
Editor’s Note: This is the text of an address to the
Security and Defence Forum in Ottawa on 24 April 2001.

t is an honour to be asked to address the forum this
evening.  It is made up of scholars, practitioners and
students of defence policy — all of whom have taken
a specialized interest in defence and foreign policy
which enriches the country and the body of under-

standing we have in these areas.

I do not come to defence policy from an academic
background.  The initiative now being taken by the
Institute for Research on Public Policy on national securi-
ty issues stems from our ongoing interest in the challenges
of governance in a modern state.  It is my hope that this
will encourage other free standing, university and non-uni-
versity-based research centres to contribute to the debate
on security policy to complement what the Security and
Defence Forum has been doing for some time.  The
Department of National Defence deserves genuine praise
for the support it gives, through the Security and Defence
Forum, to the academic research institutes and pro-
grammes nation wide.  This support — combined with a

new military journal, the creation of a military leadership
institute based in Kingston, and the possibility of a defence
university — reflects forward thinking by the military
leadership on the intellectual exigencies of a modern com-
bat force with a wide range of tasks in a complex world.

My purpose tonight is to advance another perspec-
tive that relates not so much to what our security policy
should be, but how as a modern democracy we should
go about shaping that policy.  The ‘how’ relates to the
‘what’ in the following manner:

The way we shape national security policy does not
matter significantly if we are comfortable that the
resources in place, as we speak, to finance our legiti-
mate national security interests are sufficient.  I begin
with the premise that they are not.

In a democracy, the case for more public resources
for areas like the military, security and intelligence,
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“At the Parliamentary level, we need a permanent structure with independent research capacity and permanent staff to engage on national security.”
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the RCMP, strategic infrastructure protection and
immigration control cannot be assumed to be self-evi-
dent simply because of what should be the apparent
complexity of the risks we face.  For many of our fel-
low citizens, the end of the Cold War and the domi-
nance of our American neighbour and friend as a mili-
tary power with long reach and immense strategic
capacity means we have no needs nor preferences that
matter, or that require separate financing.  For some,
our inability to extend our reach around the globe lib-
erates us from serious levels of expenditure and com-
mitment.  In this scenario, Canada is the trusted helper,
and helpers do not need independent capacity or
increased resources.

The way the case for more public resources must
be made in a democracy, then, cannot exclude parlia-
mentarians, the public or the media — and, to be fair,
they are not excluded now.  Parliamentary estimates

are brought forward.  Committee hearings in the
House and the Senate — such as the House hearings
on combat-readiness — do take place.  Officials from
DND and the mili tary leadership join with the
Minister to answer questions and make their case.
Sometimes these are events of public impact and
sometimes they are not necessarily of great signifi-
cance.  Sometimes, and this happens under govern-
ments of all affiliations, the government makes a
diversionary announcement about procurement,
deployment or innovation at the time of the commit-
tee meetings — just as the opposition or the media
can be relied upon to break some related story or
release a new poll so as to influence the agenda
according to their priorities or biases.  This, too, is
democracy, and we should not be dismissive or con-
descending about it.

My modest proposition tonight relates to the
process that precedes the preparation of the estimates
and determines the resource allocation, system-wide,
relative to national security issues.

Before offering an idea or two on this process for
you to reflect upon tonight, I owe you complete honesty
about my biases.

My first work on defence policy was at a very
young age, while still at university in this city some
30 years ago working with the opposition research
office on something called the Blue Paper on National
Defence.  The ‘enemy’ in the 1970s was Mr. Hellyer’s
Armed Forces integration and the threat by Prime
Minister Trudeau to withdraw from NATO obligations in
Europe.  I am, of course, completely non-partisan as I
speak to you tonight; but it would be less than hon-
ourable to imply that those early days did not have a
formative impact on my views.

My experience twenty-one years later, as both a
senior policy advisor to the Prime Minister and Chief of
Staff — during which time I dealt with two Ministers of

National Defence, two Chiefs of the Defence
Staff, one Associate Minister of National Defence,
two Ministers of Justice, two Ministers of
Immigration, two Foreign Ministers, two Clerks
of the Privy Council, two Associate Cabinet
Secretaries for Foreign Policy, one Deputy
Minister of National Defence, one RCMP
Commissioner and one CSIS Director, and all this
between 1991 and 1993 — left me one clear
impression in this area.

The cabinet process as now structured does
not encourage integration between national secu-
rity priorities that are rightfully discharged
through existing line departments of the federal
government.  In fact, the present system encour-
ages direct vertical relationships between each
operational department through the Deputy
Minister (or Agency ‘Head’) to the Clerk of the
Privy Council, and directly through the Clerk to
the Prime Minister.

As you can imagine, few prime ministers and
even fewer clerks of the Privy Council have any

incentive to broaden this linkage to include others.
And, to be fair, a competently run Privy Council Office
would ensure that more than one department or view
was canvassed before advice goes to a prime minister.
But they would do that on all policy matters including
defence and security.  That being said, it is my recollec-
tion that the cabinet committee that is supposed to con-
sider security and intelligence rarely meets.  If one
thinks about it for a moment, one can figure out why
departments in this sector, who are getting their way
either relative to mandate or resources, would have no
interest in a broad round-table with competing views
and interests.  A Prime Minister’s Office or that of the
Clerk need not be power hungry or exclusionary to hon-
estly conclude that the less said about certain matters in
rooms of more than two people, the better off we are for
a host of legitimate reasons — the safety of our forces
in theatre, the security agreement we have with other
countries, the fear of leaks, etc.  All of which is valid —
but applies in my view to operational issues, not issues
of policy development or of consultation and discussion
prior to a decision being made.
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Canadian troops with the UN Force in Eritrea observe the withdrawal of Ethiopian
forces, February 2001.



Another, which I should share tonight as I have
recently done elsewhere, relates to the uniformed lead-
ership of our Armed Forces.  They are among the very
best who serve any country, in uniform or out.  Many
have extensive experience abroad, and in precise and
demanding operational roles.  Many have served with
and at the UN, in embassies, and as part of internation-
al military and diplomatic efforts.  I believe they do not
get to speak out enough publicly, before deci-
sions are made.  I do not question for a moment
that decisions should ultimately be made by
elected politicians and governments that pos-
sess the confidence of Parliament.  Nor do I
question for a moment that, once decisions are
made, uniformed military leadership must sup-
port them or honourably resign.

But, before decisions are made, our uni-
formed leadership deserve a role — and a public
one.  In the end, they differ from other public
servants in this way: through the chain of com-
mand, they themselves or others under their
command will be asked to risk their lives in the
national and security interests of this country, at
home and abroad.  The fact that those risks will
be assessed carefully and responsibly by the best
and brightest we have is important — but does
not dilute this central point.  If police officers
can speak out on law enforcement budgets and
practices, which, in the end, are set by civilians
who are elected (or appointed by those who are), why are
military leaders not encouraged to do the same thing
before broad policy decisions are taken?

I believe the problem here is context.  The single-
party majority control of Parliament that our system
provides for, and the closed process by which spending
priorities and budgets are set, are not conducive to
encouraging public debate before decisions are made.
And clearly, other groups dealing with security issues
like CSIS, the RCMP, immigration and the foreign serv-
ice are not generally known for their natural tendency to
encourage broad public discussion about their work.

But this has begun to change in recent years. [The
Honourable] Paul Martin, to his credit, has endeavoured
to open up the pre-budget consultations.  Various organ-
izations, notably CSIS on issues involving terrorism and
its financing, and the RCMP on organized crime, have
been making their concerns over policy choices public
— and this is to very much their credit.  But the process
is disjointed and the progress slow.

So, what is to be done?  Let me offer two ideas, one
new and one not-so-new, to improve our situation.

First, at the Parliamentary level, we need a perma-
nent structure with independent research capacity and
permanent staff to engage on national security.  For
many years Senator William Kelly of Ontario (now
retired) chaired a Senate Committee on security and
intelligence which did more than a credible job on some
aspects of national security.  And, as we all know, the
Commons committee dealing with national defence has
had many meetings of real value under competent lead-

ership over the years from different political parties.
They are involved now in an important review process
on combat capability.

But, those two committees came into being initially
when the context of the Cold War and the nature of
national security threats were simpler and more pre-
dictable.  Today, with the broad range of ethnic and mil-

itary tensions in the world, new risks relating to drug
trafficking, human smuggling, public health and organ-
ized crime, and the proliferation of biological weapons
and computer viruses, Canada needs a more integrated
Parliamentary leadership and presence.

A joint Senate-House Committee on National Security
with a joint chairmanship from both the Commons and the
Senate could have the specific mandate to:

● Assess, with the aid of Canada’s military, diplomat-
ic and security personnel, the full range of risks fac-
ing Canada in the short, medium and long term.

● Recommend to Parliament appropriate resource lev-
els necessary to meet legitimate operational require-
ments and the priority that should be assigned to
those requirements.

● Report to Parliament and the public on issues,
problems and challenges the government of Canada
must address in the pursuit of national and security
interests.

● Conduct research as may be necessary on matters relat-
ed to public policy in the area of national security.

● Receive and review the estimates of the Department
of National Defence, the Department of Foreign
Affairs and International Trade, and the Solicitor
General, and to review other departments from
time to time that have operations in the area of
National Security.

The creation of this joint committee — with perma-
nent staff and research capacity and its interdisciplinary
approach to national security — may well encourage a
full re-examination of the way the federal government
organizes the management of national security matters.
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Canadian troops deployed in NATO-led coalition operations in Bosnia.



And this comes to an old idea advanced most
recently by Jane Boulden in a Claxton defence paper a
couple of years ago — but one that, in an updated
form, would in my view be a step ahead.  The present
Cabinet Committee on security rarely meets, and if I
am wrong in this, well, I would be absolutely and pleas-
antly surprised.

A National Council for Security Planning, chaired
by the Prime Minister or his designate, based and staffed
in the Privy Council Office, and made up of the heads of
the military, the RCMP, CSIS, and Foreign Affairs and

International Trade would be a substantive step ahead to
internal integration on national securities issues.  This
would involve not much more than fifteen people,
including relevant Ministers of the Crown.  They could
meet quarterly or more frequently as required.

The NCSP’s mandate could include:

● The integrated review of security risks to Canada
and actions being taken by agencies and depart-
ments in apprehension of those risks.

● An integrated planning approach to resource alloca-
tion and requirements.

● An annual integrated public report to Parliament
and Canadians.

● A review of the effectiveness of oversight and plan-
ning activities regarding operations and related issues.

● A review of the changing international and domestic
context in the short-, medium- and long-term view
and actions Canadians should be taking relative to
these changes.

This NCSP staff at PCO could be seconded from
appropriate departments and agencies.  The existing
Associate Secretaries for Cabinet dealing with Foreign
Policy and Defence would be combined in one Deputy
Clerk of the Privy Council for National Security, who

would be the senior staff person ‘on the file’ in an inte-
grated fashion all the time.

There will be other approaches to this aspect of
security policy, and we should welcome them and
encourage a broad national debate.

In the end, security and defence will receive their
necessary resources because what they do is seen to be
necessary, well thought out and legitimate.  That legiti-
macy cannot be completely disconnected from public
awareness or understanding.  In fact, in some consider-

able respect, a good part of that legitimacy
must be tied to that understanding and
awareness.

While my security clearance expired a
few years ago, my high regard for the men
and women who protect Canada’s security
at home and abroad with combat readi-
ness, inter-agency intelligence, border
interdiction, and solid domestic and inter-
national police work has not.  They do an
outstanding job with fewer resources than
most, and deserve support and credit for
the job they do.  Much of what is done on
an operational basis requires discretion,
confidentiality and secrecy.  It is wrong to
contest that harsh reality.  But much of
what we need to know and discuss in
order to move forward as a country on
these challenges — and do so in a way
that respects Parliamentary democracy
and operational exigencies — can and
should be in the public domain.

The risk of not doing so — of not open-
ing up what we can to Parliamentary dis-

cussion and legitimate public debate — is the risk of
isolated disengagement.

Nothing matters more to Canadians than a society of
laws and democratic norms reflecting the values we share.

Threats to that kind of society, threats to its safety and
security, threats to its balance and integrity, constitute an
issue in which all Canadians have a genuine interest.

The way we approach these decisions and issues
must not isolate Canadians or treat them in a conde-
scending way.  To be sure, there is an important element
to the operational side on national security that must be
kept confidential; but there is no excuse for letting that
element squeeze Parliament and Canadians completely
out of the process, or chronically dilute what should be
an integrated approach within government itself.  

This is not an area where, by and large, we need be
ashamed of Canada’s performance.  To the contrary,
there is much to be proud about and many in whom to
have confidence.  Which is not to suggest we cannot do
better in how we govern in this area or, above all, that
we should not try.
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“I believe [the uniformed leadership of our Armed Forces] do not get to speak out enough
publicly, before decisions are made.”


