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Abstract

This thesis addresses .the issue of*Canadian military
pérticipatioh in NA"D from 1969 to the breSe .. Employing
the perspective of decision and organfzation.theory, the
central qbfcﬁion asked is whether or not decision. and
organﬁ:atlun “h«eor - were both misunderstood aﬁdbmisapplieé
by - the Trudeau g»vérnmént, and whether or not these
shortcowings ha . had profound negative long-term
consejuences or the bufsuip of overall policy objectives;
From this research the analyfis suggests that the
Trude;u government's approach in the context 6f
decision-making and_sthctural.change ﬁas generally
debilitated Csnada's defence capabilities, and'specifically
limited the coﬁntﬁy's ability to meet its-NATO commitment.
Thét prbceés of débilitation has at best been redressed only
in a rhetorical sense. This inattention has renc .reds
ineffective in the loné—term what was aﬁd should have
reﬁained a viable inp?t into.fSEFign-po%icy formulétion -

. S Vo i o
Canada's participation in NATO and the material military

commitment necessary to make thqﬁ/participation credible in

the eyes of Canada's NATO allies. The Trudeau government

"has shown little if any.inclination»to address this issue

and, in practical terms, it may be too late.

..



Preface-

The choice ¢i topic for this thesis stemmed from an
interest in the decision-making process; more specifically,
in‘the application of that process to the formulation of
.foreigﬁ policy and the implications for policy
impfgmentation. An initial survey of the literature
relating to decision theory and decision models led tc an
interest in what might best be described as éualifierr of
the decision-making process - organizatiohal prpcéss.qnd'f”

- bureaucratic politics. These areas of tﬁeoretical interest
stimuiated a desire to examine that thedry iﬁ the light éf
gmpir{gal evidence, preferably in a»CanadiéP/conFext. A

‘personal'inte:est in defence poiicygand'its part of place in
the férmulation‘ofbfdreign policy;‘specifically‘thét
relating to NATO, §uggested this area as a topic for
analysis.'“The'daté and tfmévframe Qere_seleéted beéause it
was feit £Hétﬁ£hey’éncompassed pa;ticulaf approacties to

decision-making, in light of which the eleménﬂs of

'3 .
decision-making and relevance of the dominant conceptual

approaches[ inc1udfng'the\qualifiers,'could be examined. On
the basis of,preliminary research it beéame_necessary to
include a fufther‘fhéoreticarvﬁerspeCtive}'ofgénization
theory, because ofgahiZatiQnal'éhangp was the means by.which

.the Trudeau government attemptéd-to‘opefationalize the

vi



decision-making-process that it chose. to apply. What
vconceptual implications were derived from thelanalysis7
FirSt it was found that change occurs incrementally and
that neither the’ models of comprehens1ve rat1onal1ty nor
incremental decision- maklng adequately deal w1th change or
the 1ncrea51ng complex1t1es of modern government, "The"
reason f- his is that neither of theserapproaches
'addreSSesvends or pollcy objectiyes.~ Second, it“yas found

that organizational process can be disturbed, perhaps even

3

controlled by a change of organlzatlonal leadershlp, but

A o

thls d1sturbance or control is tran51tory partlcularly in
departments such as the‘Department of'Natlonal'Defence where
leadership change was‘fzeguent,"Thlrd, it was found'that:l
the effect of-bureaucratic politics increased in direct
;proportionlto'a decline in interest on the.part of political
leadership.- And lastly, organizational theory was‘found to
haye been misunderstood by the Trudeau'goyernment and
thereby mlsapplled ~ What empirical conclusionsxwere'
reached’ It would seem that force of personallty or"
personal1t1es brought about a largely unnecessary change in ’

'-forelgn and defence pollcy or1entat1on. The government‘

percelved change to be necessary because-of a fixation uponf

a partlcular approach to dec151on making (whlch proved to. be ..

1neff1cac1ous) and because of hlghly subject1ve
'polltlcal phllosophlcal 1nc11natlons._ The changex
artificially excluded defence’ 1ssues ﬁor a time}dfrom
playing;a'serlous rolefin gorelgn policy formulation;
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1. Introduction

-

Thus we signed the North Atlantic Treaty on that
pleasant spring day in Washington while the band of
the U.S. Marines played soft music, including two
selections from Porgy and Bess: "1 got plenty of
nothing" and "It ain't necessarily so."” (Lester B.
Pearson) '

The general hypéthesis of. this thesis is fhat
misperception and misapplication bf decision theory and
organization theory invqkes far-reaching, negative
cﬁnsgquences‘for policy formulapion andlimplementation.
Speéifically, since 1969 éuch mispepéeptiongand
‘misébplicatibn\éy the TrudeaU»goyérnméht wOuld app§ar to
"~ have nullified the viable role'&hich%defénéé issues have to
play in policy fbrmulation, both d;mesticAand fdréign, and
has éonfined.Canada's military participation in NATO to a
token commitment in men and materiel,.supported by little
other than rpgtoric.

Soon after the election of a Liberal government under
Prime Minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau inKJ968} it became.
apparent that governmenf'éttitudes and pblicygfocusses“were
to be altered radicélly. Trudeau had segved as Minister<of‘
Justice in thé\ﬁear:on government, and he had not been
'impressed»by the increhentéy“and at times ad hoc‘app;bath’to
decision-making, or thé.inféfmal contacts_stYle of policy
plaﬂﬁﬁng which had éharacterizeéfﬁhat govgrnmént. It.Wés

*Johnm A. Munro afd Alex I. Inglis, ed. Mike: The MemoiTs of
the Right Honourable Lester B. Pearson, Volume 2 1948-1957
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1973), p. 37. ‘




the belief of'Trudeau'ahd his advisers that'such an approach
was, quite simply,'incapable of- deallng with the 1ncrea51ng
complexities of‘governmental activity. 'Thereﬁore, it was
incumbent upon the government to proviae a.solution_to the .
problem, and thatxsoiution_was_perceived to lie ina |
ratiohal orderingof governmental activity; combined Qith
greater central control of that activity. What accounted
for this percept1on7~ Was it prlmarlly attrlbutable to the
personal phllOSOphlcél inclinations of Mr. Trudeau and his
closest advisers? |

In the late Sixties and early Seventies, a.more.
positivistic/scientiﬁic-approach to dealing with poiicy
planning and organizational processes had achieved
considerable- popularlty and authorlty A scientific
solutronkto.soc1al science problems was the order of the
day, a SOlUthﬂ whlch could be 1mplemented through greater
‘ratlonallzatlon coordlnatlon of governmental act1v1ty,
corporate pollcy plannlng, and pollcy,maklnglln the context
of cybernetlc techniques.

In terms'of:Canadianhpolicy‘making, it Qill be argued
that personai‘philosophical inclihations ahd the positivist
penchant of the‘time pro&ided the rationale and the catalyst
for change, and that organlzat1onal/structural alteratlon
was the 1nstrument by whlch the process of change was to be
operationalized. An important manlfestatlon of the’problem

which the Trudeau government felt compelled to: redress was

what was perceived as a misdirection in policy focus. The - =
. |



‘Pearsonian era had been characterized by an international
empha51s. Indeed Pearson had been ‘at the forefront of
.Canada s - 1n1t1al inv. Lvement in the North Atlantlc Treaty
Organlzatlon (NATO) and, later, the promotion of Canada_a4
an international mediator and oeacekeeper. Bnt by 1969,
detente appeared to be worklng,'and the rea11t1es of
peacekeeplng had dampened the or1g1nal enthusiasm for thlS
pursuit. Was Canada still in a po51tlon to play the,
’international role to which it had once~aspired? . Should it
attempt to do so, or was there a need for a fundamental |
| change in policY? hThe Trudeau government eontended that
Canadian defencs= policy, with its emphasis.on NATO,‘
epitomized the anachronistic focus of Canadian foreign
poljcy and, worse, that‘this aberrant defencevfoous in fact .
formed the basis of foreign policy.? It is hypotheeized that
this contention'prOVided the justifrcation for the foreign‘
policy revien,initiated by the Trudeau~government'in 1969.
.An'adjnnct‘to thjé review was the reassessment ot
'Canada;s roie in NATO. 'Canadian military_partitipation in
_NAfO has been the Subject of considerable debate on an on
again - off agaln ba51s for at least the pagt decade.
-Indeed;, one mlght contend that ‘in light of Canada's orlglnal
figation with a non—mllltary cooperat;on'clause in the NATO
contract, there has always been the hope on the part of a

~?David B. Dew1tt and John J Kirton, Canada As A Pr1nc1pal
Power: A Study In Foreign Policy and International Relations
(Toronto: John wiley & Sons, 1983), pp. 68-83. (Provides in
_part a synopsis of the Trudeau government 's disenchantment
with Pearsonian 1nternatlonallsm in the context of - the NATO
commitment.) -




succéssiOnIQf Canadian governments that the military aspects
of xhe Alliance could,. in. time, be de-emphasized. Thié”
.défémphasis; Or.perhaps more correctly a perdepfion,of when
'cifcumstgnces'warranted'it; underwent a pfoionged gestation
peridd;  The butb;éak:of the Korean War and heightening of 
COldearvtenSionéywhich accompanied it, not only reinforced
the military importance of the NATO Alliaﬁce, but also led
to a greater.dégfeg of.Canadianiinvolvement; in the cohtekt
‘of‘boéitibning troopé7and materiel in Westérﬁ'Eu;ope. This
forward defehce'cdmmitment feméinéa relatively unchangéd for
almost_twenty yéafs. ’However,‘the Trudeéu government'sr |
reasséssment'reéulted.not only in a change;of defenqé'
pfiorities, but also in a_ substantial reduction bf‘Caﬁadé;s"
wéstern Eﬁfopean—baSed NATO_cOntiﬁgént. | |
The.changé of defence perrities.and_felega%ibn df
defende to‘é minor.roie,-ii indeed.é*role at‘allg'in,foreign 
policy plahning, wés.npt to last.. ﬁy‘thevhid?Seveﬁtiés, Qné
finds that the_Prime Ministér and a succeséion_of:Défenqe"
Ministers wefe rhetorically, if not*materiaily; singing the.
praises of NATO. The reasons -for this chanéévpf attitude
afé, in partf QhatIthis‘theéis~¢ﬁdeavdﬁrs_to addréss. Did
the_turn—afound, such as‘if Qas,’hayg_itS'rooté simply-in
“rexternél preésures? :We;e inte;nal.préésufes ithlved; that
is, were ihtragoye:hmentalAactivities'a_factor? Chapter One
pfovides'a aiscﬁésion‘of deciéidn éhéory in the context of
compfahensive rétibnality, ihcrehentalism,.Qrganizatidnal'

process and bureaucratic politics, and organization theory



in the context of corporate‘planning and cybernetic.
' techniques, and these_theoretical reference points provide
the basis for an analytic framework, It will be.argued that
the Trudeau government,attempted to apply a comprehensive
rational approach tohpolicy decision;making to addresslthe )
problem of incremental change,‘asian alternativehto the
incrementalist approach used’by'previous'governments and
that the government percelved that- the 1nfluences of
organizational process and bureaucratic pollt1cs could be .
controlled by corporate pollcy'plannlng and cybernet1c-
techniques opd€rating, in conjunction with comprehenSive
rationality. | | | '

Chapter.Two provides an overview. This consists of an
historical dlscu551on of Canadian military part1c1patlon in
NATO from the inception of the Alllance to the present
together with a dlscu551on of the»broader
organlzat1onal/structura1 and pollcy plannlng changes
1mplemented by the Trudeau government whlch Luzntend tohr
' pargue, underly and are reflected in the historical.in
. presentatlon | |

Chapter Three is an analy51s of the data contalned 1n
Chapter Two, in l1ght of the theoret1ca1'con51deratlons
whlch are dealt with in Chapter One. Chapter'Four concludes
the thesis and contains broad conceptual reflectlons;

v

observations on why Canadlan m111tary part1c1pataon has

foli a particular conrse si'nCe 1969, what the changes in

this course 1mply both conceptually and emplrlcallyf and an



element of prescription.

Author'e Note
As a'student of political science I recognize_thaf it
.QoUid be possible to employ other approaches to a study of
t'why policy changed. The guestion might have been eXamined
in the context of an operational ccde analeis, | |
v_economlc/flscal restralnts on government, domestic politics,
or perhaps as part of the systematic contextual changes
) occufring in the.politics of the day. But whatever the

-approach taken, ‘the fundamental question of policy change,

‘the why and how and with what effect, does not alter. This

thesis does not purport to be a comprehensive explanation or

uby any means the only'explanation of why a particular change

occurred; ‘Rather it is an explanation, and’one which I feel
offers some useful,insight intc the question of policy
change for the reasons which I have already discussed.
Whether .or not one 1dent1f1es defence 1ssues, and
spec1f1cally NATO, as an important con51derat10n 1n overall

pol1cy formulation 1s very much a value judgment, and my

background as 'a -serving. offlcer in the Canadlan Armed Forces-

_'maz‘be held to_ bias this judgment. To such a criticism 1
wculd'reply chat a conscious effort has been made to assume

-the qualltles whlch ‘Max Weber attaches to the pa551onate
pollt1c1an' devotlon to a cause tempered by an ob3ect1v1ty

' ~wh1ch results from allow1ng realltles to work on one with

O



b

inner concentration and calmness.



IT. Theoretiea};Eoundation

.A.. An Analysis o£‘Decision—Making'Environments
The purpose of the flrst sectlon of this chapter is to
examine the theoretlcalubases for the ana1y51s of
decr51on-mak1ng 1n the polltlcal and bureaucratic
environments. It is’ 1ntended to hlghllght the, conflicting
perceptions of what constltute the 1ntellectual parameters
in each env1ronment and the 1mpl;catlons for |
dec151on maklng wh1ch stem from these confllctlng
perceptions. Flrst,’two types of‘Intellectpal aetivityiwill
be discussed, One‘concerned.withFUnderstanding what”is in
the social world as Opposed‘to.what oughtvtdybe}‘and the
other concerned with-what can‘be'done; giyen,the oonstraints
of thelfirst-activity. The disonssion_wiil focus on the.
work'of politioal‘sociologist’Max1Weber ’because'it is
con51dered that Weber s pol1t1cal thought constitutes

perhaps the most comprehens1ve analy51s of the soc1a1 world

w1th1nAwh1ch polltlc;ans_and bureaucrats make,decls;ons.

- To Understand What Is
To understand the social world, Weber contends that 1t_

is‘necessary to understand f1rst what is. What 1is stems
L 4 . _ o

#Rey'reférences are as~follows:,H.H. Gerth and C. Wright
Mills, ed. From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (New York:

Oxford University Press, 1946), 32 - 77 and 196 .~ 244.
Julien Freund, The: Soc1ology of Max Weber, Mary Ilford
trans. (New Yorks Vintage Books, 1969), pp. 3 - 86 and 218

- 244, Anthony Giddens, Pollt1cs and Sociology In the -
Thought of Max Weber (London: Macmillan, 1972), pp. 40 - 53.
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from social actions, which in turn derive from the

dinfinitely complex'combinations of ideas,'beliefs and values

.l‘.

of thefactots in‘the soclal notld In terms ‘of governmental
activity, the soc1al world can be subd1v1ded‘1nto polltlcal
and bureaucratlc components. To reduce further the |

“omplex1ty of what 1s, Weber posits the formulatlon.of ideal

types or models., His particular concern is with'the

bureaucratic world, and here a model can provide a basis for

comparison with what is as opposed to an element- of
rescription. 'What then of the political world? "In our
orld, -numerous values and ultlmate goals confront each

other, and thelr very pﬁurallsm sustains 1rratlona11ty

3] at is in. the’ pol1t1cal world is dictated by the necessity

,t'w1th ends in the context of decision- making, while the

o] applylng Value ]udgment in the formulatlon of pol1cy
ends. This 1rratlonal world of polltlcal value’ judgment is
glite dlfferent from the i1deally bureaucratlc world with
its 1nherently rational administrative practices; its

B

ational application of means. Ideally, the political world
] :

ﬁs value- laden/1rratlonal because it must concern .itself

bureaucratlc world is - not dlscountlng bureaucratic
politics - value-free/ rational and tends to follow an
incremental approach in the decisional process because its

focus is necessarily on means. "Like a machine, bureaucracy

is the most rational system of harnessing energies to the

fulfilment of specified tasks."s

‘Freund, The Sociology of Max Weber, p. 27.
*Giddens, Politics and Sociology In the Thought of Max
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1Thuah to understand what is is to understand the
‘interface between the ‘bureaucratic and polltlcal worlds,
.between ratlonallty and 1rrat10na11ty It is 1in the fallurejf
to apprec1ate that the relat1onsh1p between: these worlds 1s
pre61sely one of interface but not- 1nterchange that the
problems if. not confrontatlons of pOllthal and
superbureaucrat1c interaction lle.‘ Weber rightly contends
that to- attempt to apply the'trappings of'rationalityato the
irratibnality‘of the political world is to‘indulge in
illusion, because to»burSUe rationality in the politieal
world is to concentrate on means, thereby 1gnor1ng the value
judgments - the settlng of objectives or endS’— wh1ch is |
part of what is in that world "Whosoever \*.W1shes to.bel
free to carry on pOllthS on this earth must above all be
free of illusions ...[must understand what is]."

For Weber the illusion which embodies the most serious
negative conseQUencesiis what he:describes as a predileetien
of Western civilization for rationalization. By
‘rationalization Weber is not subscribing to the rationality
of history "... which professedly.directs human evolution on-*
a course of universal progress culminatrng in a sort of%

s(cont'd)Weber, p. 47.

*Colin Campbell and George J. Szablowski, The
Superbureaucrats: Structure and Behaviour in in Central
Agencies (Toronto: Macmillan, 1979). Here I am
extrapolating the Campbell and Szablowski superbureaucrat
theme to.include politically over-zealous bureaucrats: of
senior departmental calibre - deputy and a551stant deputy
ministers.

’Giddens,;Politics and Soc1ology In the Thought of Max Weber

p. 46.

=
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feast of reason.' Instead he 'is referring to what he sees as

a peculiarity of Western culture, the product of sc1entific-
specialization and technical differentiation - which_he
sometimes associates with the‘notion'of
_intellectualization.’
It [rationalization] might be defined as the
organization of life through.a division and
coordination of activities on the basis of an exact
study of mens' relations with each other, with their
tools and their environment, for the purpose of
achieving greater effiCiency and productivity.’

Hence it is a purely practical development brought
about by man's technological genius ' ,

Increasing_rationalization.in thechntext offthef".;..the
methodical attainment of a detinitely'givenvand practical -
end by the use of an increasingly precise calculation'of'
adequate means...,"'' for all the fact that'it.is founded
‘upon scientific'techniques does not represent "... an
advance in knowledge in the sense of a better understanding
of our way of liVing f’.Rather it is a focus on the.
mechanics of progress‘which.catches man up "... in a
novenent which never'stops amazing him and luring hin on by
fresh promises."f3 Rationalization as Weber perceives it
Avcarries a‘'veneer of- optimism which lacks substance because
1t.perpetually promises but never quite delivers, 'yet it

*Freund, TheASociology.of Max Weber, p. 18.
*Ibid. o R '

. 191bid.

''Giddens, Politics and SOCiology In the Thought of Max
- Weber, p. 44.

12E‘reund The SOCiology of Max Weber p. 20.
”Ibid., pp. 21-22 - :
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dma1nta1ns 1ts appeal by suggesting that an answer, it not
,1mmed1ately available, is just around the~corner. Its
'weaknesskis.thus a focus on process rather than.bfbduct, or
"on means to the Virtual exclusion of ends. |
‘In conjunction with the issue ofvratienalizaticn'it'is
also pertinent to consider what Weber describes as the.'
'pre emlnent qualltles wh1ch a p011t1c1an must have"".r.
pa551on, a feellng of respon51b111ty, and a sense of
'proportlon._ﬂ‘ By pa551on Weber means. matter of“factness,
" devotion to,afcause. Passion  is not that ster11e exc1tat10n
which is_".;..a romant1c1sm of the 1ntellectually N
interestingf runnlng 1nto emptlness dev01d of all feellng
of-objective respon51b111ty mes In hlS deVotlon to a cause a
h pollt1c1an must let respon51b111ty to that cause gu1de hlsh
actlons, and for this he requ1res a sense of proportlon ??
;";.. the dec151ve psychologlcal quallty of the p011t1c1an'
hlS ab111ty to let rea11t1es work on. h1m w1th inner A
concentrat1on and calmness. Hence hls'dlstance to thingsvd

'and~m' It 1s dlstance or. detachment whlch d15t1ngu1shes;

/the pa551onate p011t1c1an 1n the Weberlan sense, f.;} and.
Adlfferentlates h1m from the sterlley exc1ted and mere |
polltlcal dllettante."‘7 Weber further contends that ";t.~
rultlmately there are only two klnds of deadly sins - in thevh
fleld of polltrcs:‘lack of ob3ectry1ty,and-~ otten but not .’

" <Gerth. and MlllS, From Max Weber p. 115, - .
'sIbid. - i _ .
'éIbid.. R B o : - . L

"7Ibid. | B

v



";*ﬂlbld., p. 116.. o -

‘ always 1dent1cal w1th 1t - 1rresponslb111ty 1e Thisrleads

one to a con51derat10n of - ethlcally orlented conduct

-conduct whlch 1s orxented elther to. an ethic of ultlmate

'ends or an- eth1c of respon51b111ty - In the former one feels _f

re- pon51ble‘“... only for seeing that the flame of pure
1ntent10ns 1s not quelched\..,jf whereas 1n the latter one
feels accountable for‘the foreseeable results of one's

actlon. ’ For the pollt1c1an who pursues the ethic of

?ultlmate ends [t]o reklndle the. . flame ever anew is. the

‘npurpose of’ hlS qu1te 1rrat1onal deeds,.;udgediln v1ew of

‘their p0551ble success."‘{ One c¢an see here dhe connectlonk'

between the ethlc of: absolute ends and ratlonallzatlon. As

et

_Weber succ1nctly states- "The proponent of an ethlc of

\ﬂabsolute ends cannot stand up under the ethlcal

'~:1rrat10nallty of the world He is a cosmlc*ethlcal

.ratlonallst e Can one then prescrlbe whether a

‘_pollt1c1an should follow an- eth1c of absolute ends or an'

"ethlc of respon51b111ty7- The follow1ng comment by Webeh

prov1des some dlrectlon 1n th1s regard

If in these times which, in y0ur oplnlon, are not
times of sterile exc1tatlon excitation 1s not,
. &fter all genline passion - if now suddenly the
'p"Weltanschauungs"—pol1t1c1ans crop up en masse and-
© ‘pass the .watchword, "The world is stupid ‘and. base,
- .not. Iy "The respon51b1l1ty for the consequences
;dOes not fall upon me but .upon others whom™I serve '
“gnd- whose stupldlty or baseness I.shall eradlcate,,
"~ then I declare frankly that I would first. 1nqu1re

_-———————_————A—————

oeerbidl pait2il - o
'“ZII‘bid.’-p. ,'122‘..,‘-' S e ]

‘4

\



&

14

into the degree of inner poise backing this ethic of
ultimate ends. I am under the impression that in
nine out of ten cases I deal with windbags. who do
not fully realize what'they take upon themselves but
who intoxicate themselves with romantic
excitations.??

To Understand What Can Be Done
The limitations or parameters of what can be done are

determined by the rational and irrational natures of the

'bureaucratic and political worlds respectively 3 Problems

arise when attempts are made to 1nterchange tne natures of

'these worlds In thlS regard the advent of new approaches

to- deallng w1th the - complex1t1es of the soc1al world

generally, such as the systems approach and the plannlng,

-programmlng and budgetlng system'(PPBS) produced certain

unﬁortunate slde ‘effects in their éfforts\to rationalize

political'choice.v"Firstly;'there~has'heen:a tendency for .

.political'actors to take a positiviStic approach to their

enVironment -to attempt to dlscover a ratlonal order through :

\ -

'the appllcatlon of sc1ent1f1c method > The means of

sclentlflc;method, for example the ratlonal comprehensive"

rmodei,'uouid?define-the ends in E’e context'o a rational

" order. - But the goals or ends of pollcy analy51s in the.

i11pid., p. 127.

"*3Brian Fay, ‘Social Theory and Polltlcal Practlce (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1975), 26-27. (Positivism posits
“that there is an order in the world "and that with the aid

of scientific. expertise we can dlscover - objectively - the

. elements of that order and thereby re- order the world in-a

more harmonlous way )
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political sphere are determined ﬁy value judgment—based'
decisions. To attempt to structure decision-making in such
an environment according to a comprehen%jve rational oréer

is nothing short of.an attempt to make the irrational
rational, and risks the suppression of the wélue judgméﬁt
orientation and the flexibility necessary j% the poliﬁ}cél?f '
sphere. Rationalization, by definition, e/cludes the very" ~
issue with which politicians must be concérned -‘vélues and
ends - and focusses inéteéd on means, thﬁ concern Qf‘the‘
bureaucratic world. 1In addition, this misplacéd ratiOnél
activity on the part é% politic politicqﬁ.agtors has
encouraged them to indulge, if only uniﬁtended, in what
might be described as an over—5upervisi6n of, if not undue
interference in, the bureau;ratic world. This is perhabs
not a surprising fésult when one corsiders that in such
circumstances 50th politicians;and bufeaucrats are focussingf
on means, albeit the'formér on policy means and the lafter.
on procedﬁrallmeansf Where political leaders do not

exercise the pferogati&e whiCh_is.righffully theirs, that of
establiéhing the policy goals to.thch butéaUcfatic éctivity
is then directed, fhé value judgmenté whicﬁiaré’nécéSsarily

a part of what is in.ﬁhe politicél world are‘left in limbo
and the bureaucrat thereby‘lacks direction or ends towards
which the administrative"or_procedufal'means of his world

can be directed. The result is an attempt.by the

bureaucfacy to sécond guess politicél direction, an activify‘

which not only distracts the bureaucrat from the attention
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.which his_owh rational environment requifes, bﬁt,alﬁ% léaves
him open to the C:iLic§§m that he is interfering in the
political sphere.

An ﬁndérstanaing of what can be done is logically
derived from an understanding of what is. One must
‘appreciate that what can be done inighe bolitical world is
imbued with a measure of'fiéxibility,whicﬁ | ‘ ‘ (.
irrational/value-judgment 5aséd]decision—makihg allows.
‘What can be done in tﬁe bureéuqrétic_world is éubject to the
proqedural constraihts, the réutines inhérént}inl -
-ra;iéhal/bbjectively baéed decisidn—makidg,'ana'to
bureauératic'perceptions of thé éfficacy.of or a
4§redilec£ion‘for thoée routipesQ 'Just as the'bureaﬁcrat
must bé éware-thay political considerations-are a factor'in.‘
" both his interface with the_politicéi world and the policies
which he 1s calied upon to gdministér} sO‘must'the
pdlitiéian be aware that'bureaucfatic factors Aré a -
consideration‘bbth in policy formﬁlation'and implémenta£ioh,“’
_Thié awareness constitute$ the iétellectuaiAwgapoﬁ;y‘of.bdth
Qorlds, much ﬁofé than any.misguided'perception that the |
nétu:es of the political %na bureaucrafic,w&rlds are |
interéhénééable. |
, e ' : Lo b
B. Decision-Making Analysis: Dominant Approaches

""Ip this section the th dominant approacﬁéS‘to
decision—making'Wilitbe examined: the com?réhéﬁsive '

Il

rationalist épproach,and the incrementalist approach. The

‘&
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first is the classic approach to decision-making, and the

second posits an alternative to comprehensive rationality -

an elusive pursuit in the social world.

Comprehensive Rationalist

‘Robert Adie and Paul Thomus describe the comprehensiQe
rational approach as "[t)hs most videly accepted. theory of
dec151on maklng In governments ...r"" In the ideal it
leaves out nothlng of .importance, and the process of

comprehen51ve rationality can be enumerated as follows

1. The rational decision-maker is faced with a
- . ‘given problem that can be separated from other
- problems  and considered in comparison with them.
2. The rational decision-maker first clarifies his
~goals or objectives in relation to the problem
-and then ranks- these goals 1n terms ¢of their
importance. !
3. He then proceeds to list all the- p0551ble
consequences that. could conceivably follow from
, each of the alternative policiesw.
"4. He.then compares each alternative, with its.‘
attendant consequences, with all other
. ‘alternatives.
5. Finall -, the decision-maker chooses the policy
" alternativer that max1mlzes the attalnment of hls
goals or ob]ectlves +

The many advocates of comprehen51ve ratlonallty, among the

n

‘more promlnent of whom is Yehezkel Dror contend that even
if all the precepts of the approach cannot be fuifilled; it

represents,an‘ideal which decision-makers in the political

Robert F. Adle and Paul G. Thomas Canadian Public
Administration: Problematical Perspect1ves (Scarborough,
Ont.: Prentice-Hall Canada, 1982), p. 96.

*sIbid., pp. 96-97.
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realm should-endeavour‘to approximate as best' they can.?
Those who oppose the cbmprehensive raticnal approaéh

tend to start from the premlse that 1t cannot be applled to

(e

complex problems, and that some  means of 51mp11fy1ng the
decisional process‘must therefore be found._:Charles
Lindblom reinforces this cohtention Qhen he states that
.comprehehsive ratienal theory'ignores'the llmitatibns on
'decisien or'poliCyfmakihg in the political realm. He adde
the consideratioh‘thatAdeeiSion makersfare seldom faced‘with
a given problem,.that ihsteadvthey have to identlfy/define
the nature of the problem, and that.even with the most
recent advances in deCisioﬁ;makihg'technidues - for example,
systemsvanalysis, computers and Seclalbforeeasting'-_the |
analYtical‘requirements fdr~coﬁprehehsiye rational |

~decision-making simply canhot'be_completed.

We-still do not understand fully the linkages
between particular government actions and their .
1mpact on society. The information required to
consider all possible alternat1ves and all their
consequences simply will not be available. Most
government decision-making occurs under pressure of
time and often the ‘timeliness of a.decision is as
important as the thoroughness with which it has been
“v.  considered.?’ Is there an element of positivism in '
the observation: "We still do not understand fully
“the linkages...?" The®succeeding statement: "The
information ... simply will not be available," would
seem to suggest otherwise. Lindblom, as an
incrementalist, would certainly contend that the
cumulative experience to be derived from an
incremental approach to decision-making prov1des
some understand1ng of l1nkages. However, it is
2¢Yehezkel Dror, Public Policy Making Re-Examined (San
Francisco: Chandler, 1968) .
27padie and Thomas, Canadian public Administration, pp.
96-97. ‘ - .
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doubtful that he would contend that full
understanding can be achieved, because he perceives
of the incrementalist as "... a shrewd, resourceful
problem solver who is wrestling bravely with a B
un1verse he is wise enough to know is too big forl
him,

" Additional. support for the argument agalnst the’
utility of the comprehensive rational. approach is to
be found in the comments of pol1t1cal scientist G.
Bruce Doern: . o S

At the heart of the criticism of ‘the
rationalist model is ‘the notion that the
processes of rationalism involve significant
costs, both in time and resources. They
imply also that the policy-making means can
become ends in themselves,; without a
decision or -a better. dec151on being reached.
In short, the rational model can become
mired in a gettlng ready to get ready
syndrome

Incrementalist '

According to Charles Lindblom, the 1eading prescriptive
proponent of the inorementalist approach, governments, '
confronted withathe complexities of modern pdblic'polioy;
resort to an 1ncremental style - a muddling through - of
dec1s1on maklng Llndblom sees this incrementalismlas a
more real;stlc,‘intuitiye, unstractured and unsystematic
approach-than rationalism A Instead of a comprehenslve-

reform program pollcy maklng occurs through 1ncremental

*sCharles E. Lindblom, The Policy Making Process. 2nd ed.
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: PFentice-Hall, 1980) p. 27. "(My

‘emphasis)

27G, Bruce Doern Recent Changes in the Ph;]osophy of

"Policy-Making, Canadlan Journal of Political Science 4,

1971, p.-259.
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moves, ends and means are adjusted on the basis of

experience, and it is a. continuous process because there is

no.single :decision or; right solutfon to a problem, .in that

values, as.is the case with circumstances, constantly

chéhge. ’5.H6w; specifically, does the incrementalist deal

with complexity? The process occurs as .follows:

1.

topadie and Thomé$, Canadian Public Administratiqn,ip. S8.

The incrementalist simplifies through omission;. he .
f&nores’nbn-increméntal policies,.dbes~not explore all

possible consequences, and discards objectives not

attainable by present means.

He enéages in satisficing, adopting poliéies which will
satisfy_demaﬁdé being made and will suffice for.the
pfesent; There is no exhaustive search for maximum goal
fulfillment because it is not- worth the costs.

He adopts‘a remedial approach whereby he seeks’ to
eliminaté known social ills rather than producing some
desired state of-affairs.

He. makes use of feedback and next chance, deliberately

~

choosing a policy which leaves open the possibility of

_doing better in a subsequent effort, and he buiids in

feedback to allow for bettér choice on next chance.
He uses bottlenecks or delays - an anathema to the
rationalist because it suggests a breakdown of the

decisional process - to provide a breathing space in

which problems can be clarified and action decided

|

*11bid., p. 98.
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A qualification of the'incrementalist approach is to be
found in the work of Fred'Kramer,‘who posits the branch
method’oﬁ pqlicy or deciaion—makinge gy.this method,
exelusions of alternatives are systematic, deliberate, and
thereby defen51ble, and‘compariSions and policy choice
-follow a chronologlcal sequence in which policy 1s made and
re-made Qn;a ‘continuum.. It is a process of successive
approximarion to some desired objectives in which those
'objectivesnare themselveavfhe subject of continuing change
by virtue of recon51derat10n 'Kramer somewhat echoes
Llndblom when he observes that nelther social sc1ent15ts,
nor politicians, nor public administrators yet know enough
about’ the social world<£o avoid repeated error. This is not
an appeal to poéitivism but rather Suggests that there is a
'lack'df appreciation pfvthe‘benefjts, in terms of cumulative
experience/knowleége, which accrue from‘an incrementalist
approach to décision—making.' It is Kramer's contention that
an astute decision- maker, f};. expects that his policies
will achleve only part of what he hopes and at the same time
will produce unanticipated consequences hevwould have
.preferred to avoid."”bHe alsu'cantend54that.it 1s by
proceedlng through a succe551on of incremental changes that
a decision- maker avoids serious and lastlng mistakes.?’ The
problem with this process 1n‘relatlon to the}pollt1C1an is
that it also avoids the real issue in his decisibn—making

3iFred A. Kramer, Perspectives on Public-Bureaucracy,‘an
ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: wlnthrop, 1977), p. 145,
’?Ibid., pp.. 144-46.
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environment, tha; of endé:

In terms of critics of the incrementalist approach to
decision-making, Yehezkel Dror is, not‘surprisingly, one of .
the more prominent. He contends that Lindblom's muddling
through is‘based”5n three closely iﬁterrelated conditions
that are by no means always met 'in décision—making
s.tuations. Firstly, for incrementalism to work, existing
policies must be essentiaily satfsfactqu so that marginal
ck 7es are all that is required to achieve the desired(
results. If existingfpolicies are not satisfactory and a

‘dical change is required, Onij a rationalist approach can
cope with it. Secondly, the nature of the probiem itself
can only have changed incrementally as opposed to, .
fundamentally; that i;, there must only ‘be a feduirément to
address means, given that the incremental approaﬁh offgré no
preScription for problems'which‘encompass objectives or
ends.  Lastly, for incrementalism to be relevént_there must
be stréng continuity in the available,means for céping with
problems. Thus, if the decision makers possess new h
technolégy and/or new knpwledge'related to the problem,
incremental decisions can only be made if they iéndreithese
considerations. In summétion, Dror views incrementalism as
“at bést of only limited yélidity and at worst an approach
promoting  inertia.?®* It thus fallé prey to the same |
limitation which Doern attribﬁtes.toAthe comprehensive
rational apﬁroéch, that of gétﬁing'reédy.to get réady.

*4Dror, Public Policy Making Re-Exafiined..
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C. Constraints Upon Policy Decision-making and
Implementation |

.One might be tempted to conclude that organizational
process and bureaucratic politics are of importance only in.
the bureaucratic world. But they also may bé factors in or
qualifiers of both pblicy decision-making and the question
of implementation, in as much as the latter is of concern to
the political realm. It is therefore pertineht to consider

the extent to which these factors may be influential.

'Organizétional Process -

Organizational activity necessitates the coordination
of a large number of individuals, and this requires some
form of established operéting procedures. The latter are
 charac£eristic of organizational andvnOt individual ‘

behaviour. Graham T. Allison, in Essence of Decision,

‘proviaes a useful organizational process model,‘which
pefceivés of governmental behaviour as the resultant of
iarge organizations functioning according to standard
operating .procedures (SOPS). In order toléopg with'fhe wide
range of problgms with whiéh they are faced, govafnments, of
‘necessity, delegate primary responsibility for specified
probléms to a number of large organizations within the
govérnment - the departménts. Each organization-operates
relatively indepeﬁdently in 1ts particular area, but there
is frequently.overiap on important issile areas. Thus it

°
will be apparent'that government behaviour on .important
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.issues reflects the independent output of séveral
organizations, coordinated by government leaders. In this
regard it is Allison's contention that, "[gjdvernment
leaders can substantially disturb, but not substantially
control the behaviour of theseJorganizat.ions/."’5 His analogy
of a football team, if one accepts his description of
programs and SOPs as the means by which organizétibnal
activity is coordinated, seems particularly appropriate.
Just as the plaYep§ on a football teém act éccording to a
previously established.play which a quarterback has picked
to meet a particular éifﬁatign,‘so organizations act
acéoraing to'fixed procedufés and programs-stimulated by
directives from governmént leaders. Pfograms and SOPs are
for the most part sﬁbjeét_to gradual change although, like
the broken play in football, traumatiCAOCCufrences can and
do bring about substantial organizational .change.

The known behaviour of organizations leads Allison to
the formglation of ah oréanizational propess paradigm. The
basic unit of analysis of the paradigm is based upon a
,pefception of government action as an organizational output.
The sequence, alluded to above, is that'organizational
routines are set in motion by the decisions of government
leaders, and these routines culminate‘in‘onganizational
’output/goverhmeﬁ&al activity. These‘sahe routines also set
the parameters of choice available to government leaders, as

**Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision{(Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1971), p. 67.




‘previous outputs. Allison comments:

.To oné who understands the structure of the
situation and the face of the issue - both
determined by the organizational outputs - the
formal choice of the leaders 1is- frequently
anti-climactic.

In terms o@/ﬁf@anizational concept, the governmental or
organizational process model viewe’the organization.not as a
monolithic nation or government‘ but,as a oonglomerate of
‘organlzatlohs over whlch government leaders pre51de w1th
-respect to policy d1rectlon In this context the
conglomerate as an entlty acts only when its component
organlzatlons perform routines. Of particular importance is
the fact that the very-sizevof the conglomerate' or
'goverhment'precludes the making of all.major deeisione or
‘the directing of all major actiQities by one central
authority. This neceseitates what.Allison-calls the
- factoring of problems orfthe:fractiohating of‘power and,
 while therelare obvioos henefits in the form of specialized
attention fot'oafticular probleh»areas; the cost of this
process isdmeasured in terms of the discretion whioh must he'
allowed orgahizations in the way they respond. As a further
' consequence'of factoting, where organizations.are
‘respoheibie for a very specificlproblem”area, one ehcounters
orgahiaational'parochialism. Allison's example of the

military services is a particularly pertinent one:



“distinction between the relatively small proportion of SOPs

26

‘o

+.. the military services are manned by careerists
on a structural ladder. Promotion to higher rungs

. 1is dependent on. years of demonstrated, d15t1ngu1shed
devotion to a service's mission. Work routines,
patterns of association, and information channels
compbine with external pressures from organized- -
groups and friends ‘in Congress to make quite
predlctable a service's search for new hardware
consistent with currently assigned roles and
missions ....*’

The resultants of organlzat1onal activity are
essentlally the end products of pre- established routlnes,
the SOPs referred to earlier. Allison makes a useful
whlch merely fac111tate coordlnated act1v1ty, and the
preponderance wh1ch are .integral to the fabric. of the .
organization and proportlonately more'res;stantrto change.
When these programmed‘responses do'change, it is often in
the form of a slowly'evolved.new“routine[\the-rare
exceptions being instances where'dramatic failores dictate

-
rapid response or adjustment. In such situations,4a change
of organlzatlonal leadershlp to one more respon51ve to
change would seem to be the norm. Traumas aside, the degree
to_nhich goverpment‘ieaders can change the ongoing activity
of organizations is very'ﬁuch determined by the individual

manipulative abilities of those leaders. In any event, the

parameters of choice open to government leaders are fixed by
i .

the information, estimates and alternatives which government

organizations generate - and each organization ensures that .

the option list_is‘a_short one, a reflection of an

AR EEETRACF AT TS L
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organiZationTs desire to}control rather'than to present

) ch01ce.

Given that organlzatlons do change, albelt to a lesser

rather than a greater extent .what 1s'the pattern of thlS

"change,and how 51gn1f1cant 1s it?-" Alllson descrlbes the

,pattern as linear and inéremental “but’ the p051t1ve

influence of stablllty created by thlS pattern is more than

offset by certaln negatlve cons1derat10ns'

New act1v1t1es typlcally consist’ of marglnalv
adaptations of existing programs and activities
.(and) a program, once undertaken, is not dropped
at the-point where objective costs: outwelgh
beneflts. Organlzatlonal momentum carries it easily

beyond the loss p01nt

In afsimilar vein, while long—range plans are formulated to

provide for future uncertainties it would seem ‘that ..

organizational routines continue in isolation fromrsuch

planning Where an organization is- faced with goals which

are equally demandlng ‘upon llmlted resources, the tende. cy
is to proceed W1th these goals one at a time, resulting in
the v1rtual neglect of certaln of them. In situations .
1nvolv1ng areas where organlzatlonal boundarles are
amblguous or in a state of‘flux competltlon for budgetary
and man- power resources leads to organlzatlonal 1n flghtlng.
This process 1s.less~a case of change than it is one of
emplre bu1ld1ng, often at the expense of the partlcular'

issue be1ng dealé with.

**Ibid., pi'91.



28 -

O

\ o

Further7te the QUestion of what 1eaders choose, the
‘stumbllng blacks 1nherent in the restrictions upon this
ch01ce are augmented by the- fact that a considerable .gap may
exist between the ch01ce made and what 1s actually o .

1mplemented. Alllson makes the following observations:

1

\

1. -Organizations are blunt instruments. ]
- . 2. Projects that demand that existing
organizational ‘units depart from their
.established programs to perform unprogrammed
tasks are rarely accompllshed in their de51gned
form.
3. Projects that require coordination of the
' programs of several organlzatlons are rarely
accomplished as de51gned

Where an assigned piece of a problem is contrary

to existing organizational goals, resistance .

will be encountered.

5. Government leaders can expect that each
organization will "do its part" in terms of what
the - organization knows how to do. .-

6. Government leaders can expect 1ncomplete and ©

' distorted information from each organlzatlon

about its part of the problem,’’

—_

o)

L

The degree of consideration-accorded’these adminietrative
fea51b1t1t1es by government leaders determines ‘the thent of
'.the gap beIween ch01ce/dec151on and 1mplementatlon and it
fwould fellow‘that on all bgt pressing issues, the gap would
’ widen;in'favour of. the erganization. If oneraccebts
'Al}ieen'e obeervations as being generally applicable.to
vgovernment.organizations,’there would be only one means of
'_51gn1f1cantly c1051ng the overall gap - adr01t manlpulatlon

- of these organ;zablons by a. government leader or leaders

.Directed change of organizatlonal routines offers an



29

Sewr
alternative to manipulation, but major changes o!
eStablishedyroutines can only be effected over >, 0
luxury which is\afforded to few government leaders. The
limitations or constraints on these latter.considerations
will beFome apparent in the section.which follows -

bureaucratic-politics.

Bureaucratic Politics
The premise iniinclﬁding a consideratﬁéh of
bureaucratic politics 1s' that whichever of the preceding
approachés tg decision—méking one ultimately finds more
persuasive, and taking into account the issues raised in the
consideration of the organizational/governmental process,
the jnfluence of bureaucratic politics on the decisional
process &annot be Siscounted.
In examining the influence of‘bgfeaucratic politics on
decision-making, one could start with works of Gabriel
Almqnd and Charles Lindblom in 1950, which provided a
iformﬁlatioﬁﬂbf concepts and terms for analyzing U.S. foreign

pgifé} as the result of pluralist politics, and an analysis
”/of thé,mechanism of décentralized coordination.*°® However,
this work and thevsubsequént efforts of theorists such as

Neustadt, Hilsman, Schilling, Huntington and Hammond, have,

in the words of Alexander George, been codified and

‘°Gabriel A. Almond, Amerycan People and Foreﬂgn Policy(New
York: 1950), and Charles E. VLindblom, Bargaining? The
Hidden Hand in Government, Rand Corf:,zoratlon 1855, and The
Science of "Muddting Thhough " public Administration Review
19 (Sprlng 1959) .
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explicated by Allison.*

Allison posits a bureaucratic politics paradigm in
which the basic unit of analysis isbgovernmental action as a
political resultant. The organizing concepts hinge on the
answers to the following gquestions: Who arevthe players?
What determines each player's stand? What determines the
relative influence of each7 and How.does the game combine
stands, influence and moves to yield governmental decisions’
and actions?*? The paradigm 1nfers that actions performed by
a nation are the result of bargaining or, perhaps more
correctly, gamesmanship among those within government. From
the paradigm Allison formulates a bureaucratic politics
model. In spite ‘of the complex1ty of bureaucratic politics,
Allison contends that it-1is possible to identify certain
relevant factors anditofeCQuire sufficient informationnabout
chese factors to}be able to offer explanation.and -
predictions ‘JvEssentialiy, the bureaucretic politics model
relates the ‘h~w and why of decision-making to the
- interaction. of the: players in the politicai\a\g bureaucratic
. spheres. There is pulling and hauling among polit1c1ans and
among politicians and_hureaucrats which'produces very much
of a mosaic resultant.** In this pnllingvand hauling, the
perceptions beliefs and other organiiationally—related'

‘"Alexander L. George, The case for multiple advocacy in
foreign policy, Bmerican Political Science Review 66 (1972):
'758 (footnote 29). Professor George is referring to
Allison's Essence of Decision, cited earlier.

“2pllison, Essence of Decision, p. 164.

‘3For a synopsis of these. factors see Allison, Essence of
Decision, pp. 174-80. :

44Allison Essence of Decision, p. 144.




attributes of the players, and not the least the
bureaucratic players, are particularly important.

The response t Alligon's erk has been mixed, but dn
balance relatively favourable. Morton H. Halperin is
supportive of Allison's contention that bureaucratic
politics is part of the reality of governmental
.-decisién?making; aﬁd_he adds the éonsideration-that the
influence of bufeéucratic politics has important
implications for policy advice to governmen't.‘.5 The
importance of bureaucratic politics is aléo acknowledged by
George, who posits a multiple advocacy model as a means of
managiP% bureaucratic competition and producing positive
resultgwfrom it.** Critics of the approach, among‘the more
prdminé&t of whom are Stephen D. Krasner and Robert J. Art,
find fault with it on the grounds that its influence is
ovef—emphasized, and that it tends to be more convincing in
relaﬁién to decision implementétion.ratherbthan
formulation.*’ Both Krg;né?/and Aft'contend that thé degree
of bufeaucratic'poL%tical influence is .relative to the

~

degree of egggﬁéive attention - that is, the greater the-

-
-

.S L. .
attention on the part of the polltlcal executive, the less

- -~ .

the influence of bureaucratic politics and vice versa. How

‘*Morton H. Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign
Policy(Washington, D.C.: Brockings, 1974), p. 312.

‘¢‘George, The case for: multlple advocacy in for*elgn policy,
pp. 751-95.

*?’Stephen-D. Krasner, Are bureaucracies important? (or
Allison Wonderland), Foreign Policy no. 7 (Summer 1972):
159-79, and Robert J. Art, Bureaucratic-Politics and
Amemcan Foreign Policy: A Cnlt/que Policy Sciences no. 4
(1973): 467~ 90. ‘
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detrimental is the gap, or slippage as Art describes it,
between executive intent and organizational output? For
certain types of issues all thaf matters to the executive is
that a:pésitive choice be made; the details of
implemehtatibn are inconsequgwﬁial from this perspective and
slippage 1is i;relevant. For other types.of issues, those
where s;ippage can huft, slippage willlbe detrimental uﬁless
executive commitment is thefe. Lastly, there are those
issues where Slippage may be desirable from an executive
perspective;“ On the basis of tﬁe criticisms of“it,_can the
influence of buféaucraﬁic politicé‘be dismissed? Art
perhaps provides the most objective assessment when he
observes that the existence of bureaucratic political
1nfluence should not be dlsmlssed rather it is a question
of malntalnlng a sense of proport1on when assessing that~

¢

1nf1uence.

D. Ofganization Theory - CorporafesPlanning and Cybernetic
Techniques -
What 1s the relevabce of.organization theory, 1in the
contekt of cbrporate planning-and cybernetic techniqﬁes, to
"this thesis? It is important conceptually because iﬁ is an
approaﬁh which is enas or objectives oriented; it dinects
fesources/means towérds ends-invthe context Qf méeting the
needs of the people. "Thus iﬁ may provide.an alternative to

s*Art, Bureaucratic Polltlcs and Amerlcan Forelgn Pollcy A

Crlthue p. 479.
‘*Ibid., pp. 486-87.
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the comprehensive rationalist and incrementalist approaches,
which focus solely on means. It is also important‘to this
thesis in an empirical sense, because it. is an approach
which the Trudeau government purported to apply, in
conjunction with greater retionalizarion, to operationalize
the changes which the government held to be'necessary.
~What is corporate planning? It is difficult to define

precisely. It 1s perhaps best to describe it as an approach-
which takes an overall view of government activities, andﬂ
the way thet these aétivities relate to the changing needs
and problems with which government is confronted and for
which it is consiaered reepopsible. Specificelly, it .
involves ‘the development‘of ﬁanagement, and political
processes and'structures in order to plan, control and
review overall government activity, to meet the the needs of
the people to the maximum extent that available resources
-Qillralldw. Corporate planning thus conveys two fundamehtel
conCeptS: "... that [government] should consider its
resohrcegvahd activities as a corporate'whole and‘that it
should piah and review them in relation to the needs ahd.
problems of its_envirenment."5° o

| In a traditionallsense, the focus of acrivity in-
government.departments is administration of_servicee. The
pressures ofkday—ro—aay'edministratidn are often such that
little if any ;onsideration.is given to whether or not a
particular serriee is stillifeéuired in its existing form.

s°Robin Hambleton, Policy Planning and Local
Government (London: Hutchinson, 1978), p. 45.
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As can be appreciated, an administrativé activity can become
sélf—perpetuating - an end in itself. And this problem can
- be reinforced by reforms(ﬁhich are aimed at improving the
efficiency of admihistratibn,;but'which do not address the -
problem of effectiveness. In particular, it|hust be -
;emembefed that bureaucraﬁiC‘effért, oncé‘set in motion, is_
:extremely difficult td're;a%rect. Lnherent in~bureaucracies
is a form 6f resistance which is not simply passive inertia,
but 1s more cleafly a case of'oppositidn to change. This
oppositioh has been aptly described by Dqﬁald Schon as
dynamic conservatism.®' It might élso be.labelled
bureaucratic politics;l -

Corpérate planning, stressing'as it does the need for
continuous assessment of the effeqtivehess of.governmental
éctivities, énd'the impaét of the latter upon sdbstantive
.p:obiems, is posited as a means of addressing the
traditional stumbling blocks outlined above. It emphasizes
the necessity of leaqning about'what is happening in fhé
‘environment, and'makigéﬁédjustments on the basis of what is
learned. Corpéfape planning also endéavours to identify |
changing neéds and problems, and to aetermine the.effect
which govéfhmental activity wili havé or is likely to have
on these prbblems.  Consequently, it.is coﬁqerned with what .
1s échievabie. "The focus is on policy content and the
proéesses.by which po;icy is fdrmulaéed, implemented and

s 'Donald A. Schon, Beyond the Stable State(London: Temple
Smith, 1971), as cited in Hambleton, Policy Planning and
Local Government, pp. 46-47. ‘ :
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evaluated.

How then is'corporate planning applied? The first step
: ; \
1s usually the preparation of a position statement, which

encompasses current activitieé, policies and commitments.
Why are position statements important? The reason is

twofold:

First, as straightforward information they have a
valuable role in clarifying: what the authority is
doing, what it 1s trying to achieve, for whom, by
when and where, with what success and at what cost
[government officials may not be and often are not
au fait with precisely what a government's position
is on certain issues]. Second, the process of
preparing the statements can be more important than
‘the statements themselves. If it is handled in the
right way the work of uncovering and assembling the
information can educate [politicians and
administrators] alike,®? :

o

/This importance notwithstanding, there is a potential danger

/

/in the formulation of position statements. The danger is

o
-
j

that they may be formﬁlated‘purely to pay lip-service to the
planﬁing‘requirement they:represent,-hith little thought
Having_been giVen to>the way they will be used or misused.
Once position statements on the various issues have
been fdrmulated, policy of issue analysis - a systematic
investigation of a particular policy area - is implemented
as a means of introducing or devélOping the corporate
.planning process. The issues to be analyzed and the
priority of_énalysis should'becdétéfmined-by elected

representatives - the politicians who are responsible for

*?Hambleton, Policy Planning and Local Government, p. 58.
(My emphasis).
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the value-laden judgments which are a necessary part of the
political world. Where these ground rules are not adhered
'to, where én attempt is made to interchange the natureé of
the political and Bureaucraﬁic worlds, problems arise.

. Bureaucrats are encouraged to éxtend their activities i#to
the political realm, not in terms of proffering policy
advice as is rightly expected of thém, but rather in terms
'of substituting organizational values for the value -
judgments which poljticians have 'nct seen fit to address.
The political realm is an area ir which bureaucrats, as
raﬁional‘actors; are ill-equipped to operate and for which
they have no}ﬁandate - being appointed rather than elected
officials. The practical effect on cofporate planning 1is
that it becomes coopted by the bureauéracy, and attention is
refocussed on the efficiency rather than on the |
effectiveness of administration and policy. It glso’éﬁould
be noted that thé.Seiection of an issue is,atfiéast as
'important as the selection of a*cqurséESf action upon -
completion of analysis. Tbé”Seiection of the issue, "...
involves cﬁoosing a}l”ﬁhése Sreas which will not be
investigatedfand'is, thué, a more significant demonstrétion
of co;poré%é\priorities than selection of options resulting
ﬁrom/é,report with particular terms of reference."®?® Thét
'iésues and the priority of their analysié éhopld be .
deterhined by politicians, rather than be delegated diféctly

or by default to bureaucrats, cannot be overemphasized.

TN
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Having considered what corporate planning is, and how
it is or should be applied, it is pertinent to con51der not -
"only the general criticisms of corporate plannlng but also
how these’criticisms may be addressed One of the
criticisms is that corporate planning has often been applled
mechanlstlcally Essentially, structural change and the
1ntroduct10n of new procedures have been over emphaslzed
with the result that an impression. rather. than the reallty
of. corporate plann1ng has been created " A mechanlstlc
application 1s,totally unsatlsfactory because itjnullifies-
the learning'approach which is the very essence of corporate
planning. How can a mechanistic emphasis be rectified or
avoided? Hambleton poses a useful set of questlons whlch
-the polltlcal executlve mlght ask themselves 1n order to
',address this problem..‘

FirSt, how well does thelr approach- stand up to,

uncertalnty7 Do changes in the environment ... send

corporate plannlng pr1nc1ples to the wall or is

there sufficient commitment and elasticity to cope:

with changes of this kind? Second, how far. does

their approach ensure 1mplementat10n and follow

, through -of corporate ‘policy?} Is implementation a

' mysterlous process of sales. Qnd persua51on or is
"there (also) an "effective" mon1tor1ng system whlch
discloses and explalns deviations from policy?

- Third, -just what is the "content" of [governmentl
policy’ How far is corporate planning actually

forming and developing what actually gets done by
the [government]75‘_ .

A second criticism of cOrporate planning'activity is

that. much of- it has been built at the centre of government:
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by the centre. This discounts the fact that a great deal
cannot be learned at the centre of an organization. Those
aﬁ fhe centre who consider themselves informed in the
conté#tvof'the subtleties of new ideas and developments will
likély approve innovations in governmental activity. But
what about those on the periphery, to which cabinet
ministérs partly belong because of théif departmental
affiliations? At the‘véry least they are likely}to be
unénthuéiéstic and lack commitment to the inno?ations; at
Worst they may engage in active opposition - most probably
in the:form of cooption. The very fact that certain
E individuals are set apart as corporate planneré at the
'centre.of én organization in’iﬁself creates a problem. It
'gives the impression that corporate planning is narried out
by appointed officials who are; by yirtue of their location
and philosgphical identification with the poiifical
‘leadership, remote From thévcorpgrate Qntity on which they
.dépend for infnrmation. And, the establishment of iarge,
highly centralized coréqrate'planning units lends credénce
to this impression;t-What'then is the ansner to the
criticism nﬁboverfcentraiization\oﬁ corpora£e>planning? The
answef might, be thé creation of shallef planning units '
whiqh,_father.than impbéing & centrist line,vwould act’ as a
‘catalyst -in réléasing the creative potential of the various
.departments. In Hamblétdn's words, thesé units, "... would
seek.to enable not to imposé,"ss'However,.théfe is a need
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for an involvement in corporate planning\activity which
éxtenas befond that of central planning units.®*

A third criticism of corporate planning concerns its -
lack of:success in pfomoting collaborativelor
inter-corporate planning in the government system. ~This
criticism is related to concern about the
over-centralization of planning units. In both instances
the problem is thé result éf a perception, on the part of
the government departmenté, of the planning unit as a threat
to vested interesﬁs; Given thét_there is éﬁ on-going
cbmmuﬁication between departments on matters of comhon~
ingéfést, one‘might‘well ask\why this communications link
woul&inot extend to the planning unit. The answer is to be
found Ep the consideration of common interest. Gbéernment
départments, individual intérests notwithstanding,
communicate with each other on matters of common interest in
the kno&leage that each knows - because they are.both part
of the bu:ééucrétic sector - the extent to which the other
may be constréined by pérticular concerns on an 1issue, Sudh
deparﬁments'Seévno commonality of interest with a planning
unit. which they pefqéive as an imposition Qn'rather than as
a part of the systeﬁj and which, because of its proximity to
thé‘centfe of government, constitutés-a threat to their
}elationship with.thag centre. One must then:return,to the

role of the planning unit being one of enabling rather than

imposing. A flexible network of contacts .iust be used to

s¢Ibid., pp. 62-63..
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demonstrate gradually the usefulness rather than the threat-
 of corporate planning nnits; In'essence, ".;._planning must

not simply. makesdemands on the‘establishedlsystem but seek

v

to generate upp rt as well
Still 4notﬁer cr1t1c1sm ofAcorperate plannlng practlce
concerns the pestlon of values - spec1f1cally polltlcal |
values. A corpox\te plannlng un1t might concelvably be- abley
to ignore the confllct which its creation 1nvar1ably causes,
if it has a very high’degree oﬁ central political support-
and if integrative values are firmly entrenched:in the
government system. However, the success of such an approach
is at best.transitoryy Other more-immediate.issues than
cprporate planninglarise te claim'the a ntion. of the }
political executive, and'a departmentfba -d system lacks thet
necessary integrative values ' It\is'neceSSary to bulld.a
w1de political basis of support thrquéh.the demonstratien '
of usefulness referred to above; because,ff;..f | '
identification with one polltlcal personal1ty in a
department based system can be fatal to long term surv1val
It is not only essent1al~to be near,the.heart of government
but also be seen as serVicing_tne'geyernment_as a whole

"nss8

.and not one individual's career.

$

] N

__________________ ' L

*’K.H.F. Dyson, Planning and the Federal Chancellon s Offlce'. ‘
in the West German Federal Government, Political Studies .21,

(1973): 360. _ , o
s¢Ibid., p. 361. o ST
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E. Assessment \

In light of the‘discussion of the social world and the
consideration of. the dominant aporoaches to‘and |
‘organizatlonal 1nfluences upon policy or dec151on making,
what questlons have been answered ‘about the decisional )

_ process and how to approach it? Equally 1mportantly; what
guestions remain unanswered? | ‘

First of'all the decision—maker must as Weber~observes,
"... resign himself to the loss of'lideals"of-radical
revolUtionary change: indeed he'must abandon'the
':conceivability of such a goal."s’ This -involves the
apprecfation'of the futility of indulging in the pursuit of
'~ something which cannot-be achieved - comprehensive'
rationality or complete-underStanding of the real(world.
This is not meant to suggest that the pur5u1t of change per
se is futile, for the politici;n has recourse to the quality
1ofipassion. In this passion or devotion to a cause the |
’politician must maintain a sense of ob]ect1v1ty or
.detachment which will allow him to overcome thé subjective
Ainfluences of personal-inclinatiOns or'the”obsequious
dposturings of:advisers. Furthermore, he must follow an
ethic of responsibility which will ensure that the pursuit
_of'pure intentions does not over-shadow a feeling of
'accountability for the foreseeable results of his actiors.
Thus the pa551on of the politician is that which enables him
:to pursue change objectively It 15 not pa551on.1n the |

s°Giddens, Politics and Soc1ology In the Thought of Max
Weber, p. 46. .
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sense of afsingle-mindednessfwhich obSCUres~the politician's
‘ability to let realities work on him nor is it passion in
the. sense of an 1nfatuatlon with that whlch is )
1ntellectually 1nterest1ng but which has little regard for
what can be done in the soc1al world.

It is-also a question of realizing that to attempt to
rationalize the polltlcal world is to exclude the value
judgments which are an inherent or vltable component of
that world.. To exClude theée judgments is to dehumanlze the
pollt1cal world and to 1gnore~the real world 'To reiterate
an earller quote, "Whosoever ‘e w1shes to carry on pOllthS
on this earth must be free of-all rllusions."‘“'And a part

Cof being free of all illusions is to reject the romanticism
of the intellectuallf interesting, the raSCinationlof
scientific‘method and the ethereal promise oflauccess: and‘
to acknowledge responsibility or‘accountability for the real

. consequences of one's actions. |

A " Kramer notes,that,ﬂ.;; 1]t is a matter of common
observation that in Western democracies policies fchange]
almost ent1rely through 1ncremental adjustments.""'If
1ncrementa1 change 1s the norm, -does this mean that

‘tundamental change cannot.be effected? Is a dec151on—maker
then compelled to follow an incremental approach7 |

fIncrementallsm may well describe the normal process of

change in the soc1al world, but thlS does not preclude

'fundamental_change because the politiciah still has passion.

- *°Ibid.

“'Kramér; Perspectives on Public Bureaucracy, p. 143.
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A
However, whether or not fundamental change will be aéﬁieved
tis dependent upon how this passion is manifested. It must
be, ‘as mentioned earlier, passion in the Weberian context of
‘devotion to a cause tempéred by objectivity. If‘oneléccépts
that fundamentai change can be achieved, one méyicbncludeg'
that the decision-maker ié not confinéd to an incrémehtal
approach. This 1s an important consideration in -light of
the weaknesses which are inherént in an in@;ementél approach
to decision-making: no room for passion inla Weberian
context, an emphasis on means to £he exclusion of ends, the
Ediscounting of objectiyes which cannot be et by present
means and thereby theJ;ejectiQn of.responsibility for the
long-term efﬁects of‘Bne”s actions, and the virtual
feduct&on of boliticslto a procedure. In a prescriptive
context the incremental approach has little to offer because
it reduces the politician merely to an advocate of a
procedure, and because it is prone to the same critici®m
which Doern applies to the rationalist moaei, policy—making
means become ends in themsel. s and a getting ready to get
ready syndrome e&entuates. it thus becomes just another
‘ model of rationalization.
| Does this lend credence to the viability of Whaé,Adie
and Thomas describe as the most wiaely accepted theo;y of
decision-making in governments, the compfehensive ratibnal
approach? 1t "oes not because the comprehensive rational

model is mistaken about the nature of the social world. It

purports to define ends through the application of
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scientific rational thought, but by definition
rationalization excludes values and ends and focusses on

3

means. . Thus the comprehen51ve rationalist approach is no
‘morefefficac1ous than the incrementalist approach, and the .
politician who would pursue it is diSplaying that passion
whichiis‘a romanticism of the.intellectually.intereSting.
'Such,a politician may be held to be'guilty of Weber's two
deadly sins_in the field of politios: lack<ofvobjectivity
and‘irresponsibilitw - the latter because.a'focus on‘meanSf
tO'the:exclusion'of ends allows the politician to disclaim. -y
respon51b111ty for the forseeable results of hlS actions.
However it is also important to acknowledge two
advantages afforded by the: comprehen51ve rational approach
‘advantages at least to the polit1c1an Flrst the approach
‘.prov1des a ‘measure of political escapism in that 1t allows
~ ‘the politic1an,to.mechanistically focus on.process/means at
theleXpenSe of:product/ends;: This effectively'abrogates his
responsihility for_deciding value oriented ends because the
focus on meanSjpreCludes theeformer from ever really being

addressed. | Second, the approach'allows the politician to«

control the bureaucracy in the sense that his mechanistic
‘focus on means is thereby a focus on the stuff of |
bureaucratlc activity.

What of the influence of'gowernmental or‘organizational
process? The very complex1ty of government precludes one |
" central authority from maklng all dec151ons or directing all

act1v1t1es would ‘seem. to be a reasonable one. Where
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problems‘are factored or power is fractionated to deal with
_this complexity, organizational process becomes important,
particularly in‘terms of policy implementation, because
government organizations base most of their activity on
Jroutines-or SOPs. The questions of organizational
:parochialism, and the susceptibility of organizations to
change:aha the means by which such4change may be effected,
.can be best assessed by,reference to empirical data;k Such a
description is, in part,’the subject of Chapter Three. The’
.purported gap between decision and_inplementation; a
consideration which ouerlaps with'bureaucratic politics) 1s
perhaps the most important and potentially harmful result of
organiaational process factors,'and itS-preSence or absence_
can only be-determined empirically ’ |
What part do bureaucratic politlcs play 1n all of this?
It is - first of all a part of what is 'in the context of the
1nterface between the bureaucratic and political worlds.
Secondly, it is.a limitation on what can be done at this
~‘ﬂ‘inte.r‘fac'e. S It 1s perhaps less in itself an approach to
analy21ng dec151on maklng, than it is a qualification of any
-analy51s of the decisional process. It is thus important'in
terms of the effect it may have on hureaucratic'advice-to
politicians and‘on'the implementation of policy decisions.
How important is'it?‘ One 'must, as Robert Art suggests view
_bureaucratic pOllthS w1th a sense of proportion But 1tA
does eXlSt ar ]l the extent to which 1t is 1gnored can have,

in varying degree, 1mportant consequences for the analy51s
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or the practice of decision-making.

What of corporate policy planning? It is apparent that
corporate planning has by no means all\been consensual. A
challenge to traditional methods, corporate planning has'
often been met with the‘response referred to ea:lier as
dynamio conservatism - a manifestation of bureaucratic
" politics and the departmentalized approach to policy
development and 1mplementatlon. While there have beenv
obv1ous examples of this response, such as ignoring,
oounter-attackang, containing, or isolating, a more common
approaoh has been to“absorb or coopt'oorporate planning.
This process has been aptly described as, "... the
government'bureaucracies' magnlflcent sem1 conscious system
for- long term wearlng down of agents of change."62 Ideally,
cooption occurs without any,realization On the part of the
oorporate planning unit,that.snch a_process is ocoufringT“\
Thls,dynamic'conServatism_may be eiplained; at least ln
part,eby the circumstances ¢ a-partloular sitoation The
personalities involved - in the context of both plannlng and:
1mplementatlon and response -.may have been crltlcal the
t1m1ng of 1mplementatlon may have been wrong,(otyother»
issues oerceived as more oressing conoerns may have arisen
1and dlverted polltlcal attentlon."But is this sufficient

\
explanatlon7 It may be that not enough attentlon has been
paid to. either the reality of dynamlc conservatlsm or, a
more fundamental consideration-'the reality of implementing

*2Schon, Beyond the stable state, p. 15, as cited ‘in
Hambleton, Policy Planning and Local Government, p. 67.
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change. The focal point gor goal of change has been the
.development of learning organizations - specif&cally,
governmentibureaucracies which are sensitive to changing
needs and capable of ongoing adaptation of their needs and
behaviour. Bureaucratic shortcomings have tended to be,
perceived as the result of a lack of rationally ordered
activity in these organizations, but as Hambieton observes:
- "Perhaps the rational approach, even when coupled with good
inter-personal relationships, is not enough to develop a
learning organization."*® This observation is supported by
Donald Schon, nho contends "... that the recognition of
dynamic conservatism explodes the 'rational myth' of’ |
~intervention which sees social change as a process made up
" of analysis of objectives, e.amination of alternatlves and
selection of the most promlslng routes to change'"‘f

What would seem to be reguired is not rationalization
of the policy or decision—making process‘-butvfather the

encouragement or development of a government system which

rl \

-
will, in a cybernetic sense, learn how to learn. “Plannlngt‘

[per ‘se] can lead all too ea51ly to,neat structures and tid},
methods at the expense of‘content mes Planning‘which“seeké a

to enable rather than to impose, Wthh acts-as a catalyst in

relea51ng the creative potentlal of government departments

"N

N

is corporate plannlng 1n,1t§ most eff1cac1ous torm. _Thls-lsf”

“3Hambleton Policy Plannlng and Local Government , plL68
“4Schon, Beyond the Stable State, p. 30, as c1ted‘1n
Hambleton Policy Planning and Local Government p. 68.
 ¢3Dyson, Plannlng and the Federal Chancellor’s Offlce in. the
West Genman Feder'al Government, p. 358. ,
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the form ‘in Wthh it should be properly perceived, as an
L] .
alternatlve to both incrementalism and comprehen51ve

rationality.

F. Focus
.in a broad conceptual sense-governments are faced with

chOosing between a pursuit of the ideal in decision-making,
as Dror would advocate, or the acknow1edgment of what can be
done in the sociai'world In addition, there is the

. questlon of the 1nfluence of organlzatlonal act1v1ty in
terms of both routlne procedures and bureaucrat1c pOllthS.
-Thelapproach to_dec1S1on—makrng.wh1ch a government chooses,
”the'organiiationai/structural-changes which;are;aﬁpliedxto
operationalizelthat approach,:and'the extent‘to whfch that
government discounts or acknowledges existingworganizationalt
infinenCes'are matters of no_little consquenCe:not onlyefor
the effectiveness of the government“bnt_also_for the nation
in the long term. | | )

The precedlng assessment of theoretlcal approaches~4

comES;down,on the side of 1ncrementallsm as a‘descrlptlon of *
change in the social_world., Onevmight therefore'contendf |
that an approach to oecision-making vhichifgnores this‘
reallty and which 1ndulges in the romant1c1sm of the

1ntellectually 1nterest1ng, Wlll not overcome 1ncremental1sm

~

for reasons whlch have been dlscussed in the theoretlcal'

1

treatment of 1ncrementallsm Lratlonallzatlon and the v

'onaiities of the politician, and will be potentlally
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damaging to longfterm policy considerations because such’
considerations will in fact not‘be‘addressed. .Similarly, an .
: approach»uhich‘ijmply'oives in to incrementalism offers.no
solutionyin terms of bringing about social change; insteadi‘
it-repreSents;_as Dror rightly_observes, inertta.. It uould
alsojseem that'organizattonallprocesses and bureaucratic
f.politics’mayypiay an'important role, if not in the
.decision'makdng'proceSS'then'certainly in terms of
implementation; and partlcularly so 'if a government
underestimates or 1gnores the effects of these act1v1t1es

_ ‘The . t1me frame on which. thlS the51s focusses affords a
funique opportunlty;to compare theory'postulatrons-w1th
empirical evidence'_ Indeed theory must be ver1f1ed by‘
empiricai eyidence, and this ev1dence can be best adduced
from an;analySEsfof'c;rcumstances whlch_1nvolved‘thevchorce
ror'rejectionfof~one or-another.ofithe‘dominantyapproaches to
~decision—making,_and'the'cOnsequences of this chOice._-For,
*[i]naan'era in which every'tScientist‘,claims'the right'to
1mpose hlS or her own theory on an unsuspectlng reallty, |
.what 1s most trustworthy is not’ the 1mmense varlety of
_theorles 'each in: the pay of a would be master, butvthe

“shared emplrical reallty w1th Wthh evervone 11v1ng llfe

"must deal."*¢ Canadlan mllltary part1c1pat1on in NATO from

'1969 to. the present reflects an attempt by the Trudeau
government to 1n1t1ate a- fundamental change 1n forelgn and

. defence pollcy orlentatlon, a change whlch was percelved to

“Ralph‘P. Hummel The Bureaucratlc Experience (New York:
, St.Martin's'Press,y197777 p. 213. .
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be necessary because of the cumulative and out-dated effects
of incremental decision-making, and for which the remedy was
held to be a rationalization of the decision-making process
" operationalized thrdugh structural change. The
operationalization process was labelled corporate planning.
"Solutions ekistec for all problems if only adequate
‘structures and processes were in place to anticipate, to
plan and to coordinate~gbvernment activity. 'Corporate
planning' ... [Qas] thought to be necessary and achievable
for all."‘5 From the empirical'data which follows it is
3antjcipated that certain QUestions may éé answered: Are the
preceding hypotheses concerning apptoaches tc
decisicnfmaking valid? Are the effects of organizational

'+ process and bnreaucratic politics on policy"formulation and
implementation evident in the\activities and'teSponses of
the'departments'encompassed in the empirical data -
_spec1f1cally, the Departments of Natlonal Defence {DND) and
Eyternal Affalrs (DEA)7 Dld the organ1zat10nal/structural
'alteratlons which were applled enhance ‘the process of change
or hinder it? What sort of change was really requ1red in . -
‘llght of the emp1r1ca1 ev1dence7 " And lastly, what were thev
consequences of the_government s aCtions fcr“long—tern

o

policyvobjectives or ends?

"Mlchael J. Prlnce and John A. Chenler The rise and fall

.of policy: planning and research units: an organizational .

- perspect ive, Canadian Public Adm1n1strat10n 23 no. 4 (Wlnter

1980): 531. . ' : .




I11. An Empirical Overview

A. Introduction

The aim of this chapter ié twofoid: to surveyithé
secondary sources of information‘on Canadian foréign and
defence policy formulation andlimplementation as it‘ B
pertqined to Canadian partici§atibn in NATO from 1969 to the
present, and to examine the organizational changes
implémented'by the Trudeau goverhmgnt which had
ramffications for foreign and,defencevpolicy formulation and
implementaﬁion. The time frame was choSeh on the-basis that
1969 ostensibly mar&fd a wa;ershed in policy formulaﬁion,
To provide some insight into why the goverhment deemed
changes to be necessary, and’in‘tbe ihéerest of historical
contihuity, an overview of Canadian participation in NATO
since the Alliance's inception is also provided. The
chapter consists of two pérts; Thé_fi:st part is_an,overViéw
of.Canadian participation in NATO, which collates the |
commentary and analysis of Canadian academics aﬁd'govafnment
officiéls, and aéademics and officials.of othef»membe:
,nationsAof the-Alliance, and toucheé briefly_on Eaéterh
European reaction. It also includes an éxamination of NATO
spin-offs in a political and'economic-context; THe sécbnd
part examines éorporate plénninglaé pfécfiéed‘byvthe Trudeau
gové;nmenth not only from a;broad‘pérspective,.but also in
the context of the implications thcp‘this planning held for

DND and hence Canadian hilitary participation in NATO.

51
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B. Historical Overview

Canaoa And The North Atlantic freaty Organization: 194941969
On 4 April 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty was signed

in Washington. The signatories were, in addition to the
Treaty of Brussels nations, Italy, Portugal, Denmark,
Iceland, Norway, the U.S. and Canada. In 1952, Greece and
Turkey were added and the FederalfRepublio of Germany
followed in 1955 The depth of Canada s commltment is best
1llustrated by the follow1ng statement made by Prime
Minister Louis St.Laurent in 1948:

We believe‘that it must be made clear to the rulers

of the totalitarian communist states that if they

attempt by direct or indirect aggression to extend

their police states beyond their present bounds by

- subduing any more free nations, they will not
succeed unless they can overcome us all,*®

However, good intentions’aside, a measure of prophecy 1is

perhaps to be found 1n the comment of Lester Pearson

Thus we signed.the North Atlantic Treaty on that

- pleasant spring. day in Washington 'while the band of
the U.S. Marines played soft music, including two
selections from Porgy and Bess: "I got plenty of .
nothing" and "It ain't necessarily so".°*’

It is approprlate to. consider how Canadlan
,part1c1patlon in NATO came to include the statlonlng of

troops ‘in Europet Following World War Two, the‘Canadlan:

- e e e o ——— - —

“*1bid., p. 21: . : _
*’Munro and Inglis, Mike, p. 37.
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military”réverted to its péacetime configuration o small,
but highly professidnai formatiéns. It was not,anpicipated
thét such forces would be stationed dutside Canada in the |
foréseeable future. However, the out-break of the Koreah.
w;r.broUght‘aboﬁt a drgmatic change in thisvregatdﬂ ot
‘only did Canadian troops pgrticipate in the Korean contlict,
which fequiréd substantial increases 1in milﬁtary |
organization and expenditqre, but thére also arose a'céil
from N2TO for ~n temporary deployment of Canadian froopé as
part cf Suropean‘defence. The then'cpmmanding officer of
NATO, General Dwight Eisenhower, a higﬁlyffespected figure
in both military and political ciréles,‘came.to Canada po‘
.state the NATO case. A combinatioh.ofLEisenhower's,powers
of persuasion and a belief that the commitment would be
te;minatéd when the European ﬁatidns'had realized their'
economic and military botential, served to éonvince thé.Stf
Laurent government. ‘The first commitment of Canadian troops
to Europe occurred in 1951, andiconsisted'of a brigade of
infantry, 11 squadréns of.fighter aifcrafp, naval supporf
and economic assisténce. |

... [I]t was meticulously delivered. Tro0Ops were en
route within months. The squadrons followed three
at a time from early 1952 until April 1853. Canada"
was one of the few nations that abided by the -
proposed schedules ...’° '

From the time of its deployment in 1951 until 1970, Canada

maintained a contingent of some 10,000 troops f‘sqldiéﬁs'énd'
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airmen - in Europe. 'In addition to this commitment, an
air-transportable brigade group was allocated on an
as-required basis for service on NATO's northern flank,’

essentially, NorQay.

Varying Points Of View

A Need For Change

In early 1969, the Trudeéu government announced that a
complete reviey of.defence and foreign policy was to be
conducted, with a view to "... fectifying what the Rrime
Miniéter described as Canada's capéized foreign‘politicél
pyfamid."?' In a speech delivered to a gathering of Alberta

Liberals in Calgary on April 12, 1969, Mr.. Trudeau observed:

NATO, a military organlzatlon, had in the past
determlned Canada's defence policy, which had in-
turn determined the country's foreign policy.  We
had "no foreign policy of any importance except that
which flowed from NATO, .... and this is a false
perspective for any country." What the government
was attempting to do, ‘he explained, was to "stand
the pyramid on itﬁ base". . instead of its head - "to
review our foreign policy and to have a defence ,
policy flow from that, and from that defence policy
to decide which alllances we want to belong to, and
how our defences should be deployed "’2.

"'Ulrich Strempel, Towards Complex Infendependence:-Canada

.and the European Community: 1958-1980," unpublished PhD-
“dissertation, University of Alberta, Spring 1982.

"2Bruce Thordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Policy: A Study In
Decision-Making (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1972},
pp. 139-140. ‘ ‘ %
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’

‘The Prime Minister'went on to say, in a‘foreshadowing of the. -
later White Paper} that.the.government'svfirst concern was
serreignty - and all thatpimplied. Bruce.Thbrdarson'
rcomments that the fixation on scvereigntyi".‘.vappears to
‘have beén inspired by the belief that defence policy had to
be based on.interests that' were more North American-oriented
than were contributiohs to world peace and securi%y through
"participation in NATO."7’ This‘position, of course,‘implied,
a reassessment of roles for Canada's armed forces, but
Trudeau 3ust1f1ed thlS reassessment on the grounds that 1t
V".., was intended to reassure.CAF-[Canadian Armed Forces].
personnel; and especially'tc_COnQince the-public, that there
was a valid role for armed forces in.Canada."’* In the,.light
of Prime Minister Trudeau's_concern that defenceprIicy'
should flow.frem foreign policji.it.is somemhat ironic that
the decision to establlsh new defence prlorltles and to |

rev1se Canada s NATO contrlbutlon was reached some 14 months,

'prlo. to Forelgn Policy For Canadlans the Serles of

government papers dellneat1ng the~new approach to forelgn
pollcy.- Thls'sequence.was d;ctated by_bndgetary plannrng.
consideratﬁdns,_and‘by the.fact that thezannual-revrew of
'NATO was pending, in_yhich'member_natidns wouid'sdbmit?firm
military‘commitments_for one“year and-projected ccmmitments
for’the'succeeding five Years. “That NATO -was" flxed as the
'_major 1ssue of Canadlan defence pollcy was not surprlslng,
for it was -the issue . whlch attracted the greatest interest.

—_— i —_—

"3Thordarson, Trudeau and Forelgn Pollcy pp . 140-41.
»+1bid., p. 147, '

“.
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among foreign pqlicy'qfitics, a éroup.which included Prime
Mihister Trudeau. iFor those who favoured a new fereign
'policy,'NATO‘symbdlized the status éuo - a U.S. dominated
ailﬁahce; a power bloe which diminished Canadian credibility
in both the‘Third Wbrlé\and in peadekeeping, and an endless
drain. on resourees which ;ouldvbe devoted to foreign aid.
Additionaily, there were those - Mr. Trudeau among them -
who-belieVed that it was inappfopriate for‘avceuntry of
Canada's stature to have troops stationed in Europe S "to
maintain a fofwerd defence position..."’® But for those who
’took the opp051te v1ew 'NATO symbblized the’ best aspects of
' Canada's 1nternatlonal approach ~ a concern for European
stablllty,.empha51s on enhanC1ng 1nfluence with NATO allles
and usxng it to encourage dlplomatlc 1maglnat10n and
m111tary cautlonhtand‘the search for a counterbalance to-
_offset dependence on the U.S. - a confention to which Mr.
Trudeae would later be forced to sqbscribe.%ﬂ As Lester
ﬁearson had once eaid;"We did-not want to be-aione with our
.c}ose fFiena and heiéhbour. As eedebutante on the world

- stage we were wer;ied; not aboﬁt ;ape”but sedu_ction."77

Essentially, the Trudeau gevernmeht was faced with six

options:

[}

1. Adopt a policy of non-alignment, which would

‘mean withdrawal from hoth NATO and NORAD [North

Amerlcan Air Defence Agreement].
"sHarald von Rlekhoff, The impact of Prime Minister Trudeau
on foreign policy, International Journal 33 no. 2 (Spring
1978): -272. &
’¢Thordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Pollcy, p. 122.
""’Munro and Inglis, Mike, Volume 2, p. 33.
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2. Withdraw from NATO but remain in NORAD.
3 Remain in NATO but withdraw all forces from

Europe,
4, -Remaln/1n NATO but reduce the number of troops

s in Eurbpe. \

v 5. Remain in NATO with present for-e strength

= 6, Remain in NATO and increase the size of the
B force|/in Europe.’®

The NATO iss%% ostensibly went to‘the root of Canada‘s
foreign poli#y philosophy,_angxthe government felt‘compelled
to widen-thelscope of involvement in policy formulation, and
thus the opinions not only of éarliament but also of
‘academick and other members of the public were solicited.

In eariy 196;4the Common 5 Standlng Commlttee on External

)
Affairs and’Hational De{oACe %gmautted an in-depth

[
. S RN
examlnatlon %f the country s NATO ﬁol ¢y The Commlttee

s

,.\-‘

Jadert ook tgtexpose itself to thelwgd gst possible var1ety of
. , o ‘ D
opinions. It heard testimony from “such noted academics as
= Professo & James Eayrs of the Unlvér51ty of ‘Toronto, Kenneth
" McNaught, al'so of the the Unlver51ty of Toronto, Mlchael
Brecher of McGill, John Warnock of the Unlver51ty of
SaSkatéhewan, Jack Granatstein of York Unlvet51ty, and
‘Stephen Clarkeon of Toronto. Thelr v1ews ranged from'
complete withdrawal from hATOvand a p051tlon_of |
noh-alignment to the creation of a mobile.peaéékeepinb
force and an emphasis on foreign aid rather than mllltary
spendlng "However,‘the Committee was largely unconv1need by
their testimony, and the reasons are noteworthy:‘;'

"sThordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Policy, p. 122:“
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closing stages of its deliberations, and the general
European view - very much in favour of a continuing Canadian
-military presence in Europe - had a profound lnfluence. Two

meetings were particularly influential:

The first was a private session with the German
Defence Minister, Helmut Schmidt, who, despite his
socialist affiliation, empha51zed the value of NATO
as an instrument of detente The other was a
meeting with members of the Swedish Committee on
Foreign Affairs, who, although representatives of a
neutral country, all asked that Canada remain in :
Europe.?®°® ‘

The Comm1ttee submitted its final report to the House of
Commons on 25 March’ 1969 and in essence ‘the report
recommended contlnued Canadlan membershlp in NATO continued_
‘maintenance of troops in Europe, and the continuance of the
present roles of the latter unt1l such t1me as equ1pment
reached obsolescence in 1972 - at whlch time. a reasse sment
of future military roles.should occur.a‘

While the Stanﬂl”g Committee'was at work Prime_
.Mlnlster Trudeau and his cabinet also endeaVOured ‘to
fam111arlze themselves w1th the views of. Canadlan academlcs.
,The latter were apparently less'than 1mpressed by Mr

Trudeau's response,to thelr'v1ews and a,seminar'conducted

at Hull for select members of the academ1c communltv and

governme t o icials enjoyed ‘a 51m11ar lack of success:

e The academics did not raise any strenuous objectlons
\and the officials conclu  4: ‘that.the government.: had
f°Ibid., p. 133.
©*'Ibid.; p.. 135.
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won its case. What [they] did not realize was that
most of the academics had remained relatively silent
only because they regardeq the government's
presentation to be so preposterous and the views of
‘the officials so fixed, that discussion would have
been meaningless.®? ’ '

Leaving nothing to ‘chance, the c1v1l service departments

-:concerned with'foreign'affalrs throuth.he
'inter-departmentai,Special Task Force on Relations'with'
-Eutope,(STAFFEUR) established‘at‘Mr. Trudeau'sfdifection,p
45159 reviewed Canadian—European relationst' The government
Qas concerned that there be a»reassessment.of these
relations in thedpoiiticai-and'economicvspheres,«uith which
defence commitmentsvwere _"inevi-tabl;f{i-‘“.i,n'té-:‘r,m:ing‘1ed."‘.3 The"
STAFFEUR studynwagécomplete‘in.early-1969,-and the o

‘ ) o S .

recommendations are noteworthy:

.[T[he Task. Force concluded that Canada.should
contlnue to station troops in Europe since it was 1in
Canada's ec¢onomic and political, -as.well as military
interests to be actively 1nvolved on the
contlnent

And wnile STAFFEUR deiiberatedk-the Departments ofvEXtetnaI.
Affalrs and Defence conducted thelr own ]o1nt study of the |
same - subject.7 The dlfflcultles and costs of ma1nta1n1ng and
replac1ng mllltary equtpﬁsnt Canada S obllgatlons abroad,

'and a serles of optg%gs ranglng from neutrallty to greater
H-

'commltment to NATO _were ‘mooted. . Essent1ally, the

*2Ibid., p. 126.
®31bid., p.. 135.
*+Ibid., p. '136.
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conclusions echoed those of STAFFEUR: Canadian miiitary
activitipn in Europe should continue. |
Prime Minister Trudeau was content with neither the
* STAFFEUR rerort nor that of External Affairs/Defence. 'With .
the Standing Committee report oending, he asked his;own |
”adv1sers, chalred by former professor: Ivan Head, 'to
re-examine the whole guestlon of Canada's m111tary‘pollcy'

ThlS group submltted Canad1an Defence Pollcy - a Study

‘;A-

It apparently dontalned the recommendations that
© Canada remain in NATO retain inm Europe
°, approximately 3, 000 men ocut of 'its existing
~9,800-man contln#ent ‘and abandon its nuclear-strike -
role.‘5 ' ' o

On—3 April‘1969; Mr;‘Trudeau announced theagovernmentfs
~decision Canada‘wouid'reméin_in.NATO( but there would be a.
'.planned and'phaSedjreduction of the Canadian contingent
stationed in Europé .thls to be conducted“in consultatron
'with Canada S NATO allles. Addltlonally, Canada"s defence'

, prlorltles were.deflned as follows.

/
/

. | :
1. .the surveillance of our own terrltory and
’ coast-lines - 1i. e.,the protectlon of our
soverelgnty, .
2. the defence of North America 1n<co—operation
- with.United States forces; :
3. the fulfilment of such NATO commltments ‘as may
' be agreed upon;: V.
. 4. the performance of such international = v
' peace- keeplng roles as we may, from time to time
assume. . Co

*s1bid., p. 137.
*¢Ibid., p. 139.
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*¢Ibid., p. 139.
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Reaction to Reduction

Not surprisingly, the reaction of Canada's NATO allies
to the announced reduction was highly critical, particularly

so in the case of the British and West Germans. Canada's
\ :

decision was'perceived as a breech of NATO solidarity, and
concern was expressed that other members 51m11ar1y mlght be
encouraged as a result Comments ranged from highly

inadvisable to accusations of pa551ng the buck, and Defence

[

.Mlnlster Leo. Cadieux's attendance at the -NATO Defence
Planning Committee in May 1969 must have been anything but a

pleasant experience:

the Europeans [did. not] find much comfort in. the

assurance that Canada recognized the continuing
threat to their security, and stood by the NATO .
pledge to consider an attack against one member as
an attack against all. To many of them, the move
seemed likely to prejudice what has become one of
the primary ob]ectlves ‘of NATO, and certainly ‘of

- Canada, the negotiation of a balanced reductlon in
the military strength of the two blocs v 3

Yyiwr L,
P R
F

5.
How effective was allied opposition? The Canadian
government had apparently.been thinking in terms of a

two thlrds reductlon of the troop commltment in Europe, but

in the end 1t was announced that only half the contlngent

(cont d)1972) p. 35. ST . “l
’JDale C. Thomson and Roger F. Swanson, Canadian Foreign
Policy: Options and Perspectives. (TorontO' McGraw Hill .
_Ryerson 1971) p. 54.




would be withdrawn;

... reluctant at the time to say that the government
had compromised, the Defence Minister admitted three .
months later in the House of Commons that, as a -
result of consultation with our allies, "we had
modified considerably our original plan."®**.

Although, according to United_States AmbassadOr,Harlan
Cleveiand Canada's'decision to cut back provoked the
toughest talk he had ever w1tnessed in an 1nternat10nal

. body, the controversy was short lived. Indeed, by the
following year, Canada’ s.1nfluence in NATQ'had substantraiiy
_recovered.’5 But it would be fair to say that some suspicion

of. Canada's long-term intentions lingered on.

After The Force Reduction'
The 1971 White'Paper-on Defence re-ordered Canada's

defence priorities in accordance with Mr. Trudeau's

P

announcement of Apr1l 1869, It exp1a1ned Canada s dec151on

to. contlnue to statlon troops in Europe as "a tangible

expre551on of Canadlan support for the principle of

collectlve security 1n the North Atlantlc area."**¢ The paper
: vwent»on‘to comment-that Canadian membership in NATO could be

'_~just1f1ed solely on securlty and pOllthal grounds, but

there was an addltlonal ]ustlflcatlon whlch suggested a

somewhat dlfferent motlvatlon ;

"Thordarsbn, Trudeau and’Foreign'Po1icy, pe 142,

’5Peyton V. Lyon, Beyond NATO, Internatlonal Journal 29 no.

-2 (Spring 1974):.272-273.

,“Canada, White Paper On Defence: .Defence In the 70s
(Ottawa: Informatlon Canada, 19713 p. 34.

&
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Canada has ... a direct interest in the economic
well-being of Western Europe and the preservation of
trading relations with this second ranking Canadian
‘market. In connection with the further development
and probable enlargement of the European Economic
" Community (EEC) Canada 15 engaging in 1mportant
‘negotiations with certain. of our allies who are
current and prospective members of the EEC. The
community of i1nterests we share with these countries
through common NATO membershlp should be a p051t1ve
factor in these negotlatlons

Reappraisal Begins

Canada's rehabilitation of its relatibnahip'wiﬁh\NATO
had begun almost_immediately after the announcehent of forae
reductions. Tae-TrUAeau government, parﬁicularly members . of
tae.cabinet, rapidly came to realize that partiaipation in.
the alliance afforded access and inpat on majob'iSsues'in
Easthestarelations, for example Mutual and Balanced Force
Reducfioh_(MBFR)L’”fo 1973, ‘Canada had become among ‘the
host ardent supporters of NATO; and the Secreta;y of‘Statea
for Exterhal Affairs; Mitcheli Sharb,’aven.commentéd in a
publié.address-that the govarnment;%§§§69 handling of the
: NATO'question had'baen less:than'daft. Following the-
meeting of the North Atlantichounail-ia Ottawa in 1974, an
Atlantic Deciaration waa réleased.f Two aspécfs‘of this

—_—— e e, — e - —

>’Ibid. . (My emphasis)
*®*R.B. Byers, Defence and Foreign Policy: In the 1970s,
Intenational Journal 33 -no0.2 (Spring 1978): 331, :
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declaration were particularly significant as a reflection
not‘only of members' perceptions, Butvalso of what was

expected of members in terms of commitment:

All members of the Alliance agree that the continued
presence of Canadian and substantial U.S. forces in
Europe plays an irreplaceable role in the defence of
North America as well as Europe. Similarly the
-substantial forces of the European Allies serve to
defend Europe and North America as well ....

The members of the Alllance con51der that the will
. to combine their efforts to ensure their common
- defence obliges them to maintain and improve the
efficiency of their forces and that each should
undertake, according to the role it has assumed in
the structure of the Alliance, its proper share of
the burden of maintaining the securlty of all.
Conversely, they take the view that in the course of
current or- future negotiations nothing must be
‘accepted which could diminish this security.’’

In 1975, a defence srructﬁre review allocated greater
importance to Canada's NATOu&ontribution} although there was

no o£f1c1a1 change in defence prlorltles. Why the

‘»

turn- around7 Polltlcal sc1entlst Peyton Lyon suggests that »

a definite reason was a combination of Mr. Trudeau's belated
real1zat10n/acknowledgement that relatlons wWwith Europe were
necessary to-counter-balance relations with the U.S. , and a
clear indication from European members of NATO that Canada
could not expect to ma&ntain its relations with them without
sharing in meeting_a security threat which they perceived to
be common,'°®°® Canadian'concern for counter-balance to |
economlc relations with the U. S. hed certainly been |
**Roger Hill, Political Consultatlon in NATO, Wellesley:

‘Papers. 6/1978 (June 1978): 132-33. (My empha51s
'°°Lyon -Beyond NATO, pp. 274-275.

L
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reinferced by the shock of the ﬁixen imports surcharge of
1971 and, in addition, Lyon's conjecturés are supported.by‘
remarks‘made hy Prime Minister Trudeéau during a visiffto.
NATO headguarters in Brussels in chober'1974. Mr .Trudeau
emphasized that member%hip ir AT allowed-Canada to |
diversify its international re :tions while strengthehingib
ties with Western Europe. . He also alihded1to the defehce
review of 1969, and he made the somewhat startling comment
that it had-been concluded that by remaining in NAT Cahada

/
<.

had been able to provide for its defence "at the lowcst

cost."'®' Mr.Trudeau next visited the NATO Summit in June
1975 and "[he] made it clear that Canada takes serlously its
responsibilities as a good ally and emphasized the |
importance he attached to Canadian membership in'NATO;"‘zﬂ

And in addition,

: t

.. the Prime Minister informed the heads of
government %hat his purpose in’ attendlng was "to
state clearly and unequivocally Canada's belief in
the concept of collective securityj; Canada's- support
for NATO and Canada's pledge to maintain a NATO
force level which is accepted by our allies as being
adequate in size and effectlve 1n character nres -

What then had happened to the defehce/fbreign_policy.
relationShip posited'in the Trﬁdeau Doctrine?  Professor

Byers comments:

' 'Prime Minister Trudeau Visits NATO Headquar'ter's, NATO
‘Review no. 4 (August 1975): 4.(My emphasis). -

‘°2James Richardson,Canada and NATO, NATO Rev1ew no. 4
(August 1975): 4.

o3 prime Ministerial Statements and Speeches 75/19 as c1ted
in R.B. Byers, Defence and forelgn policy in the 1970s, p.
332, : ' e o -

't" ?)
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By the late 1970s the major forelgn pollcy defence
interface of the Trudeau Doctrine had been relegated
to the bookshelves.  An examination. of developments_
in the areas of peacekeeping, the protection of
Canada, and NATO shows that the declaratory pollcy
of the govcrnment had not :been 1mplemented vos

- But what effect d1d thls have on Canadlan mllltary
fpart1c1pat10n in NATO’ As Byers succ1nctly observes

"Polltlcally NATO had been rehabllltated but in terms of

defence prlor1t1es, spendlng, and eq >ment 1t off1c1ally

e

sremalned of secondary importance."'°® On the subject of

defence_pollcy per‘se, the following\comment,omade’in 1977

concérning the 1971‘White Paper'on Defence, was and remainSQ.

pertinent: &

[Tlhe need for a defence pollcy that can stand
as the basis for long- range ‘planning is still. e
unfilfilled in Canada ‘in spite of the fact that it
is  required more than ever ... What ¥emains as
defence policy is really a -lepose, uncoordinated and
ad hoc. response to 1solated problems S0

‘Prime Mlnlster Trudeau s hew- found enthu51asm for” NATO
notw1thstand1ng, it would appear that certain member'natlonss
viewed Canada's role in NATO as very'much a case of a free

Jride:

A questlon wnlch bothers Canadians is’ that of - paylng
their . fair- share Canadian soc1al tradltlon frowns on
'°4Byers, Defence and: fonelgn po]lcy m ‘the 19/Os, p. 321,
(My emphasis) . ‘ C :
'°*Ibid., p. 331.(My empha51s) : o
'°¢L. Rosetto, A Final Look at the 1971 Whlte Paper' on’ T
Defence Queen's Quarterly (1977): PP. 61—62 (My emphasis) =



then Defence Mlnlster,

those who get a "free ride.

-ed1t1on ‘of NATO Rev1ew.

Getting a ride at

- half-price is more our way of doing things.
accepted the compact [NATO] we tried to make a
respectable contrlbutlon rer

James Rlchardson,

r

The free r1de contentlon occa51oned a major artlcle,

70

Having

by the

in the August-]gls

The theme of Richardson's article

was Carada’ s m111tary contrlbutlon to NATO, but he devoted

one th1rd of the text to explaining the broad geopol1t1cal

K3

’con51derat10ns which shaped the~ contrlbutlon,

con51deratlons all too often at best 1nadequately

'understood in the perspect1ve within whlch many of -our

allles view Canada s role in NATO "‘°‘As to the spec1f1cs of

My'concern is‘that

to Allied Command Europe, and that the important
‘contributions we. make through Allied Command

too often,

'_the-mllltary contrlbutlon he’ commented,

Canada's contribution
to NATQ ic seen only in terms of our forces assigned-

Atlantic, to allied. sécurity in the North Atlantic.

. ‘and, through the Nofgh':

;American Air Defence Command

"(NORAD) and. other “arrangements,. to allied securlty
in North Amersica recelve*less recognltlon in allied
bodies and w1th1n some allled countries than: they*

deserve

109

i

-~

The Trudeau government had good reason to be concerned

about the free rlder 1mage, as an examlnﬁ~1on of the general

attltude of Ccﬁadlan governments towards the mlltlary will

force and reserve forces were small

‘ShOW‘

Prlor

to both world wars, Canada’s- regular m111tary

A‘°7Holmes, Canada. A M1ddle Aged Power p.

'°¢Richardson,

o0 Ibid,

. t
N N

Canada and NATO, p.

4.

.213(‘

}and both were neglectedv
SRR



and relatively poorlynprepared for any type. of operational
commitment. In the words of Mr. J.F. Anderson, theicurrent
AssistantﬂDeputy Minister (Policy) in the Department of

o (‘J - . . . . ) . Lt
National Defence (DND): "One getswthe'impression that ‘

18962 marked’ noi only a change Ln the strateglc relat1onéh;p

between the U. S‘ and;the Sov1etvUnlon,_but.also,had an

effect on Canadranldefence pOlicY;“ﬁ

. ‘ o e Y
[1t awakened] in the mmnds of . '.’many Canadlan
ministers a tendency to believe that" Noi matter what
Canada did, our fate 1n the security .sens would be
determined by the actlons of ithe United 'S¢ tes~'a’ R
tendency consequent}y to view Canada s contrlbqtaons B
to collective defence whether in; North America, of -
elsewhere in NATO,-as being, ‘at best, ofpmarglnal
1mportance and -at worst dispensible, and a tendency
in parallel to see the Canadian Forpes as a plecé'of
baggage, which perforce had to sbe carr;ed around in
the pursuit of various foreign pdllcy goals, but R
which for that reason should -be kept as l1ght Yas "
possible ... The‘same tendencies have ... been K
present, to a greater or lesser degree,'ln v1rtually ;a@
every decision on’ defence or defence-related - _— ‘
policies, except perhaps the most recent ones, taken
,by Canadian governments 51ncq 1962, 7! . o :

o

Reversal

oty '3‘ N : ) A
¥ T : i =

_._.___...___.__,,._\__._._—..._

R I Anderson, Stnegaregy, Pofrcy Fonmularlon and Mil ltany
Plannlng,“fddress to. the Natlona1~Defence Col1ege 1976 p. .
6. e o’ _D. “' r,_ Bt ] LA ,‘ ~

Hirbia., pp. $-10.

: ° . ’ : . B . >4 - s N . -
N ’ - - A h 1 A
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During the 1968/69 Defence Pollcy Review, the problem f?a

was not one of conv1nc1ng the government that Canada s

securlty 1nterests ‘were allgned w1th those of other western

dembcracles, of promot1ng collectlve securlty as the best

option for Canada s securlty "The problem rather was that

of gettlng“them to a551gn any value to Canada s,m1l1tary’
. . . - ‘\ vr M . . .
contrlbuﬁlon to the All1ance ez While successive

governments had contlnued to aCCept the valldlty of a-

.strategy of alliance,’ they had been ret1cent to accept that

JVCanada s mllltary must be organlzed and equlpped in | 'h-,'g

:é{" l

to be reversed but thls would cont1nue, :

_1nd1cated that the Trudeau governmen“

"year 1976 the capltal expendlture component of - the b@dget*

727 .

accordance w1th-thls strategy . By 1976 thlS trend had oegunf'

. u;.v :

¢

e only if ‘we [the Department of Nationak Defence]
can, through careful and ob]ectlve strateglc study:
and analys1s, help our government to.pgrceive, . over
the longer terim, the potential “for- future military .
danger:- to Canada and its interests, including those:
.. it shares. wgth its friends and. all}es and if wew
-can, on, that ba51s, ‘put orward well cons: dered Q
foreign ‘and. defence poXcy proposals whlﬁg e
. demonstrate how, amongst other-means,’ Canadlan u%*ﬁ%
‘military capabllltles can ‘be ~used to attenuate those

- dangers,;' "'’ _ YR

- .'
[y

In'late 1975 the first real ev1dence appeared wh1ch
«L\“ .

'ntended to re—equ1p
. ,1 x —.:3, [ “?C« 4

the Canadlan Forces in Qrder tOQretafh'some credlble defence

B n"‘% -
posture for the country It was announced that after f15ca1

-would 1ncrease; in real terms, by 12 percenf‘per annum for

——— e = ———

& T
L g

Fan



' ¥oreign policy in the 1970s, p. 334. (My emgha51s)

73

‘

five years.‘ﬁ‘ It was also apparent that these funds would

~‘be devoted to the purchase. of equ1pment dlrectly related to
tCanada 'S NATO contrlbutlon for example-Orlon/Aurora'

antl—submarlne aircraft and Leopard ‘tanks.

[Defence Minister] Barnett Danson informed the
Conference of Defence Associations ... 12 January.
1977 §..with respect to defence priorities the first
three, sovereignty, North American defence and NATO
are almost inseparable. We can't have a free North
~America without a free Western Europe, and Western
European cannot be free without a free North
America. NATO is a key element. It is our
deterrent,: our way of letting the Soviets know that
we will not allow _them,easy access to Europe.. They
must. know that we. are un;ted determlned and = '

strong e : E

R
. Y

/
o - : . / -
. /
J
... i

Thus, _".,.'the major foreign policy statemehts which

outllned the forelgn policy- defence 1nterface of the Trudeau

Doctrlne -had beenﬂﬂﬁQegated to the bookshelves e Equally

4,’.&;’:_7' o

1mportant defence po‘1cy objectlves were reallgned w;
. what was tgbbe a- ma]or change in- Canadlan foreign poliX

In July 1976 Canada 51gned the Framework Agreement on-

r,t

Economlc and Commerc1a1 Cooperatlon w1rh the EEC. ThlS\

ontractual link was a manifestation of the de51re to
& .
dlver51ﬁy Capada S economic relatlons and was a response to
e 2

<23

the'i971’UZS. lmports surcharge referred to earller The %Q

. ‘.)

link was, achleved only after conslderable personal

dlplomatlc 1nvolvement on tne ‘part of the Prlme Mlnlster, an

Y

é

f"‘Byers, Defence and fonelgn pol;cy in the '1970s, p. 333.7
‘''sSpeech to annual meeting of- Conferente ‘of Defence
Associations, 43 January 1977, cited iY Byers, Defence and -

B

.v‘«“w'.‘Ibld e 32140 R
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"
N ~ .
1nvolvement which was necessary to molllfy Br1t15h and
vy

German doubts as to the v1ab111ty of formally 1nclud1ng a
non—European natfon in a European economic framework. 7va
the price of this,diversification wasbnotlimmediately |
apparent,‘it soon became so. ,Canadian political scientist
Gerald Wright,‘in a 1978 artlcle‘for.theYCanadian Institute.
of International Affairs,icommentedrthat in developing new
export markets with tpe_ESC, Canada "has become~aware of the
linkages that WeStern_European”governments_perceive between .
economic and security lssues."l‘“tln assessing this newr
'awareness,vwright.also'observed'thati |

y

The Pllme Mlnlster may con51der ‘that NATO membetship
no lon§er acts as an inhibition on Canadian foreign
“policy and ... the confidence that it [the Canadian
government] once manifested in the progress of :
- detente has been seriously eroded and .its
apprec1atlon of the military balance, is now. closer
to that of its European allies.''* w : :

Support for thlS 1nterpretatlon can be found in the

A»m, . o
r,.._‘

-t

Department of Natlonal Defence annual defence rev1ew of

1979 \whlch contended that. a nuclear war between the U S.

and USSR remalned the. greatest thteat to Canadg's surv1g&};
- s /, . \3'L

To meet chls threat an_ effectlve contrlbutlon to the
&

[

defence of Western, Europe and maintenance of the sea lanes,

was second only’ to g%operatlon with the U.Ss. 1n,defend1ng

kS "’Dew1tt and Kirton, Canada As A Prlncrpal Power, p. 72
s 1 1sGerald erght NATO In the New Internatlonal OPden .
Behind the' Headlines 36 no. 4 (April 1978): . R
~ "'’Gerald Wright, Europe Pol'icy Planning On A Seesaw

o Inte?natlonal Journal no. 2 (Spring '1978): 3S4.




against’a direct attack on North America.’?*° This certainiy
reflected the " perceptlons of DND but Donald Page, writing

in Foremost Nat1on p051ts a furtheﬁ.ratlonale for the .

Al \““

Trudeau government s renewed 1ntere§§}1n NATO: - o
: »

... [Tlhe NATO forum has largely replaced the
- embassies in obtaining information about major
d1plomat1c initiatives and in ensuring Canadian
1nfluence in crisis management.. While we are kept
wa1t1ng in the capitals, we are brlefed in Brussels.
Of increasingly-less value is the degree of low cost
. security prov1ded by NATO though the advantages of
technolog1cal spin-offs and contracts help balance
the budget. A feéw. thousand Canadian hostages in
Europe soothe Europe's historical sensitivities
while providi~y -~ means of.gainrng favour with the

~ 192 1

members of the o7,

W
. .

. . . ("j. ’ . .A . ”‘ ’ - ) c
leen its: perceptlons of the frlnge beneflts which NATO

affords, is the government llkely to endeavour to stlmulate

o
further debaté“%n the questlon of NATO part1c1patlon7 Or,

egovernment.asrde, is there any other.source of impetus for

‘SuEh.debate7u.The comments‘of JwH. fTaylor. Deputy

N

‘Under Secretaryfuf Sta@é for External Affalrs, in a 1979

presentatlon ‘to the Canadlan Instlttte of Strateglc Studies,

o
“a;e noteworthy: -

. There 1s nonappa:ent dlsp051t10n n Canada to renew
the [NATO)] debaté of 10 years ago. , What has emerged
... 15 a natlonal consensus around,the following
propositions: that Canada,should-remain a member of-
-the alllance' that Canada-should make “a’ respettable
12°Ca'nada, Defence 1979 In Review (Ottawa: Canadian
Government. Publishing Centre, 1980), p. 7. :
'2'Donald Page, Canada and European Detenre, A Foremost

o~

Nation: Canadian Foreign Policy and a°Changing World, Norman

~Hillmer and Garth Stevenson, ed. (Toront0° McClelland and
' Stewart, 1977), p. 57. (My empha51s) - . P

o . N N N
~ fpi,
. o
.
- i
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military contr1butlon to the dlrect defence of
Europe as well as North Amerlca o - R

Taylor concluded his presentation.with the-foiiowing‘

observation: B

unless we wish to abandon our entire postwar
history and relapse into 1solat10nlsm with all that -
would entail for our relations both w1th the Uriited -
States and with Europe, our political interest in -
NATO membership remains:as powerful as that of any.
other country of the alliance.'?’". 3.

Continuing Canadian Participation.InUNATol

4

.Canadian Perceptions'?*

SN,
R

~ ‘ o *
122 g H.Taylor, NATO After Thirty YeaPs, seminar for the
‘génadlan Instltute of Strateglc Studles, Toronto 1979, p.
iarbid. 5. 10. | B . ey

'24More recent Canadian comment on m111tary part1c1patlon in iRz
- NATO stems from a variety of sources: A 1980 speech by the
then Secretary of State for External Affairs, Mark
MacGuigan, to the World Federalists of Canada; a 1981 _ S
Statement on defence policy,by Minister of National Defence,
- J. Gilles Lamontagne; a March 1981 statement by Lamontagne
to the Standing Committee on External :‘Affairs and National
Defence - The 1981-82 Defence Estimates:; a December 1981 - .~
‘address by Mr. MacGuigan to the Ministerial Session of the
North Atlantic Council; a -January 1982 address by General R.
Withers, Canadian Forces Chief of Defence’ Staff, to the
. Canadian Defence Association; .the January 19827 First Report
.0of the Sub-committee on Natlonal Defence -of the. Standlng '
~ Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs; and Background
Documents on the visit by Prime Minister Trudeau to. the
North Atlantic Council 1in Bonn in June 1982 e

e T
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In his speech to” the World Federallsts of Canada in’
JUne 1980 the then Secretary of State for External Affalrs,

Mark . MacGu1gan observed.

One of the reasons that we gcan have detente is that
we are militarily prepared:s.. we are suff1c1ently
well prepared, through NATO ... It is.in the

context of a strong deterrence that I belleve we are.
able Stlll to speak about and hope for detente v

Mr. MacGuigan also stated that, "Canada is'and‘will:remain a

member of NATO. ' Our securlty depends on co- operatlon w1th1n

that alllance to prevent war,"'?¢

In a 1981 statement, Defence Minister Gilles Lamontagne

emphasized Canada's.recognition'of the need for collective

efforts to deter aggression and resist military pressure

against the North-A@erica%‘and European members of NATO: "It
1s in thls context that, as Mlnlster of Natlonal Defencey I

have been emph85121ng the 1mportance of the re- equ1pp1ﬂ§ of

_our armed forces."'2?’ He went.on to-comment that'there would

llkely be grow1ng pressure . .on the resources of the

1Department of Natlonal Defence to meet and ma1nta1n NATO
'.commltments in the face of 1ncreasxng Warsaw Pact mllltary

stréngth in Europe, pressure to acqu1re upﬁdated weapons and -

mllltary systems. The defence poklcywstatement concluded as

]

G
D B -

follows: = S - 'Qéf

,125Mark MacGu1gan, Secretary of §tate for External Affairs,

 Speech to ‘the World Federallsﬁg of Canada, June 1980, p. 2.

"Z‘Ibld., p& 7
123 Canada, Department of Natlonal Defence Canada and the

B

erld in 1981, statement .on defence policy.by the HonouUTfable

~ . .
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'ﬂ.,Gllles Lamontagne,;Mlnlster o@?Natlonal Defence, (Ottawa-u
: Canadlan GOVErnment Publlshlng Contre 1981), .2 P



78

In thls dlsorderly and dangerous environment 1t will
be important that the Canadian Forces maintain a
modern, balanced combat capablllty to effectlvely
protect [sic] the sovereignty and security of
Canada, to meet alliance commitments for collective
deterrence and defence and to contribute Canada's
fair share towards malntalnlng 1nternat10nal
') peace R S

P It

In a statement,cbntained'in'The 1981-82 Defence

Estimates, Lamontagne reiterated his previous cententions,
but with an interesting twist:’

Hope and good intentions alone ... will not suffice;
nor will Canada be in a position to make a -
contribution and to exert influence on the policies
of our allles if we do not at the same time play our
fair part 1in maintaining the Alliance's deterrent’
and defensive strength while prov1d1ng for,our own
security. The government recognizes this [and] the
fiscal plan presented. to: .Parliament ... provided for
.an objective of real growth\ln the defence budget of
3% aqpually through 1983/84**\ -

“ And:

the current

Parliament conflrmed again the g&beﬁﬁbent s
easing the

commitment to do its fair part-in é
military . capablllty of the North A laqtlc

"Alliance.'3° i . . R
3 - . A‘-D

'2'Ib1d p. 9. /
.Ji'z’Canada, Departpment of Natlonal Defence, The 1981-82
"* Estimates for the epartment of National Defence, statement
to the Standing Committee On External Affairs and National
_Defence by the Honourable Gilles Lamontagne, (Ottawa:
Canadian: ,Government Publlshlng Centre, 1981), p. 10. (My
s empha51s) S T . : 6’3
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'321bid., p. 4%
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In address1ng the Mlnlsterlal Se551on of the North

Atlant1c Counc1l in his capacity as President D' Honneur,x

AN

: Mr MacGulgan lauded the achlevements of the Alllance'

"It [NATO] has ... given Europe the largest period of
_peace it has known in this century.. It has also

- proved its worth as a highly developed forum for
political consultations and crisis management.

Beyond that, it has fostered growing co- operation in
a variety of defence-related fields on the basis- of
shared 1nterests and values'?®!' -

\

Nor did ‘the NATO spin-offs, as Canada perceived them, go
unmentioned: -
f-;@&:‘." &

" We can also-do more to demonstrate that ours 1is not
just a military alliance - that it is a community of
like-minded peoples defending commonly held
principles, pursuing common object1ves and promoting
the widest possible co-operation in the ingerests of
greater stab111ty and welfare.'?’? :

By NATO spin-offs one iy referring to the benefits of a
=) - : '

.nbn-military hature which participation’in the Alliance

K

2 % .
affords. The potent1al for polltlcal consultatlon, wh%\?
ma

already has been alluded to, was 1n1t1ated ‘by the subm1551on._

in 1956 of a report on non—ml}ltary co-operat1on in NATO.

Legster Pearson, then the Minister for External Affairs, was

_dme of the authors. Consultations occur regularly on

{*qq . :
Strategic Arms L1m1tatlon Talks (SALT) and Mutual and

N

Balanced Force Reductlon (MBFR) negotiations and, in
'*'The Honourable Mark MacGuiga Secretary ‘of State for,
External Affairs, address to the North Atlantic Council
Ministerial Session -in his capacity as President d'Honneur,
Brussels, December 10, 1981, p. 2.
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addition, there have beeq&a growing number of reinforced

counc1l meetlngs - permanent representatives plus visiting

senior off1c1als - to dlSCUSS topics’ ranglng from East West

relations to the'Mlddle East and the Law of the Sea.

" Canada" s 1nterest in enhanc1ng pollthal consultatlon is

©

readlly apparent from its part1C1pat1on in the 1n1t1a1

implementation of the‘process, and from the constant

-referenoe'made by Canadian offiéials to the very’nseful

agreement,

.

.ammunition.

‘as NATO beoomes more t

 forum wh1ch NATO prov1des for such consultatlon.

The f1nanc1ng of NATO' prov1des addltlonal frlnge
beneflts. .Wh;le the greater part of the cost..of financing

NATO is borne by member countries - pay and allowances,

B equipment, training, logistic support for individual

contingents’ - there are capital, operating and maintenance

‘and support costs whieh are best‘dealt‘with through common

vfinancing ' The 1nfrastructure programme is the most -

1mportant of the commonly flnanced act1v1t1es and its.

act1v1t1es have recently broadened from~®aslc constructlon

act1v1t1es, for example alrflelds and barracks, to the very

sophlstlcated NATO Integrated Communlcatlons System
complete with two satellltes.y Canadlan 1ndustry “has se&&%

substantlal orders as a result of %ipﬁpductlon sharlng

“terms and in terms of access to advanced defence technology

L\‘-

L2 .
"gnology intensive. .Representatlve:

T’JInformatlon Paper, Canadlan Delegatlon to NATO, January
1976, pp 2-4. ,

L

o

&
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" of the latter'iSDCanadian interest in such projects as
Sea;Sparroa, a surface—to—air missile system, zand its
fderlvatlves and in advanced electronlcs research relating
to submarlne detectlon. It is also noteworthy that NATO
‘broadly~operates on the basi§ of separate military and civil
‘budgets. The military budget covers the operatlon of the
'NATO Internatlonal Mllltary Headquarters down - to Army
Group/Allled.Tactlcal Airforce level controlling a551gned
forces”of‘more than: one nation. The civil budget covers
.N}Tolﬁiadquarters;and'such.activities as the Science
Progrqﬁme,.lnformation and Cuitural Relations Programme,
~ NATO Industrlal Advlsers Group pre- fea51b111ty studies, and

5
ﬂ,.':

the Challenges of Modern Soc1ety Programme. Canada_s

Fel

contrlbutlons to the NATO mllxtary budge;

qﬁrg, not

<

.,surprlslngly‘\pald by the Department oj al Defence,

e

bbut the civil budget contrlbutlon comes out of D partment of

3

External Affalrs funds

Chlef of Defence Staff General Ramsey Wlthers in an

address to the Canadlan Defence Assoc1atlon not -

%éiﬁurprlslngly applauded the government s commltment to
1ncrease real defence expendlture until 1984~» gut he. added ’
;that thlS same growtnvwould need to contlnue tof1986-87 just

"to provide for re-equipping df the‘current-force’Structure
-in a reasonable timevframe.<‘his commentsvwere_remarkaﬁ}y

__________________ . . §
134Thig comp051te funding arrangement is a practlcal example

" of the 1nseparab111ty of &€pfence and External Affairs
activity in the NATO sphere, and illustrates the degree: of
policy coordination wh1ch occurs between the two

departments. ' .
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forthright for a serving senior officer: -

Funding stability is an imperative for long term
planning; and. growth is essential both to overcome -
the deficiencies of years of under-capitalization
and to meet the increasing demands of the
operational scene.'?S®

He might.héve added that nowhere were such concerns more

evident than in Canada's NATO endéavours.

The Senate Sub-committee which.recehtly investigated

the state of manpdwer in the Canadian Armed Forces.included

in its-deliberations a discussion of Canadian ‘Forces Europe.
. i . 9 ;

A familiar theme re-occurs in the preliminary comments of

the Sub-committee's First Report:

Canada embarked on a re-equipmept of, the armed ‘
forces in the mid-1970s partly because -it wished to
maintain and improve relations with its allies, i
including trade and other 1inks with Western Europe. |
Now there are fears that the present re-equipment

» programmes may be tapered off long before ‘they are
~completed owing to pressyres on federal government |
finances and doubts in some circles about the : a
usefulness of maintaining substantial military :

g forces.'3¢

- ] - . . l

Based upon the evidence presented to it and its own

‘deliberations, the Sub-committee goes on to recommend, among

other consigeratiohé, an increase in Canadian troop levels

-

in Burope initially to 7800 and subseqﬁéntl&:to about 10000,

by 1985 and_1987 respedtively. 'This recomﬁéhdatidn is based
__________________ . : : : . A

'**Notes from;an addre : t

Defence-Staff, Canadian -Armed Forces,*to ‘#fe Canadian -
Defence~Association on 14 January -1982. pyy6.  (My emphasis)
'’¢Canada; Senate, First Report; p.- 12. ~%§y emphasis)

Pt

g 7 . %

ess by General"R. Witﬁ@réf'Chief of the
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0.1 percent of the present Gjﬁ“

P 4
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upon ‘the ‘conclusion that Canada should play its full part in

the process of bolstering 1nternat10na1 stablllty by~

,transformlng Canadian Forces Europe 1nto a more v1able‘

Va

m111tarylformatron: . o L .

NATO would be provided wit® g, balanced
military formation capable ined ‘action,
rather than-an understreng ‘hich is

inadequate for its present . Allied military

- .commanders .would almost certainly not v1ew such a
change.as a negllglble development. AR

- . ; N

y
) :

.The Sub—committee'alsospointed oUt'tnat such‘a move would éo
. a long way towards off-settiing some of the rr1t1c1sm////
:currently belng levelled at Canada for spendlng less than

two o-rcent of its GNP on defence and,

v ould also enhance’the perception of Canada's
‘faith amono{Buropean allies .... This could
@gthen Canafe's hand in pressing for new
'Q‘latlves on ~control and disarmament, -while
also.yielding dPits in vital 'negotiations ‘among

¥ allied countrleszbh such questions .as. trade and

energz,"‘

‘The cost of thls'enhabcement‘is indicated in' the

\

‘accompanying table, but it is an insufficient explanation in

itself. An additional $350 million per’ annum of defencé
expendlture in. 1981 dollars would amOJnt to approx1mately

By addlng thlS sum to the

& e

°'“1b1d., p. 15. ; SRR
o Fas

b *,9@-

’J'Ibld”, p. 16. (My emphasis)' SV JRINRS
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about 0.2 oerCent of‘the GNP-rn this»decade, that is from
-1r7‘to 9 percent of the GNP The Sub—committee conoluded. ﬁ:
'that M. [t]hlS 1s a very moderate prlce to pay for the
" defence of this country and the fulfllment of its
.1nternat10nal obllgatlons ""’. N

;CANADA —'eCHEDULE OF ADDiTIONAL DEFENCEVEXPENDITUﬁES.

. ‘Q;‘

Initial

"% . . Personngl Capital
v -~ Operations and = - and
' Extra ' .  Maintenance Simil-r }
Pfrsonn%l i . Costs Cos Total -
.}";’s, '
o P o e $tMillions $Millions', $M11110ns L
1982/83 - - - - . -100 & 100 0
1983/84 -~ ol = '350 © . 350
1984/85 . - B - g 350 - 350
1985/86 2,400 " E 100 © . 250 - 350
1986/87 . 2,400 ©100.. _ - © 250 . 350
1987/88 8,400 Lo 350 Y. o s . 350
1988/89 . 8,400 = - 350 S .!1' . .. 350
1989/90 8,400~ - 350, . |- 350

1980/91 . 8,400 350 - 0 350

]
Source: . First Report of the Sub- commlttee on Natlohal )
Defence of the Standing Senate Committee ‘on Forelgd Affalrs
"Manpower in Canada's Armed Forces," Januazry 1982,
p. 44. Expendltures are in mllllons of. 1§%a,dollq&s ' [

N o - : . 7 / (j . ‘

} v \ /-

s g : : .o ! AT ) N S
Further Cénadian government comment~on p/rt1c1pat1on mn

" NATO occurred durlng Prlme Mlnlster Trudeau s v151t to Bonn

__________________ R}

"’Canada,psenate, Flrst Report pﬂd45r;' _ T 5

iy
N N 1
. - '* . ’ ) - @\ . .
- ’ SO ’ ) ; P Cg
R PR S e . B e
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in June of 1982. One o: he v qdestions addressed in t;%
' 9

background documents to the visit was whether or not Canada

.Should{continue as a member of NATO. And the respohee:

]

Two world wars have taught Canada that it cannot
remain aloof from developments. ‘n Europe ... the
defence of that continent is the first line of
defence for Canada ... 'As so much of Canada's
national income is derived from foreign trade - 80
to 90% with our partners in NATO - we are interested
in open trade routes and a stable world.'*®

In summation, "NATO 1s heeded Canala heeds NATO as NATO

needs Canada L as it d1d more than 30 years ago and as 1t '

" o4 ' _‘)

will for a con51derable time to come.
l .

European Perceptions

' What of the perceptions of other NATO allies of
Canada's military participation in the Alliance? Nils

-,

-Qrvik, the'Difecto: of the Centre for Internatiohal

Relations at Queen's Uhiversity; comments:

It is well known that the American government
believes, as do most other NATO allies, thatgCanada
does not pull its weight in the alllance Wlth our
gross national product, -our relatively large’
population and abundant natural resources, they
think we could do better than less than two percent
of the GNP which has been our average allocatlon to
defence “or the past few years.'*?

v 1pid. = B o '
'**Nils Orvik, Choices and Directions In Canadian Defence

Policy Part 2: A New Defence Posture With A Northern

Orientation, Canadian Defence Quarterly, 10 no. ! (Summer

1980) 11-12.
]
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Q. The observations of Rolf Braband, a German and Director
of Force Planning for NATO, and Robert Held of Frankfurter

<

Allgemeine Zeitung provide a West German perspective.

Braband observed, "We must keep‘pushing;Canada forward ...

T"ma 423

your country n - reputation for putting things off.
Held contendas that the effect‘of Prime.Minister Trudeau's
aversion to mllltarlsm on Canadian foreign policy should not
"be forgotten, and that it was easy for Trudeau to hold back
on defence decisions because many Canadians shared his

opinion. ‘Alluding to what he sees as a'Canadian

predllection for 1solationism and the down- playing of

defence con51derations, Held comments.

The vastness of the country [Canada] and its
potential riches for future generations probably
demands greater than normal military preparedness
and special sacrifices. But the Prime Minister
seems to have difficulty explainlng such things to
- the Canadian -people, though he is willing to’
acknowledge the value of NATO in his international
appearances and this’ contradicts the touch of
snobbish neutralism which- the young Trudeau had

about him,'** A Co .

Held also provides an interesting comment on what he sees as

bureaucratic, linkages:

Nor should it-be forgotten that because of Canada's
geostrategic position; and its part1c1pation 1n»the
T43xlex Nlckerson, Great praise fon Canada’s NATO forces,
Halifax Chronicle:Herald, 13 May 1976, p. 23,.as cited in
Larry R. Stewart, Canada's European Force 1971 - 1980: A
~Defence Policy In Transition (Kingston, Ont.: Queen's’ '
- University Centre for International, Relations, National
_Security Series No. 5/80, 1980), p. 103.
144Robert Held, Canadian- Fonelgn Pollcy An OutSIdeP s Vlew,'
International Journal 33 no. 2 (Spring 1978).: 455. :

i
DR
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defence of Europe ... the Department of National
Defence is-closely linked to the conduct of foreign
policy - indeed the planners in the two departments
[Defence and External Affairs] interact continually.
Certainly the oplnlons and wishes of the Department .
of Defence play an increasing role in relations with
the Federal Republic of Germany.'*®

In an interview contained in the Summer 1980 ed1t1eﬁ\of

- Canadian Defence Quarterly, Air Ch1ef Marshall Sir David \\\\

Evans assessed, in his capacity as a NATO Air Commander,
/

Canada's future role in the Alliance:
... the contribution that Canada has ‘to make to the.
Alliance is uniqgue, not only because it is North
American-orientated and provides a "bridge" across
the Atlantic, but also because the individual
capabilities that Canadians possess are very
considerable ..... [Tlhe larger the numerical
contribution Canada decides . to make in the future

‘the better; it will be welcomed by NATO, and the
Alliance as -a whole will benefit accordingly.'*®

Peter C. Newman; wheneéditor of Macleans. observed in a
15 February 1982 artlcle entltled Is World War III
1nev1table° that "Every NATO commander 51nce Ike Elsenrower
has pralsed the quallty of Canadian troops? but the 51ze of
our commitment hasrbecomela laughingstock."'*" In a similar
vein, one finds the headlines, NATO wants Canadian troops,

A : o ’
“'in an Edmonton Journal article of 24 February of 1982:

"=Held Canadlan Foreign Policy: An Outsider’s View, p.

452. (My emphasis) .
"+¢Lieutenant Colonel s.R. Kirg, Air Power, The Security of

the N.A.T.0. Area, #1d the De“ence of the United Kingdom,
interview with Air Crie rstz211 Sir David Evans, Canadian
Defence Quarterly 10 1o. | (Summer 1980): 26.

" 1"47peter C. Newman, Ic YWorlc War III inevitable?, Macleans,

15 February 1982, p. 35. St
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U.S. Gen. Bernard Rogers, supreme allied commander
in Europe, told an Ottawa news conference Tuesday
that he had asked Defence Minister Gilles Lamontagne
to boost the siz¢ of the Canadian group in central -
Europe .... U.S. Admiral Harry Train, supreme
allied commander Atlantic, said he would be grateful
if the new frigate program, "which has been debated
so long, would finally materialize and result in
hewer and more capable ships." He said Canada's
navy is hampered by aging vessels and NATO is
counting.on the new frigates being delivered as soon
as possible to strengthen Canada's important
.-anti-submarine role."'*®

“ »

What of Eastern European_perceptions of Canacd an

-

pérticipation in NATO? John Holmes comments that while one
might suppose that Eastern Eurooeans would accord Canada
‘more respect if it were neutral, "there is also evidence
that they would rathgr'have us as a member of the NATO team,
involved thereby in a European security conference and
NATO—Warsaw Pact bargaining Pefause,of our reputation for

flexibility."'*’

\
C. Corporate Planning - The Canac:ian Experience

< . B .

Overview

—

As Juétice Minister during the twilight years of the

Pearson administration, Mr.Trudeau had been unimpressed with

the segmented and incremental approach which characterized

governmental dctivity. Coordination under this system had

T AANATO Wantleanadian'tPOOpS,VEdmonton Journal, 24 February
]982, pa A5- ) . . ‘
"4°Holmes, Canada: A Middle-Aged Power, p. 217.
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beén left to indirect processes such as informal contacts
within a small permanént buréagcracy, and the ability of
elected leaders to respond swiftly to crises. This
arrangement was viewed by Trudeau and his advisers as being
totally incapable of dealing with the complexltles of modern
gbvernment. It not only ignored basic standards of
comprehehsive sgarching, competing advice, trade-offs and
preplanning, but also it seemed merely to perpetuate
existing policy by protecting the advice of department
experts from £he broader concerns of the corporate whole.

The ‘issue of the increasing complexity of government
notwithstanding, it would be fair to say that much of the
impetus for reform stemmed from the personal philosophy of
< Trudeau. "This philosophy stressed clear definitiong of

goals, systematlc analysis of policy optlons, the monitoring

of the progress of programs and an anticipation of soc1etal

niso

trends - in short, rational and comprehensive planning.
These rationalistic aspiratioﬁs were shareazbyATfudeau's
advisory staff. However, as Bruce Doern rightly contends,
it would be a mistaké to attribute the rafionaiistic
tendencies of the pgriod wholly to Trudéau and his advisers,
for sbch tendencies were in fact-a reflection of a more
'widely held concérn about the welfare statq apparatus, a.
preoccupation of Western government and politids sincevthé
1930s.'%" There was a particular concern over

15°adie and Thomas, Canadian Public Administration:
Problematical Perspectives, p. 106. (My emphasis)
"*Doern,. Récent Changes in the Phllosophy of pollcy makzng
in Canada, p. 247.
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- } :
ever-increasing and uncontrolled costs burlt into government
proarams of the mid-Sixties, because 'it was clear that
resour-es for new programs to meet new priorities would not
’ I : . )
be available. unless lower program priorities received | wer
resources or were cancelled. An awareness of these factors
pre-dated the Trudeau years, as did a realization that
segmented and de-centralized policy planning was not gc g
to provide a solution. The place of the Trudeau philosophy
is aptly described by Doern:
The importance of the Trudeau philosophy is that his
own views ang that of many of his senior advisers
gave intellectual support and reinforcement to the-
needs imposed .by these broader policy realities.

His philcsophy was, and is, therefore, an important

variable. '?*?
“

FONPNRVN Y

L..tle time was wasted in putting into practice the
reforms which the Prime‘Mini§ter and c.osest advisers felt
were necessary, a process which brought about the creation
of new bureaucratic organizg}ions to supplant‘monopolies of
older departments, and the creation of task forces and
interdepartmental committees to link executive and
bureaucratic decision-making.'*® In the context of foreign
policy, the segmented governmental processes of the past
were replaced with an informal set of fén broadly based
inter-departmental systems: a singie sYstem for economic

affairs, seven smaller systems for =nergy, communications,

'521hid. .
'*3Campbell and Szablowski, The Superbureaucrats, p. 80.

&
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-

and the two highly political éystems cf bubl. diplomacy and
diplomatic affairs.'®* This-concept envisaged dﬁ::éer, more
vigorous interdepartmental scrutiny of matters pertinent to
poliqy formulation, a process which would be folloyed by
policy;making,activity at the cabineﬁyand central agency
levels., . . a
The restructuring and deve.opment of a planning
Acapacity iﬁ the Prime Minister's Office (PMO) and Privy
'Cohhcil Offfce\(ECG)‘wAﬁ symptomatic of the attachment of
Priﬁe Minister Tr-dea. and hi advisers to a mofg rational,
co&rdinated?approack to v l.-y making. ThLe PCO, Qith a
larger staff and rore d;vc:uifiedvorganization than ﬁhe PMO,
therefd}e possessc” a wuch greater analytic capability, and
not surprisingly it becam the focal point for strategic
planning. At the time~of'the structural reforms in 1969,
the headvof tHeIPCO Q;s Gordon Robertson, but iflwas ﬁnder}
his successor that the PCO's policy planning'and advisory
function reached itslpeak. prergéqgkwas succeeded in>1975
by Michael Pitfield, a consumﬁate;béﬁgaucrat who had cohe up
through the éttawa system and knewfthe ropes. This was "..
a move that placed in the mos£ senior .post in the civil
service an individual mﬁch closer to the Prime Minister“in
intellectual perspective, deéision-making style and personai
r'apport."‘,"5 Indeed, Pitfielé had’been én acquaintance ofV-;
Mr. Trudeau for some time ﬁrior to the latter's election.

vs+John J. Kirton, Foreign policy decision-making in the
Trudeau government: promise and performance, International
Journal 23 no. 2 (Spring t978): 293.

"SsDewitt and Kirton, Canada As A Principal Power, p. 221.
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With Pitfield in charge, the PCO, not surprisingly,
exercised considerable influence in providing policy advice
to the Prime Minister.

One of Pitfield's first tasks on being appdinted Clerk
of the Privy Council was to chair a review of defence
Structure. The review had been stimulated by a combination

Tof disagreement within‘government over defence priorities as
stated in the 1971 White Paper, and the realization that the
vCénadian A%med Forces were botH overtasked and under-funded
to meet their commitments. Primary responsibility for
conducting the review rested with_DND, but External Affairs
contributed an overview of thé international situation, And
before the work was submitt-d to Cabinet, it was reviewed by
a committee of senior officials - including the Deputy
Minister of External Affairs, Secretary 6§\the Treasury
Boqrd, and representatives from the Department bf'Industfy,
Trade ahd\Commerce, and Departmept of Suppiy and Services -
chaired by Pitfield. Essenfially, the review confirmed the
commitmeﬁts of the Forces as specified in the White Paper.
Thus it committed.the government to the allocation of funds
for much needed capital equipment purchases and, more
importantly -in tﬁe context.of.NATO, it enhanced the
importance of Canadafs NAfO fole - albeit without changing
thew1971 priorities.'®*¢ This dichotomy was solved, at least

rhetorically, by simply stating that the first three defence

priorities were synonymous.'®’

\\\\\g\is‘Stewart, Canada's European Force: 1971-1980, pp. 69-70.
_ !*’See Chapter Two comments made by Barnett Danson when

Y
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The choice of Pitfield to chair the defence review
seems, with the benefit of hindsight, an obvious one.
Pitfield was acutely aware of the realities of the political’
content of the policy-making process, for as one PCO
of ficial notéd:

Pitfield is ambivalent about the - dlchotomy between
politics and bureaucracy. Certainly, he ifs less cut

and dried than Robertson [his predecessor J§who
stayed out of po'  cal matters. Pitfield\tends to

get involved L : .
It 1s perhapsanot inaccurate to observe.that‘Robertson and
Pitfield represented bureaucratic extremes, the former
inclined towards under—involvenent“in terms of politically
oriented policy advice, and the latter inclined towards
over-involvement in a- superbureaucratlc context. By late
1974, the Trudeau government. had ,begun to realize that there
was little economic benefit to be had from pursuing

soverelgnty as a defence prlorlty, particularly at a time

when the Third Opt1on required the sort of highly visible

support that would appeal to Western Europeans. However ,
there was still the polltlcal issue of defence prlorltles to
be con51dered Cabinet had been virtually split on.the
defence priorities debate in 1969 and Trudeau wouldix
obviously have been reiuctant to either raise the spectrevof
a similar split or, and perhaps a more important

consideration, officially to reverse the policy focus which

S : _
1571 (cont'd)Minister of National Defence. : .
‘S‘Campbell and Szablowski, The Superbureaucrats, p. 744




L 94

he had used to sell his comprehénsive foreign poliéy review
in 1969. What better choice than Pitfield to probidg a
solution? Close to the Prime Minister ana well aware of
Cabinet predilections, he orchestrated a defence review
\which produced no official changes to priorities, but which
moldc. defence policy to the extent that was required to
address the %ssue of the moment, evidence of the importancé
whiéh Canada attached to its NATO contribution.

It would be reasonable fo hypothesize that while DND
ust have been satisfied with the government commitment to
chrease defence expenditure, Pitfield's role in the review

was less well received. The political involvement of ‘
Pitfield and his PCO staff, and their meddling in
depq;tmental affairs, ;ere the céuse‘df adverse reaction if
not obtright hostility towgras the PCO on the part of-
departments generally. Tﬁe,PCO was by no meahs averse to
moving from a prodding approach to one of pulling rank -
appriéinq‘thé Prime Minigier 6% a problem and recomhending a
solutién. in‘thevwoéds of a PCO official interviewed by .

’

Campbeil and Szablowski, "If a minister and his officials

. , .

afe.dragging their feet on somethipg that is dear to the
PM's heart, we mignt try to ge& a ietter out of him to {hev
ministér saying, in effect, get off yourjass."f5’_This
‘attitudé must have been of éonsiderable concern to DND, a

department which had been relegated to a very minor role’

since 1969, and which had been. headed by a succession of

's'Ibid., p. 81.



ministers who suffered a similar status in the Cabinet

hierarchy. Nor were these concerns groundless:

‘Prime Mlnlsterlal [and therefore PCO] prominence ...
had its impact ... particularly within the sensitive
and costly sphere of defence. James Richardson -
[Minister of National Defence) failed to secure an
indefinite extension of NORAD and the closing of
‘unneeded military bases, although he did obtain from
- Cabinet acceptance of the 1975 defence structure
review and accompanying authorization of a major
re-equipment program [predlctably, in light of the
preceding discussion]. Similarly, his successor,
Barnett Danson, was overruled by Cabinet when he
opposed Canadlan participation in UNIFIL [United
Natlons Interim Force In Lebanon] in 1978.'¢°

Interdepartmental Committee on External Relations

“In 1970, in an effort to achieve max imum integration of
its foreign operations, the government established’the ‘
Interdepartmental Committee on External Relations (ICER).
This committee was set up at the depnty—minister level and
it was chalred by the Under- Secretary of State for External
. Affairs. Its responsibilities included advice to government
~on areas concerned with management -of forelgn operatlons,
.such as ".r.“harmonlzablon of plans and programs, the
allocation of resources, -[and]-the,lmplementatlon of foreign

N
operations and pollc1es for/the management of personnel."'*’®
‘e°Dewitt and Klrton anaﬁ&xAg A Pr1n01pal Power, pp.
221-22.(It should be’ noted“tﬁgg\peacekeeplng is st1ll
officially,the lowest priority, and one for which DND has
evinced llttlehenthus%asm»glven the other demands on-its
resources.) R
'¢1J.R. Maybee, <An Appr*oaléh to Integrat ion Through ICER
Internatlonal Perspectxves (September October 1972): 40- 3




96

The policy‘coordination efforts of the ICER were hampered by
several considerations. First, pollc1es and programs
pursued by one department can have marked side effects on
the efforts of other departments, and the control of these
‘side.eﬁfeets is something for wnichveach department must’
formniate its own method. Second, 'each department addresses
‘a problem in the context of the pol1c1es it is charged with
promotlng, and these policies do not necessarlly make
allowances for those of other departments. Third, in
situationelwhere severalularge departments must coordinate .
ltheir approachee, the traditional, informal médes of
consultation with which these departments are accostomed to
operating may 51mply not- be sufficient to prov1de for '
rapidly“changing c1rcumstances. Fourth and last easy

international communications have made it easy for

5

departments to initiate their own overseas contacts, and
6 2 '

thereby to avoid resorting to a coordinative body.

_ Howemer, the major‘problem area ;ﬁ terms of policy ,
coordination was onevof'definition. Policy and related Y
terms SUeh as aims, %oals, objectives, programs and projects
held different meanings ‘for different departménts. ~Not only

did this call for standardization of definition, but also

for systematic and regulated procedures in terms of\bothiﬂ/~

S t
\ P4

policy formulatlon and 1mplementat10n in, governmental

hl

dec151on7mak;ng.r Moreover, there was a concern that pollcy

implementation be based upon "...a comprehensive
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appfeciation of the interplay of aifferent natiornl
objectives.... to enable officials to perceive the program-
they are implementing as parts of a coherent whole."'*?

"It had orlglnally been envisaged that the ICER and
related coordlnatlve act1v1ty, such as the 1969 task force
initiated by officials in tpe central agencies te examine
the guestion of a cpordinative mechanism, would lead to a
foreign aﬁfaire néogram controlled by a central
superministry.'¢* But departmental oppvsition thwarted the
establishment of such a minist;y and, in the absence of this
instrument of ;entral‘control and wifh the re-direction of
government attention to such.pressing issues as the economy,
incrementalism caught up with the integration process. An
important result was that External Affairs gradually took
the anltlatlve in orchestratlng 1ntefdepartmental forelgn
raffairs activity.'*® This was to the advantage of both

External Affairs «nd other departments with like interests

in the foreign affairs sphere, such as DND with whom

1

is21pid., p. 43.

16 ‘Byers, Defence and Fonelgn Policy In the 1970s pp
303-04.

tesI1pbid., p. 304.
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External-shared a concern for Canada's commitmeot to NATO.
1
Policy Planning and Researcﬁ Units
Still another manlfestatlon of the Trudeau government' s
organizational changes was the establlshment of pollcy units .
at the departmental level. This stemmed partly from the
government's desire to force the bureaucracy to fulfill its
responsibility to provide policy, and partly from a PCO
perception that there was a need to improve thS quality of
departmental submissions 1n order to make tHe central
planning and decision—making process in and around Cabinet
function more efficiengly. In an éboroach akin to that
onvisaged for the central agencies, departmentél units were
intended to be high profile, and it,wés anticipared that
they would be involvea‘in direct‘exchanges, in both an
intradeparrmental and interdepartmental sense. The form and
focus of tﬁe planning units soould not be surprising, given
that they were creéted at a time when an application of
" greater rationality - "... greater efficiency and
éffectiveness, clearer objectives and thus stronger
politicél direction ..."'** - was held to be the panacea for
the 1ncrea51ng complex1t¥ of governmental act1v1ty and
‘bureaucratlc politics. ”SolutLons existed for all problems

if only adequate structures<f§3 processes were in place to

"¢¢Michael J.-Prince and John A. Chenler, The rise and fall
of policy plannlng and research units: an organizational
perspect ive, Canadian Public Admlnlstratlon 23 no. 4 (Winter
1980): 530. :
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anticipate, fo plan, and to coordinate government
activity."'¢’ In the context of foreign policy formulation,
the departmental units would providé the necesgary link
between the ten systems énd the relevant central planning
ageﬁcy -. the Ef%. However, departmental policy units were
also a response to what was perceived as a threat té
departmental interests from central agencies{— notébly the
PCO. "Indeed, planning units in departments were often
created to protect and advance ministerial and departmental
interests in‘the éxecutive and central bureaucratic
area."'‘*® It is interestihg to note that a Poliéy Branch and
an Evaluation Branch at the Assistant Deputy Minister level
were established by DND in 1972.'¢°

As Prince and Chenier point out in their assessment of
departmental planning and research units from an
organfzationél perspéctive such units were fof the most pért
unsuccessful. Two of the most important rgasoné for their
 failure were lack of credibility - some upits were not seen
fo play a viable role in departmental activity - and lack of
commitment.%rom senior departmental.officials. Perhaps.
because they gere part of a low-profile department, the DND
iunits have been more successful, although nét in the context
of central policy planning. Defence issues were, for
reasons discussed earlier, unlikely to attract other. than

the transitory attention of the PCO, with the result that

> n

~ t¢7Ibid., p. 53T.
1¢*1bid., p. 527.
*¢*;bid., p. 528.
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DND activity terided to focus on cooperation with other
/ _

departments where a commonality of interest was perceived.
This was not whét the Trudeau gwvernment had enQisaged'when
the ten broad systems were created which\were, with the help
b“dianning and research units, to channel policy advice to
ut%( central @gepgies for‘subsequent concentrated

policy-making at the Cabinet level.

In environment and defence a rather different
process developed. Here the tradiqignal involvement
‘of External Affairs in boundary wat®rs and peace and
security matters tended to give that department a
strong role in many contemporary environmental and
military affairs. Thus the relevant units of
External|Affairs forge a close, co-operative
relationship with the:r more active Or more numerous
counterparts in Environment and National Defence and
there emerged a genuinely collective process of
policy-making, usually centred at the senior
official level.'’°:

Thus it would seém that the planning and research units in
DND (Policy Branch and Evaluations Branch) definitely played
a viable role in departmental a%tivity, and were well
supported by ﬁﬁé department. At the same time, they
contributed little to, and indeed'undermined, the efforts of

the Trudeau government to centralize policy-making.

"7°Kirton, Foreign policy decision-making in the Trudeau
government : promise and performance, p. 295. (My emphasis)

-



IV. Analysis

A. Intfeduction

It is perginent first to consider the applicability or
relevance which the theoretical considerations assessed in
Chapter One have for Canadian governmental activity and,
specifically, for Canadian military participation in NATO.
It will be remembered that t%e Trudeau government's
predilection_for a more rational approach to gogernmental
activity led to changes_in.theofetical approach.‘<Rg§ﬁer
thandbeing perceived as perhaps a necessary result of |the
increasing complexity of go?ernment activity, inerem ntalism
was held to be unacceptable and correetable. The sglution
to inefementalism was seen to be .a comprehensive rational
approach to decision;making. ‘In the co text og/Canadien
'/defence policy, which was perceiv:d a= being/enduly
>influential 1n foreign policy formulation, the‘governmeht'
contended that defence policy and its focus on NATO ;étivity
was an anachrOnism which epitomized the cUmﬁlative problem
which incremental change had created; a problem reinforced
by the incrementalist approach to policy decision-making
appliedeby\previous governments,

It was assumed by the Trudeau governmeet that the
Department of Nationalapeﬁegpew(DND), and for that matter
any ether departmentrJQouId'adjusF its priorities as
directed and departmental routines or SOPs, to the extent

-,

that they were important, would undergo a correspohding*

101
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change.. The importance which Mr. Trudeau attached to
changing the bureaucracy, specifica;ly bureaucratic methods,
would seem sufficient justification for including
organizational pfocess as a further.instruﬁent of
theoretical analysis by which the effects of the Tnudeau
government‘é reforms may be assessed. |

It would also seem reaaonable to hypothesize that some
form of bureaucratic politics exists in the Canadian
governmental process. What then of the relevance of the
Ailison_model as a theoretical basis for analysis? In.an
article titléd, Bureaunratic Politics in Canadian
Governhent,:Kim Richard Nossal supports thewapplicability of
the model.'’' Nossal contendé; "... that six features of the
policy-making system in Canada make the bureaucratlc
politics approach both useful and appllcable in the Canadlan
context."'’? Additional support for the applicability of
'this approach is to be found in the work of Simon MclInnes
and Richard J. Schultz.'’® The relevance of Aliison's
bureaucratic.politics.model to a Canadian scenario,\nOt_‘
forgetting that one must be cognizant of the model;s

limitations as discussed earlier, would thus seem

reasonable.

"71Kim Richard Nossal, Bureaucratic Politics in Canadian
Government, in Kenneth Kernaghan, ed. Public Administration

in Canada(Toronto: Methuen, 1982,
" d., p. 271-74. ‘ ‘
' mon McInnes, Crisis Management and Buneaucnat/c

Politics in Canada Richard J.° Schultz, Prime. Mlnlsterlal
‘Government, as cited in Nossal, Bureaucratic Polltlcs in

‘Canadian Government, p. 270.




103

‘The changes implemented by the Trudeau gdvernment
involved not only a change in the theoretical approach to
aecision—making and policy planning, but also structural
changes in government drgahization. Comprehensive
ratiohality was seen to be the solution to }ncremental
decision-making. Corpofate planning and cybernetic
techniques, which were perceived not as an entirely
different approach but rather .as an adjunct to comprehensive
rationality{vwere the means by which policy priorities cehld
be re-ordered, and‘a coordinated'corporéte departmental
input achieved. The strucﬁural changes which accompanied
corporate planning as the Trudeau government perceived it
were to have important consequences for
departmental/bureaucrat1c activity.:

~ What can be said of the Trudeaugéovernment S
perceptlons and methodological preferences’ The answer te
this questlon will not~only-prov1de useful insight into the
realities of decision—;afihg in a general‘coneeptual sense,
but WIll also serve to confirm or confound the hypothe51s
that nelther of the two domlnant approaches to
decision-making address the process~of incremental change,l
and that organizational processes and bureaucratic polifics
are importent factors'ih pelicy planning and
deeision—making. More epecifieally, it will help to explain
the direction which Canadian military participation in NATO

has taken as a consequence of the government's theoretical

éssumptions. The first part of this chapter addresses the
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question of the accuracy of the government's assumptions in
light of the assessment of theoretical considerations which

conéludes Chapter One. The second part deals with the
-

\
|

specifics of Canada's NATO participation.\

-
1
|
\
A\
\

B. The Realities of Decision-Making -

The Demise of Comprehensive Rationality

The predilection of Mr. Trudeau and his %dvisers for a
comprehensive rational approach to decigion-making led to no
little frustration when the anticiﬁatéd results were not
forthcoming. Thé problem was that in éttempting to deal
with the complexities of governmental activity, a
‘rationalization of the decision-making process and thereby a
focus on the means of dealing with the complexity became a
fixation. The Trudeau government became -a viétim-of th;
véry inertia it had set out to cérrecf because a
comprehensivé ratioﬁal approach does not address the
objectives or ends of policy'dgcision—making; and thus it
simply perpetuates incremental change. This'wouldaseem‘to
support empirically the conceptual cohsiéeratiop.tha;‘ y
through a misperception of what is in the context of e
social world, a misperception of what can be done results.
HIt-willibe remembered that the compreﬁensive rational
Jappfoach is costly‘in‘terms of both the time and the
information reguired to support it. To ehhancevﬁhe

information gathering process the government interposed a

s
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superbureaucratic entity - the PCO, about whiéh more will be
saia in due course - between itself and'the existing
bureaucratic structure. This organization, closély attuned
to the wants of the Prime anister)}was ehcopraged to alay
politics in the course of 1its policyacoo:dinatingaactivity.
1& so doing it undermined rather than enﬁanced any efforts
aimed at comprehenéive rational.planning and
detision—making, because it antagqnia%d the departments upon

whom it depended for information.

B

In relatively short order, the Ttudeau government was

<
forced by pressures of c1rcumstance and time into deallng

with policy planning and»d¢c151on:mak1ng at best in the very
manner which it had sought,tb-avOid'fzincrémeﬁtal;y - and at
worst ad hoc. The intéllectdal'gyhnastics*with,which this
was acéomﬁlished, wiﬁhout,aﬁ‘bfficialachangg-of approach, is
exemplified by the following\éamisS}an by'the Honourable'

C.M. Drury when secrétary df the Treasury Board:

[I]t must be recognlzed that 1ncrementallsm remains
a central element in the: -decision-making process.
~This is how.a large proportion .of public:policy
"decisions are and must be made, given the scale of
government and 'given the very nature of social .
change. # is ‘a matter of 1ntegrat1ng and
harmonizing the PPBS [Planning, Programming and
Budgeting System - a good example of comprehensive
rational planningl] approach with this more
tradltlonal apDroach to decision- maklng v

3 .

This was particularly the case invthe economic sphere, where
17 4The Honourable C.M. Drury, News Release on the Tabling of
the 1970-71 Estimates (n.d.) as cited in Doern, Recent
Changes in the Philosophy of Policy-making in Canada, p.
260.

~
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specifics or adjustments required to meet the ongoing
material requirements of aefence innlight of the stated
prio;ities were addressed in a& ad hoc fashion, and at best
lwith a miniﬁumlallocaf}on of resources. Defence policy Qas
thus a means, but’one which merely addressed broader policy
considerations which were in themselves reduced to means by
incréemental change and the appoach to decision-making which
the government chose to adopt. |

By Setting general if not vague policy parameters in
areas which it initially perceived as relatively
unimportant, suchlas.defence, and simply expecting
departments to get on with it, the Trudeau governmént in
effect abrogated its responsibility for the infusion of o
politically oriented value judgments .into-the
decision-making process in both the political and
bureaucratic sectors. This'abrégapion was exacerbated by
‘ﬁhe fact that céntral agencies - sﬁperbufeaucracies - were
allowegd, both by accident and design, to exercise the
prerogative of the political sector; to épply value
judgmeﬁgs in their coordinative activities. It might not be
surprising tovgihd that.departmenfal,decision-making ;nd
poliéy»adviceﬂcame to reflect organizational ;alues, and
this is a consideration which will Be more specifically

addressed in the second part of this chapter.
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The Influence of Organizational Process and Bureaucratic
Politics -

What of the government's relationship with the
bureaucracy? Mr. Trude;ﬁ's disdain for bureaucrats and.the
inertia of bureaucratic activity are well documented facts.
Indeed, he had been heard to commenﬁ that if he could nop
control the bureaﬁcracy, he had no intqrest in,being-Prime
Minister.'

In determining whether or not the Canadiah“bureau;racy
was susceptible to change, One‘mﬁst'consider.the‘influencev
of organizational process and bureaucratic politics. -As has
been mentioned, the sheer volume. of gdvernmentél activity.
calls for the factoring of‘probleES‘o; iraétionating‘of\
power, a process which even the Trudeau gdvefnment with ité‘.
predilection for coordination ahd’déntralized contﬁol gould

. ;T
not avoid. The price of this fractionating was the
dlscretlon which departments had to be allowed in deallné
w1th.part1cular-problem areas'— given that even with central
planning agenciés, the government simply could not
éhoroughly monitor policy outcomes or implementation. Was
organizational parochialism a problem? Given the Prime |
Minister's inherent suspicion of bureaucratic activity, it
is reasonable to assume that-such parochialism was
anticipated by Mr. Trudeau and his advisers. When he felt
moved to do so, Mr. Trudeau was quick to“suppress such

activity, ag is exemplified by DND policy advice and related

'77Adie and Thomas, Canadlan Publlc Adm1n1strat10n°
Problematical Perspectives, p. 177. .
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requests for equipment which he was wont to dismiss as the
posturing of cold warriors.'’® The Prime Minister seemed
~overly ready to regard oréanizational paroch5j;i§m as simply
'ianother bureaucratic nuisance, rather than to giVe any
consideration teytﬂe possibility that there might be some
Qalidity to the issues raised, or that his cavaiier
treatment of these issues might well be reinforcing the
hegative side of departmental‘parochialiém and; thereﬁyf
deuartmehtsf reluctance to change. |
Mr. Trudeau was also well aware that departﬁental
_activity reublved around routines or SOPs, and he probably
blamed these for what he perceived as bureaucratic inertia
.ulth respect to policy adv1ce and 1mplementat10n. The

responses to deal w1th

solut&on to altering these programme
the new apprOacﬁ to planhing and de 151on—mak1ng which the
government wished to instill was h 1d to be
structural/organizational change and the inétallation of an
organizational leadershlp more in tune with the Prime

Minister's requ1rements. The issue of structural change
B - !

Cwill be dealt with in due course, but first the question of

';what might best be described as a more malleable
departmental leadershlp While it mlght be overstating the
case to contend that Mr. Trudeau preferred sycophants, as
one might successfully argue in the case of the PCO, it

would not be inaccurate to say that he preferred Cabinet

.ministers who were like thlnkers and who would ensure that

'78Gtewart, Canada's European Force: 1971—1980,~p. 68. . .




Vo \_‘

perceived as a threatfto Trudeau's authority.'®® However,
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their departments would not rock the corporate boat. Again,
DND providee a particuia:ly good example of how the
departmental‘leaQership game was blayed. When Mr. Trudeau
took office as Prime Minister, Leo Cadieux, who had been
Minister of National Defence in the Pearson government, was
retained in that position. Cpnversely, Paul Ma%fin, who had .
been Pearson's Secretary of‘State_for External Affairs and

who remained in the Trudeau Cabinet, was not offered his old

portfolio.'’* The reason for this was that Cadieux was not

[N

" Martin, who was clearly an influential mem?er of the o0ld

guard in a Pearsonian sense, was neither in tune with

Trudeau's views nor was he inclned to change~'*®' Paul

‘. Martin, not‘Surprisingly,'did not- remain in the Trudeau

Cabinet for long; what is interesting is that neither did

Leo CadieUx. The latter was one of” the then senior

|

dissenting voices when -the Prime Minister implemented the

Canada'é NATO policy. Mr.-Trudeau was even less

\

review of

disposed to listen to diésenting voicés in Cabinet than he

RS

was to accept the series of reviews which contended that no

'policy change was requited. He solved the revieW»pfoblem’by

“having Ivan Head produce an independent‘pape? which provided

) . : /
recommendations more in keeping with what the Prime Minister

and his advisers deemed acceptable.'®? This compromise
. F - S .
solutipn, a partial reduction of the Canadian NATO force
'737Phordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Policy, p. 45.
"¢°1bid., p. 90.

~t*'Ibid., pp. 114-15. ‘ ' i
'*2Ibid., pp. 137 and 158.
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stationed in Europe, produced sufficient Cabinet support to
gain acceptance, but it could hardly have appealed to
Cadieux ano would seem to reflect the use of the corporate
approach to justify and give valigity to preconceived
oplnlons In addition, the Defence Minister was given the
thankless task of exp1a1n1ng the force reductlons to
Canada's NATO allies. This was very much his swan song, and
he was followed by a succession of relatively junior and “
certainiytiess influential ministers, who were quickly
dlscouraged 1f they showed- any 51gns of attempting to raise
the Defence portfolio above the. 1n51gn1f1cant level to which
it had been relegated.'®’ On the important issue of a review
of defence‘priorities, Doneld MacDonald - who had arguec for
a total withdrawal of Canadian ttoops from Europe - was
brought in as Defence Minister‘long enough to produce the
1971 White Paper. It might be said that the most remarkable
aspect of this document was its lack of clear policy

directives, exemplified by the nebulous, protection of

sovereignty. e

Mention of the White Paper brings one to a
consideration of the effect of long-range plans on
organizationél roqtines. The organizational process model
poSits that where an organizat;on is confronted yith goals
which are equally demandgng on limited resources,.there is a
tendency‘to—E;oceed.with tneee‘goals one at a time, to the
vvirtual neglect ofeeome of them. In the case of DNﬁ ana the -

t831n support of thlS contention see Dewitt and Klrton
Ce aida As a Principal Power, pp. 221-22.
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White Paper, the fundamental problem was one of definition.
For example, in the cohtext of the first priority or goal,
protection of Canadian sovereignty, what wés the real
requirement? was comprehensive protection required? 1If so,
a Eutstantial injection'of resources would be necessary to "
enable the department to carry éut this task. One has oniy
to pictﬁre the extent of Canada's coastline to envisage the
mammoth scope of such an undertéking and, in any event, DND
can have had few illusions as to the government'sl
willingness to incr%%§e substantially defence spending. It
must aléo be remembered that the department had to address,
inisome measure, the second, third and fourth defence
priorities, all of which were at least manpower if not
‘capital intéﬁsive. How these apparently conflicting
priorities were dealt with over time will be d:iscussed in‘
the second‘part of this chapter. At this stage it is
sufficient to note that in the period immediatelv after the
defence review considerable time waé\ébent on formulation of
-plans which attempted to spread thin resources over a
multiplicity of tasks, and on a fruitless search for ,«
equipment with multi-role capabilities. -

The Trudeau government might havé done well to have

considered one of Graham Allison's observations concerning

the organizational process: "... each organization will do

- Syl

its part in terms of what the organization knows how to

do."'** DND did not know how to continue to operate

"s4pllison, Essence of Decision, pp. 93-94.
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reserving the decision-making function in the area of policy
for the central authority. However, as mentionedAearlier,
only in four of the ten systems was éentralization of
decision-making activity achieved. John Kirton's comments
on the approéch are noteworthy for their acknowledgement of
the influence of bureaucratic politics: "Its etfectivénesé
was in the first!instgnce restricted »y the fureaucracy, in
that only fonr of the ten systéms actually channelled
decisional activity-téward the cabinet level."'*® And
specifically in relation to defence, policy-making activity
‘was centred in close cooperatibn at the“senior official
level between External Affairs andnbND.“‘ |

It will be recalled that pem&aps the key issue in
assessing the consequences of . bnreaucratlc/%oli£ics 1s the
gap between executive intent and organlzatlonal output For
certaln types of issues all that matters‘to the executive.is
that a positive choice has been made, and detalls of ’
implementation are incon ‘equential. On what were perceived
by_the Trudeau government as the less important issues, the
"positive choice consideration would appear to have been the-
primary - 1f not the only‘— concern. This presupposed that
once given direction, departmenté would simply follow
through on impieméntation in the mechanistip manner expected
of bureaucracies. Invany évent, this activity would

supposedly. be monitored by the restructured central agencies

"**Kirton, Foreign policy decision-making in the T rudeau
govennment promise and performance p. 299.
"t¢Ibid., p. 296.



115

mentioned eaflier. Positive choice in isolation from
concern for implementation might well be viable on less

- important issues, but it presupposes two considerations:
that a clear direction as to how the issues aremto be.
addressed is apparent from the posiﬁive choice or directivé
- that is, the values and factual premiSeéAare specified -
and that the issues will remain less important over time.

In the case of defence issues, neither of these
fequirements was met. The 1971 White Paper was noteworthy
fo} establishing as a first priority the issue of protec£ion
of ‘Canadian sovereignty, an issue which was at best-nebulous'
and at worst - in isolation from the second and third
_prioritieé\(NORAD and NATO) - meaninglesé. It would seem
that the Trudeau government neglected to consider that
rational pursuit of an organization's objectives by a
bureaucrat is'possible only to the extent that he is able to
pursue a course of action, that he has a correct conception
of the objective of the action, and thehparameters of his
action have been communicated to him. This must be
con§idered a major error of omission on the part of a
government~whi§h purported to be aftuned to “the rational
requirements of governmental activity,.and it should not be
surprising if the affected bureaucracy ‘inserted
organiiatibnal values - indulged in political irrationality
- to £ill the gap. - Was this just the position that DND
wanted to be in? This could well have been the case, but

| o S
such an arrangement may not be a long-term benefit to a less
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influential department, a question which will be addréssed
in detail in;part two of this chapter.. Nor was the omission
rectified when defence issues became a more important
consideration a measure of the reluctance with which
government acéepted this importance and, whether by default
or‘design, a reinforcement of.whatever buréaucratic
political actiyities were-taking‘place;

From the pfeceding analysis the importance of’
establishing an objécgiée fheoretical basis with which the
decision—making approach chosen by the Trudeau government
may be compared will be apparent. The effects of
organizational/governmental process, to the extent that they
were perceived‘at all, were attributed to bureaucratic |
intransigence, a pfoblem which'waé to be rectified by

greater central control operationalized through-

organizational-structural change.

The:Eﬁiects of Organifational-Structural Change
Organizational aﬁd struc;ural change was;the framework
upon which the Trudeau governmént!s efforts fo rationalize
governmental activity rested. In part this encom assed the
ten systems which attempted to coordinate and controi the
formulation of foreign‘policy. But it had a broader.scope
than this; one which touched upon not only the "
considerations of organigptional theory, but also decision
theory in the context of comprehensive rationality and

bureaucratic politics. Thus it should not be surprising

SR
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that struqtural change had important consequences for
- departmental activity. How successful were the government's

efforts? Adie and Thomas succinctly comment:
To the extent that they were oversold,
disappointment was perhaps 1nev1tab1e, but after
dlSCOUﬂtlng for the hyperbole which usually
‘accompanies administrative reforms the structural
changes introduced by the Trudeau government can

perhaps fairly be seen as a mixture of limited
success and a greater measure of failure.'®’

e
’Perhaps'a more important queStion«is, were the
government s efforts an application of corporate plann1ng7
Were one to rely upon government rhetoric for ev1dence, the
‘structural reforms and procedural changes that were :
implemented were certainly sold as corporate planning. In
addition, if one compares the common perception of corporate
\planning practice andvcorporate planning weaknesses to the;
‘practice of the Trudedu government and the weaknesses which-
were subsequently revealed, there are striking similarities.
There was, in the Canadian caee, a decided over-emphasis on
structural change and the introduction of new procedures,
.and this mecha 1st1c approach 1gnored the requ1reme t to
con51der polltloal and organlzatlonal behaviour.
‘Over—central;zat;qn was also a characteristic of the N
. _ N

,government's‘reforms The central‘agencies, the PMO and \\\
PCO, were remote in’ both geographical and philosophical |
-terms from the departments whose support‘they needed to
cultivate. Nor was promotlon of collaboratlon or |

“°’Ad1e and Thomas, Canadian publlc Admlnlstratlon, p. 106.
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inter-corporate planning successful in the context of being

controlled by the central agencies. The central agencies

7 -

were perceived as a threat to depaftméntal interests, and
the result was that the departments indulged in dynamic
conservatism to circumvent or overcome the threat. The
céordinapive efforts of the ééntral agenciés were‘undermined
through bureaucratic cooption of plaﬁning activity; active
resistancé to what'wasvperceived as un&arranted
superbureaucratic interference. " In addition, there was no
integration of political values bélpw the central agencf
level; these agencies were too closely tied to particular
political pe;sonalities and were not seen té be servicing
govérnment as a whoié. To the extent that inter-co;porate'
planning did occur, it could well‘be described as a
manifestation of dynamic conservatism, An exgmpie of . this
was coilaboratidn at the senior official level which
occurred,'indeed_still oc;urs,_between DNb and Exterﬁal
Affairs.

It‘wéuld appeaf that the Trudeau governmentfdid
practice corporate planning of a sort. However, it was
corporafe planning in the most restricted sense of the térm,
and‘therefore it should not be surprising that it was
5_subjeét to the same limitations or criticisms which
Hambleton attributes to cofporate planning as it 1is commonly
perceived, A hore appropriate description of the Trudeau |
government's approach, with its prediiection for a

comprehensive rational focus, might be rationalized planning
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- rationalized in the pejorative sense posited by Weber.
This directed planning may well have involved the corporate
whole, but the involvement took.the form of the imposition
of demands on certain parts of that corporate entity - the
departments - which the latter did not have the resources to
meet. For example, DND could scarcely have been expected to
provide effective policy advice/planning data on an area -
speci.ically, sovereignty - in wﬁich government had not seen

» provide factual premises or parameters. At the same

ime, .atior. 1ized blanning reinforced both bureaucratic
pol tics - or dynamic conservatism - and bureaucratic
rel.ctance -o do other than to administer to departmental
reguirements.

However, as was arguea,in Chaptef'One,-corporate
planning is more than simply neat structures and tidy
methods at the expense.of content. Such an approach does
not produce changes}in procéss or result,lpartidularly if
planning attempts to impose its_own framework on existing
decision-making apparatus, if it fails to stimulate the
commitment of the partic&pants -- be they politicians or
:bureaucrats - and if it ignores the organizational politics
generated by pianning and structural changes. This is‘
precisely what the Trudeau governﬁent's planning did
’attémpt, and it p;oduced_effééts, which a 1§ss cénfined
theoretical gnalysis could have predicted, on all
departments ; not the least those which were deemed less

important .such as Defence.  Nor 1is corporate planning neat
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structures and tidy methods built on a foundation of
comprehensive rationality. This was essentially what the
govern%ent's reforms entailed, struqtures which attempted to
overcome incremental cﬂéhge by a rationalistic focus on
long-term.planning. But with the péssage of time, the
reality of incremental change caught up with the government,
with the result that its long-term planhing efforts became
the process-described by Doern as getting ready tolget ready
- that ié, planﬁing for‘long~term ends which were invariably
relegated to the status of means by the demands of
incremental or day—to—day decision—making.reqdirements.

If the goal of change‘is the developmént of government
bureaucracieslwhiéh are sensitive tovchahging needs and
capable of on-gbing adaptétion;of their own;needs and
b;haviour - organizatipns which in a cybernetic sense learn
how to learn - then what is required is corporate planning
not in the context of the planning attempts made by the
Trudeau government, but in the more meaningful theoretical
context po§i;éé\TﬁﬁCH' ter One. Such corporate planning is
that which seeks to enable rather than t§ impose a '
coordinated planning input. Wha£ is not required is what
‘the Canadian experience produced, a structure and process
which produced the form but not the reality of policy
planning and aHalysis. The only purpose which this
fulfillgd wés "... to impress visitors asygméymbol of the

188

“foresight and capabilities of the organization ...

'**Aaron Wildavsky, If Planning is Everything, Maybe it’s
Nothing, Policy Sciences no. 4 {1973): 148, as cited in




121

But as the Trudeau government found in the context of
defence, 1if sxmbols dre seen to pave no substance over time,
they impress no one - least of all one's allies. What is
required is an enabler»through which the creative potential
of departments can be released and effective cogporate input
achievedﬂ Within this framework there 1is é definite role
for a corporate planning body which services the needs of
governmeht as a whole. This role’does not encompass,the'
pursuits which Campbe;l and ‘Szablowski suggeét thevPCO'hés. .
been wdnt to indulge in; that is, duplicating the work done
by the departments and purporting to be supér—analysts wiﬁh
insight superior to that of departmental officials.’

Indeed, those departments to which the government-chooses to
attach less importanée, and whose ministers aré .
disadvantagea byithe less influential posi?ionnyhich they
hold 1in Cabinet} would benefit from the presence of an
objective corporate planning body, one which would not
aﬁtempt to filter out departmental advice which.it,felt the
government might be politically uncomfortable with., It is a
reasonable>cohteption that filtering is precisely what
.Pitfield orchestrated when he chaired thé 1975 defence
review, in that it is doubtful that DND and Eﬁternal Affairs
recommended the affirmation of the defence prioritiés which
the 1971 Whife Papér had delineated. .

"*8 (cont' d)Prlnce and Chenier, The rise and fall of policy
planning and research units: an organizational per'spectlve,

p.539.
'**Campbell and Szablowskl, The Superbureaucrats pp. 82-83.

b
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Kirton suggests that government objectives have changed

@

with the accumulation of experience and that,

... these later revisions reflect in part the Prime
Minister's general disenchantment with the belief
that large organizations in the political arena are
susceptible to rapid reform and continuous
coordination from the top. To a great extent -
however, they stem from a calculation that domestic
and external environments no longer require,

1%0

not permit, such dirigisme ...

This may/well offer a viable explanation for the conclu51ons

to which the Prime Minister was led 1n his pursu1t of. a more
ratiynal and formal approach to dec1siop-mak1ng in the |
defence and foreign policy spheres. Certainly it is an
egplanation which has been reinforced by an examfﬁgtion‘of
gne extent to which the Trudeau gerrnment ae an erstwhile
/ational.actor has been influenced by botn the‘politics of

) lhe governmental or organizational procese and perhaps more
- ¥mportantly, bureaucratic pOllthS. . _ .j

( There are two important messages in the relative
failnre of the goveinment's coordinated policy planniné

efforts, messages which the diSillusionment which stems from

failure.might7all tod easily obscure. The first meseage,

e

directed at the‘politician, is that rationalized planning in.

the context descfibed'earlier is not corporate planning.
Cofpprate planning may yet offer at least a partial solution
to the increasing complexities of governmental activity, pgt
only ifsit is properly applied Indeed, "had corporate |

'*°Kirton, Foreign pollcy dec:smn—making in the Trudeau
government : promise and performance, p. 308.

-

~
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planning been properly applied, the Trudeau government might
have come to a more timely recognition of the vra§le role
which defence issues can play in the formulation of foreign
policy. The second, and potentiaf}y more importanf, message
is for the deﬁartmental bureaucrat 'that a vital part of the
'polltlcal/bureaucratlc interface is 'the respon51b111ty of
the bureaucrat to provide pollcy advice and recommendatlons,
whicn reflect, the polifical constraints under which he knows
the politician‘must operate. The'departmental bureaucrat'
must not renege on.this responsibility, on the excuse'that>
if is not his place to offer pblicy advice. Indeed, ‘it
would seem from the dﬁta.that such reticence or failure of
bdreaucratic interests, generally, to accept their pdlicy
advisory respon51b111t1es, ;oved the government to create
policy plannlng and research un1ts. James Forrestal, ‘the -
flrst U.s. Secretary of Defense, offered a useful observathn

o

with regard to bureaucrats and the policy advice issue:

I have always been amused by those who say they are
willing to go into government but they are not -
willing to go into politics. My answer ... ‘is that‘
you can no more divorce government from polltlcs
than you can separate sex from creatio

Nor can the burea Simply resort to bureaucratic

,politics,.andgassume that this will providetthe necessary
'political?input. Bureaucratic politics eannot be wished
away, andiitvmay-even be said to be benefic%al to the extent
that it respdnsibl§ premotes departmental interests. If it

"*'Allison, Essence of Decision, p. 147.
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extends beyond these parameters, it dey.ives the politician

of the role whlch he, as an elected official, must play 1in
setting the values - and the factual premises and parameters

- upon which decision/policy-maklng is based. And
bureaucratic politics may be a double—edge sword, in that a
politician may sk lfully play on 1t to the extent that he
finds useful, whéle at the same t1me u51ng it as an excuse
to‘ignore as bureaucratic meddltng any inputs with which he
is uncomfortable - and which might be construed as according
a department real 1nfluence. These latter considerations
\;have important lmplications_for certain aspects of

government and departmental activity which are discussed in

the section which follows.

C. Canadian M111tary Part1c1pat10n in NATO Since\ 1969

In)analy21ng Canada's mllltary part1c1pat10n in NATO
since 1969, certaln questléns.arlse. Was the 1969 ence
review necessaty; that’is,;wae there a need for a |
fundamental change? More specifically, were the reason

g1ven for it really representatlve of . the government'

'

intent? What was the actual effect of the rev1ew on
'Canada s military participation in the Alliance and why’
What was the- ratlonale for the seeming turn- about in” the

government's attitude towards NATO\which; in effect, began

[

in the early Seventies? What have been and will be the

consequences of’ the changes which began with the defence
‘review of -1969, for. Canada's military partieipatioh in NATO

. = T T
T e T
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over time?

The Need For Review

Prime Mlnlster Trudeau contended that Canada's forelgn
political pyramid had become ‘inverted, that forelgn pollcy
flowed from defende, when in fact the reverse of thlS should

be theocase.;eTherefore,-there was a need for a review of-
/

foreign policy and, concurrently, a defence review whlch
would place the latter 1n a proper perspectlve in relatlon
to overall policy. But was there a need for, rev1ew on the

grodndé which the Prime Minister had p051ted2 Harald von

"Riekhoff comments:

The claim that Canadian foreign polacy was .
subordinate to defence policy does not seem” .
convincing, partlcularly when one considers the
modest decision-making input coming from the .
Canadian military. Even with respect to NATO there
wvere significant foreign political and not merely _
strategic considerations which determined Canada s
contribution to the alliance.'’? .

And, more specifically-related to'défence, Von Riekhoff

_added, °

.. the reduction of~Canadian forces in Europe ...
bears the strong 1mpr1 t of a hastily improvised:
political compromise whish could have been arranged
equally well without the INtellectual gu1dance of a
fundamental review,'?*?

»

The Prime Minister was well aware\of the benefits which NATO

*’szn'Riekhoff, The impact of Pri
foreign policy, p. 271, '
**31bid., p. 274.

Minister Trudeau on’
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offered as a milieu for international political consulta’ ior
and discussion. His predecessors, particularly Lester
Pearson who had been influential as both a bureaucrat and
politician in the fbrmatiVe and later years of the Alliance,
had all subscribed to the attributes éf NATO as a political
forum. Von Riekhoff's comment that the decision—making
input of the Canadian military was a modest one is
well-founded. 1Indeed, Canada's military forces have‘neve:
enjoyed a position of political influence remotely akin to
that of their contemp%rar&es in thevU.S. or Britain for
éxample. In light of these considerations, one is inclined
to agree with Von Riekhoff's comments and, that being so,
one is also led to speculate on the perceptions which
provided the impetus for thf decision to review defence and
‘oreign policy. |

At the time of the defence and foreign policy reviews,
1. . Trudeau was either‘disinclined to;agéept the
inseparabflity:of defence and foreign policy or, and perhaps
a more accdrate'percéption of his inclinations, he chose to

ignore the linkage. Trudeau had no desire to live in the

- shadow of Pearson, particﬁlarly so because he neiﬁher
accepted thé Pearsonian style of government, nor gha;ed
Pearson's’iéternationalist predilections. However, Trudeau
was wary, and rightly so, of trying to implement too much
change too 5605. His predecessor had all but

single-handedly brought Canada into the international

limelight, and it would be accurate to say that Canadians

!
B
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had come to identify with the country's image as an
international mediator of some repute - a helpful fixer.
Thordaréon comments that, "[Tlhe public approved of Canada's
alliance commitments: and support of peacekeeping ..."'°* A
turn-around of policy without ample justification would thus
not only not have been well-received in a general sense -
'énd here it must be remembered that the Trudeau government
had only juét entered office - but élsd, and ﬁerhaps more
importantly, it would not have been accepted by old guard
Liberals upon whom Trudeau was still dependent,fér a measure
of gupport. How valid is this analysis? Supporting
evidence is to be found in the majority, opposition opinion
which surfacgd in the course of the review process, not the
lea;t that from Cabinet ministers such as Paul Martin and
Leo Cadi=ux, both of whom had been Cabinet ministers in the
Pearson o>vernment.,'?®s |

It would seem, on the basis of Thordafson's éperationalA
code anélysis, that the down-playing of defence policy
suited Mr. Trudeau's personal phildsophy and his desire to
emphasize domestic concerns. Similarly, it suitéq the
inclinations of the like thinkers in the Trudeau government,
not only the new'Cabinet ministers such as Donald MacDonald,
but also the personal policy advisers with whom the Prime
Minister had sggf@ﬁnded himself. A blatant forward'defencé

policy had littié‘appeal for a Prime Minister who perceived

e e o ——

"*+Thordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Policy: A study in
decision-making,-p+ 109. .

—%Tbid., pp. 26,45,106,144,156 (note particularly the
explanatory footnote), and 157.
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protection of sovereignty and aid to the civil power as more
appropriate pursuits for Canada's armed forces. Mr. Trudeau
offered the excuse that sucr - reofientation would both
reassure armed forces personnel that they had a viable role
to play and convince ihe public that there was a place for
military forces in Canada.'’* But the evidence Qould suggest
that if any such reassurances were required, they were more
in the nature of a ‘source of rationalization for what the
Prime Minister.wished to do.'®’ The Canadian Armed Forces
had no reservations about their existing NATO role, nor is
there evidence fo suggest that the general ﬁublic felt the
neegnFo have the Force's role justified. However; such
conéiderations were of little consequence to Mr. Trudeau,
who took the position that while the public might express én
opiﬁién, govefnment made the decisions.'®® More succinctly,
"There's nobody to tell me how the country should be run ...
I tell them."'®®

Given that the Tereéu government's overriding concern
was that foreign policy planning and decision-making were
very much in need of revisiqn, the-question was how to sell
the idea. 1In the laté Sixties detente appeared to be
working, and there was some justificatibn for the claim that
security interests were no longer a pressing concern. It
would seem that 1t was upon this consideration - transitory
though it was to prove to be - and the government's own

"*¢Ibid., p. 141.

'*’Ibid., pp. 157-58.

'**Ibid., p. 159. ‘

'**Thordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Policy, p. 85.
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narrow perception of policy priorities, that the claim that
defence policy enjoyed a disproporrionate influence in
relation to foreign policy was based. What better solution
than to call for a review of both defence and foreign
pollcy7 The mystlflcatloﬁ ;% the audience of Calgary
Liberals to whom the Prime Minister first put this claim may
be said to be representative of the response which it
elicited generally. The important consideration was that
the government had convinced itself, or been convinced:

[1]Jt is more likely that it was the Prime Minister

who was the guiding light and who prov1ded the

decisive input for the foreign policy review. It

was primarily his decision, based on his

interpretation of the internal and external

environments, to conduct the review in the first

place, and it was his views, influenced only

marginally by outside adv1ce,4that determined its
direction.?°°

The defence review proved, not surprisingly, t§ be less
of a review than a faif accompli. It was completed better
than a year prior to the overall foreign policy review, and
lip-service was paid to consulting a wide range of
interests. Reports were gubmitted by DND, External Affairs
and the Commons Standing Committee on External Affairs and
National Defence, all of which recommended maintenance ofv
the sfatus quo in terms of Canada's military commitment to
NATO. This wasrobViously not the response which the

government was looking for, and the Prime Minister directed

z°°Thordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Pollcy A study in
decision-making, p. 119.
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Ivan Head to provide a further.report. Ivan Head had once
commented, "I don't think it hurts the‘mandarins‘to know
that the Prime Minister has pedble in his office with both
experience and ability to chgllenge what comes up."?°' And
challenge he did, for Head produced a report which |
recommended the partial withdraﬁal of Canada's NATO force
form Europe. Whatever else might be said of this report, it
was certainly politic, in that it provided an answer which
both the Prime Minister and his supporters, and those
Liberals‘who were more internationally inclined, ;ouid live
Qith. As an aside, the report is a further excellent
example of the superbureaucrétic meddling referred to
earlier. Did Ivan Head have the experience and ability to
challenge the findings of the Common's Standing Commiftee
and the two depértments which were most closely-attuhéd to
the NATO issue? 1In that he is an international léwyer and
forﬁer foreign service officer, one might have expected His
report to preéent a pictdre.of foreign poiicy which tempered
_the subjective assessment of the politicaijsphere of
government and which reflected the real poiitik of the
issues.?°? That éuch)a picture was not presented is
evidenced by Western European reaction to the force
reduction.and the Trﬁdeau government's diplomatic
fence-mending exéréisé_whicﬁ‘ﬁegan to take shape shortly
~after that reduction. Therefore it would seem that in the

°'Globe and Mail, January 15, 1969, p. 9, as cited in

Thordarson, p. 89.
2°21bid., pp. 88-89.
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context of.the 1969 defence reuiew, Mr. Head's experﬁence
and ability were somewhat misdirected or misplaced. Iﬂ
challenging what came up he might have been better advieed‘
to direct that'chalienge towards the Prime Minister's
misperceptions regarding the NATO issue. While this would
not have enhanced his rapport with Mr. Trudeau in the
short-term, it mightdhave contributed to a more timely
appreciation by the Prime Minister of the lonb—term |
importance of a materially credible military.commitment to -
ﬁATO In light of the report which he d1d produce, Ivan ”
Head's contribution to the defence review will perhaps be
remembered best as that of a superbureaucrat in the
pejorative sense implied byNCampbell_and Szablowski,u
It would be fair to say that some sort of revision of

: Canada's military’conmitment to NATO was a foregone
conclusion given the pr1or1t1es of the Trudeau government
Indeed, the impetus for change had been relnforced by the
\earlier pronouncements of Lester Pearson, the man who haddin
great part orchestrated;the originai commitment.. Perhaps
the difference was that Pearson, whatever doubts he may have
had about the continued efficacy of Canada's military
contribution to NATO, had sufficient experience in the

‘1nternatlonal Ssphere to apprec1ate better when a change in*
that contrlbutlon might be justified and when it mlght not.
Mr. Pearson was to claim later that had he continued as

Prime Minister he would have taken, by the early Seventies,

a similar decision to reduce Canada's NATO commitment.
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However, in light of changing events on the international
scene, such as the weakening of detente, events which caused
even the Trudeau government to have second thoughts, it
seems unlikely that someone of Pearson's diplomatic and
politiéal expérience would in fact have taken such a
decision.

It is equally clear that at no time prior to- or during
the review was total withdrawal from NATO- seriously
contemplafed - certainly not as far as Mr. Trudeau was
concerned. Such a withdrawal wouid have meantithe end of
access-to a valuable international political forum, ‘a loss
which evén someoné who was "...neither well informed on
interhational affairs nor»particularly interested in them
..."%2°% could appreciate. While one might argue that the
immediacy of the defence revieQ'was the.result:of budgetary
planning considerations and the‘knowledgé that the annual
‘NATO review was pending, there is stronger evidence to
suggest that the defence policy issue provided a convenient
catalyst, ifrnot:a red herring, in terms of justifying an
overall poliéy review, This coﬁtention is gﬁpported, as
preceding discussion suggests, by the evidence that there
was general support for a status quo approach to:foréign and

\

defence policy.

decision-making, p. 85.
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The Aftermath

Although the Trudeau government had not contemplated
complete wiﬁhdrawal from NATO, it is certainly the case that
a substantial reduction of Canadian forces from Europe had
been conéidered. Indeed,.a two—thirdé reduction wduld
appear to have been the planning'figure subsequent to -the
‘Head report. However, Mr..Tfudeau had also announced that
the reduction would be conducted_in consultation with
Canada's NATO allies. .The reaction of these allies has been
described in some detail in Chapter Two, and there is little
doubt that it was instrumental in the government's decision
only to halve its NATO contingent in Europe. As much was
-admitted by Leo Cadieux in the House of Commons when he
stated that, "... as a result of consultation with our

allies, we had modified éonsiderably our original plan."2?°*

Little more than a year after the NATO force redﬁction
had been announced, the Trudeau government released the
White Paper on Defgnce. The Paper, as has been mentioned,
re-ordered Canada‘s‘defenée priorities, and it should not be -
surprising that Donald MacDonald held the Defence portfolio
at the time. -It will be remembered that he had been an .
advocate of a substantial change in Canada's NATO role, and
what better choice as-the man to review defence-priorities
than ‘Macdonald, who woﬁld ensure‘thaf.the government's
inteptiohs<were brought to‘fruition - primarily because he
would be least reéeptiveAto the posturingsmoffDND

*041bid., p. 142. (My emphasis)
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bureaﬁcrats, both military and civilian. Sufflce to say
that the government's confidence was well placed. ThlS
would also seeh to fit the conceptual consideration that 
when one wants to ensure t?at fundamental policy change ié
reflected in organizationai activity or implementatibn,

manipulation through a change of organizational leadership-'
provides a sofution.

‘With the release of the 1971 White Paper, which
emphasized that defence policy must be congruent with
foreign policy - the prqjéction abroad of nationéi intefests
- one would have expected sbme definitive statements on this
congruence. It is perhaps a measure of the real perceptions
of the Trudeau government as to the importance of defence
policy, that the role of the afmed forces in support of
foreign policy objectives was virtually ignored. R.B. Byers

comments:

By inference, the government indicated ‘that the
fulfilment of defence objectives was not, that
important in the pursuit of its primary foreign
policy objectives. The downgrading of the peace and
security theme, along w1t§ the empha51s on economic
growth, suggested that objectives in these policy
areas could be achieved irrespective of Canada's
defence posture .... [T]he CAF [Canadian Armed
"Forces] were not considered essential for the
achievement of major foreign policy objectives -
that is, a successful marriage took place [that is,
defence and foreign policyl, but one partner was not
really necessary for the well being of the
relatlonshlp 2058 :

Thus defence issues, which previous Canadian governments had

2°sByers, Defence and foreign policy in the 1970s: the
demise of the Trudeau Doctrine, pp. 319-20. (My _empha’sis)

v
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considered a necessary part of cofporate planning, were all
but excluded from forgéign policy planning. Although the
‘Third Option was to égusé\the-government to re-thi;k\this

perception, in the interim, the government had reverted to

the mind-set which J.F. Anderson so aptly described as,

a tendency ... to view collective defence ... as
being, at best, of marg1nal 1mportance and at worst
dispensible, and a tendency in parallel to see the
Canadian Forces as a piece of baggage, which
perforce had to be carried around in pursuit of
various foreign policy goals, but which for that
reason should be kept as light as possible.?°®‘

Defence policy was relegated to a back burner while the
.government got on with the business of addressing more
doﬁestically—oriented concerns, specifically the economy and
issues reléting to Canadian unity.

The designation of protection of Canadian sovereignty
as the primary defence priority was, of course, a reflection
of the government's more doﬁestic policy’orientation; The
problem was, what did protection of sovereignty really mean?
Bruce Thordarson comments:

A defence policy based on considerations of
soverelgnty was such a novelty on the Canadian scene
that .there was some concern that the government
might be intending to regard i't as an end in itself

.and as sométhing that had to be defended in its’
‘entirety.?2°’

2°‘Anderson, Strategy, Policy Formulation, and Military

Planning, p. 6.
29 Phordarson, Trudeau and Foreign Policy: A study in

decision-making




P
MO

' 136

However,gThordarson goes on to cemment that - the White Paper
clarified this'iesue, and that sovereignty was precisely
defined as, "... the idea that any national government had
to‘be.capable of surveillance and controi activities over
its own land, territorial waters and:airspace."‘°‘ While
Thordarson might have been satisfied with the preciseness of
this definition, it is by no means clear that the department
which had to operatioﬁal{ze protection of sovereignty held
the same view.

‘It was readily apparent to DND that the government was

not referring to protection of sovereignty in its entirety,

if for no ofher reason than the fact that the defence budget
had been frozen and Forces manpower levels had been reduced.
And, with the'possible exception of the period iémediately
fqliowing World War Two, Canada never had the military .
capability to pfo&ide the surveillance.ahd control which the
above definition implied. 1In addition, DND was expected to
plan some measure of support for the other threeidefepee
pfiorities, an expectation which was implicit in suchjwﬁite
Paper specifications as the requirement that Canada's
Maritime forces be.";:. reeriented with the long-term
objective of providing a more versatile general purpose
capability."?°® This ve;satile general purpose capability
requirement extended to Canada's Land and Air forces, and
thus required DND to plan for general purpose-military

2“Ibld., p. 161.

2°3Canada, White Paper On Defence. Defence In the
70s(Ottawa: Information Canada, 1971), p. 28, as cited in
Stewart, Canada's European Force: 1971—1980, p. 12.




137

organizational and logistic frameworks, and indulge in the

P

R

pursﬁitﬁgj/thé/giusive multi-role vehicle, aircraft or ship.

7 |

one has but to consult a reputable military technical

journal such as the International Defence.Review, to reqlize
thaf the cbst of multi-role equipment - to the extent that
there is sﬁéh é;thing - is exceedingly Bigh. .Even before
the aavent of the defence Feview and subsequent budget
‘freeze, DND lacked the fihancial resources to fulfill a
multi-role or general purpose requirement, and after the
review and White Paper came to fruition, thé department was
expected to fulfill the requirement with still fewer
resources. The government wopl??have done well to remember
£hat while it might be'possibléﬁtowacquire such a
‘capability, it does not come cﬁeaply. To suppose othérwise.
"is to risk the creaﬁion of something which does <« -+ ral jobs
‘marginally énd no one job well of, worse, 1s incapable. |
overall. In an organizational process context, the
government could have anticipated that DND would do its é;}t}
in terms of what it knew how t§ do, a knowledge which did
not extend;to.é'clear perception of how to apply the
departﬁent's_limited resoufces to a’somgwhat nebulous role.
How did DND cope with the official defence priogities
specified in the 1971 White Paper? The department fully
realized that it did'not have the resources to meet the

first priofity and,.furthermore{jthere was some doubt as to

precisely what the government envisaged in protection of

sovereignty. Nor was the government. forthcoming Fiif:fny

‘.



138

clarification. . Given that DND had to meet this priority
and}.in eome way, shape‘or form the other three, it if
hypothesized that the'department indulged in satisficing.

' Prdfection of sovereignty could not be dealt with in.
isg;ation,'fqu;eéeene which already have been diecussed.
.ThevNORAD,dnd.NATO comﬁitmente ere perceived as
complementary, add peaeelkeeping ;eqﬁired - at least in e
basic sense -~ the maintenance of military skills which the
NATO.eommitment provided. Essentially, DND factored the
priorfties down to‘the ohe with which it could most readily,
perhaps tradltlonally, identify - the NATO eommitmedet |
albeit reduced The depaftment ehuslactiQely Continued to
pursue the priority upon which it had elways fochssed:end
which, it could argue with some-justification,\encdmpaSSedv
protectien?of sovereignﬁy to. the ektent‘that it was
realistically possiblé:”

Can this hypothesis be supported? Certain evfdence
suggests that it can. 1In a confidential interview.e civil
servant, who was acquainted with the departmental*responsesu
which the White Paper had'elicited, observed that neither
DND ner External Affairs had agreed with the pfiorities from
the outset, and that departmental activity had proceeded
accord1ngly\\\albe1t with lip-service belng pald to\the
flrst defence priprity.?'® Evidence of this 11p serv1ce 1s

\\

to be found in the. Arctic sovereignty over-flights conducted_

n

by ‘CAF aircraft However, as .R.B. Byers comments,

2'°D15cu551on w1th Department of External Affalrs official,
25 March, 1983.
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senior DND officials have argued that the priority attached
to military involvement :in the northlcan be kept low’ h
relative to other areas-of miliﬁary acﬁivity ... and [the
sovereignty role] was never considered by senior personnel
as the major fo;ﬁs of CAF‘activities."Z" The reaiitywof.the
sitqation’was'that these flights were the first task to be
_discontinued when the financial crisis of 1974 5;sught«about
a reduction of flying hours as part of.a buagetéry
restraint. At the same time, there was only a marginal
é rcdntinuation of NATO-related fiyigg activ. . and, even
thoﬁghjéérléémentary pressure forcedipartial
ré-implementatidn of the Arctic flhghtﬁ; there canibé-little
ndoupﬁ as to where DND perceived defence p%iorities to lie.

Steﬁért suggests that the cut-back in sovereignty
profection—relatéd actiJity primarily was due to an overall
government reassessment of the importance of Canada's NATO
role. This may have been parﬁ.of tﬁe explanation, but it
seems doubtful that it was the complete one. Earlier, in
the context of structural reforms, it was noted that defence
was one of the six 'systems thchvdid not.chanﬁel |
é;bision-making activity through to Cabinet,:gut rather
pursuegisuch activity at the senior official level on an

< . :

inter—départmental basis, primarily with External‘Affairs,
This consideration and the commgnts of the civil sefvant
referred to earlier, would'suggest that the cut-back was’

more ‘likely a case of successful manifestation of positive

211R.B.Byers, Defence and foreign policy in the 1970s, p.
326-26. ‘ \ | '
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oy
$¢3bureaucratic political activity in DND and Externai Affairs
L which had continued to promote the importance of NATO -
combined with a gqrowing realization on the part of the
Trudeau gerrnment that enhanced felations with Western
Europe, and the NATO policies related thereta, were
important. But to the extent that it existed, this latter
realization was a gradual occurrence, for as Byers comment's,
"With the completion of the [overall policy] ;eview, the
Prime Minister probably felt he had placed fhe‘relationship
between foreign policy and defence policy in proper
perspective ...."?'? Thus it would seem reasonable to assume
with respect to defence policy that there qu.ample latitude'
for slippage, in the bureaucratic politics context, between

executive intent and implementation, and that this slippage

did in fact occur.

Renewed Interest In NATO

An immediate result of the 1974 financial érisis and
related assessment of possible budget ..djustments, was the
gove}nment's realization that DND's resources could not only
no£ be reduced further, but also that it was underfunded and
over-tasked. There was also the growing awarenéss of the
importance of European relations. These considerations
\stimulatéd the 1974-75 defence structure review, which

resulted in the allocat on of greater importance to Canada's

NATO ~ommitment. In addition to the review, Prime Minister

*1?Ibid., p. 319.
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Trudeau visited NATO headquarters for the first time in
October 1974, and he emphasized the impPrtance which Canada
attached to NATO membership. By the mid-Seventies, the

. Trudeau go&g};ment appeared to have undergone a significant
change of attitude toward its military responsibilities in
NATO. The use of the word appeared is appropriate because
what was involved was less an attitudinal change and more a
realization that Canadian and European perceptioné of an
acceptable level of military participation in the Alliance

——-——did not coincide. ”This also suggests.that, conceptually, |

_thé government was still very much means oriented; in this
instance, defeﬁce policy as a means to a better relationship
with Western Europe, a relationship which was in itself a
means. \In_any é&ent, the Cénadian-Europeén perception gap
had fo'be closed if thevKropean link was to be maintained
and enhanced. Thus one finds Mr. Trudeau stating to NATO
allies "... Canada's [unequivocal]'belief in the concept of
colle;tive security;"z‘J and James Richardson lamenting the
fact that the considératioﬁs which ‘'shape Canada's
contribution are "... éll too often at best inadequately
understood 1in the‘perspéctive withingyhich many of our
allies view Canada's role in NATO."?'* It would be
.countef—productive to dweli on the»rheto;ic of Trudeau, and
'Richardson and his successofs, exceﬁt to note that the.other
members of the Alliance were unimpressed with the attempts
of the Trudeau governments to portray a born again

2131bid., p. 332. _ :
' 4Richardson, Canada and NATO, p. 4.

¢
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militarist approach. As Byers observes, "If other actors in
the,dn;ernational system ... do not perceive a country's.
defence posture éé credible, they will naturally question
the seriousness of the objectives it is supporting ...."2's
Perhaps truer wordé could not have been spoken of ther
‘Canadian defence posture of the time, which was still long-
on rhetoric and short on action. Had the Prime Minister
been sufficiently interested in the potehtial uses to which
defence policy.couid be put - thét 1s, in its corporate
viability‘f he might have come to a more timely realization
of what James Eayrs had so aptly stated in 1969: "It is.
equally legitimate, and at times more important, for
military establishments to support foreign policy in other
areas [than nationalxsecurity] - particularly in the
economic énd political spheres."?'¢ Indeed had Mr. Trudeau
realized this at the time of the 1969 defence re&iew, six
years later he might not have been faced with European
‘skepticism as to tﬁe,seriousness of Canada's NATO
coﬁmitment.

In fairness it must be saidAthat the Trudeau -
gbvernment's renewed/gmphasis én NATO, which is after all a
mllltary alliance and is so perceived by most members was
due in part to a realization that East-West tensions had not
relaxed, contrary to earlier impressions. However, the

evidence strongly suggests that there was an ulterior and

?'*Byers, Defence and foreign policy in the 1970s: the
demise of the Trudeau Doctrine, p. 315.
*'¢*James Eayrs, as quoted in Byers, p. 315,
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more important motivation - economic benefits. The Prime
Minister took no part in NATO discuésioﬁs until the Third
Option came to the fore, and even then he appeared to think
thaf new, or perhaps more vociferous rhetoric in support of
NATO, without any real éhange in Canada's military
participation, would suffice. There is no eQidence to
suggest that he solicited the advicé, a corporate input so
to speak, from DND whb, in light of the connéctibns with
their West German counterparts alluded to by Held, could
have provided a useful assessment of European perceptions on
the NATO issue.?'’ while it was neveroex;licitly stated that
\the price of the contractual Link with Western Ed;ope was a
more meaningful contribution to the security aspects of the
Alliance, one encounters the rumour concerning ;he pressure
put on Mr. Trudeau by West German Chancellor, Helmut \

. S;hmidt, and pragmatically "... mereiy maintaining'a token
Européan presence proved insﬁffiéiént to secure German -
support, doubly vital in light of réservations harboured by
both Britain and Frénce visfa*yis the framework agréement as
unduly étretching the EC's‘externél competencies."?'® The
attachment of Western European members to the defence
aspects of the Alliance cannot have been lost on the Truaeau
government. As David Humphrey§ contends, "It is
inconceivable that the impact of one on the other [that is,

C&nada's NATO commitment and the European attitude towards
2 "Held, Canadian Foreign Policy: An Outsider’s View, p.
452,

- 2'*Strempel, Towards Complex I ntendependence Canada and the
European Community: 7958 1980, p. 180.
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the Contractual Link] was not considered at the highest
political levels."?'* And support for this contention is to
be found in comments made by Mr. Trudeau in a House of

Commons address:

[I]n so far as the application of economic
cooperation is concerned, it is possible that
certain purchases of military equipment are
envisaged .... [I]t might be relevant ... [that] I
did discuss the question of NATO when I was in
Europe and very often with the same people when I
was discussing economic cooperation,??°

"Even less cryptically, a German editorialist was told that
the 'Leopards'[tanks] ... for which we have no use on our
continent' ... embodied Canaaa'é"European'éngagement'"’z‘
In addition, it has been suggested by an External Affairs
official, who served on the Canadian Delegation to the North
Atlantic Council from 1974—76 and who was.bresent duriné the
Framework Agreement negotiatiohs, that European delegates

had made it very clear that a more meaningful Canadian
N . . . \\
contribution to NATO was the price for an economic link with

Western Europe.,??? : \ \
. . \

In any event, chahgés were made to Canada's NATO \\
: ‘ \

posture, and whether these changes were the result of actual \
*'*David Humphreys, Canada’s link with Europe still not .
widely understood, International Perspectives (March/April
1976): 34.
~*?2°Hansard, 18 February 1976, pp. 11051-52, as cited 1in
Strempel, Towards Complex Interdependence: Canada and the
European Community: 1958-1980, p. 181.

?2'Citation in Robert Held, Unser Verbuendeter Kanada,
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 17 may 1977, as cited and
translated by Strempel, p. 181.

22pjscussion with Department of External Affairs official,

25 March 1983,
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or anticipated pressure, the result was the same. However,
the changes were somewhat cosmetic, ik the Senate |
Subcommittee Report of 1982 and reference to any recent
reputable assessment of the contributions of NATO members -
such as the Internatlonal Institute of Strategic Studies' |

M111tary Balance - amply 1llustrate. For example, enough

new tanks - West German Leopards - were-bought to maintain
the effectiveness of the Royal Canadian Dragoons, the
Canadian armoured regiment based in Germany But' not enough
tanks were bought to provide ongoing training for'the three
armoured regiments based in Canada which, incidentally,
provide repiacement personnel for the Dragoons. In
addition, new long range patrol aircraft were acquired,
well?suited to the NATO anti-submarine warfare role,dbut
only half the number necessary to adequately deal with the
NATO role and the sovereignty protection requirement uhich,
1t must be remembered, continues to be a priority"zza As the
changes were 1mplemented they were matched with a rhetorlc
in which thevCanadlan government's perceptions of the
non-military benefits of NATO were thinly, ifdat }11,
disqguised: "... to exert influence on’the policies of our

| allies."?** The Senate Subcommittee Report, commenting onA
the re—equipment of the Canadian Forcee4in the
mid—Seventies,"provfdes a noteworthy interpretation of what
223Captain M. Walker A Partner for" Aurora: Developmg the

Airborne Corvette, Canadlan Defence Quarterly 6 no. 4

(Spring 1977): 6.
224Canada,,DND, The 1981—82 Estlmates for the Department.of

National Defence, p. 10. .
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was meant Dy influence: "... to maintain and improve

relations with its [Canada's] allies, including trade and

‘other links 'Fth Western Europe.??® Of berticular interest
is the government's decision on a newfjet fighter aircraft,
taken after the signing of the Framework Agreement

Panav1a, a European consort1um, had . offered the Tornado as a
’ eandidate, an aircraft chosen by the airforces of Britain,
West»Germany and Italy. Qanada rejected the aircraft on rhe
grounds of cost and doubt as to its capabilit& as an
iﬁterceptor, and chose‘inétead the MeDonnell—Douglas‘
F-18/CF-18 Hornet. But, the basis of this choice must be
open to question in light of the fact that the Royal Air
Forceihés introduced an Air Defence variant of the Tornado, .
and the F-18 has beeh the subject of controversy concerning
not oniy its final cost, but'also its ability to carry out
its multi-role'missien; ‘This may have rerlected,-as Byers
would seggest) the deciining'importance of the Thrrd Option
as a major consideration in the Trudeau Doctrine.?? |
However, Dewitt and Kirton have recently-produced a well
documehted argument-thatrthe perceived decline quthe_Third
Optien was more imagined'thanrreel; a perceptien'which
stemmed from a ﬁiéhnderstanding of Third Option policy.??’
Thus it would seem equally?if’rot more plausible that the
rejection of the Tornado reflected the gerrnment's

*i*Canada, Senate, First Report, p. 12.
*2¢Byers, Defence and foreign policy in the 1970s: the

.demise of the Trudeau doctrine, p. 335. ,
227This argument -is. elucidated  in Dewitt and Klrton Canada

As A Principal Power, pp 154-65.
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disinclinatien to acknowledge fhe linkage of defence and
foreign policy issues, in this instance defence equipment
procurement and economic diversification, beyond the extent
necessary to achieve ratification of the Framework
Agreement. If such was the case it provides further
evidence of the subjectively selective corporate policy

planning in which the Trudeau government was wont to

Consequences

" Professor Byers observes that, "... the’diﬁéates of the
Third Option coincided with the more natural inciination of
senior ﬁilitary personnel to perceive NATO participation as
the primary defence activity."??*® The fate of the Third
Option notQithstanding, the governmenﬁ should have been left

with a clearer perception of the inseparability of defence

.and foreign policy. It finally had‘fo assign some value to

Canada's military contribution to NATO - the problem alluded
to earlier by DND's Assistant Deputy Minister (Policy), Mr.

J.F. Anderson. However, as Byers has noted, while Canada's

v

commitment was rehabilitated politically, officially it has
remained of secondary importance.??’ And the comments made
by Rosetto in 1977 continue to hold true: "... What remains

as defence policy is really a loose, uncoordinated ad hoc

m"mz3o

response to isolated problems - ...
:13Byers, Defence and foreign policy in the 1970s: the
demise of the Trudeau doctnlne p 337.

*2¢1bid., p. 39. :

1“°Rosetto, A Final Look at the. 1971 White Paper on Defence,
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D. Reflections

From the preceding analysis one can make certain”’
‘observations concerning the conceptual questions raised in
the.introduction to‘the chapter. Firet, it.would seem that
comprehensive rational decision-making is not a solution to
the process of incremental change. Indeed, the application
of it reveals the Qery weaknesses posited by the theoretical
assessment in Chapter One. These weaknesses are shared by
the incrementalist approach, and both approaches rapidly
degenerate into a process which has aptly been described as
gettlng ready to get ready, pollcy maklng ‘means become ends
.in themselves and ends as such are never addressed. There
is no room fer value judément-based_decision—making which
would define policy ends in either of the dominant -
apﬁroaches to decision—making{in that both fundamentally
involve rationalization( which.by definition excludes.

" ends.??

'Second it would seem that corporate planning, ‘or
rather a mlsappllcatlon of it in the form of ratlonallzed
plannlng, Ean provide a means by whlch organizational
processes and bureaucratic polltles may be influenced.
However, the evidehde provided by the daea suggests that
this influehce is more in the nature of a disturbance than a
'tontrol. ifﬁrthermore, it is apparent that rationalized

23°(cont'd)pp. 61-61.
2311 this instance the rationalization referred -to is that

discussed by Weber; a focus on the mechanics of progress, on
process rather than product. Pages 6 and 7 of this thesis
refer. ’

.
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planning which promotes neat structures and tidy methods at
the expense of content is likely to reinforce the very -
activities which it is trying to change or control.

If the data contained in Chapter Two are representative
of process and results in the context of policy planning,
decision-making and implementation, it can be contended from
.the preceding analysis that the theo;etibal conceptions
discussed in this thesis are valid as descriptive tools.
These conceptions include the reality of. incremental change,
and the inability of a comprehensive rational approach or an
incremental approach to address change in the context of

‘policy ends.
[ o



V. Conclusion

Where does this thesis fit into the existing
literature? Previous analyses of Canadian military
.participation in NATO during the Trudeau era appear to have
followed two approaches: they have tended either towards a
descriptive-historical approach, the work of Stewart for
example, or towards qilitary participation in NATO aéga'
peripheral consideration contained in an operational/code
analysis of principal actors, such as Thordarson's analysis
of Trudeau -or the psycho-historical approach used by
McCall-Newman .» Grits. However, by employing a theoretical
framework tc examine the the relevant data,_this'thesis has
provided a measure of explanation and an element of
prescription not_affordedgby earlier analyses. In‘the
Eontext of futufe research, peghaps'the most important
question to be raised is whether or ﬁot a change of
poliﬁiéal leadership. or, more dramatically, a change of
government mighf lead to changes'in.the approach to policy
decision-making, and the ramifications which this might have
for bureauqratic political'activity and hence policy

implementation.

A, Conceptual Implications

On the basis of a preliminary assessment of the
dominant approaches to planning and decision-making this
thesis rejected the comprehensive rational and

incrementalist approaches as prescriptions. Empirical

150
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analysis of the data were produced in Chapters Two and Three
not only as a means of verifying ﬁhis assertion, but also as
a test of the generel hypothesis that mispefception and
misapplication of decision theory and organization theory
invoke far-reaching,-negative consequencee for policy '
formulation and implementation. |

What then are the broad conceptual implications?
First, it can be concluded.that incremental change and its
effeets on planninc and decision making can neither be
.ignored nor purposefully ellmlnated Incrementalism 1s oart
of the reality of the soc1a1 world. It is also apparent
that where existing policies are in fact relatively
satisfactory, as it would appear was the case with'Cenadian
milifary participation in NATO, a politician should be wary‘
of initiating fundamental change which is not based on an
objective assessment ana wherein an instrument of change is
applied which excludes the velhe judgement-based
decision-making for 'which the politician is responsible.
This is not meant to infer that a polifician should not or.
cannot initiate change, and tﬁis is certaihly appropriate
where a poliﬁician'possesses new knowledge about a problem
or goal However, it is necessary to ensure that the |
'approach whlch one applles will produce change in fact and
not merely form, and new knowledge is not simply that which
stems from the personal polltlcel-phllosophlcal inclinations
of the decision;méker”or has been made to cooform to‘those

ino{inatﬁons. Dror suggests that incremental change epd an
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incrementalist approach encourage inertia, but it would seem
that over-emphasis on rationalism will have the same effect,
intended or otherwise, on governmehtal activity - a sort of

negative reinforcement.

Second, rationalization as it is embodied in the
comprehensive rational and incrementalist approaches is a
process which ne;er qﬁite delivers;bthaﬁ is, égdsbaré noﬁ
addressed. Thus, the politician Qho purports to apply these 
apprbaches, who attempts to rationalize the political world,
automatically. énd aftificially excludes the value or endsl“
oriented judgments which are inherent to that world, whether
he intends to or not. Conceptuaily, the poiitiéiaﬁ succumbs
to illusion. If such a politician combines this approach
with a passion for a cause in the sense of a roménticism of
“the intellectually interésting, andAif he lacks.a sense of
proportion - an ability to let realities work upon him - he
may rightly be labelled a political dilettante. This is
particularly.tfue of the politiéiah who pursues an ethic éf
ultlmate end%/w1th the view that. 1t is others who are not 1ﬁ
tune with tﬁé world - "The world is stupid and base, not I,
"The reéponsibility for the.consequences does not fall upon
- me but upon others whom I‘servé and whoge&stupidity and. B
baseness I shall eradicate."???

Third, it can be concluded»fhat organizatibna1 
processés, in terms of.policy advice and implementation, are
dominated by programs and procedures which are subject for

N

" 222Gerth and Mills, From Max Weber, p. 127.

N
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the most part to.gradual chadde, and that political leaders
can disturb but not control organlzatlonal behaviour. It is
’\p0551b1e to force the change of routines and programmed
‘responses by a change of organlzatlonal leadershlp, but this
hange is at best tran51tory and at worst purely cosmetic.
Furthermore, the size of government precludes the making of
all major deolslons or d1rect1ng-of aldﬂmajor act1v1t1es, in
he context of polioY'implementation; bY'one central
'adhnority. This is true whether that Central.authority is
represented for example by a prime minister and cabinet, or
a'plenning appendage which too closely identifies with the
centrél authority and thereby has no rapport with tpé’”
organizational sub—units'dpon which it'depends/for
informetion: ‘The cost of the necessary factorlng of
problemsrand fractionating of power is measured in terms of
the discretion which must be allowed organlzatlons in the
way they respond An underlying'consideration in this
dlscretlon is the effect of- organlzatlonal paroch1al1sm an
_effect which is present in-all organizations and is
amplified in those nhich eretmanned byvcareerfsts on a
structural ladder. }he degree to which dovernment leéders
are-coozizant‘of and ‘allow for_the effects of administrative
feasibilities as suggested by organrzational process
determines thetgap between decision and implementation, and
on all but pressing issues the gap‘widens-in fgvour.of the

organization.
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Fourth,.bureaucratic politics is an‘inflnential factor
wherever decision-making involves organizational input. The
guestion to,be asked is that of the extent of this
1nf1uence.} The extent varies in direct broportlon to the
'deg:ee of executlve interest or commitment. Slippage may
~not seem to matter if the executiﬁe pereeption is that the
only real issue is that a positive ch01ce be made. But what
if the perceptlon of the 1mportance of the issue is wrong?
In such a case slippage can hurt and 1ncrea51ngly so with
the passage of.t%me, both in the context of bureaucraﬁic
political influence and in the context of lack of planning
and decisioh- mak1nahih an area\whlgh 1s 1n reality more
1mportant than 1n1tJal perceptlons su&ﬁ%!teu‘ﬂ4The message
to be gleened from all of thlS is that wblle one might be d
justlfxably concerned “about over—emphas;z;ngAthe influence
of bureaucratic~politfcs, one also shouldggé\eoneerned about
the conseqpences’of disconnting that‘influence.

ﬁhat then have we learned about decision-making?
Perhaps the. most important consideration.is that there is no
single model or approach by which the decisibn-making
process may-be analyzed. Indeed, to paraphrase Allison, the
best anél}sis may well draw upona'combinatiog’of'models.
Fuftherpore, an anélysis of decision-making in the context
of simply the mechanics of the process is insufficiedt in
itself. One finds that the decisional process is shaped hy

what were refebred to earlier as qualifiers; that is,

organizational process and bureaucratic politics. These
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A

qualifiers are part of what is and,. to the extent that they
are either acknowledged or ignored, they are determinants of
what can be done.b

Last, it should be appreciated that corporate planning
"is not rationalized planning which focusses on '
-organizational/structutal change, and which artificially
filters or excludes certain corporate inputs from planning
and decision;making simply becauee these inputs do not
support a preconceived notion of what is important. An
approach to planning which imposes”rather than enables lacks
the flexibility necessary to‘deel'witggthe reality of
incremental change becauée_it'discourages oositine'sub—unit
response. Such an approach does not iead to a cybernetic
learning process but rather to the inertia of getting ready
to get teady.> Finally, if corporate planning is to be
operétionalized successfully it must be petceived as. a
benefit by L1 of the participants. It must service
government as a.whole and not merely the centre of
goyetnment.or a planning.office'which totally identifies and
is identified with that centre.

& - -

B. Empirical Implications -

)

In the context of foreign pol1cy in general and defence'
> :

policy and the NATO commltment in partlcular what did the

K

Trideau government want and why? What the government wéntedetfv

v

was to change completely both the form and focus of exzst§?g

pol;cy-plannlng and decision-making. A somewhat SprlOUSJ 2

i

of -
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connection was m&de between an ostensibly anachronistic
defence policy and the predominance of this policy in
general foreign policy considerations. This connection was
then used as justification for a review of both defence and
foreign policy. As a result of this review, a coordinated,
cenﬁralized, supﬁosédly corporate planning approach to
policy planning and formulation was implemented. In
addition, Canada's NATO contingent in Europe was halved on
the grounds of a diminished threat, and defence policy in
general was relegatedvto a position of limited significance.
In response to the government's contentions and the
decisions.taken, the evidence which this thesis hés adduced
strongly suggests that not only had foreign policy not been
dominated by defencé policy to the exténﬁ asserted by the
Trudeau government, but alsblthat'theke was little
justification or generai support for‘either a review or a
subsequeng change of foreign and defence policy focus. ﬁor,
for that maﬁter, had the threa- on which the NATO commitmenf
originally was predicafed substantially diminished.

However, the government was committed to change - not thé
least because of the impetus of Mf._Trué%éu's personal‘
political—philosophical inclinatigﬁé - and ;hange there

would be. "The world is stupid and'base, not I ...:" the

d

flame of pure intant.-ns was not to be quelched by contrary
" reports and asséssmcnts. It would seem that Mr. Trudeau's
“perSOnal pbﬁﬁticainhilosophical inclinations, in this

instance a romanticism of the intellectually interesting



comprehensive rational model, were allowed to override a
sense of proportion in a Weberian sense. 1Is there then a
distinction between the Prime Mlnlstef‘s epproach and that
of the steriley excited and mere political dilettante?
Debeftmental response to-the changés‘made by the
Trudeau governments was,tln the: tontext of organlzatlon and
bureauczstlc theory, predictable. The response‘%as one of
suspicion of the intentions of central plannlng aéenc1e%
such as the PCO, and a d151nc11nat10n to cooperate with
them. And the superbureaucratic activities of these
agencies, and the ‘directed rather than corporate planning
approach of tne government, served to reinforce the negative
departmental response. Tneloyerall reSultsﬂoftthe t
governnent‘s toordinatedfﬁianning and decision-making
efforts were discussed in Chapter Two. More specifically in
the content of foreign policy, it will be remembered tpat
defence, as one of the ten systems, did not -become patt of
the centralized deoiéion-making process, and -that
decision-making tended to tAké place at the senior official
level. This process wes.undoubtedly enhanced by the low
priority which the government‘attaohed to defence issnes,
and it would seem reasonable to oonclude that with>this
~lippage, bureaucratlc pol1t1cs be*ame an increasingly

mportant feature of DND actlv%tyw% The redefinition of

C ﬁ?
uefence priorities, with pro ec@ﬁon of soverelgnty taking

‘precedence, lacked both clarlty and conv1ctlon, clarity on

.

-
the part of the government and conv1ctlon on thevgart of DND
P s
e \A) -3

S
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and External Affairs. This change of defence»pr}orities
conforms to thg;patfern described in Chapter One, wherein a
government is conceri-d only that a positive choice has been
made, and not with cthe details of implemeﬁtation. DND was
‘able to continue to focus on‘NATO and merely to pay
lip-service to protection of sovereignty as the primary
defence requirement, a reflection not only of the marginal
interest which the government evinced in defence, but also
of the operationalization ¢f¢b0reaucratic politics to f£ill
the gap created by that lack of imtérest.

The realities of planning aﬁd decision-making
ultimately caught up wigh the Trudeau governmenf, but‘the
realization that incrementalism was the norm rather than the
exception was to have a negative‘effect on defence
capabilities. 'Where the government had originally seen fit
to relegate defence considerations to a virtual limbo,
thereby‘compounding-existihg problems of neglect in the
defehce sphere, it réther suddenly found it necessary |
inérementaily to pick Qp the NATO commitment again. In that
bufeaucfafic politics in DND had eﬁsured that NATO activity
was accorded real priority in DND - and quite probably
External Affairs - the'goyerhment was able to bring this
actiyity to the fore as eyidgﬁpe to Western Europeans of
éanada's oﬁgoing cohmitmeht to. the Alliancel But the
positive and negativé results of thé underlying bureaucratic
politicgi'éctivity must be recognized. Bureaucratic

s

politics may have been a viable means of keeping NATO
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activity operating effectively'when government interest was
focussed elsewheTre, but that viability has diminished over
time because the government has been able to tap very
selectively only as much of that activity‘as it requires to
" be seén to-be fulfilling its NATO commitment. This
éeléctive tapping is an illustration of one of the sorcafled
advantages .of having pursued avcohprehensive rationéi’
abproach in this instance conﬁrol of the bureaucr7cy.
Recommendatlons or requests from DND for addltlonap
resources to meet the commitment can be and 51mply are
brushed aside by the Trudeau government as "... t%e military
lobby.forgééting that the politician makes the decisﬁons'andu
the militafy carries them'out.“za’.The latter consideration
hints at the possibi}ity that the ggvernmentymai not only
have been aware of tﬁe impliéations/effectiveness of
‘bureaucratic politics from £he béginningp but.alsp that it
had planned to orchestrate»this activity - thereby ensuring
a contiﬁuing focus on:NATO but not discrediting the
appearance ofiitS'statéd defence priori;ies} However, such:L(
an interpretation is less than'convihciné when one considers
“the govErnment's,'particularly Mr . Truaeau's, antipathy
towardé‘bureaucratic activity inlgeneral. Thus the earlier
interpretation seems more likely; that is, that the
gé&efnmeﬁt_has f&uhd‘bureaucratic pelitics, which it had
originally thought'to‘éliminate, a convenient-means of

*33Gtephen Scott, Cabinet under pnessur,ge to ease forces’
U_Q;4ngq30ttawa Citizen, 2 December 1974, p.:.5, as cited in .
Stewart, Canada's European Force: 1971-1980, p. 68. )
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adopting as much or as little defence input as it feels adw
hoc circumstances warrant. |

It seems evident that the government has yet to
reconcile irself,to rhe-inseparability of defence and
foreign and domestic policy. The rhetowio.whioh surrounded
the iniﬁial pursuit of the Third Optioo was matched, at )
best,\by ad hoc-purchases; These purchases have hot been
followed up by a firm commitment to undertake planned,
capiral equipment replacement and augmentation in the long
or even medium;terh. dne can see in this a further..
manifestation of the advantage to the politician of the
comprehensivevrational approaoh with its focus on means.
Purchases can be matched wfto the requiremehts‘dicrated by
oerticular circumstances without ever having to address or
eren raise the issue of a specific defence .relatéd end, to
which the purchases, in a cumulative~sense, are directed.
Continued government vacillation on the mucheneeded frigéte
replacement program is but one example of this lack of
commltment. Nor has the government serlously endeavoured to

P

redres; tﬁe:general neglect of Forces"capabllltles s
neglect which was, as .mentioned earl}er, compounded“by)the,@u
»confused defence plannlng whlch followed the 1969_rey1ew;
Somewhat more sprprising is the government‘S‘reticenCe to
acknowledge the benefits which would accrue to Canadian
industry were due atteﬁtion to be paid to defence

requirements. For example, while the government stalls on

the patrol frigate program, shipyards in Quebec and the
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Maritimes 11e virtually 1dle One mlght sympathlze to some

A

s been faced with

I 4

degree w1th the fact that government ha
several major defence capital equlpment purchases in a
relatively short space of time, but one cannot help but
" speculate on the extent te‘which an awareness of the ongoing
rather than simply ad hoc nature of defence - and thereby
NATO - requirements might have led to a less financiallyv
_ onerous steged or incremental acquisition processf

It should also be noted that the Third Option has begun
to reappear as an imporrantvpolicy consideration. Integraln
to Prime Minister Trudeau's reorganization for economic

development announced 'in January 1982 is the desire "... to

pursue aggressivelyyineernational export markets and to give
greater priority to economlc matters in the development of
foreign pollcy "234 An added 1ncent1ve for renewed attention
to this option is to be found in a recently announced U.S.
plan to exclude Canada from a new defence industry

development program:

The Pentagon plans to break a 40-year tradition by
denying Canadian weapons makers access to a new
$2-billion U.S. defence industry development program,
~+.. [An] informed source ... suggested a document 1#
prepared recently by Dr? Richard De Louer, the
Pentagon's research, development and engineering
chief, excludes Canadian firms. The source said
Canada, with its small military budget of about $7
billion, has been given a free ride on U.S. m111tary
research and development projects and therefore is
vulnerable to U.S. action ... [Professor Stephen
@ Clarkson of the University of Toronto contends that]
Canada's defence industry is incapable of surviving
*34Gordon Osbaldeston, Reorganizing Canada’s Department of
External Affairs, International Journal 37 no. 3 (Summer
1982): 453-54.° ‘ '
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without American research, development, design
components and machine tools.???®

Should this plan come to fruition it will have serious
‘consequences not only for the survivability of Canadian
‘défence industry, but_aiso for industries such as |
electronics which derive considerable benefit from the
spin-offs from military research and development. 1In light
iof the existing economic climate, the loss of any indusfrial
capatify must be a méttef of no lig§%g concern to the
Trudeau government. ;.A¢f

What can be said of the relationship between foreign
policy and defence policy in the final‘analysis? That the
two are interrelated is evidenf from the discussion §f

b

cooperation in the context of policy advice and even

formulation at the senior departmental official level, and

ek
s

from the'apparent¥inseparabiliéy of fordign and défence
policy on issues which‘touch upqn;Canada{s rélations with
Weétern European members of NATO. It.woula aiso éeeﬁ thég‘
'ét times when the attitude of government has been one of
indifference to the relationshfp between foreign and defence
pélic§, bureaucratic activity in DND and DEA has intensiﬁied
in response to that indifference. But perhapsrthé most
important leséon learned is that defence policy need nof be
viewed as something which inhibits the pursuit gf foreign
policy because it is attuned to defence issues onl?.

‘Journal, 23 April 1983, p. Al.

N
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Rather, defence policy may be .perceived as complimentary to
overall foreign policy, because it can be shaped to address
other than purely defence_related issues; for example,

economic pursuits.

C. Present Perceptions and Prescription

It is reasonable to argue that greater access to

5
™

Western European technology 'and markets will be a major -
focus of a rejuvenated Third Option, and that meaningful
participation in all aspects of NATO will continue to be
part of the price of admission. However, the;Trudeau
government has come- under increasing pressure from its NATO
allies for‘failing to fulfill Canada's commitment. to the

‘Alliance. Canadian rhetoric on theysubject has not been

Ve

matched by performance, and a continuing focus on policy
means rather than ends may. in part account for this.
Defence policy, such as it is, remains a loose,

|
uncoordinated and a hoc response to 1solated problems.

Furthermore, the go ernment is no longer 1n a p051t10n to
pick up vi51ble, perhaps more correctly credible, evidence
of a commitment. to NATO, because the'evidence quite simply

'is not to be had. A comblnation of negléct over time,

d151nc11nation of the present government toéikﬁress that
neglect, and the double-edge sword of departmental
bureaucratic politice, has reduced the capability oft
Canada's armed forces to a lé@éi-unparalleled since the

inter-war years. In a recent address to the Canadian



164

Defence Associations, Minister of Defence, Gilles

Lamontagne, "... focussed on the gqut-issue of Canadian

defence which he said was to be, the level qf forces which |
LRI .

should, and can, be malntalned to ensure the credlblllty of

our contribution to deterrence."”‘ But what.has“been the

response of Lamontagne's Cabinet colleagues?

[T]he Minister announced that Cabinet had
agreed, in principle, that the Canadian Forces
should be able to meet and sustain their commitments
in an emergency and, if .so directed, to further -
expand [sic] their capabilities. This significant
policy decision ... was reinforced by the allocation
of an additional $20 Million in 1984/85 spec1f1cally
for increased readiness and sustainability. ThlS
will provide for a gradual improvement of Canadian
defence capabilities and force levels avallable .to
sustailn our international undertakings.?*?’

In noting phrases such as in principle, if so directed, and
a gradual improvement, one 15 reginded of the European

comment in 1976 that, "... your country ‘has a reputation for

~uL

putting things off. "23® And to descrlbe an agreement in

s
N}

‘principle as-a significant policy decision is atfbest a
tenuous aéSeftion. Bluntly put, Canada's, NATO allies will
not accept rhetoric this time; tﬁe free ride is over, "and
halftéare is no less remote a possibility.

Where does this leave Canada? 1In the context of

r/‘
?éefence perhaps nowhere, and in terms of diversification of

- CSIhcE bEreRe 7

23 ¢More emphasis on Total Farce: MND, Reservist - The
~National Militia Newspap Vol. 9 no. 3, Mobile Command, St.
Hubert, Quebec, February 1983. p. 3. (My emphasis)

2371bid. (My emphasis)

22:Nickerson, Great praise for Canada s NATO forces, Halifax
Chronicle Herald, p. 23 .as cited in Stewart, Canada's
European Force;: 1971—1980, p. 103.
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trading partners, at leaat cphstgained. The government
could and has contended that the existing economic ciimate
makes‘it difficult for the government to.justify
‘reallocation of f1napc1al resources, partlcularly to.an area
such as defence. Ho&ever, the Senate Subcommlttee First
Report suggests not only that ‘such a reallocation must
occur, but also that the cost might not be as onérous as one
might think.??*’ In addltlon, an appllcatlon of a more
positive corporate planning approach which enables rather
than imposes, might prov1de a further source of
just1E1catlon. Were DND and External Affairs able to,
1f¢ﬁ%6mmunicate careful and objective strategic study and
'analysis, to put forward well conaidared foreign and defence
policy proposals to a receptive goverhment, the latter might
well be provided not only with the necessary justification,

%

but also with a more profound appreciation of the viable

'

rolerwh%;hhdefence policy can and mustfplay in overall

nsidérations Such an approach would tap the

- ‘»)\./' :
- pc;zf Ve aspects of bureaucratlc pOllthS, rather than

P

stlmulatlng counter—productlve dapartmental act1v1ty as has
tended to 'be the case in the past.

How would 1t be operatlonallzed7 Positive corporate

“)

planning, learnlng how to learn is linked to cybepnetiCs,

g

and as a theoretlcal back—drop to cybernetics one can draw
upon critical theory. The latter might be treated as a

thesis in itself, but an overview of it will suffice to

232Canada, -Senate, First Report, p. 45. See associated
Table, p. 95. 4
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illustrate its prescriptive possibilities. Crit{cai.theory
has its roots in the Weberian tradition in that it is
connected with what Weber perceives as the one positive
aspect of rationalization ;iintellectualization.

Intellectualization can lead to an intellectual awareness of

‘reality; 'the real world. The problem with'rationaliZed,

scientific approaches is that they focus, as does the

incrementalist approach, on the "... the measurable facts of

public policies or the manifest behaviour of organizational

actors . [and] thus they implicitly endorse the social

]

condltlons wh1ch have created those facts and those

-~

hehav1ours."2‘° This precludes the development of broadly

based policies because there is a tendency to consider only

those policies which appear to be solvable through applying
positivist social science methods. "Under such

circumstances, technical concerns would .replace political

and ethical concerns .as“the basis for public .

decision—making, thereby_transforming normativeliﬁsuesvinto
technicai problems."’f‘ Furthermore, o§ef+emphasis'on
technical consciousness and measurable‘ootcones obscures the
more important consideration'of mutual understanding on the
part of politicians and bureaucrats. h
Rather than emphasizing order and regu}ation; a

critical approach would concentrate on-the characteristic

conditions of contemporary organlzatlonal life, power and

—— e e e e ———————

“14%Robert B. Denhardt, Toward a Cr'/tlcal-Theor*y. of Public

Organization, Public Administration Review 41 no. 6
(November/December 1981): 633.

_*4'Ibid.

.
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dependence‘end thespopential for conflict end disorder -
interchange rather than inperface’of the natures of the
political ena bureaocfatic worlds - which these conditions
imply.2*? ﬁ[AJ critical approach would ipsist on
highlighting those aspects of bureaucratic pheofy and -,
practice ﬁhich'serve to limit the individual's recognition
~of and contrlbutlon to the process of governlng "2+? Through
,‘1dent1fy1ng the ways in which allenatlon results from

current political-bureaucratic relat1onsh1ps, a»crltlcal

‘theory would offer direction in improving that relationship.

An obvious area for analysis is the often flawed,patternboﬁb_

N
w

communication between the.political and bureaucratic
spheres} anthere the cfitical approach could suggest a
madaoemenp style which assists organizations in
cyberhetically leéarning how to learn. Such an educative

style of management would involve critical self-reflection

“on the part of both the ~manager and managed end would help

‘them to perceive the constﬁelnts of their respective

i,

env1ronpents - to see themselve%}a%d their social 51tuatlon

v

in a new way. Most 1mpoq&antly,:1n a polltlcal and
bureaucratic context, 1t m1ght bring. home to the polltrc1an

the necessary appreciation of valués and his .role in
’ : ~ =~
specifying them which an,appealifo positivism obscures, and
. . 3 \ . cT

it might emphasize the benefits of real corporate
,involvement, thercb; creating a p051t1ve as opposed to a

negative bureaucroiic input.. .In a broad ‘sense the
421pid. » ’
243Ibid.. . : .- . R
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which mlght be said to be embodled in the corporate good»

comprehens1ve ratlonal approach must contlnue to appeal

168

decisional process would give due consideration to the real

o

influence of organizational processes and bureaucratic
political aétivity, and corporate pollcy plannlng would ‘be
exerc1sed in fact and not merely form.

One very impprtant factor may undermihe?tﬁe'appeal'of-fﬁ

critical theorizing, and that is the de51re to reta1n power,
o . W
A truly corporate approach, partlcularly a corporate
>
polltlcal—bureaucratlc & exerc1se in crltlcal

self-reflection, may weil bé too suggestlve of,
. «z :
over-democratization of the'governmental pro; ESS for most St
. “of o .
politicians' liking, For the pol%t1c1an“who~_s more

‘;co

concerned with power or means thaltwlthwthe values or\ends

3 S

J e

&2
G .

because 1t affords the pollt1c1an a, pseudo SCl&Qtlfl--‘ S

'

explanation of why things happen the way~theyﬂdorand_thepg

RS

reSUits .The approach is théreby aisort of.psychologicai‘*

-crutch which allows the pollt1c1an to absolve h1mself not-- Lo

only in hlS own eyes but also 1r those of the publlc, of

respon51b111ty for the results wh1ch are produced It alsor

it affords the retention of power, the ablllty to control

A de51re for power or to retaln power is understandable iny '1,7

N

the sense that power 1s part of the reallty of the soc1a1

world but even here cr1t1cal theorlzlng may‘%e salut ry

fac?

because cr1t1cal self reflectlon may help the pOllthlan to )g"f
Yy R

-,
s

understand'the pmtfalls of‘th' ratlonal pursult of power "

- A

wvhat mlght be tegéed the pbllt1c1an s personal " Vll ‘Weber
J a & e e

. . B B . . v . . h- . 7 S .
- [T . - - . N | € e : . - - N "
| - ‘ R 8 S i B 2 .
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termed it'thus; "Mind you, the Déyil is old; grow old to
understand him."*** If it can be'assumed that power is the

focus of Mr.Trudeau, as his-attitude‘towards his cabinet

colleagues and his efforfs to control the bureaucracy would

suggest, then it may be anticipated that he will continue to

be ."lured by the fresh promlses of a rationalization which
\ . ,

mlght somehow bevharmonlzed ‘with the reallty of 1ncremental

'1

change, whlch "he has found’ cannot be 1gnored And if the
-government pursues pOllthS w1th a pass1on characterlzed by

sterlle exc1tatlon and "dev01d of all feellng of objectlve

l

q
“

respogslblllty,‘ as one. mlght argde it. has been wont t% dO'

&

in relatlon to forelgn and defence polloy, it may rightly be

accused of polltlcal d11ettant1sm. In the flnal ana1y51s

-

.such a governmentu".;. [w1ll not have] measured up to the

~

_world as it 1is in its everyday rqutlne.. Objectrvely and -

-ctlvely [1ts members w1ll not] have experlenCed the"

¥ A

vocatlon of pOllthS in 1ts deepest meanlng whlch th%

A 1

thought they had.™?*?® »
'._ To return to spec1f1cs, if the Trudeau QOVernmﬁﬁt

fmarches to the beat of an 1nd1fferent 1f not 1rrespon51ble

ars

drummer, Canada's m111tary commltment to- NATO and defence Ao,
’y ‘
pollcy 1n general w111 march to the*tunes oﬁ“"l got plenty

.
. ¢ D

f;of nothlng," and "It a1n 't necessar1%§ so." And thlS is a
mu51cal accompanlment to which European members of. NATO on
' ? . ’ @,\

whose economic 1f not mllltary support Canada may well

A

become increasingly dependent have long since turned a deaf

f“Gerth and Mills, From Max Weber, p. 152.
2”’Ib1d «p. 128. 5 T

:J‘O
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