge and plan for the future.”27

The remark then and in later ‘advice’ with regard to other reports and 
studies was offered merely for public consumption and was not meant to 
be taken literally within the government establishment. The �����'HIHQFH�
:KLWH�3DSHU�remained ‘policy’ until after Chrétien left office.

Caught in the Middle: An Assessment of the Operational 
Readiness of the Canadian Forces, the Conference of Defence 
Associations, 27 September 200128

The principal focus of The Conference of Defence Associations (CDA) 
study, &DXJKW�LQ�WKH�0LGGOH� was the state of the operational readiness of 
the Canadian Forces. The study, according to its authors, “… shows in detail 
how the operational readiness of the Canadian Forces and their ability to 
fulfill operational commitments has been [negatively] affected by shortfalls 
in the funding of DND. The factors used in the CDA assessment to measure 
the state of operational readiness in the armed forces are common to most 
such studies made by the Canadian Forces and by allies. Information on 
the state of the Canadian Forces [was] drawn from DND, in both published 
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sources and through the Access to Information requests.” Other information 
flows from open sources originating in academia and the analyst community 
in Canada.29

The CDA on 24 September 2001 gave formal, advance notice and copies 
of the study to the minister of national defence, the chief of the defence 
staff, and several other senior Canadian Forces officers and DND officials. 
The report was made public on 27 September 2001 at a media briefing 
held that day in Ottawa. When NDHQ received the study, the acting ADM 
(Policy), Daniel Bon, immediately put a marginal note on his copy of the 
CDA notice instructing his officials: “1. Have this reviewed. 2. We’ll need 
a note – as MND [sic] is sure to want one as soon as the doc. hits the street, 
ON THURSDAY.”30

The public service and military staffs swung into action to prepare a 
response before the CDA’s planned press conference on the noted Thursday. 
By noon on 26 September – the day before the official release of the study 
– the staff had prepared a typical list of “Questions & Answers” (Qs & As) 
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tives and concludes with a self-congratulatory flourish: “While more needs 
to be done, we have made good progress and we are on the right track.”33

This format and positioning of the government’s policy is common in 
these staff efforts. There are no direct comments on any issue raised by the 
CDA report; rather, the DND comments though meant to seem positive, were 
especially defensive and vague. For example, while the government might 
‘remain committed to maintaining combat-ready forces’, the fact is Canadian 
Forces operational readiness was declining as the CDA’s internal sources 
illustrated. The DND statement that ‘our men and women respond …’ is 
devious. Of course the men and women of the Canadian Forces respond – 
they are legally obliged to respond to lawful orders. For the minister (and 
his officials) to use this obligation as a sign of high operational readiness 
and enthusiasm in the ranks for the government’s decisions to commit them 
to risky operations is at least unethical, if not sinister.

The final sentence and claim – “We have made good progress and we 
are on the right track” – is similar in intent to the opening sentence of false 
welcome meant to convey the “trust us” theme typically in these types of 
assessments. It was also problematic, as the CDA report shows, that “[The] 
government has shown its commitments to address these long-term fund-
ing pressures facing the Canadian Forces,” as Prime Minister Chrétien, as 
we have already noted, was clearly opposed to any significant increase in 
“future funding for the Canadian Forces.”34

The Qs & As memorandum prepared by officials in response to the 
CDA report, of course, follows in considerably more detail the themes used 
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What is particularly interesting and instructive about the ‘usual process’ 
is that in this case the senior Canadian Forces officer who drafted the Briefing 
Note to the Minister, (inadvertently it seems) marching out of step, suggested 
to his political and military superiors that the CDA study had merit. On 26 
September 2001, Lieutenant Colonel Francki, a senior staff officer in the 
Defence Force Planning and Program Coordination branch (DFPPC), ap-
parently at the direction of his chief, Commodore Daniel McNeil, prepared 
a draft Briefing Note for the Minister setting out the military’s assessment 
of 
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of National Defence, Art Eggleton, on 27 September. At this point the con-
trol within NDHQ between what most everyone knew and what they were 
expected to acknowledge in front of the minister inexplicably broke down.

On the first page of the final 27 September note, Lieutenant Colonel 
Francki committed an unpardonable bureaucratic sin when he suggested 
to the minister: “Overall, the [CDA] document provides a fairly accurate 
representation of the current situation within the Canadian Forces.” He con-
tinued apace: “[the CDA] … makes a strong case for additional resources” 
and their claim that armed forces’ “… modernization has been hampered 
by lack of capital funding is acknowledged.” He concluded his note with 
four succinct recommendations, the first three of which were clearly unac-
ceptable to the minister:

•
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within the Canadian Forces’ is poorly placed and should have had some stron-
ger caveat embedded than ‘fairly.’ When taken out of context this could give 
an entirely wrong impression. My belief is that the rest of the briefing note 
provides sufficient mitigation to this problem. Nevertheless, if this poor choice 
of phrasing caused any discomfort to you or the department, I am truly sorry.

D.G. McNeil 
Commodore.43

Later the same day, the CDS sent a nearly identical note to Eggleton. “As 
a follow-up on our discussion earlier today, the following provides additional 
comment with respect to the Briefing Note on the CDA Report prepared for 
you by the VCDS’s staff.” General Henault supported his staff and told the 
minister that the Briefing Note “… is basically well done and valid, with 



Non-Governmental Studies  23

between the military staff and the department’s policy staff and minister’s 
political staff. Senior military officers argued that it was imperative in the 
circumstances of the gathering crisis of post-9/11 to bring the true state of 
readiness of the Canadian Forces to the attention of the government and 
that the CDA study, because it was based on the department’s own facts, 
provided a way to open the issue without the CDS appearing opportunistic 
to the cabinet. The policy and political staffs, on the other hand, clearly 
understood that Eggleton’s reputation in the PMO was strained and that the 
prime minister was fundamentally opposed to rebuilding the armed forces. 
Eventually, the department’s civilian policy staff and the military operational 
planning staff settled the issue by preparing “a compromise briefing note” 
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Minister” dated 9 October 200255 in which the drafters report immediately 
that the new CDA report simply “reiterates” in more detail the Association’s 
views presented the previous year in the study, &DXJKW�LQ�WKH�0LGGOH, imply-
ing that the new report did not require significantly different responses from 
those given in the assessment of the former paper. Nevertheless, the Brief-
ing Note did attack the CDA authors’ assertions and arguments vigorously.
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between the worrying problems they dealt with every day and their duty (as 
some saw it) to defend in public the government’s right to deny there were 
any problems at all.

This Briefing Note exemplifies this quandary. If, for example, the “mes-
sages are not new,” then they were obviously known to the author of the 
NDHQ summary and his/her superiors. In this case, senior policy officials 
(and others) might have suggeste°Mՠ�
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pre-emptive public affairs tactic” for handling bothersome criticisms. That 
is to say, they advise the minister to acknowledge the document, pointing 
at the same time to its complexity and thus the need for detailed (implying 
lengthy) reviews before making a detailed public response to the report. 
Should anyone in the House of Commons or the media ask a question about 
the report, the “we’re reviewing this complex paper” response was expected 
to put the House and the dog back to sleep. In this case according to the 
ATI responses we received, the House took no notice and the dog, indeed, 
wandered off to other business. The CDA document apparently produced 
no internal NDHQ communication after 10 October, eight days after it was 
first passed to officers and officials in NDHQ.

Nonetheless, the “Advice” included additional information and sug-
gested responses for the minister obviously intended to avoid creating a 
controversy while at the same time dismissing the CDA’s report as “nothing 
new.” The minister was advised to acknowledge “certain challenges” none of 
which are “apocalyptic and have never kept the Canadian Forces from doing 
their job.” He was also advised to warn audiences that “we must ensure that 
we have an affordable … defence program” while emphasizing that “we are 
energetically addressing these challenges” and making “significant increases 
in defence spending.”61

Officials realized that some members of the House of Commons and the 
media were given copies of the report. They, therefore, added two additional 
“If pressed” notes to the Advice to protect the minister from detailed chal-
lenges. One concerned the report’s complaint that the government was using 
money intended for equipment purchases for its personnel “quality of life” 
program and another concerned the state of Canadian Forces “capabilities” 
– another key issue in the CDA report. On the first issue, the minister was 
advised to acknowledge the fact but to explain the operational importance of 
sound quality of life policies and to suggest that “… the Department remains 
committed to UHWXUQLQJ�FDSLWDO�VSHQGLQJ to appropriate levels.”62 Here again, 
unintentionally it seems, the Advice seemed to confirm the CDA’s assertion 
that capital spending was not at appropriate levels.

In response to the second issue of capabilities, the minister, “If pressed,” 
was advised to repeat the claim that the Canadian Forces had “never failed 
to carry out their missions” and to support the claim with praise from 
American officers for the Canadian battalion deployed in Afghanistan. But 
the statement was meant to end on the side of low expectations: “That said, 
however, we are facing challenges, and they are being addressed. As with any 
armed force, our capabilities are finite.”63 There is, in fact, no ATI evidence 
or evidence from interviewees that the minister was every “pressed” in the 
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House of Commons or elsewhere on any defence issue raised in the CDA 
report $�1DWLRQ�DW�5LVN� Typically, therefore, there is also no evidence that 
anyone in NDHQ other than the public affairs and policy watchdogs paid 
much attention to the CDA report after the Briefing Note had been sent to 
the minister.

There is, however, an unusual note in the $�1DWLRQ� DW�5LVN�file, a 
personal letter from Minister of National Defence, John McCallum, to 
Lieutenant General Evraire, then Chairman of the Conference of Defence 
Associations Institute. In it the minister offers an apology for his six-month 
“delay in replying” to Evraire’s covering letter to the CDA study that had 
been sent to his office in early October 2002. He states that “My officials 
and I read with interest the Conference of Defence Associations study $�
1DWLRQ�$W�5LVN��7KH�'HFOLQH�RI�WKH�&DQDGLDQ�)RUFHV.” He then continues 
in two pages to make the case that the “government remains committed to 
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“total force” concept – the Canadian Forces’ organizing principle for the 
new century and beyond.

Machineries of government grind and rattle noisily, signaling not im-
minent collapse, but rather the sound of business as usual. Nevertheless, an 
occasional inspection and a drop of oil may be needed from time to time 
to ensure the machine remains on its intended course and free of burrs and 
hotspots.

In 2004, two of the original three authors of the 1995 SCRR, Professor 
Granatstein and General Belzile (Chief Justice Dickson having died in the 
interim), suggested to the CDS, General Ray Henault, that it was time to 
“review what had happened since [1995] with regards to the implementation 
of the [government’s] approved [SCRR] recommendations, which ones have 
been altered and the rationale behind such alterations, and finally, given 
the current circumstances, what suggestions have been dropped and what 
decisions, if any, have been taken as an alternative.”69

General Belzile explained to the CDS that the project was sponsored 
by the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies at the University of Cal-
gary and that their report would be presented at a conference there in late 
2005. Unlike all the other lead researchers in the non-governmental studies 
examined in this monograph, Belzile asked for formal assistance from the 
CDS to conduct the study:

This letter seeks your support to have access to your staff in order to be able 
to gather up to date information, beyond what is available in the documents 
mentioned above. Informal approaches with the CLS [Chief of the Land Staff] 
involved with the Land Forces Reserve Restructure [LFRR project] have 
made it clear that a survey such as the one proposed would be welcome and 
timely as they continue with Phase II of their programme. While the LFRR 
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bring the Militia community howling to his doorstep. On the other hand, to 
simply deny this request from two prominent Canadians (General Belzile 
was a former commander of the army) might embarrass them and cause, 
as well, equally prominent members of the Reserve lobby to ask in public: 
“What is the minister hiding?”

General Belzile and Professor Granatstein acknowledged in their letter 
that their review would be done in light of the “rapidly changing circum-
stances” of Canadian Forces operations, needs, and Regular/Reserve Forces 
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remain valid and many have been implemented, others are no longer relevant 
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other correspondence to the contrary was found in the ATI search, one can 
only assume that this brief note was the sum of the NDHQ analysis of the 
13 recommendations contained in the report of the 6SHFLDO�&RPPLVVLRQ�RQ�
WKH�5HVWUXFWXULQJ�RI�WKH�5HVHUYHV�������7HQ�<HDUV�/DWHU.

It is important to understand that despite the curt Briefing Note and 
the lack of any evident post-report paper trail in NDHQ, the reaction to 
the SCRR+10 in NDHQ was not negative or dismissive. The entire project 
from the first approach to General Henault was positive, if guarded, and the 
cooperation of various staff officers was exceptional.

7KH�6SHFLDO�&RPPLVVLRQ�RQ�WKH�5HVWUXFWXULQJ�RI�WKH�5HVHUYHV��7HQ�
<HDUV�/DWHU was released by the Centre for Military and Strategic Studies 
at the University of Calgary�on 24 September 2004 – an event to which, 
according to DND media officers, “all national defence media have been 
invited.”80 The release of the publication was supported a week later at the 
annual meeting of the influential civilian Canadian Forces Liaison Council 
held in Calgary.81 In early December, the Canadian Defence and Foreign 
Affairs Institute convened another three-day conference on the same theme 
which brought together the authors of the study, senior Canadian Forces 
officers (including senior Reserve Force officers), and academics to discuss 
aspects of the study and the place of the Reserve Force in Canada’s national 
defence in general. Again, participation by senior members of the Canadian 
Forces in these two events was notable, even though, to understate the point, 
not every senior officer in the Reserve Force in attendance at these meetings 
was keen on the government’s proposed Reserve Force and Militia policies.82

The positive management in NDHQ of the Dickson and SCRR+10 
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the Bercuson Study. Unlike the assessment of the RCMI study cited earlier, 
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be in 2008, 2013, and 2018, assuming the extant policies and funding levels 
of 2003 continued unchanged in the immediate future? The methodology 
was straightforward and the research data for it were readily available and, 
indeed, much of the data were drawn from publicly available DND files, 
reports, and studies and from interviews with NDHQ project officers and 
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The researchers then charted the life-cycle profile for each capability 
and overlaid it with the estimated acquisition timeline. In many cases, the 
capability reached its end-of-life date before it was possible to complete 
a regular replacement acquisition. Moreover, the study found that many 
critical capabilities would reach this state together or very near each other. 
Defence funding, unfortunately, would have little positive influence on this 
difficulty because the acquisition timeline assumed at the time in NDHQ 
was in many cases quite inflexible. There were, at the time, some ways the 
government could mitigate the “impending crisis,” but at the time of the 
study no such decisions had been taken and the plans that did exist – the 
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However, Melanie Rushworth, a junior, civilian member of the DND 
Public Affairs branch, seems to have been the first to sense that the study 
might need “watching” after the CDAI announced on 1 December a media 
event to launch the study on 3 December. Although she had not read the 
study, she warned her superiors “You may want to pay attention to the re-
lease of this paper – there is a section on training and … a section on capital 
and MAT and O&M etc.”96 A colleague offered: “I’ll keep an eye on this 
to see if there is any discussion of recruiting …” and he noted the televi-
sion documentary. That afternoon Rushworth emailed other junior public 
affairs officers that “I have an advance copy. It is 127 pages and touches on 
the ‘Personnel Crisis.’”97

Another public affairs official had, by early Monday morning, 3 Decem-
ber, read part of an advance copy of the study. He suggested to Rushworth, 
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in-house message was not ready and did not get out to the public until two 
days after the study was, in media terms, yesterday’s news. This delay was 
caused by the need to respond credibly to the complexities and details of the 
study that covered defence policy fundamentals, the state of various military 
fleets, the procurement system, the personnel problem, and the “gathering 
crisis” of defence and foreign policies handicapped by failing capabilities.

Putting the message together demanded information from most of the 
central bureaus and staffs on the military and departmental sides of NDHQ 
and the collation of that information into a politically acceptable framework. 
The usual process was to “recycle” terms, facts and figures, and comforting 
views of the future and that approach dominated the preparation of talking 
and briefing notes for the deputy minister and the minister. The “Talking 
Notes” went through four major drafts and each passed through the hands 
of the ADM (Policy), ADM (Public Affairs), the VCDS, the CDS, and the 
deputy minister before being sent to the minister on 4 December.103
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our forces are overstretched …”; “No doubt Defence has made significant 
progress …”106

The first sentence was amended several times and finally in the fourth 
version read: “While we [I deleted] have not had the opportunity to fully 
review it at this time, [I understand that the paper – deleted] &DQDGD�
ZLWKRXW�$UPHG�)RUFHV appears to be [presents – deleted] an interesting 
report on the state of the Canadian Forces [dialogue for Canadians 
to consider – deleted].” An unknown senior official found even this soft 
sentence too much and wrote in the margin beside it: “We don’t do book 
reviews – political polite dialogue!”107 The text was shortened and detailed 
references to ‘policies’ included in the first version were mostly eliminated. 
The text, otherwise, remained much the same through the third and fourth 
drafts.

The “Final Version,” however, concluded with a rather ‘trust us and look 
to the future when things will somehow be better’ editorial meant, one sup-
poses, to hearten the minister’s confidence when in reality he had not much 
more than hope as policy to offer the Canadian Forces or Canadian citizens:

We also recognize that our forces are stretched. To better manage the impact 
of the operational tempo on our people, we continually reassess our military 
commitments around the world and try to balance our deployments from 
among the three environments, as best we can under the circumstances.

We are also working hard to ensure the best possible opportunities for 
members of the Canadian Forces. Recent recruiting efforts have been very 
successful, pay rates have increased and we are working to improve the Terms 
of Service to help with retention of our members.

There is no doubt that Defence [sic] has made significant progress over the 
last decade. However, we must ensure that the Canadian Forces continue to 
adapt to the new security environment and are prepared for the challenges 
of the future.108

The Briefing Note to the minister follows the usual format with a state-
ment of the “Issue,” a “Background” explaining, in this case, the main points 
in the CWAF? study, and three pages of “Observations” (a fact that exposes 
the falsehood the minister was advised to advance: “We have not had the 
opportunity to fully review it …”). The background notes are mostly fair and 
accurate summaries of the longer arguments and conclusions contained in 
the study. The observations, however, are decidedly negative and dismissive; 
in fact, it appears from the comments of officials that the CWAF? authors 
got nothing right. Military officers were much less sure this was true.
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fact not suggest to seasoned officials that they ought to consider seriously 
what ‘these experts’ are saying and that they should explain to their political 
leaders that these people are not all wrong all the time?

If individuals inside and outside government and in the Canadian Forces 
keep bringing to ministers the same messages does that fact not suggest to 
officials that to some degree the government’s policies are failing to address 
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for simplicity’s sake and added clarifications where necessary to explain 
NDHQ acronyms and jargon and to identify individuals. It is important to 
note, also, that the emails involved discussions within the ADM (Policy) 
and DGSP staffs and between members of both – joined occasionally by 
public service public affairs officials – and that they escalated quickly into 
a strong positioning by Vincent Rigby, ADM (Policy), and his immediate 
subordinate, Daniel Bon (Director, Policy Development, D Pol Dev), contra 
Major General Douglas Dempster, Director General Strategic Planning 
(DGSP) and his subordinate officers.

From:	 Eyre LCOL WD@VCDS DGSP DDA@Ottawa-Hull

Sent:	 Thursday, December 04, 2003 4:15 PM

To:	 Cessford Col MP@VCDS DGSP DDA@Ottawa-Hull

I have just read with interest this report [note to the minister] on the Bland 
report and have some observations on ADM(POL)’s observations:

•	 Very defensive on the continuing relevance of the 94 White Paper. A 
more balanced observation would be that while parts remain relevant, it 
should be significantly updated.

•	 Although I agree that the three defence mission areas (dom, cont, and 
intl) [domestic, continental, international] remain valid, they should con-
cede that they will continue to merge.

•	 A more effective recapitalization counter-argument is required. Transfor-
mational technologies are okay, but at what cost? What would be useful 
is a colour-coded spreadsheet (with red for rust) showing capabilities 
against time – basically what we have and will have for how long. This 
would make much more of an impact and the logic flow would be right 
in front of us. MGS arguments don’t cut it. Recent strategic choices 
(modest budget increase, internal reallocations) as mentioned do not 
address the looming problem.

•	 Even an 11 year acquisition cycle will still leave us tripping over our own 
decision cycle as a nimble and adaptive enemy adopts what is on the 
shelf.

•	 MCCRT is vaunted.113

I guess what irks me [Eyre] the most about these observations is their 
negativity and defensive tone. Did the Bland report get nothing right? Here 
we have a report that can perhaps be used to gain some leverage in im-
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proving the Canadian Forces, yet is being shot down by the bureaucratic 
machine intent on mitigating political embarrassment. Then again, maybe 
I just don’t get it.

I just talked to Mae [Ms. Mae Johnson, staff officer, D Policy Dev] about 
this. Broad agreement did not occur. Sensationalism aside, there is a mes-
sage that should be capitalized on, and not buried by CYA. [Cover Your 
Ass]

--------------------------

From:	 Cessford Col MP@VCDS DGSP DDA@Ottawa-Hull

Sent:	 Friday, December 05, 2003 9:07 AM

To:	 Dempster MGen D@VCDS DGSP@Ottawa-Hul

Sir,

Wayne’s [LCol. Wayne Eyre] observation’s are trenchant and useful. This 
report will be read broadly – by our internal and external audiences. We 
need to be very careful about discounting this work in its entirety – there 
are some findings that are sound and helpful.

MP Cessford	
Col	
DDA [Director Defence Analysis]

--------------------------

From:	 Dempster MGen D@VCDS DGSP@Ottawa-Hull

Sent:	 Monday, December 08, 2003 5:42 PM

To:	 Rigby V@ADM(Pol) D Pol Dev@Ottawa-Hull; 	
	 Taymun SM@ADM(PA) [Public Affairs]@Ottawa-Hull

Allow me to share this view with you. I believe that we need to learn to ac-
cept outside views as part of the challenge process, to help outside stake-
holder groups where we can and to recognize the truth that the 1994 White 
Paper, no matter how good at the time, now needs updating to handle the 
new security environment, changed Canada-US relationship, operational 
lessons learned and positive government fiscal circumstances. Indeed the 
government has stated its intent to update its policy, so why should we be 
reticent about this?
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the impression that the Canadian Forces was facing “mass extinction” 
in the near future (does anyone honestly believe this?). I take issue, 
therefore, with LCol Eyre’s suggestion that the report was “shot down by 
the bureaucratic machine intent on mitigating political embarrassment”. 
We are public servants: we defend government policy b/c that is our 
job, [emphasis added] but we also provide the best advice we have to 
offer. If that saves the Minister from “political embarrassment”, so be it, 
[redacted]

•	 “Very defensive on the continuing relevance of the White Paper?” Again, 
no one is suggesting that, 10 years later, the White Paper is perfect. But 
do we need to accept Bland’s reckless assertion that “the relevance and 
prudence of every [emphasis in the original] important element of de-
fence policy are open to challenge”? If we’re “defensive” of the WP, it’s 
b/c the Government just last year agreed that the fundamentals of the 
policy remain valid. Does anyone in this bldg believe that the concept of 
m-p, cc forces [multi-purpose, combat capable] or the three Canadian 
Forces roles are outdated? That we will leave NATO? Or even that the 
international security environment is drastically [emphasis in the origi-
nal] different than the depiction in 1994 (notwithstanding 9/11 and the 
new US assertiveness on the world stage etc, our assessment in 94 
that the world remains highly dangerous and unpredictable is not far off 
the mark). Yes, a new policy is on the horizon, and yes, some course 
corrections are required, but let’s not 	 but
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•	 In the end, I believe that our note is far from “defensive” or “negative”. 
It is simply trying to provide the Minister with a balanced and accurate 
assessment. As for a “CYA” attitude, let’s not“CYA”
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thinks is likely to meet with the voters’ approval in the next elections). The 
government, in other words, is elected to serve the country, not to do the 
bidding of its departments or of the Canadian Forces. For their part, DND 
and the Canadian Forces are there to serve the government’s policy line 
-- which is the country’s policy line as approved through the ballot box -- 
whether DND or the Canadian Forces like it or not. No one in DND or the 
Canadian Forces should ever, therefore, under any circumstances, imag-
ine or presume that he or she is free to seize upon any external reports 
or opinion to push and prod our Minister, the government and the country 
towards meeting what can only be defined as corporate interests. In a de-
mocracy, there can be no legitimate defense policy or direction other than 
that set by the government in office. [redacted] No one in the Canadian 
Forces -- or in the Department of National Defence, or even in the Policy 
Group -- has to like the government’s defense policy (and, by the way, 
defense policy is the government’s policy, not DND’s and not the CF’s), 
everyone is free to totally disagree with it, [redacted]

3.  None of what precedes should be taken to mean that individuals and 
groups outside DND and the Canadian Forces are not entitled to their 
opinions or have to agree with any government’s defense policy or choic-
es. Academics, experts, allies, etc. are all free to disagree and to criticize 
to their hearts’ content -- and we, who are serving in DND or the Canadian 
Forces are also free to agree with those critics privately as well as in our 
own internal processes -- but that’s it. [redacted]

Doctors, nurses and hospital administrators are free to criticize govern-
ment health policy because they are not part of government in its decision-
making dimension. Because members of the Canadian Forces, through 
the senior levels of their chain of command, are part of the government 
decision-making apparatus, they do not have that latitude any more than 
their Public Service colleagues. Personally, I think that is something that 
RMC and the Canadian Defence Academy could usefully emphasize in 
their teaching.

In a note such as the one at issue, we owe the Minister something that 
is useful to him, that provides him, in particular, with a fair description of 
the contents and contentions of the report, as well as with a solid set of 
points about some [of] its strengths and weaknesses. (Not to provide him 
with such a note would be to do him a disservice, since it could lead him to 
appear ill-informed and, therefore, open him to justified media critiques.) 
What he most certainly doesn’t need from us is an opportunistic pamphlet 
pushing our own corporate preferences. I believe D Pol Dev’s note fully 
met all the requirements to qualify as an excellent note.

--------------------------
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From:	 Johnson MM@ADM(Pol) D Pol Dev@Ottawa-Hull

Sent:	 Tuesday, December 09, 2003 10:10 AM

To:	 Hébert PJP@ADM(Pol) D Pol Dev@Ottawa-Hull; 	
	 Rigby V@ADM(Pol) D Pol Dev@Ottawa-Hull

When I spoke with Wayne on this I recognized his point that another ap-
proach could have been taken. What he would’ve liked is to have had the 
note and the MND say publicly: “Yes: White Paper is crap and should be 
pitched. Everything (capital, personnel, policy etc) is in the toilet. The re-
port is 100% correct. Now give us lots of money to fix everything.”

My point to Wayne was that while we would’ve possibly (re)gained some 
allies like Bland et al, we would’ve done a disservice to what has been 
achieved so far in terms of certain equipment, budget increases, person-
nel improvements, etc. Plus, some of what the report says is just not the 
plain old truth. Why can’t we point out these (un?)intended inaccuracies. 
Maybe there’s lots more to fix, but how would the MND have looked if 
he ignored four consecutive budget increases? I think the basis for our 
disagreement was essentially strategy: what’s the best way to respond to 
these kinds of reports? I defended a more balanced (and, might I say, ac-
curate) approach - - while he wanted to throw the baby out with the bath-
water. I also don’t think we can ignore the fact that reports like this show a 
considerable amount of public relations strategizing on the part of Bland et 
al. You don’t usually get headlines with measured, nuanced reflection - - 
but “mass extinction” will earn you 5 minutes of fame.

--------------------------

From:	 Taymun SM@ADM(PA)@Ottawa-Hull [Scott Taymun 	
	 supervised to some degree the PA “Talking Note” exercise]

Sent:	 Wednesday, December 10, 2003 8:32 AM

To: 	 Bon DL@ADM(Pol) DG Pol Plan@Ottawa-Hull; 	
	 Rigby V@ADM(Pol) D Pol Dev@Ottawa-Hull; 	
	 Dempster MGen D@VCDS DGSP@Ottawa-Hull; 	
	 Eyre LCOL WD@VCDS DGSP DDA@Ottawa-Hull

Before this goes further, may I offer a few observations and consider-Before   
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and well-being of the Canadian Forces as an instrument of defence policy 
and an important national institution. That is why 12, 14, 16 hour days is 
foreign to none of us [redacted]

Second, I do not believe it is our job to defend Government policy or Gov-
ernment decision-making. That is the Government’s job. Our job is to pro-
vide the Government with the highest quality advice and information on the 
merits and demerits of different policy choices so they can make informed 
decisions, and to provide quality information more generally to Canadians 
so that our duly elected representatives in Parliament can debate the mer-
its/demerits of the Government’s decisions. In this vein, I believe we all 
agree, as MGen Dempster and Vincent both noted, that what is required 
is a balanced and accurate approach rooted in factual information. I, for 
one, for example, strongly believe that if we are going to communicate 
defence spending as a % of GNP, we are obligated in the spirit of informed 
decision-making to also communicate defence spending in actual dollars. 
Both statistics have value and meaning, and I compliment D Pol Dev’s 
paper for continuing to articulate both statistics.

As a third and final point, [redacted]

If we have concerns, we need to dialogue at the front end, help each other 
out, and recognize any constraints we face such as 24 hour turn-around 
times.

If anyone feels the need to discuss further, may I suggest [redacted]

Scott

--------------------------

From:	 Rigby V@ADM(Pol) D Pol Dev@Ottawa-Hull

Sent:	 Wednesday, December 10, 2003 9:09

To:	 Taymun SM@ADM(PA)@Ottawa-Hull

[redacted]

I found LCol Eyre’s comments both inaccurate and inflammatory and felt 
they deserved a response. I made my point, and agree that it’s time to 
move on. Mike Cessford and I have discussed

[redacted] As you say, we’re all part of the same team and I see this as 
no more than a frank exchange of views on an important issue. I have the 
utmost respect for my VCDS colleagues.

--------------------------
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as she managed the assembly of the Talking Notes for her superiors in the 
days soon after the study was made public. On 30 December, when asked 
by the Special Assistant to the Assistant Deputy Minister (Public Affairs) 
for a copy of the CWAF? study, she responds: “This [a copy of 4 December 
Talking Notes] might help you understand what the 120 pages from Queen’s 
says – without having to read the Queen’s report in full.”120 Her suggestion 
seems quite practical under the circumstances, for the Talking Notes alone, 
not the study’s text, apparently were good enough for most every senior of-
ficer and official in NDHQ.

However, the final evaluation of &DQDGD�ZLWKRXW�$UPHG�)RUFHV" in 
NDHQ and its likely influence on Canada’s defence policy had already 
been delivered on the day it was released in a meeting on 3 December in a 
comment attributed to the Deputy Minister, Margaret Bloodworth: “At the 
end of the day the only question left is one for ADM(Policy) to answer and 
that is[:] why was $200K [sic] given to Queen’s for a special arrangement 
described by Dr. Bland in the opening two pages of his report, if the $200K 
has only brought us more criticism?”121
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require a government-wide response,123 wrote a short Briefing Note for the 
minister of national defence, and then filed the report for later reference.

Canadian Security and Military Preparedness, February 2002
The Senate Committee on National Security and Defence in 2001/2002 

conducted a detailed investigation into Canada’s national security and de-
fence policies and programs and released its first report, &DQDGLDQ�6HFXULW\�
DQG�0LOLWDU\�3UHSDUHGQHVV, in February 2002.124 The report, in 100 pages 
of detailed text, set out the major ‘preparedness’ issues facing Canada in the 
21st century and addressed security in several particular aspects, including, 
for instance, matters of immigration and border security. The Committee 
made four main recommendations touching on defence policy: an increase 
of 15,000 positions in the regular force; an immediate increase of $4 bil-
lion to DND’s baseline budget; future annual budget increases which are 
realistic, purpose driven, and adjusted for inflation; and foreign policy and 
defence policy reviews.125

Officials in NDHQ reviewed the report and produced the usual “Brief-
ing Note for the Minister of National Defence,” which the Deputy Minister, 
Jim Judd, sent to the Minister, Art Eggleton, on 5 March 2002.126 The Briefing 
Note’s two-page “Summary” of the 100-page Senate report gave a fair and 
accurate YHUEDWLP
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military officials [sic] and they may have provided different insights into the 
nature of the problem.128

The reviewer noted in other observations that:

The Committee considers that sweeping changes are needed in Canadian 
Defence policy. The Report does not explain, however, what is wrong with 
current policy.

The Committee recommends that the government provide DND with ad-
ditional funding before a new policy is adopted. This seems to stand logic 
on its head …

The Committee appears more interested in improving our ranking within 
NATO in terms of defence spending as percentage of GDP than in ensuring 
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to the Senate Committee at all. Mr. Eggleton, just in case someone might 
have asked him to make a comment, was given seven ‘bullets’ to use in 
response to questions about the Senate report:

I welcome the report … [etc., as usual].

I understand that this report is … the Committee’s introductory survey of 
major defence and security issues.

I expect that the Senate Committee will make a valuable contribution to the 
discussion of security and defence issues and I look forward to working with 
the Committee.

The views and recommendations of the Senate Committee will be taken into 
account as the Government looks at options [concerning] future security 
challenges.

There is no doubt that the Canadian Forces are facing serious challenges.
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The committee made several recommendations on the need for the gov-
ernment to develop a “national security strategy,” to strengthen the defence 
of Canada’s coastal areas, to improve the interoperability of Canadian and 
American armed forces, and to enhance army capabilities for operations 
with the United States in North America. With regard to the army, the com-
mittee recommended:

That Canada and the U.S. upgrade their joint capacity to defend North America 
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particular Committee recommendation. There is no evidence that the Brief
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,�KDYH�QRW�VHHQ�WKH�6HQDWH�&RPPLWWHH�UHSRUW it is a welcome addition to the 
ongoing and productive dialogue on defence.”146 It seems, however, perhaps 
odd for the NDHQ staff to then offer the minister ten speaking lines that 
implicitly undercut the Senate report that he had not read. The minister 
was probably safe enough as he was advised, as usual, not to talk about 
the report, but rather to reassure anyone who would listen that “protecting 
Canada’s sovereignty [is taken] very seriously by the Canadian Forces” and 
that the government had “Shortly after September 11th … created an Ad Hoc 
Cabinet Committee on Public Security and Anti-Terrorism … [to] ensure 
that government-wide security initiatives are coordinated.”147

The Deputy Minister of DND, Margaret Bloodworth, sent a five-page 
departmental Briefing Note to the minister on 31 October 2003 that in the 
usual format first summarized the main issues raised in the 70 pages of 
research and expert witness testimony presented by the Senate committee 
with regards to coastal security. The Note, in one page of “observations,” 
assessed the Senate’s conclusions and recommendations in a less defensive 
and dismissive tone than usual. The deputy minister concurs with, and who 
would not, the committee’s opinion “… that Canada’s proximity to and 
relationship with the United States makes [Canada] “less secure is both 
true and untrue.” To the committee’s main recommendation for improved 
maritime security, the deputy minister simply observed that implement-
ing the recommendation “… would require new funding or departmental 
reallocations” which was, of course, the essential message the Senate was 
sending to the government.148

The Briefing Note was critical of only two arguments the Senators 
put forward. The Committee had concluded that the navy’s capabilities for 
“interdiction close to shore” were inadequate but caused more by the navy’s 
“attitude” than by any real lack of resources. The navy’s commitment to its 
primary role, “blue water engagement,” according to the Senators, was such 
that the navy was “unlikely to attach any kind of priority to upgrading its 
coastal defence capabilities.”

The deputy minister responded that “The committee does not seem to 
recognize that the navy’s supporting (rather than leading) role in interdiction 
close to our coasts is a question of [internal Canadian] jurisdiction rather than 
attitudes.” Implementing the changes the committee recommends would, 
she warns, “… provoke a great deal of controversy within Government.” 
Despite the deputy minister’s anxiety, one would hope that the mere bother of 
a controversy in Ottawa’s bureaucracy did not inhibit John McCallum from 
presenting to cabinet the Senate’s concerns for matters of national defence.149
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Second, the deputy minister concedes that the committee “makes two 
legitimate points” with regards to naval patrols in Canada’s coastal waters: 
“first, the navy has important responsibilities at home and abroad; and two, 
if the navy were to take the lead in interdiction along our coasts … it would 
require a new class of vessels, smaller and less expensive than a frigate …” 
Ms. Bloodworth, then, uncharacteristically for an experienced senior pub-
lic servant, appears to mock the Senators by suggesting to the minister of 
national defence that given the Committee’s call for smaller vessels, “It is 
surprising, therefore, that the Committee should not have seen in this a role 
for the Naval Reserves, given its constant preoccupation with the roles of 
the Reserves.”150 A senator might have pointed out to the deputy minister 
that the Naval Reserve, a “component” of the Canadian Forces, is assigned 
to the navy.

But is Ms. Bloodworth’s remark merely petty sniping? Taken in the 
context of this record of how bureaucrats attempt to situate reports and 
studies in ways that allow them to present to ministers ‘the truth they want 
to hear’, what is, perhaps, more instructive in this final sentence in the Note 
to John McCallum is Ms. Bloodworth’s willingness to challenge the Sen-
ate and her complete unwillingness, even in private Notes to the minister, 
to acknowledge weaknesses in the government’s policies confirmed in her 



74  Studies and Reports of the Senate of Canada

Forces, and the second, that provided specific recommendations on how best 
to resolve these problems.152 0DQDJLQJ�7XUPRLO outlined a number of “pro-
found international and domestic” changes that the Committee concluded 
would emerge in the 21st century. The committee also concluded that if 
current defence and security policies were not significantly amended, then 
Canada would be unprepared to meet these serious challenges effectively.

0DQDJLQJ�7XUPRLO made specific recommendations to address this 
changing environment and to improve foreign aid policies and the capabilities 
of the Canadian Forces. In particular, the Committee recommended increas-
ing defence funding to 2 percent of GDP; improving defence procurement 
procedures; cancelling the proposed stationing of a “rapid [Canadian Forces] 
Response unit in Goose Bay”; setting up a “Defence Foundation” scholar-
ship fund; improving parliamentary oversight of defence policy; improving 
military capabilities; entering into discussions with the United States on 
“Ballistic Missile defence”; increasing the “transparency of special opera-
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trying to do what is best for the Canadian Forces and to recommend that to 
the government. So I have been very impressed with the tone of the way the 
committee has operated and I think the fact that this is a unanimous report, 
all members, all five parties signing on to it is confirmation of that.158

This unanimity, the quality of the study, and the fact that it was produced 
by a committee dominated by Liberal members of parliament might lead 
one to assume that the study was treated with special respect in NDHQ. 
Yet, officials responded to the report very much as they had to every other 
study or report on Canada’s defence policies.

The SCONDVA report touched on subjects and made recommenda-
tions for change in policies that fell under the responsibilities of several 
departments of government including DND, Public Works/Government 
Services Canada (PWGSC), and Industry Canada as well as the Treasury 
Board. The detailed report made 38 recommendations which might, if 
implemented as the committee chairs concluded, “… [make] the procurement 
process … leaner. It could be expedited. It could be made more effective to 
make sure that every defence dollar that is spent allows us to have the best 
product possible at the most favourable price and in a timely fashion and 
so the committee had some real concerns about those points as the process 
is now constituted.”159 Other members of the committee stressed also the 
critical importance of the SCONDVA study, and the committee’s accord 
with its recommendations. As Member of Parliament Elsie Wayne put it: 
“This is a unanimous all-party strategy that we have adopted and that we 
are presenting today.”160

The committee concentrated its attention on the critical need to ensure 
and improve inter-departmental planning and decision-making coordina-
tion in the entire procurement process in ways that would best bring the 
policies and procedures of the several departments involved in military 
procurement procedures into line. The SCONDVA recommended among 
other fundamental reforms that a new process be based on “the concept of 
performance-based specifications,” that DND “clearly identify its estimated 
[equipment] deficit,” and that it adopt a strategy “for increasing the capital 
projects portion of its budget to a minimum of 23% [of the] defence budget.” 
The Committee asked for significant changes to the expenditure “approval 
authority levels” in DND to allow the department greater control over its 
plans and projects system. Members of the committee were especially deter-
mined to increase the SCONDVA’s oversight of defence spending and to see 
“[t]hat all federal government departments and agencies involved in defence 
procurement … facilitate the reforms necessary to increase the efficiency 
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and effectiveness of defence procurement” and to “improve coordination 
between departments to eliminate redundancy in the procurement process.”161

The remainder of the recommendations for the most part set out ways 
in which the SCONDVA thought coordination and planning could be im-
proved. Most of these suggestions, derived from the “dozens and dozens 
of witnesses, many, many briefs”162 that were presented to the Committee. 
These reports, briefings, and discussions with witnesses were technical in 
nature and dealt as often with complex areas of defence policy and military 
planning. The Committee asked, for example, for a complete review of the 
�����'HIHQFH�:KLWH�3DSHU, the formation of a “defence industry advisory 
board” and that “operational considerations” take priority over allocation 
of “Industrial Regional Benefit” policies. On the surface, the SCONDVA 
challenged the government and the federal public service to commit to a 
significant, government-wide rebuilding of the defence procurement process.

At its heart, however, the committee’s principal aim seems to have 
been to expose the dire situation of decaying defence capabilities and to 
add its (supposed) authority to the growing call, even within the governing 
Liberal Party, for a fundamental and expensive multi-year program to build 
a new generation of military capabilities for Canada’s national defence. It is 
ironic – but perhaps no surprise to those who deride parliament’s influence 
on policy – that it was “... the committee’s non-partisan way [and its] spirit 
of trying to do what is best for the Canadian Forces …” that immediately 
put the government and its officials on guard.

On 22 June 2000, Mr. Ian Green, Deputy Secretary to the Cabinet 
(Operations), “suggested” to Mr. Jim Judd, Deputy Minister of DND, that he 
and the deputy minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada 
“jointly take the lead in preparing proposals for the Government’s response 
to the SCONDVA” report on defence procurement.”163 Jim Judd duly coor-
dinated the assembly of a government response to the 38 recommendations 
in the 3URFXUHPHQW�6WXG\�most of which fell under the responsibilities of 
DND, PWGSC, and, to a lesser extent, the Treasury Board.

The staff response in NDHQ to this committee report was different than 
the staffing of reports and studies presented to governments by the Senate 
and academics and non-governmental organizations. The DND process for 
developing a response to the House of Commons was typically assigned 
directly by the deputy minister to assistant deputy ministers of specific 
branches in the department, whereas most other responses were managed 
and answered almost entirely by the policy and public affairs branches acting 
alone, though with input (sometimes) from military and technical staffs. This 
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On 26 June 2000, Department of National Defence officials began 
the long process of developing an inter-departmental response to the Com-
mittee’s detailed report.170 The project within DND and other departments 
was, as is common practice, divided between ‘subject matter expert’ staffs, 
each instructed to prepare a response to one or more of the 38 SCONDVA 
recommendations. The trail here, too, is difficult to follow in detail as few of 
the staff reports were available and most pages of those that were available 
were redacted. Nevertheless, the final government response was provided 
under the ATI, and though it appears the SCONDVA asked for a response 
by November 2000, the Committee did not receive the government’s report 
until after 15 March 2001, even though the bureaucrats had a response ready 
in late October 2000. Eventually, the response was delivered to the House 
of Commons sometime on or near 21 October 2001. These delays were due 
entirely to the vagaries of parliamentary politics at the end of 2000.

Briefly, the SCONDVA report was presented in June 2000 to the Sec-
ond Session of the Thirty-Sixth Parliament, but the government’s response 
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many of the recommendations may have been overtaken by new policies or 
procedures; the available report seems in places to indicate that outcome.

Whether it was relevant when it finally reached the House of Commons, 
the government’s 21-page response was comprehensive if not necessarily 
encouraging in its comments on the Committee’s work.174 In its introduction, 
the government seems to welcome the committee’s report which it “… has 
considered carefully.” Furthermore, the House of Commons is informed: 
“The Government shares the concerns of the Committee over the need to 
reform the procurement process. This is important in order to ensure that 
the Government’s requirements for goods and services are effectively met, 
Canadian taxpayers get value for money, and Canadian economic and in-
dustrial interests are supported.” This message of “concern” is reinforced 
by the ‘cut and paste’ statement used repeatedly in responses to House of 
Commons recommendations: “The government recognizes the importance 
of open and transparent reporting to support effective communications with 
Parliament and Canadians.”175

In general, however, the government responded to House of Commons 
recommendations in two ways. The most common response addressed 
recommendations with an explanation of what the government policy was 
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government countered the committee’s recommendation for a review of the 
�����'HIHQFH�:KLWH�3DSHU by�pointing to several procurement projects it 
LQWHQGHG to fund – new search and rescue helicopters, a major upgrade of 
the CF18 fleet, the purchase of Upholder submarines, and the replacement 
of the “ageing Sea King fleet” – as “… significant progress … made since 
the [white paper was issued] in making the Canadian Forces more combat 
capable.”179

As with all the Senate and House of Commons committee reports 
and studies, there is no record that the House of Commons took any action 
to challenge the government’s responses to this report or to hold ministers 
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was again on a sound footing, it became reasonable to expect an injection of 
new funding for the Canadian Forces. Some progress has been made in this 
regard, but more is needed.180

The Committee’s review of the DND (VWLPDWHV�and the accompanying 
departmental 5HSRUW�RQ�3ODQV�DQG�3ULRULWLHV produced recommendations 
aimed at strengthening defence capabilities by taking action on the much 
delayed Maritime Helicopter project; increasing Canadian Forces personnel 
levels; building the capital budget, strategic sea and airlift, and air-to-air 
refueling resources; and increasing the overall defence budget.

Officials within DND kept a close watch on the committee’s work and 
the media after the report was made public. Public Affairs officials reported 
several critical reports published by the 2WWDZD�&LWL]HQ, 7KH�*D]HWWH��7KH�
+LOO�7LPHV�� the 7RURQWR�6XQ, and 7KH�&KURQLFOH�+HUDOG� among others. 
This media attention prompted DND public affairs and Finance branch of-
ficials to prepare “Advice for the minister” in the usual format. The advice, 
intended for use in the House or in media scrums, begins with the usual 
opening remark: “I welcome SCONDVA’s Report on the 2001-2002 Report 
on Plans and Priorities as a clear demonstration of the important contribu-
tion Committees can make. The Government will review it carefully and 
will respond as appropriate.” 181

This welcome is then followed by seven ‘bullets’ suggesting ways in 
which the minister, Art Eggleton, could reassure Canadians that “[t]he Gov-
ernment is committed to ensuring that the Canadian Forces has the people, 
equipment, and training it needs.” The bullets provide the minister with the 
recent history of defence budgets and recent supplements to DND 2000-2001 
funding. The advice switches in the fifth bullet to a statement of the gov-
ernment’s support to “quality of life” programs introduced in the Canadian 
Forces in the previous year. Only at the sixth bullet does the advice suggest 
the minister speak directly to the Committee report: “Looking ahead, our 
objective is to increase our equipment expenditures to around 23% of the 
total defence budget by investing in Canadian Forces modernization priori-
ties, such as strategic sea and airlift capabilities.” This often-stated capital 
expenditure goal announced in many defence policy statements has rarely 
been achieved by any government since 1956 and was never even close to 
being achieved by the Chrétien government.182

Officials provided the minister with additional facts and figures deal-
ing with recruiting and quality of life policies for use “if pressed” in the 
Commons or by the media. His senior staff, however, provided no advice 
on the actual recommendations made by the Committee or any hint on how 
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this “welcomed” report might be incorporated into government plans and 
priorities.183

The government’s response to the House of Commons – due in Novem-
ber – was prepared quickly. The staff simply addressed each recommendation 
and in six pages rehearsed government policies and accomplishments.184 As 
with other such public remarks, the government made its best case for its 
defence policy and its allocation of funds to it. For example, the Committee’s 
recommendation to “proceed as quickly as possible with the Maritime He-
licopter Project to ensure delivery of replacements … in 2005” is countered 
with the simple assurance that the government “… intends to proceed as 
quickly as possible with the implementation of the project.”185 The response 
suggests that a delivery of the new aircraft is possible in 2005, but cautions 
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The other group that could potentially comment on the SCONDVA report 
and the Government Response is the defence academic community. Like the 
defence associations, the themes of budget shortfall, the need for more spend-
ing on the capital program and personnel shortages are commonly included in 
academic commentary. For example, when appearing before the Committee 
on April 3, 2001, Professor Douglas Bland of Queen’s University expressed 
concern over each of these issues.

Of particular interest on the academic side will be the pending release of a 
report by a group calling themselves the Council for Canadian Security in the 
21st Century. The group, chaired by Professor Jack Granatstein and Senator 
Laurier LaPierre, is undertaking a comprehensive examination of Canadian 
security policy in anticipation of what they believe may be a defence policy 
review. The core assumption of the study is that Canada needs combat-capable 
forces to meet the challenges of the new millennium. Contributors to the 
Council include virtually every well-known Canadian defence academic, 
several retired members of the Canadian Forces … and a number of notable 
Canadians including former Defence Minister Jean Jacques Blais.190

The following ‘comments’ paragraph to this section was redacted from 
the ATI release.

Other than making this formal response to the House of Commons, 
there is no evidence in the ATI files that the government or DND took any 
action to reshape or otherwise amend its policies in response to the House 
of Commons committee report or its recommendations.

State of Readiness of the Canadian Forces: Response to  
the Terrorist Threat, 7 November 2001
Two months after the terror attacks on North America, SCONDVA 

tabled an interim report – 6WDWH� RI�5HDGLQHVV� RI� WKH�&DQDGLDQ�)RUFHV��
5HVSRQVH� WR� WKH�7HUURULVW�7KUHDW Èa!怅 nte]Ҁ)耈 
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national defence and disaster response capabilities of the Canadian Forces 
that challenged the government’s national security policies and its future 
federal budget priorities.192

Although it is evident in the memoranda written by senior staff of-
ficers in NDHQ to other officers and officials in both DND and other 
departments that the report was a major concern, the limited number of 
documents provided by DND in response to our ATI request is curious. In 
all, we received only four memoranda: an announcement of staff meetings; 
a list of “proposed OPIs & OCIs”193 identified to prepare comments on 
specific recommendations; an undated and unaddressed summary of the 
SCONDVA report (it has the appearance of a Briefing Note for the minister); 
and a copy of the final government response to parliament. What is missing 
from the file are the usual “advice to the minister;” policy and public af-
fairs correspondence concerning the report even though memoranda refer 
to “statements by the minister”; a “media action plan”; and internal emails 
or other drafting documents.

The available documents display, again, senior public servants and mili-
tary officers acting to support the government’s pre-September 2001 policies 
even when the advice they provide seems problematic in the circumstances 
facing the Canadian Forces already in difficulty because of almost ten years 
of underfunding and operational stress. The internal DND summary of the 
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XQGHU�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�E\�1DWLRQDO�'HIHQFH.” The second bullet, again typi-
cal in such notes, remarks that “SCONDVA’s report downplays many of 
the efforts that DND/Canadian Forces have made in recent years. Nor is 
there sufficient recognition made of recent budget increases or equipment 
purchases when [the Committee is] highlighting the so-called ‘crisis’ the 
Canadian Forces is in the midst of.” The writer complains that “[t]he Com-
mittee’s report could easily leave the impression that the Canadian Forces are 
currently ill-prepared to deal with the current threat environment …” – which 
was, without a doubt, the essential message the Liberal Party-dominated 
SCONDVA was making. Finally, the Summary observes, “… there appears 
to be insufficient appreciation by the Committee that funding will remain 
limited and also fails to put a dollar figure on how much their proposed 
recommendations will cost.”196

The formal “Government Response” to the SCONDVA report on the 
“terrorist threat” reflects in more detail and careful language the sense of the 
Summary Note.197 The 12-page response addresses each recommendation 
in order. The “Introduction” to the response indicates immediately that the 
government would treat the SCONDVA assessment much as it had the earlier 
SCONDVA “Report on Plans and Priorities” of 2001; that is to say, in a not-
quite-dismissive manner, but in a rather condescending and lecturing tone:

Clearly, the events of September 11 have had an impact on the security en-
vironment in which Canada finds itself. Canadians have expressed concern 
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The “response” claims to provide parliament with “… a concise over-
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consultations with Parliament will continue to be part of the Government’s 
ongoing management of Canada’s security interests.

Recommendation 10: That Canada acquire additional heavy transport 
aircraft and replace older models to ensure the strategic lift and tactical 
airlift capabilities [of the Canadian Forces].

Response: The Canadian Forces’ current airlift capacity is based on the CC150 
and the CC130 Hercules, as well as on the use of chartered heavy lift aircraft, 
when required. The Government has made a clear commitment to ensuring 
that the Canadian Forces will continue to be equipped to provide an effective 
and rapid response capability. DND has identified this as a planning priority.

Recommendation 11: That the Government place a higher priority on 
providing the Canadian Forces with additional sealift capability.

Response: The Government is committed to maintaining a modern, deployable 
and sustainable military capability … [and] will consider the issue of sealift 
in the context of addressing the broader challenges facing the Department 
and the Canadian Forces.

Recommendation 16: That more training be provided to the Reserve … on 
the detection and on measures to deal with the consequences of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical attacks so they can operate safely … if they are 
deployed to assist civilian authorities.

Response: The Department is assessing the requirement … in light of the 
events of September 11.

Recommendation 18: That [DND] bolster the ability of the Reserves to 
contribute to disaster relief and to the military’s response to terrorist 
attacks in Canada.

Response: The Reserves are an important component of the Canadian 
Forces  … The Department’s Land Force Reserve Restructure project is 
intended to further enhance the Reserve Force.

The Government’s responses to the committee’s other recommendation 
dealing with matters of the integration of security and disaster organizations 
and so on were treated generally with ‘explanations’ of the status quo and 
hints at future assessments. The wonder is that if parliament’s recommenda-
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military “contributions to international stability,” the defence of Canada, and 
the state of military personnel generally. The committee built its assessments 
and recommendations from evidence presented by witnesses and from the 
background it had gathered in its four previous reports.202

The committee sets out the political context of their report in the first 
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day the report was tabled in the House of Commons, and amended on 5, 12, 
and 19 June. Typical of the ‘usual process’, once the first draft of “advice” 
was completed, it, and not the report SHU�VH, became the overriding focus of 
NDHQ staff effort and the deputy minister’s attention. In the midst of this 
work, officials also prepared a “Briefing Note for the Minister” and sent it 
to the minister’s office on the 11 June.

In their first draft Advice, officials in NDHQ advise the minister to state 
that “[t]he Government welcomes SCONDVA’s report tabled this morning 
and will carefully consider its recommendations.” They suggest also that the 
minister state, “We expect that many of the issues identified in SCONDVA’s 
latest report would be considered as the Government moves forward with 
the Defence Update.”205 In the second draft, the first recommendation is 
merely to thank the Committee for its report while holding to the promise 
to consider the report as it reviewed Canada’s defence policy.206 In the third 
and fourth drafts, there is no ‘welcome’ nor any commitment to consider 
the report in the future at all.

The third and fourth drafts concentrate solely on “defence funding 
and capabilities.” In these concise notes, the first four ‘bullets’ are meant to 
remind parliament and the media that “[t]he Government is committed to 
ensuring that the Canadian Forces has the people, equipment, and training 
it needs to protect Canadian sovereignty.” They emphasize the government’s 
planned increases in defence spending “that will total approximately $5 
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Officials, on the other hand, took issue with most of the Committee’s 
other recommendations. They repeated the government’s claim to adequate 
defence funding and criticized the Committee’s recommendation to meet 
a so-called NATO standard base on GDP ratios.216 The Briefing Note chal-
lenges the Committee’s use of statistics on Canada’s defence funding: “The 
report fails to mention that not all statistics are as unflattering for Canada” 
and suggests that by simply changing the funding measurement from GDP 
to total dollars spent annually would make things look brighter. In the Note, 
they continue: “The Committee does not acknowledge the budget increases 
provided in the 1999, 2000, and 2001 budgets.”217

The Committee’s recommendation to increase parliament’s oversight 
of security and defence issues is met with a flat statement that “A number 
of parliamentary committees are already very much involved in discussion 
[sic] of security and defence issues and already provide an oversight function. 
And the Department is always very interested in receiving their views.”218 
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where the Observation Section commences. It is our view, however, that 
the Observations section is entirely off the mark.

--------------------------

Ten minutes later, the VCDS, LGen George Macdonald, contacts MGen 
Dempster (Turner’s superior):

From:	 Macdonald LGen G@VCDSOttawa-Hull

Sent:	 Monday, June 10, 2002, 2:54 PM

To:	 Dempster MGen D@DGSP@Ottawa-Hull

Subject:	BN [Briefing Note] ADM (Pol) Return on SCONDVA 	
	 State of Readiness Report

I have not seen the BN, but was under the impression that our offer to 
coordinate [it] was rejected [by the deputy minister]. Please bring me up 
to date verbally on where we are at with this and our own analysis. This is 
a little tricky to staff to the DM/CDS and higher if we are not in agreement 
[with the policy staff].

--------------------------
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command and control and air defence capability may not require the one for 
one replacement of the four Tribal class destroyers”; and that the Govern-
ment has a “unique process” to begin to replace the Sea King helicopters 
but warns that “the possibility of delays exists.”228

The Chrétien government never did issue a new direction for national 
defence. The ships project announced in 2002 is still being developed in 
2011. There are no keels laid for new replenishment ships. The Sea King 
continue to fly, more or less. No reliable readiness system was developed. 
The defence procurement system is still cumbersome and overly staff-ridden. 
Recognition that “the Canadian Forces have challenges” brings forth rhetori-
cal “commitments” to this and that project delivered by skilled bureaucrats 
who dutifully concoct improbable strategies expressed in pulp mills of 
paper plans supported by an ever-ready panacea of fast-fading, fantastic 
management frameworks. Nothing, however, is suggested in the response to 
the clear demand from the House of Commons: deliver a national defence 
policy to modernize and enhance Canadian Forces operational capabilities.

The SCONDVA’s # 1 Recommendation to the government – that “The 
government increase the annual base budget for [DND] to between 1.5% 
and 1.6% of GDP with the increase to be phased in over the next three years 
and continue to move towards the NATO average” – was the VLQH�TXD�QRQ 
underpinning the committee’s broader aim “… of helping the Canadian 
Forces recoup, and indeed enhance, some of what they need to carry on as 
a professional fighting force.”229



Chapter Six

$�6XPPDU\��7KHRU\�DQG�3UDFWLFH

Gaining Influence by Influencing the ‘Usual Process’
The documents and the interviews used in this study suggest strongly 

that it is not the quality of external studies and reports that influences de-
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“Advice” even when these notes dismissed entirely the substance of the 
report at hand. Liberal government ministers appeared to accept without 
question the dismissal by officials of reports prepared by Senate and House 
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work and effort displayed in the many preceding studies that had gradually 
raised public and media awareness and interest in the state of the Canadian 
Forces and defence policy generally. It was the climax, as it turned out, 
of a long effort by academics, senators, members of parliament, and other 
national leaders and opinion makers to convince Liberal and Conservative 
politicians that they could no longer safely neglect national defence policy 
or the circumstances facing members of the Canadian Forces.

External studies and reports were somewhat influential to the extent that 
they created over time a public awareness that the defence of Canada and 
the nation’s place in the world were in serious disrepair. The reports, from 
inside and outside parliament, repeatedly warned citizens of the weaknesses 
in the Liberal government’s defence policy and created gradually a public 
appetite for change. They also figured prominently in the formulation of 
the Conservative Party’s defence policy studies and the defence policy they 
introduced in parliament once they were in office.234

These effects should not be overstated as other factors were in play at 
the same time. When, for instance, the “defence deficit” the reports explained 
were verified dramatically by images such as the burning submarine, +0&6�
&KLFRXWLPL, adrift in the Atlantic Ocean on 5 October 2004, in Canada’s 
inability to respond in a timely fashion to the humanitarian disaster in In-
donesia in December 2004, and in the Canadian Forces’ very limited ability 
to join in the attacks on Afghanistan-based terrorist units after September 
2001, the titles and findings and images from these reports – &DXJKW�LQ�WKH�
0LGGOH; $�1DWLRQ�DW�5LVN; )RU�DQ�([WUD������%XFNV; &DQDGD�ZLWKRXW�$UPHG�
)RUFHV"; and others – came to life in the public’s mind.

The collective influence of these events and these reports and studies 
was demonstrated by Prime Minister Paul Martin’s energetic, but ultimately 
too late, attempts to radically change the Liberal government’s national 
defence policies. He was unable, no matter the sincerity of his efforts, to 
convince Canadians and members of the Canadian Forces that the Liberal 
Party was on a new track and recognized the need for a significant defence 
policy review and appropriate defence funding.235

The new direction Prime Minister Martin intended to promote was 
captured first in a speech he gave in Toronto in early December 2003 while 
campaigning for the post-Chrétien leadership of the Liberal Party. In his 
speech titled, “Canada’s Role in a Complex World,” Martin acknowledged 
many of the findings in the reports and studies reviewed in this monograph, 
but, of course, without direct reference to them.236 The concepts in his To-
ronto speech became eventually the framework for Martin’s foreign and 
defence policies doctrine:
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[The] attention Canada paid to its international instruments [declined] as 
priority was given to getting our domestic house in order. Our diplomatic 
network, our foreign and trade policy capacity our defence capabilities, and 
our commitment to development suffered as a result. Canada will have to do 
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Sending finely researched papers to parliament and NDHQ produces 
few positive results without prior public interest. Sending advance copies 
of studies to NDHQ simply allows officials a head start in preparing their 
(typically) dismissive notes. Modern policy influencers prepare careful media 
events, provide the media with ‘cut and paste bullets’ explaining their study’s 
major findings, recommendations, and arguments, and gets them out (under 
embargo) several days before the public release of the study.

The release strategy for the Queen’s/CDAI study, CWAF?, is an 
example of this process aimed at overcoming the ‘usual process’. In their 
assessments of the report, officials confirmed unintentionally the useful-
ness of the strategy in their complaints that the authors were unfairly using 
the media to advance their views: “I also don’t think we can ignore the 
fact that reports like this show a considerable amount of public relations 
strategizing on the part of Bland et al. You don’t usually get headlines 
with measured, nuanced reflection – but ‘mass extinction’ will earn you 
5 minutes of fame.”240

Every release plan should include a schedule of related events over 
several days: pre-release lures for the media; careful attention to the ‘news 
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the chair and the members very carefully mapped out before any hearing 
the principal issues to be addressed, the strategy for digging information 
out of sometimes reluctant ministers and officials and officers and their 
plan to maximize the presentation of their findings and recommendations. 
These particular subject strategies then formed the framework for calling 
witnesses, for the questions and the challenges that would be presented to 
them, and the follow-on information the committees would demand from 
governments.

The third innovation was the decision to “take the show on the road.”241 
The intent, and a successful idea, was to take questions on policies and 
practices directly to the officials and workers and soldiers and sailors who 
were obliged to implement the governments’ policies. These field trips, for 
instance, to Afghanistan, to major Canadian ports and airport handling 
facilities, and to military bases and communities provided unequalled ac-
cess to ‘witnesses’ who would only rarely have the means or be allowed to 
travel to Ottawa to meet otherwise immovable committees of the Senate 
and the House of Commons.

Fourth, the Senate Committee on National Security and Defence pur-
posely designed and formatted their reports to make them clear, readable, 
and pointed. The texts were, in almost all cases, addressed not to expert 
readers and members of the Senate and the House of Commons and espe-
cially not to federal bureaucrats, but to the media and to the lay public. The 
conclusions were especially highlighted and reinforced with direct quotes 
from the “ordinary Canadians we encountered in our research travels.”242

Finally, this Senate committee very deliberately tracked the responses 
of governments to their recommendations and published the committee’s 
reaction to them. This “recall procedure” helped the Senate in some respects 
to overcome the inhibiting custom that governments have no obligation to 
respond to Senate reports (unless the Senate asks formally for such a re-
sponse). The gambit allowed the Senate committee to simply recall witnesses 
to ask them what action had been taken to implement the Senate’s recom-
mendations. The “threat of such confessions”, as one senator described it, 
seemed to sharpen officials’ and officers’ initial testimony and the attention 
of members in the PCO as they prepared their responses to reports.

We must note, however, that while these procedures and practices 
greatly highlighted and enhanced the committee’s reports, the policy influ-
ence was at best uneven. Nevertheless, the Senate’s security and defence 
committee was especially effective and influential in bringing to the public’s 
attention the insecurity in Canadian ports and in the negligent handling of 
stowed cargo at Canadian airports. The committee can take a great deal 
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of credit for significantly influencing the government’s security policies 
in these areas and in the reallocation of government funding for national 
security policy generally. The prime mover in these cases was the media, 
well primed by a (mostly) non-partisan committee and its energetic chair, 
Senator Colin Kenny.

Five Key Recommendations for National Defence and Security 
Committees of Parliament

1.	 Act as though parliament does not intend to be treated with contempt 
by ministers, officials, or other servants.

2.	 Conduct specific inquiries, not wide-ranging, whole-of-policy studies. 
For example, study in detail the specifics of individual military acquisi-
tions and not the entire government, multi-departmental procurement 
apparatus. Reports on comprehensive studies merely provide govern-
ments and officials great opportunities to deliberately “miss” the vital 
points committees might be trying to make and give officials and their 
masters reasons to delay, sometimes for months, governments’ responses 
to committees’ recommendations.

3.	 Develop a process of “will-say” interviews to take place (perhaps in-
camera) before witnesses are called to testify in public as a means of 
determining lines of inquiry for committees dealing with complex 
matters. This process is commonplace in other types of inquiries and 
in the production of public affairs media shows. These pre-interviews 
could very well be managed directly by senior, well-informed commit-
tee research staffs.

4.	 Always demand a comprehensive response from government for every 
House of Commons report – and put them on short timelines to respond. 
For the Senate, always use provisions that allow for committees to make 
demands for timely responses from governments.

5.	 Always conduct follow-up committee hearings and re-call witnesses to 
review governments’ formal responses to every parliamentary report. 
Failure to do so not only leaves recommendations hanging in the air, 
but also provides a huge incentive for governments (and their officials) 
to return to parliament gaseous responses devoid of meaning knowing 
that their responses will never be challenged once they are received by 
the Senate or the House of Commons.
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Minister
The Minister holds office during pleasure, has the management and direc-
tion of the Canadian Forces and of all matters relating to national defence 
and is responsible for

(D)	
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Regular Force
There shall be a component of the Canadian Forces, called the Regular 
Force, that consists of officers and non-commissioned members who are 
enrolled for continuing, full-time military service.

Reserve Force
There shall be a component of the Canadian Forces, called the Reserve 
Force, that consists of officers and non-commissioned members who are 
enrolled for other than continuing, full-time military service when not on 
active service.
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