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WHO DECIDES WHAT?
CIVIL-MILITARY

RELATIONS IN CANADA
AND THE UNITED STATES

DOUGLAS L. BLAND

Drawing useful conclu-
sions from comparative stud-
ies in civil-military relations is
confounded by the fact that
therearefew measures thatcan
be reliably applied across state
boundaries, political ideolo-
gies, and time. Most studies
begin from the assumption that
the civil control of the military
is the desired end state in civil-
military relations. They then
assess “the problem” in civil-
military relations in terms of
the relative degrees of control
over policy attributable to the
principal actors— the civil au-
thority and senior military lead-
ers. In some cases where the
differences between the states
compared are wide, as between
autocratic and democratic sys-
tems, some such studies yield
practical insights. However,
where the degree of control is
narrow or subtle, as it tends to
be in “like-minded” liberal de-
mocracies, state-to-state com-
parisons tend to be problem-
atic. The analytical problem
stems from weaknessesin civil-
military relations theory and
the concentration by many
scholars on the coup d’état, and
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the intrusion of soldiers into a state’s political process. But this is only
one aspect of the several problems that affect how civil-military
relations function in all states.

Some might suggest that this matter is inconsequential because
civil-military relations in liberal democracies, for all their overt
differences, produce the same outcome: civil control of the armed
forces. This observation may be true or not, but it is increasingly
unsatisfactory for one important reason — Western leaders are being
asked to explain their system of civil-military relations to leaders in
emerging democracies only to find that western intellectual and
bureaucratic explanations of how liberal democracies control armed
forces are inconsistent. Moreover, practices in even closely related
NATO states vary considerably and for no reason that can be readily
explained by extant Western theory and thought on civil-military
relations.

Onreflection and contrary to the expectations of academics and
most citizens, the armed forces in Western democracies are not so
much “controlled” by the civil authority as they are accommodated.
Reaching for Samuel Huntington' provides cold comfort for politi-
cians, officers, and officials who try to explain civil-military relations
within the North Atlantic Alliance to leaders of states aspiring to join
the community. It is evident that for all their “like-mindedness,”
control over the armed forces is exercised in different ways, and civil-
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military relations difficulties and crises arise from different causes
and produce different consequences.

Theroot cause of this state of affairs, and in comparative studies
incivil-military relations generally, lies in the weaknesses in Western
theories of civil-military relations and in narrow definitions of the
civil-military relations problem that the civil authority is meant to
control. Civil-military relations are not controlled by a dichotomous
relationship between soldiers and duly elected politicians — the civil
authority; nor, as some suggest, would such a relationship be particu-
larly effective, even if it could be established.? Rather, as will be
briefly explained in this paper, civil-military relations in mature
liberal democracies function on the basis of responsibility between
the civil authority and the military for national defense and the
control of the armed forces. Sharing occurs in decision making about
policy, defense management, the employment of forces, and in the
control of armed forces, among other matters. The degree of sharing,
or thedynamics of civil-military relations, depends onnumerous and
changing variables such as the quality of leaders, the nearness of
threats and crisis, domestic politics, and the organization of armed
forces and the defense establishment. All civil-military relations exist
as a type of anarchy where neither the civil authority nor the military
can dominate the other. Thus, by borrowing notions from theories of
anarchy in international relations, the dynamics of civil-military
relations in states can be observed and explained according “to a
nationally evolved regime of principles, norms, rules and decision
making procedures around which actor expectations converge in
matters of civil-military relations.”?

Civil-military relations regimes form around certain basic causal
values, and these values and their consequences on the civil and
military authority and relationships between such authorities ought
to be the center of attention in civil-military relations theory and
comparative studies. Regime differences between states account for
the particular national character of civil-military relations much as
“like-minded” regimes account for cross-cultural similarities in civil-
military relations.

It is difficult to find two states more closely alike than Canada
and the United States, but for all their similarity, significant differ-
ences have shaped civil-military relations in these nations. Further-
more, the national regimes for civil-military relations in Canada and
the United States tend to produce, in predictable patterns, crises and
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contrariness between the civil authorities and the military followed
by characteristic patterns of decisions and outcomes. This paper
explores some critical causal factors that mold national patterns in
civil-military relations in Canada and the United States and suggests
that distinct national regimes account for these patterns of behavior.
This analysis, however, cannot proceed without an explanation of
the theoretical base of comparison nor without acknowledging and
explaining that “the problem” in civil-military relations is not one but
four entwined difficulties that must be addressed simultaneously.

I. THE WEAK THEORETICAL BASE

Part of the difficulty in making comparisons of civil control over
the military today can be attributed to the fact that until recently, as
Huntington noted in 1957, “the study of civil-military relations has
suffered from too little theorizing.”* This weakness exists partly
because in Western states civil-military relations are inherently stable
and provide little incentive to reexamine older theories or to con-
struct new ones. But times and circumstances have disturbed this
stability and excited those who find existing explanations of civil-
military relations unsatisfactory and, perhaps, misleading.’

Most scholarly work in civil-military relations has been done in
the United States and carries with it an ethnocentric bias that detracts
(unintentionally) from its utility in other political and social situa-
tions, and in other states if not necessarily in the United States. Extant
theories and studies in America and elsewhere concentrate on solv-
ing or preventing the coup d’état, something that is a dangerous but,
arguably, an occasional problem of civil-military relations in most
states. “No coup? No problem, and so no further discussion is
required.”® The limitation in this approach is not that theories
concentrate on the problem of military interventions in politics, but
that they tend to overlook the other, perhaps more common, civil-
military problems facing societies and their armed forces.

The emergence of nascent democracies in many parts of the
world and a brief worry about “the crisis in civil-military relations”
in America, among other things, have rekindled interest in civil-
military relations theory. Scholars in this new debate have been
especially critical of the central ideas advanced by America’s two
most prominent theorists on civil-military relations, Samuel Hun-
tington and Morris Janowitz.” Peter Feaver, for example, sees in
American work on civil control of the military an essential disloca-
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tion between politics and civil-military relations and a tendency for
scholars to concentrate on coups, thus missing “much of what is
interesting about American civil-military relations.”® In his view,
“several core claims” in Huntington’s major work, The Soldier and the
State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations, “have not been
borne out by subsequent experience or empirical inquiry.”® He
challenges as well Huntington’s notion that “professionalism” will
stimulate subordination to civil control, a hypothesis Feaver states
that “has not held.”*

Feaverisas critical of Morris Janowitz, and for many of the same
reasons. Janowitz is unconvincing mainly because “he does not offer
much in the way of an alternate theory [to Huntington] of how
civilians assure control at the institutional level.” His principal
criticism is that Janowitz, like Huntington, relies ultimately “on the
professionalism-equals-civilian-control theory” which Feaver views
as an inadequate base for the treatment of the “civil-military prob-
lematic.”"!

Rebecca Schiff is equally critical of what she calls “the current
theory” of civil-military relations, meaning presumably the current
theory advanced in the United States.!? Her main criticism is that
extant theory is “historically and culturally bound to the American
case” and tends to separate “civil” and “military” institutions.?
Moreover, the “standard of professionalism” demanded by the
theories is based on American models which may not be useful or
even relevant in other states where “professionalism is quite differ-
ent from the western [sic] norm.”™ Second, Schiff believes the current
theory “neglects issues of culture” and “fails to consider the impor-
tance of civilian society and culture.””® Her point is that “depending
upon the culture, history and politics of a particular nation, civil-
military relations may involve separate, integrated, or a variety of
other forms [of institutions].”*® Culture may not only inform the civil
view of civil-military relations, butit mightalso condition the military’s
view of the issues and their responses to them.

Schiff is right to raise this warning flag simply because a major
tenet of current American theory, “professionalism,” may not hold in
other states. For example, the United Kingdom has enjoyed centuries
of reasonable civil-military relations in a society where military
officers, until at least the 1940s, seemed to prize their
unprofessionalism."” This limitation in much that has been written in
America about civil-military relations is a critical issue today when
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Western liberal democracies, led by the United States, are attempting
to transfer Western values and norms to emerging democracies and
other states.

Schiff’s views have drawn criticism as well because her com-
plaint about the ethnocentric bias in current theory “collapses if the
project concerns . . . American problems.”"* However, Schiff is
certainly correct to note the American bias in much of the current
literature for, ifitis truly ethnocentric, then it has little value asa basis
for comparative studies outside the United States.

Disquiet, if not dismay, with current theories of civil-military
relations is being expressed orimplied in the wide range of new work
in the field. Huntington suggests that he is encouraged by the gradual
improvement of civil-military relations in new democracies, attribut-
ing this modest success to “the movement toward objective civilian
control” generally on the lines he recommended in 1957." Other
scholars propose several different approaches that aim at getting the
military onside. They include, for example, the mission model ad-
vanced on the supposition that a military facing external threats will
be more compliant then one facing an internal threats.” A second
suggestion, the institutional approach, encourages strong civilian-
led institutions as the best path to assured civil control.* Today, a
civilian supremacy model reflects the ideas of those who believe that
civil-military relations are politically driven and control demands
the active intervention of political leaders at every level of the
process.2 As Henry Eccles argued in 1965, “the only occasion when
civilian control is in doubt is when civilian officials themselves fail to
exercise it, or neglect to use the power legally vested in them.”* Sir
Michael Howard, on the other hand, leans on a humanitarian notion,
for he believes “neither institutions nor men can fulfill their purposes
... save in an atmosphere relatively free from mistrust and tension
between soldiers and civilians.”? His conclusion argues for a high
degree of harmony among national defense elites.

Each of these ideas nicely captures aspects of a general theory of
civil-military relations, but alone they do not provide a compelling
answer to the main questions. How, exactly, is the military controlled
by civil authorities, what policies and structures lead to civilian
control, and what patterns of civil-military relations best serve the
interests of democracies over the long term? Without some reason-
able responses to these questions, it is plainly difficult to build a
sound foundation on which to base conclusions about civil-military

relations in any nation and even more difficult to make state-to-state
comparisons.

The difficulty in answering these questions stems in part from
an apparently high degree of ambiguity between what Westerners
describe as the principles underlying the relationship and the actual
practice in their states. For example, while the first principle of civil-
military relations in liberal democracies is that elected civilians
control the armed forces, most everyone suspects that ultimately
only the military’s “voluntary and purposeful adherence to the
principle of civilian control ensures civilian control.”* Morris
Janowitz, for instance, implicitly agrees with this notion when he
states that officers are “subject to civilian control, not only because of
the ‘rule of law’ and tradition, but also because of self-imposed
professional standards. “* Moreover, there are enough instances in
the history of the West where officers have not volunteered to adhere
to the principle, or have done so grudgingly, to raise the question of
whether the principle is in fact merely a platitude. Critics ask also: if
there is a democratic way of civil-military relations they should
follow, where does it reside? Obviously, arrangements in each West-
ern state are different. Which one is the most effective? If, as is
commonly acknowledged, systemic differences arise from cultural,
historical, and political variables, how can there be a truly “demo-
cratic system of civil-military relations” without taking these particu-
lar causal factors into account?

The regime theory of civil-military relations attempts to corral
these differences and to account for changes within and between
states’ systems over time. The theory rests on two assumptions. First,
the term “civil control” means that the sole legitimate source for the
direction and actions of the military is derived from civilians outside
the military/defense establishment. This definition says nothing
about the moral or ethical base for the civilian direction — in
democracies it is taken to mean civilians elected to legislatures. But
inan autocracy it could mean legitimacy flowing froma dictator, and
ina single party state it could mean control dictated by the party. The
assumption implies that the military has no legitimate right to act on
its own. Moreover, it implies that there are distinct bodies, civil and
military, in the state, or no issue of civil-military relations arises.
Clearly, when the civil authority is also the military commander, as
in the case of Napoleon, then no civil-military questions occur.

6 Canadian-American Public Policy

Civil-Military Relations / Bland 7




The second assumption is that civil control is a dynamic process
susceptible to changing values, conditions, issues, and personalities.
The problems of civil control of the military are not puzzles amenable
to engineering or rational management fixes. Rather, they are endur-
ing difficulties of governance requiring the continuous attention of
civil leaders and society. The sharing of responsibility between the
civil authority and military leaders for national defense and the
control of the activities of the armed forces is the dominant practice
in Western civil-military relations. In reality, the civil authority is
responsible and accountable for some aspects of national defense
policy and control over the armed forces, while military leaders are
responsible and accountable for others. Although some responsibili-
ties may merge, they are not fused. How this sharing is effected over
the long term is described in the state’s evolved regime of principles,
norms, rules, and procedures.

Explanations thattry to describe civil-military relations in terms
of absolute control of the leadership of the armed forces by politicians
usually flounder when they attempt to describe how, in practice, this
type of control is effected. Shared responsibility and consensus-
building between the civil authority and the military within a dy-
namic national regime is the explanation advanced in this paper.
Empirical evidence and history strongly suggest that sharing occurs,
for instance, in the formulation of policies, in the administration of
armed forces, in the execution of policies (including during opera-
tions), and in the regulation and disciplining of the military. In most
states this relationship is acknowledged in law and custom and has
developed over time such that most officers believe they have, in
Richard Betts’ term, “a rightful authority” over specific aspects of
military administration and operations.”

In states where a regime is well established - in time, custom,
and, frequently, inlaw —relations between the civil authority and the
military tend to be predictable, if not always harmonious. Disrup-
tions may occur whenever either faction departs from the norm; that
is to say, whenever there are alterations in rules and procedures,
changes within a regime or alterations to principles and norms, and
attemptstoestablishanew regime. The former might be evolution-
ary change, while the latter would be revolutionary change. Chal-
lenges to the civil authority and to military prerogatives might arise
also during serious and prolonged crises, as happened in the United
Kingdom at the height of World War I, and when atypical and
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dangerous situations prompt one or both parties to seek changes in
regimes.

The boundary between norms and rules is imprecise and best
expressed where norms are understood as customs and traditional
ways and rules are authoritative, prescribed directions issued by a
governing body. A great part of the military way is derived from
custom of the service and tradition enforced by informal rewards and
sanctions aimed at controlling and perpetuating a type of behavior —
in other words, a culture.

Application of the ideas of shared responsibility and regime
theory to civil-military relations provides a medium in which the
actions of actors can transcend specific states, times and situations.
They provide, as well, an identifiable foundation for civil-military
relations based on principles and norms which, in turn, supportrules
(laws) and decision-making procedures. From this construct it is
possible to locate, for example, the significance of ministries of
defense as mechanisms for managing civil-military relations re-
gimes; that is, as mechanisms for managing relations within a system
known to officers and politicians.

Alterations of rules and decision-making procedures account
for the dynamic nature of civil-military relations, while alterations of
norms and principles may be responsible for conflicts in civil-mili-
tary relations. Regime differences between states account for the
particular national character of civil-military relations, much as
“like-minded” regimes account for cross-cultural similarities in civil-
military relations. Although national regimes may be stable for long
periods, they can change as basic causal factors such as concepts,
threats, values, issues, interests, and personalities change.

Once civil-military relations are seen as a shared relationship
founded on a national regime, the relations in most states become
obvious and dynamics can be explained empirically. The regime
theory of civil-military relations, supported by the notion of shared
responsibility, is particularly effective in explaining the basis for
controlling armed forces by civil authorities, predicting outcomes,
and comparing state systems. It also provides an instrument for
organizing and managing civil-military relations in emerging de-
mocracies in the context of their history, culture and politics, while
allowing the harmonization of these arrangements with those in
other like-minded states.

No officer corps is perfectly apolitical and neutral. Military
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“belief systems” always condition the advice senior officers give to
political leaders, the reaction of officers to social and national security
issues, and the administration and control of the armed forces at
home and abroad by the officers. Comparisons between the behavior
of military officers and politicians in Canada and the United States
provide a rich field in which to explore patterns in civil-military
relations. At first glance, circumstances, attitudes, histories, and the
day-to-day functioning of relationships appear similar, if not identi-
cal. In other words, the controlling regimes seem in all important
respects to be the same. Thus outcomes, or whose policies prevail—
the true measure of the state of civil-military relations in any nation—
appear to be determined by essentially the same dynamics and
processes.

II. THE FOUR PROBLEMS OF CIVIL-MILITARY

RELATIONS

Many comparative studies in civil-military relations look mainly
for evidence of the intrusive interference by the military in the
government of the state. This is an important aspect and an ancient
and persistent problem is in many parts of the world. But mature
liberal democracies have passed the point where their first concern is
“to curb the political power of the military establishment.”® But
even where the threat of a coup has been removed from the game it
does not mean that the game is over. If Eccles is right and “civilian
control is in doubt [only] when civilian officials themselves fail to
exercise it,” then leaders in old and new democracies need to recog-
nize their responsibility to actively manage civil-military relations
even after the power of the military has been curbed.

There are at least three other critical problems that excite de-
bates and crises in civil-military relations in most states, and they are
so closely related that one aspect of civil control cannot be managed
without affecting the others. Maintaining “good order and disci-
pline” in the ranks is a critical social concern in some states. Liberal
democracies fear armies not just because they might overthrow the
government, but also because they are inherently dangerous and a
burden to a peaceful society. Edmund Burke described the paradox
by noting that “an armed disciplined body is, in its essence, danger-
ous to liberty; undisciplined, it is ruinous to society.”* But who
should be responsible and accountable for keeping the armed forces
in “good order and discipline,” and how is it accomplished?
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Keeping the armed forces in good order and efficient imposes
costs and perhaps a burden on society. Citizens in the seventeenth
century, forced to quarter soldiers in their homes, worried because
these unwanted guests “were usually idle, often drunk and nearly
always a nuisance in a small dwelling where there might be daugh-
ters.”* The armed forces may not interfere so directly with the lives
of citizens today, but indiscipline can still be a problem. Certainly,
even today, an inefficient army might be a danger, but trying to
support an efficient and effective force as defined by military leaders
may empty the treasury. The problem of maintaining “good order
and discipline” without committing the government to extravagant
costs is an old one that still requires attention. Who is to decide “how
much is enough” in societies that most often wish to spend only just
enough? The second problem of civil-military relations (after the
coup), therefore, is ensuring that this “armed and disciplined body”
behaves in ways that safeguard the state without causing harm -
through indiscipline, misadventure, or the exaggerations of threats —
to the people who employ it.

The third, and often neglected, dimension of civil-military
relations concerns protecting the armed forces from political parti-
sanship. It is what Michael Howard called the “double problem, [of
civil-military relations] of the subordination of military force to the
political government, and of the control of a government in posses-
sion of such force.”® In many countries, and in some emerging
democracies, the unrestrained use of armed forces by politicians and
political parties for their own partisan purposes is an ever-present
threat to democracy. Controlling the armed forces in democracies,
therefore, means more than the simple, unquestioning obedience of
the military to its political masters because the employment of the
military by politicians to enhance their own power can be as great an
abuse of civil control as a military coup. The third problem, managing
the cleavage between political and military spheres and the power
over the military entrusted to governments of the day, may be unique
to democracies. However, it is increasingly a universal challenge as
democratic forms of government arise around the world.*

Finally, governments of every shape and style face what Hun-
tington called the modern problem of civil-military relations, “the
relationship of the expert to the minister.”* The basic question is how
are ministers to control the armed forces when they (usually) lack the
necessary skills, knowledge, and experience to do this effectively?
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Furthermore, what real control exists even over policy when a
minister is dependent on the advice and council of those he or she
would control? Implicit in these questions is the suspicion that
officers (and increasingly, career defense civil servants) who offer
advice and manage the armed forces are in a conflict of interest
situation whenever they advise ministers.

Governments in peace and war have often felt themselves
trapped by what British Prime Minister Lloyd George called “the
trade union of the generals.”* Ministers, of course, might reach
outside the defense establishment to “whiz kids” or other counter-
experts, but then the dilemma for ministers might be holding officers
accountable for the consequences of decisions they had no hand in
shaping. In an important sense, whenever a minister becomes his
own chief of staff, a civil-military relations problem might not exist,
but the safety of the nation would surely be in doubt. Furthermore,
whenministers openly disregard their official experts, they tempt the
military toreact negatively. Asan American officer remarked during
the era of Robert McNamara, “it is not too difficult for a military man
to accept an adverse decision based on non-military considerations.
It becomes extremely difficult, however, for him to reconcile himself
to an adverse decision by his civilian superior based on military
considerations.”*

Governments do not have to take military advice, and this is a
measure of their supremacy. However, governments that ignore
such advice whenit concerns matters thatare seen by the military, the
political opposition, and the public as normally within the province
of soldiers may incur serious political damage if their policies fail.
This potential outcome gives the military its own measure of su-
premacy and usually ensures their involvement when defense issues
are discussed.

The four problems in civil-military relations cannot be finally
and absolutely resolved. Each problem is related in some respect to
the others and, ultimately, if they are to be managed to everyone’s
advantage, the military must be involved in the effort. Thus, para-
doxically, the civilian control of the armed forces depends partly on
the military, or at least on the senior leadership of the armed forces.

These brief remarks on the regime theory of civil-military
relations and the four societal-military problems that citizens must
address in order to provide for the comprehensive control of the
armed forces by the civil authority set out the framework for a
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comparison of civil-military relations in Canada and the United
States. Thereis noattempt here to make a detailed historical compari-
son of the development of civil-military relations in these two states.
Rather the aim is to illustrate mainly from current issues that the
nature of civil-military conflicts and their consequences arise from
casual differences located mainly in constitutional arrangements.

Civil-military relations in Canada and the United States are
dominated not by contests between the civil authority and soldiers
about sovereignty over civil-military relations. The game is rather a
subtle contest between various political actors attempting to realign
boundaries. The immediate cause of this contest involves budgets,
missions, uses of force, and others. But the deep-seated causes
surface from disputes about whose and what norms and rules will
guide day-to-day civil-military relations in each country. In Canada,
constitutional arrangements tend to restrict entry of the military into
this debate, while in the United States constitutional arrangements
encourage open competition and controversy among politicians that
military leaders cannot avoid.

III. THIS BAND OF INTERNATIONAL BROTHERS (AND
SISTERS)

Differences in civil-military relations between some states can
beattributed to differences in military cultures and the consequences
of these different cultures on military and political behavior. This
model of analysis is used, for example, to compare civil-military
relations between fascist and democratic states or between “West-
ern” and Latin American nations. In other words, the military’s
culture is judged or assumed to be a significant, if not the most
significant, “causal variable” in civil-military relations. But this
model is not particularly revealing when it is applied to states where
the culture of the armed forces is kindred but the outcomes of civil-
military relations are different.

Military officers in the Canadian Forces and the United States
armed services live within a nearidentical culture. They are recruited
from a similar pool, educated in similar institutions, and hold to the
sameideals, attitudes, and interests.®® Even though the differences in
size and scale of operations of the two forces are enormous, they hold
to what Donna Winslow terms “an interoperable culture” or a
common identifiable mode of behavior.* One should not be sur-
prised, therefore, to find a common response on both sides of the
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border to issues that bring the civil authority and military leaders to
the table. Nevertheless, common culture, interests, and even shared
missions do not produce identical or, in some cases, even similar
outcomes in civil-military relations debates. Explanations for these
different results lie elsewhere, beyond the brotherhood of arms.

A vast literature describes and explains the military histories of
Canada and the United States and within it the early and modern
stories of defense relations between these North American neigh-
bors. Geography and, in the main, European politics conditioned this
history of conflict and later of cooperation. Citizens in both countries
shunned the armed forces as a profession and as an institution until
war and the fear of war forced both into the center of foreign, and
therefore, domestic, politics.®

In both states, and in most others, it is the inevitable confluence
of foreign policy, the armed forces, and domestic politics that is the
essence of civil-military relations. As dangers and opportunities wax
and wane, the costs of military establishments on domestic policies
and their influence on politics change as well. These changes, in turn,
tend to affect demands from society for someone to account for the
costs, the decisions, and the activities of military leaders and the civil
authority that directs them.

Civil-military relations in liberal democracies, therefore, are
essentially an accountability mechanism meant to join the armed
forces to the elected civil authority and politicians to the people. But
the term also embraces the notions of effect and process: the dynamic
interaction of the armed forces and their leaders with political
authorities and even with society. Civil-military relations in Canada
and the United States cannot be understood nor promptly appreci-
ated except within the context of domestic politics and the principles,
norms, rules, and decision-making processes that define domestic
politics.

The armed forces and professional military officers in Canada
and the United States share many common ideas, attitudes, and
concerns; indeed, they are part of what might be called a world -wide
military culture. Sir John Hackett caught the enduring sense of this
subculture in his description of the officer corps throughout history
as “a distinguishable corpus of specific technical knowledge and
doctrine, a more or less exclusive group coherence, a complex of
institutions peculiar to itself, an educational pattern adapted to its
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own needs, a career structure of its own and a distinct place in the
society which brought it forth.”*!

Officers in most states are by their duty unique, for as Richard
Gabriel remarked, “no [other] profession has the awesome responsi-
bility of legitimately spending lives of others in order to render its
service.”* These attitudes and responsibilities and the sense of
“unlimited liability” and duty to subordinates they evoke tend to
separate the officer corps from other professions and to a degree from
societies built on other standards. When officers have a particularly
strong ethic founded on self-sacrifice and duty and when they
perceive that politicians are self-serving, separation can turn to
alienation and hostility. In some states officers broaden this ethic to
include a near spiritual duty to the state itself which places the officer
corps above all subordination. However, this notion is not now, and
perhaps never has been, a “casual factor” in civil-military relations
grounded in the Westminster political philosophy.

Canadian and American officers have not always been close to
one another and until the early twentieth century many regarded the
others as potential, if not actual, enemies. The gradual reconciliation
between the United States and Great Britain, solidified by the com-
mon cause of World War I, helped to bridge past animosities. But it
was the near defeat of the British Empire in 1939-40 and the decisive
intervention of President Roosevelt that permanently allied the
armed forces of Canada to those of the United States.

Throughout World War II, and especially once the U.S. joined
thefight, theimmediate and unified national objectives of the “united
nations” brought military leaders into constant contact with each
other. British and the American military leaders created the com-
bined chiefs of staff system to manage and direct allied strategy and
operations of their forces in the field. Canada contributed signifi-
cantly to the allied warehouse, training facilities, and in “blood and
treasure,” by some measures only second to the major powers. This
effort, however, did not win Canadian political leaders a place at the
table with Churchill and Roosevelt, nor any significant positions for
officers on the integrated military staffs. Nevertheless, “growing up
allied” during the war created the first real professional military class
in Canada and shaped the character of the Canadian armed forces for
the remainder of the century.®

The Canadian armed forces, numbering more than a million
people in uniform at the end of World War II, had been rapidly and
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severely demobilized by 1947. The government anticipated a more
peaceful world under the developing aegis of the United Nations.
While some contributions to international peace and security from
Canada were to be expected, a modestly equipped armed force of
some 30,000 individuals was considered sufficient and politically
prudent. In fact, Canada in 1949 gave away “division sets” of surplus
equipment to help rebuild new armies in Europe.

Soviet hostility, failures in the United Nations, and the war in
Korea changed this optimistic outlook and the nature of Canada’s
armed forces. Defense policy became a “front-burner issue” and
pried open the doors of the treasury with surprisingly little resistance
on the home front. The demand in 1951-52 for Canada to deploy
forces in Europe in peace time in support of NATO marked a
fundamental change in Canadian policies. Defense spending be-
tween 1950 and 1956 rose sharply, the armed forces grew to more
than 120,000 persons, and modern equipment was brought into
service. By 1955 more than 15,000 Canadians were on duty in Europe
in a force that included an armored infantry brigade and 12 squad-
rons of modern jet fighters. Commitments to the United Nations and
especially in the Middle East the next year added to this burden. A
national force that had always been kept close to home — small,
based on the mobilization of volunteer militia units, and non-profes-
sional — became a permanent force-in-being manned by career
officers and servicemen deployed on overseas duty in peacetime.

Widening commitments broadened the officer corps in several
ways. Opportunities arose to command larger forces deployed in
critical situations. They attended foreign staff colleges and soon
developed similar military institutions at home. Many officers rou-
tinely served in foreign posts, “attached” to foreign units, and in
international assignments in NATO, the UN, and around the world.
Foreign, Commonwealth, and allied officers (the distinction is im-
portant) came to Canada and joined Canadian units in all three
services.

The combination of standing commitments, increasing techni-
cal competence, and service abroad tended to breed officers with a
strong allegiance to allied causes. The “strategy of commitments”*
was in some respects divorced from a more typical national defense
strategy. Defense choices, whether inmatters of equipment, doctrine,
organization, or deployments, tended to follow from the needs of the
Alliance. The Royal Canadian Navy, for example, developed almost

exclusively into an anti-submarine force intended to protect the sea-
lanes between North America and Europe. It had little capability to
operate in ice-bound waters on Canada’s coasts or in the Arctic
archipelago.

These commitments and extraterritorial loyalties affected offic-
ers’ attitudes toward defense policies of governments and the advice
they gave to ministers in some circumstances. During the Cuban
missile crisis, Prime Minister John Diefenbaker’s government hesi-
tated and fumbled, trying to come to a decision about how to react to
the emergency. Meanwhile officers, especially in the Royal Canadian
Navy, reacted immediately to allied general defense plans and put
their units on alert and in one case loaded war stores and put to sea
without specific directions from the government. In the words of
Admiral Jeffery Brock, commanding in Halifax at the time, allied
decisions “automatically impinged on Canadian activities [even
though] prudent dispositions caused confusion in government . . .
Failure to honor such solemn obligations as those embodied in these
[NATO] treaties would have been too degrading and traitorous to
even contemplate.”* Many other senior officers felt the same way,
though few were as outspoken as Brock.*

“Alliancemanship,” to use their word, affected civil service
advisors much as it did officers. In a 1964 report Robert Sutherland,
a senjor defense analyst, recommended to government that “the
primary purpose of Canada’s defense programs is to enable her to
participate in a system of alliances . . . Canada is in a position neither
to pursue an independent policy nor to avoid responsibilities.”
According to Sutherland, while it would be “advantageous to dis-
cover a strategic rationale which would impart to Canada’s defense
programs a wholly Canadian character [such a] rationale does not
exist and one cannot be invented.” Few politicians until the mid-
1960s challenged what seemed to be the obvious sense of this point
of view.*

The establishment of NORAD was second only to NATO as a
formative force in the Canadian armed forces. The agreement to join
the forces responsible for the defense of North America created a new
type of air force in Canada. Combined continental defense moved
from rhetoric to fact. For the first time in history, the armed forces of
Canada and the United States operated under a combined command
centered solely on North American defense in a system that joined as
well the political authorities of both countries. Where NATO rein-
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forced the European connection in the army and the navy and in
important elements of the air force, NORAD produced generations
of Canadian airmen who associate themselves entirely with the
continental United States Air Force and its attitudes, interests, and
programs.*®

The alliance commitments accepted by governments in the
1950s shaped the Canadian armed forces for the next 40 years. Each
service concentrated increasingly on the specific mission derived
from the alliance’s general defense plan, and as defense budgets fell
this concentration intensified. The force-in-being became increas-
ingly technical and professional. These attributes reinforced each
other simply because professional officers sought to enhance their
service’s effectiveness by bringing the latest technical innovations
into the line. This natural drive toward the leading edge of technol-
ogy separated the armed forces from its amateur reserve force. But as
expenses increased, the demand for up-to-date equipment competed
with the costs of personnel, and eventually people lost the battle and
the services became smaller. The demand for funds also aggravated
interservice rivalries, pitting each service against the others in a
defense force separated by three or four missions divorced from any
nationally controlled strategy.*

This unending cycle reinforced itself so that by 1964 the minister
of defense could rightly complain that the armed forces were locked
inadebilitating struggle with each other to prepare for three different
types of war. There was no common strategy, no national war plan,
and no central command or administrative structure to build either.
Worse, by some accounts, senior officers were so distanced from “the
national facts of life” that they had become incompetent advisers and
mere advocates for service and alliance interests.”

Canadian officers today are haunted by the unpreparedness of
the armed services before both world wars and especially by the lack
of government attention to the military in the interwar period.
Mackenzie King's government is held up as an example of what can
befall the nation when civilian leaders fail to heed military advice. If
only, so the argument goes, the government had begun in the early
1930s to prepare the armed forces for war outside Canada, war might
have been averted or the armed services might have been fully
prepared to fight and win in 1939. The sin of unpreparedness in 1939
is the penalty of political neglect, and it is paraded before every
government that ignores the opinions of their military advisers.
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Today, the unpreparedness legend is closely entangled with
what might be called the “world war” assumption. The two world
wars of this century, horrific though they were, were anomalies.
Warfare, even on the borders of major powers, has usually been
limited in important ways. Yet the histories of the world wars are so
influential that they obscure from many officers more likely types of
international and internecine conflict even half a century later. The
world wars were unusual also because for long periods they pro-
moted the military aspects of national policy and this habit continued
more or less throughout the Cold War era as well. Blinded by their
view of history, officers seem unable to see any other possibilities and
assume, moreover, that if a state is prepared for global warfare, then
it is effectively prepared for any conflict. This is a dangerous
assumption and has unnecessarily dislocated national defense plan-
ning in many states, as it did in the United States prior to the Vietnam
War and in the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War era.

The allure of the Great War image prompts another myth that
affects how some officers think about defense policies. “Proper
soldiering,” is a myth centered on the romantic notion that warfare
can be conducted according to military ideals, uncluttered by politi-
calinterference, rules and laws, and civil interests. In other words, the
mythical Great War provokes the armed forces of two competing
states into fighting to an unconditional surrender — one triumphant
over the other. The issue will be decided by the force of arms and not
by some untidy compromise. They ignore Lord Kitchener’s famous
observation that “we make wars as we must, not as we would like
to,”*! for it offends doctrine and preferred ways of thinking.

The attitudes and policy choices of senior members of the
Canadian Forces are shaped largely by their interpretation of Cana-
dian history and by a “realist” view of international relations. The
profession is characterized by a curious “little Canada” complex that
is expressed in the willing subordination of Canadian national com-
mand to foreign officers. Add to this profile the typically conserva-
tive military mind, “nothing is ever secure,” and the only question is
not why do Canadian politicians and officers disagree, but why do
they ever agree on any critical defense policy?

IV. THE ARMED FORCES IN THE UNITED STATES
The armed forces of the United States were shaped in the
modern era by many of the same factors that forged the Canadian
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armed services. Important differences, however, affect the norms
and rules that guide military attitudes in the United States. First and
perhaps most critical is the fact that the military defense of the United
States is absolutely dependent on the national armed forces. Al-
though allies may enhance national defense, there is no fall-back
position, no Great Power to come to the rescue of a failed defense
policy or military defeat. The objective of America’s armed forces,
“to fight and win the nation’s wars,” is not rhetorical but an un-
equivocal undertaking. The purpose of the officer corps is clear and
gives it a powerful argument to place before the civil authority.

The armed forces of the United States have necessarily a global
reach because America’s interests are worldwide. No other force,
including, arguably, those of the Soviet Union during the height of
the Cold War, can claim the same responsibility. The United States
must be prepared to project a degree of credible power in every
theater of operations where vital interests may be threatened or
vulnerable. One could certainly challenge definitions of interests,
assessments of threats, and what degrees of power are sufficient to
meet current and projected aggressions, but few would concede any
quarter of the globe to another major or even local power. Officers,
therefore, tend to think about national defense as the extraterritorial
defense of the United States and to build forces and capabilities for
this purpose.

How officers think about war and peace is an important causal
variable in civil-military relations regimes, especially in a political
system that provides room for their opinions during the formulation
and management of public policy. Many Americans, scholars, poli-
ticians, and soldiers alike, have at times thought that war and peace
sit at different tables. Politics and diplomacy are the business of
politicians and their aides, while war, once it comes, must be placed
in the hands of soldiers. Duty done, commanders will hand the
business of peace back to the civil authority. Of course, this caricature
is too simple. For example, as both Morris Janowitz and Huntington
have explained, officers at various times have found the common
ground between war and peace. But it is easy to march from the
notion that civil-military relations are dichotomous to the idea that
war and diplomacy are separate activities. Warfare, in this view, is in
the military domain and best left in the hands of the officer corps.
Such reasoning helps to explain, for instance, MacArthur’s military
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and political philosophy generally, and his challenge to the president
during the Korean War in particular.

Yet those who claim that war and politics are inevitably fused
confront ministers with the “expert dilemma” and invite soldiers to
sit at the politician’s table. This Clauswitzian notion of war and
peace, and the vigor with which officers attempt to infuse the concept
into the civil policy-making process and useit to demand places at the
policy table, might explain much of whatis called a crisis in American
civil-military relations. But whether this concept is the immediate
cause of crisis may be beside the point. What matters now is that it
seems to be the foundation of the current American military view of
war and peace, and it holds the key terrain in the defense establish-
ment generally and in Washington in particular.

Two military defeats, at Pear]l Harbor and in Vietnam, haunt
both America’s military establishment and the officer corps. The
Japanese raid on Hawaii in 1941 exposed the continental United
States to an invasion and seriously compromised the high command.
The trauma of that event and the realization that it resulted from
political, diplomatic, and military failures and a general lack of civil
attention to national defense provides an overwhelming image that
can be called forward whenever officers believe political attention to
national defense is wavering or when officers perceive a “gap”
between American capabilities and those of credible opponents.

The military-political defeat of the United States by a tiny, but
resolute, nation in southeast Asia shocked and humiliated military
leaders. The causes for the defeat were many, but for generations of
officers, including current senior officers especially, Vietnam, in the
collective psyche of the officer corps, is synonymous with the idea of
an officers corps that had lost its way and with overt political
interference in the military’s rightful duties and responsibilities.
American officers have and can make this connection to discipline
themselves and to justify (to themselves at least) the inclusion of
senior military leaders in the defense policy process, if not in the
American political process more generally.

Arguably, in thelast decade the American officer corps has used
its constitutional advantages and the unique experiences of the
Vietnam war to forge a place for itself in national policy process that
challenges traditional norms of civil-military relations in the United
States. In 1994 most Americans were surprised to find themselves in
the midst of a “crisis in civil-military relations.” The controversy
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swirled around certain presidential policy initiatives aimed at broad-
ening the social base of the armed forces and military resistance to
them. Furthermore, American civil-military relations were stressed
by a growing assertiveness among general officers about when and
under what conditions military forces should be used. These types of
discussions implied that military obedience to civilian directions
might be conditional in some respects. Although some could argue
that officers were only emphasizing agreements reached during the
Reagan era, politicians and others considered the debate a challenge
to civil control of the military in the United States.*

The “weakening of civilian control” in the United States is
expressed most poignantly by arguments carried to the public forum
in “body bags.” According to some analysts and popular commen-
tary, political aversion to casualties in any conflict except those
involving vital American interestsis so deep-seated as to give officers
a near veto on when force will be used in international relations and
on how military operations will be conducted. Robert Kaplan ob-
served that the American “military in all but a technical sense, is no
longer ordered anywhere. Itisa self-interested bureaucracy with the
power of negotiation.” In Canada, by contrast, and perhaps be-
cause military casualties have been scattered in time and place since
the end of the Second World War, politicians may be more likely to
accept “body bags” earned in peacekeeping missions so long as they
do not result from bungled operations.>*

Finally, and critically, the winning performance of American
arms, especially in the last ten years or so, gained for the armed forces
a measure of respect from the public which can be used to influence
the political process in the armed forces’ favor. As I shall record
presently, public esteem for military leadership was brought to bear
on individual politicians who broke the rules, and even President
Clinton was not immune to this type of pressure.

There is little convincing evidence to support an argument that
similarities and differences in civil-military relations in Canada and
the United States can be attributed to differences in military values,
interests, and policy preferences. Indeed, the evidence suggests just
the opposite. Military officers in both states tend to view their civil-
political roles and their contacts with politicians in much the same
way. Given a choice, officers in Canada and the United States would
likely setouta similaragenda for harmonious civil-military relations.
[t would include close attention by political leaders to national

defense needs as defined by senior officers, a greater voice for the
military in defense policy decisions, increased spending to harmo-
nize national ends with military means, raising the commitment
threshold toavoid “over-tasking” of scarce resources, and protecting
“the military way” from social and civil liberty reforms.

V. TWO DISTINCT POLITICAL SOCIETIES

Problems and patterns in civil-military relations in Canada and
the United States cannot be explained from causal variables based in
military cultures. Rather, similarities and differences in civil-military
relations in these states arise from political cultures and constitu-
tional arrangements.

It is obvious that no civil-military relations can exist unless two
entities, the civil authority and the military, are present. The civil
authority, however, provides more than a simple counter-point to
the military: it provides the essential part of the framework of
national regimes for civil-military relations. A nation’s political
history and culture shape its relationship with the national armed
forces, which partly explains why Canadian and American civil-
military relations are fundamentally different from those in Latin
America, for instance.

Important as history is to the present functioning of states’
relationships, extant legal and political frameworks (or the lack of
any) condition the activities of civil authority and the military in any
nation. Although civil-military relations in Canada and the United
States was founded on the so-called Westminster tradition, a com-
parison of these relationships and the actual functioning of the two
systems are profoundly influenced by their respective constitutions
and political cultures.

Canadian politicians hold consistently to a few critical ideas
(some tested by history and others simple national myths) concern-
ing threats, international relationships and responsibilities, and the
role of military professionals in the national policy process. Few
prime ministers (and they are the politicians who matter in this
discussion) in this century have worried much about military threats
toCanada. The greatest threat to national defense came frominvolve-
ment in other people’s quarrels, meaning, generally, those engaging
the British Empire and later those generated by the super powers.
Until about 1954 and the advent of nuclear weapons and the means
to deliver them over long ranges, Canadians could only become
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involved in wars by leaving Canada in search for them. The object of
a national defense policy, according to some, is always “to speak
quietly and give no one cause for alarm.”

As the Cold War intensified most politicians concluded that no
amount of defense could change the outcome if nuclear warfare
erupted worldwide. Moreover, politicians, and many senior officers
as well, came to understand that national defense meant the avoid-
ance of war and spent national resources to this end. In effect, Canada
has no obvious “war aims” other than to avoid international commit-
ments that might unduly impinge on the federal budget.

Partner to this idea is the important notion that even if Canada
were threatened and attacked, someone else would save the nation.
National defense was initially in the hands of the British Empire and
then was the responsibility of the United States. Sir Wilfred Laurier
laid down a benchmark of Canadian defense policy before World
War L. “You must not take the militia seriously,” he wrote, “for
though itis useful for suppressing internal disturbances, it will not be
required for the defense of the country, as the Monroe Doctrine
protects us from enemy aggression.”*> No prime minister has been as
forthright, at least in public, but they usually welcome Uncle Sam’s
defense. Certainly, Mackenzie King made no complaint when, in
1938 at Queen’s University, President Roosevelt declared “that the
people of the United States will not stand idly by if domination of
Canadian soil is threatened by any other empire.” Indeed, King
supported the idea two days later with his “good friendly neighbor”
policy promising that “enemy forces should notbeable [to attack] the
United States across Canadian territory.”>

The foreign defense of Canada is a fact of national life, if r.10t
always a welcome policy. Nevertheless, this natural policy worries
some Canadians who see a threat from “our neighbors to the south
who ... may offer us ‘help’ which we may not wantbut cannot reject.”
Canada, so the argument goes, requires a policy of “defense against
help.”*”

Many politicians, like most Canadians nowadays, assume that
Canada has no nationalinterests that can be achieved through the use
of Canadian military power, at least outside Canada. They come to
this conclusion partly from a recently developed national myth that
Canadians are an “unmilitary people,” despite a history of Canadian
military involvement in South Africa, Germany, Italy, and Korea,
among other places, and a long record of conflicts with Europeans,
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Americans, Japanese, Chinese, Russians, British, French, each other,
as well as with native peoples. Politicians repeatedly declare that
they are guided by Canada’s nonaggressive, anti-colonial past.
Canada’s armed forces played a central rolein NATO’s military
plans until about 1968. Thereafter, the Canadian Forces entered the
anti-NATO Trudeau era, or what Jack Granatstein termed “a long,
dark night of the spirit.”*® Atabout the same time the public came to
believe that Canada had a comparative advantage as a peacekeeper,
despite the reality that most of the now much reduced defense
budget was still spent on military capabilities for war fighting.

Today, the popular conclusion from this skewed history is that
Canada never has and never will have much need for an armed forces
except, perhaps, to shape the world in Canada’s image. Even where
armed forces are useful, the guiding assumption is that they will be
used peacefully and, therefore, need not be extensively equipped for
warlike operations.” The government’s strategy is that “human
security” can be achieved through “soft power” with only minimal
aid of modern arms. Defense planners, on the other hand, continue
to remind governments that Canada must have “modern, task-
tailored, and globally deployable combat-capable forces” for stand-
ing NATO commitments and so-called “operations other than war”
and peacekeeping.® Ironically, today the public’s romance with
peacekeeping is reflected in political enthusiasm for involvement in
distant conflicts which have become dangerous and require more,
not less, war-like capabilities. Thus the realities of current operations
are driving the government into a corner-spend a great deal more for
war fighting equipment or abandon its human security, soft power
strategy.®!

An important contradiction runs through this political frame-
work. Canada needs armed forces and employs them in combat from
time to time within “a realist paradigm” to advance national interests
and influence. Prime ministers are granted audiences with American
presidents and diplomats are seated on NATO committees and at
United Nations Security Council tables partly because Canada makes
a contribution to the national and collective interests of other states.
The dilemma for Canadian politicians and diplomats, as always, is to
find ways to gain position and influence without acquiring military
liabilities as a consequence.

The preferred policy, therefore, is defense on credit, something
allies tend to reject.” Canada maintains its good standing with its
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allies by maintaining a professional, but small, armed force to deploy
to Europe and in the Atlantic and in North America or with the
United Nations to serve this purpose. Few politicians in power,
however, contemplated ever having to fulfill Canada’s “commit-
ments” as they are defined by their military advisers.

It was for this reason that Brooke Claxton (Minister of National
Defense, 1946-54) emphatically warned the chiefs of staff that “I am
all for silent soldiers as well as sailors,” and he threatened to remove
any officer who “was not content to express his opinions in pri-
vate.”®* He worried also about over-zealous junior staff officers and
cautioned the Chiefs of Staff Committee against military planning
that sought “ideal solutions” without due regard for “the facts of
national life.”% Every prime minister and most defense ministers,
before and since, have expressed similar sentiments at one time or
another.

These political attitudes run counter to the way “the military
mind” thinks about national defense and the interests of the military
community, but there s little senior officers can do to overcome them
for they are captives of the policies of the government of the day.
Control of civil-military relations in Canada is a consequence of the
country’s constitutional arrangements, or what some call the
Westminster model of government.

The political system of the United States is characterized by
checks and balance an arrangement of diffused political power
presenting many openings in the policy formulation process. On the
other hand, the Westminster system or parliamentary system is
distinguished by the unity of political power in the hands of the
government of the day. Unity is expressed (and enforced) in several
ways. Above all else, it is synonymous with party loyalty and
discipline. Party membership brooks no deviation from the party’s
policy platform, attitudes, and interests. Members, whether the party
is in government or not, vote the party line or risk censure, loss of
support, or expulsion. Canadian political parties, of course, are
divided at times over policy, leadership, and tactics (especially when
the prime minister is weak), but party differences are usually held in
check by party discipline. Disagreements are saved for caucus meet-
ings behind closed doors.

Unity is most evident in the House of Commons and especially
in the governing party. The government maintains its position and
advances its policies by controlling the House of Commons. Govern-
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ments set the political agenda, schedule votes, and define or limit
debates. The most powerfulinstrument, however, is the government’s
control over its own members of Parliament who vote with the party
or risk their political future. Party loyalty coupled with party disci-
pline ensures that the government (and even minority governments
forlong periods) can force, if necessary, most any legislation through
the House of Commons. The Opposition may criticize, delay, and at
times embarrass the government and some of its members, but it
rarely changes anything of substance once the government has set its
collective mind on a particular course or policy.

Unity in the party and in the House of Commons is directed and
maintained in the cabinet. This committee of equals is the real seat of
powerin the parliamentary system. The cabinet shapes general party
policy into legislation, decides priorities and sets out policy plans,
enacts legislation through various constitutional procedures, and
allocates resources to policies, government ministries, national re-
gions, and occasionally, the party faithful. The cabinet bestows
favors, positions, and benefits on its members, benefactors, and
government officials among others. Power and political control are
ensured by the principle of cabinet solidarity. Though disagreements
over policy and personal pettiness may characterize the actual make-
up of many cabinets, outside the chamber all members of cabinet
hold to the decision of the day, accepting the rewards and penalties
of “collegial responsibility.”

Above all other things, however, unity is personified by the
prime minister— first among equals— and arguably holding a more
powerful political office than that of the president of the United
States. The prime minister is the individual who dictates how the
government will manage its affairs and which policies will receive
support in the party and in the House. Prime ministers exercise
control in several ways. Their popularity, or lack of it, is critically
important to the political fortunes of the party and ordinary members
understand that their futures and the future of the party hinge mainly
on the prime minister. He (and thus far on one occasion, she) can,
therefore, use this political reality to sway the party and individual
members to his or her point of view and support.

Prime ministers alone appoint cabinet members and ministers.
Any member of Parliament who hopes to advance from the back
benches to the cabinet table understands that his or her first loyalty
is to the prime minister. Occasionally an individual might challenge
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the prime minister in public, but principled as that attack might be,
it is a sure path to political oblivion.

Prime ministers also have considerable discretionary power
over the national purse. They can send money, in the form of
programs, to almost any riding and thus boost the prestige and
fortunes of ordinary members. In this way, and through the power of
appointment, prime ministers can maintain the support of influential
citizens, community leaders, and opinion-makers for himself, his
party, and his policies.

The machinery of government in Canada, as in most parliamen-
tary-based systems, is founded on functional departments or minis-
tries directed by elected citizens who are members of the governing
party. These ministers are supported by deputy ministers, heads of
departments, who come from the permanent, professional public
service. Typically, a deputy minister has many years experience in
government and publicadministration, has advanced in responsibil-
ity on merit, and has no political affiliation.

Deputy ministers are appointed by “order-in-council” which
means effectively by the prime minister and they “serve at pleasure.”
Although deputy ministers are usually expert in their field and the
chief executive officer of their departments, they are not politically
responsible for the actions or decisions of officials or for the efficacy
of government programs. These responsibilities fall completely on
the minister who is required to answer for his or her department
before Parliament. Ministers, not their deputies, set policy and public
servants merely administer them. Some might argue that this policy /
administration dichotomy is a fiction, because in practice deputy
ministers exercise considerable influence on policy in their duty as
advisor and in their freedom of discretion in the administration of
policy. But it is a cruel fact for politicians that should something go
seriously wrong in their ministry, it is customary that they make the
necessary public explanations while protecting the anonymity of
their officials. Their reward for this obligatory duty is (usually)
obedience, trustworthy administration, and silent public servants.

The power of appointment over the public service and the
concept of ministerial responsibility give the prime minister substan-
tial control over the leaders of the federal public service. The prime
minister not only can set the policy of the day, but he can also closely
supervise the implementation of that policy through the selection of
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ministers and his absolute control over the professional lives of
senior public servants.

In a similar way, the prime minister exercises considerable
control over the Canadian Forces. He alone appoints an officer to be
chief of the defense staff who, like deputy ministers, serves at
pleasure. Prime ministers, of course, exercise control in other custom-
ary ways by, for instance, opening and closing the doors to the
treasury, supporting favored projects, and championing the armed
forces in public. In return, he expects and gets compliance, good
order and discipline in the ranks, and public support for his policy
from the chief of defense.

The power of appointment allowed partisan politics into the
armed forces, especially before and during World War I when every
rank was open to ministerial approval. Since then, the National
Defense Act has been amended to place barriers between ministers
and officers. Today, a duel-key approach is used to provide for the
civil control of the general and flag officers list while guarding
against obvious political manipulation of the officer corps.

The chief of the defense staff alone is responsible for the selec-
tion and promotion of officers up to the rank of colonel. He alone
appoints commanders and organizes units and elements of the
Canadian Forces. The minister of national defense is responsible in
law for the promotion of officers to general or flag rank, but only on
the advice of the chief of the defense staff. No minister can appoint or
promote any officer without the recommendation of the chief of the
defense staff. This device places a bar between professional and
political appointments in the armed forces much as does the congres-
sional oversight of officers’ promotions in the United States. Never-
theless, it has always been clear to every chief of defense and to
aspirants that they are servants of the government of the day; while
they may disagree with the government’s policies, they do so in
private or forfeit their careers.

Finally, in the Canadian political system there are few effective
means to counter a government’s programs or policies. The “loyal
Opposition” can oppose, but it usually lacks the resources, informa-
tion, and votes in the House of Commons to do more than harry a
minister. The Senate of Canada, an appointed body, can delay
legislation, but any party that has been in power for any time soon
fills the seats in the Senate with its supporters, thus turning the upper
house into no more than a partisan rubber-stamp.
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Parliament routinely establishes a House of Commons com-
mittee on national defense but it is not really an independent body.
The chair of the defense committee of the House is always a member
of the governing party. Although the committee is usually composed
of members of Parliament from all parties, proportional representa-
tion ensures that the government controls the committee’s delibera-
tions and recommendations. Moreover, committees of the House are
creatures of the government of the day. Committees are formed only
on the authority of the government, and the committee’s agenda and
investigations, if any, are initiated by the appropriate minister. The
defense committee of the House does allow for the examination in
public of certain issues, and some have produced important reports.
But the defense committee, like others of its kind has no authority and
rarely acts outside the interests of the government.

VI. THE AMERICAN POLITICAL AND CONSTITU-
TIONAL FRAMEWORK

Relations between Americansand theirarmed forces are shaped
by three fundamental principles. They abhor, like their British fore-
fathers, standing and professional armies because they are a threat to
civil liberties and a burden on society. Such armed forces which may
from time to time be necessary must be segregated from the political
process so as not to tempt politicians to use them for partisan
purposes. Thus, the control and administration of the armed forces
are divided between Congress and the executive. Similarly, Ameri-
cans have tried to maintain a distance between themselves and
“entangling alliances” by dividing treaty and war-making powers in
various ways. The guiding notion in American civil-military rela-
tions has always been “to keep the army out of politics and politics
out of the army.”

For a remarkably long time these three principles have freed the
United States from the turmoil and dangers that national armed
forces have brought to many other societies that are built on revolu-
tion and warfare. Despite, or perhaps because of its early isolation,
the United States was often a warring state, fighting Europeans,
Canadians, Mexicans, various Latin Americans, native peoples (some-
times to extinction) and, of course, each other. Concern about civil-
military relations figured prominently in the era of the War of
Independence, during the Civil War, and in constitutional arrange-
ments with the states resulting in, among other things, those curious
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creatures (in Canadian eyes, at least) — states” militia and national
guards. American officers often, and with seeming ease, moved from
the garrison to the capital, a phenomenon that has no companion in
British or Commonwealth histories except perhaps for Wellington’s
great influence in the mid-1800s.

What is as remarkable is that this long and close association
between thearmed forces and government hasnotinany instance led
to a prolonged or serious crisis in American civil-military relations.
Occasionally, crises occur causing some, like President Lincoln dur-
ing the Civil War, to worry about an apprehended coup, but generally
American officers and politicians have kept their places and main-
tained an appropriate distance between the armed forces and the
government. Why is this so? Is military obedience to civil authority
merely “an unreflecting belief” as Samuel Finer suggests? Perhaps,
like Finer, “instead of asking why the [American] military engages in
politics, we ought surely to ask why they ever do otherwise.”®

The answer seems to follow from two cardinal norms that shape
the American regime for civil-military relations. First, what some
writers, such as Colonel Harry Summers, refer to as the “remarkable
trinity” of the people, the government, and the army® may be so well
ensconced in society that no one would contemplate the overthrow
of one side by the other. Some suggest that the armed forces are in all
respects subordinate to the civil authority because the principle is
ingrained in the minds of officers (who are essentially civilians)
before they reach high rank, thus simply eliminating theidea of a coup
d’état from their consciousness. But serendipity is not a very satisfy-
ing explanation for this critical and voluntary attitude. Willing
obedience may have more pragmatic roots. That is to say, the officer
corps may have learned from experience that the “trinity” is irrevo-
cable and useful to the armed forces.

This is apparently the “lesson” Summers and other officers have
carried home from Vietnam. The armed forces cannot prosper or even
survive if they were to challenge overtly the principle of civil control
over the military. No matter the circumstances, there is no explana-
tion or rationale that would win public support for any intervention
by the military in domestic politics or internal affairs in the United
States. This fact of national life was reinforced during MacArthur’s
confrontation with President Truman, again at the time of President
Nixon’s resignation, and, more recently, when General Colin Powell
seemed to challenge President Clinton’s defense policies.
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Generally, Americans are proud of and willing to support their
armed forces, especially when they are engaged in operations that
the people think are worthwhile and righteous. Citizens will often
rally around the guidon whenever they believe that members of the
armed forces are being treated unfairly by politicians, or when
cherished institutions are threatened. Officers and politicians under-
stand this dynamicand use t, albeit for various purposes, as the need
arises. If the trinity precludes direct intervention in the policy pro-
cess, it allows officers to garner support for their efforts and their
institutions. Obedience to the principle of civil control and oneness
with the people are mutually reinforcing ideas that provide varying
degrees of legitimacy to military demands and publicsupport for the
“rightful authority” of the military over politicians in some inci-
dences and in some policy areas. Consequently, obedience and
connection give senior military officers a circumstantial political
power and an implied right to be consulted in matters that affect the
funding, structure, and operations of the United States armed forces.

“Rightful authority” and recognition of the military’s place in
the policy process is the second important operating norm in Ameri-
can civil-military relations. It is also the source of confusion and
conflict in the arrangements of civil-military relations. According to
Paul Schratz, the Constitution is not simply or ever intended to
subordinate the military to the government of the day, but rather to
balance “civil and military authority with a fulcrum held by the chief
of states.” Moreover, in his view, “the Commander-in-Chief clause,
insofaras operational authority over the military is concerned, seemed
no more designed to provide than to prevent civilian control over the
military.”®

Although this interpretation may seem overly strident to some
scholars, and even dangerous to others, it coincides with aspects of
the reality of civil-military relations in the U.S. Richard Kohn, con-
cludes, for instance, that “the military cannot perform its duty, nor
can civilians exercise their authority, unless the machinery of govern-
ment allows military and civilian perspectives to mix in the formula-
tion of policy, enabling the two sides to understand each other and
work together.”®® At another level, the fact that officers swear to
defend and protect the Constitution might situate their allegiance
above the president in both his capacities as the civil authority and
the commander-in-chief.
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American constitutional arrangements create an unsolvable
dilemma for civil-military relations in the United States. The “expert
problem” of civil-military relations is aggravated whenever leaders
of the armed forces are granted their rightful place in the policy
process, whether through the business of Congress or the policy
machinery of the administration. Once the experts are at the table,
they can define “the problem” of the day in their own terms; and
defining problems is the crucial step in agenda setting and control-
ling outcomes. If, on the other hand, experts are excluded from the
table, something not completely possible in the intermingled Ameri-
can policy process, policy may be doomed (like Clinton’s early policy
on homosexuals in the armed forces) becauseitis devoid of detail. No
matter whether the military isin or out of the policy process, someone
is sure to apprehend “a crisis in civil-military relations” either
because the military has, respectively, too much or not enough say in
the politics and policies for national defense.

VII. CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS PROBLEMS IN
CANADA

Canada’s officer corps, under the direction of civilians elected to
Parliament, is responsible and accountable for the control and ad-
ministration of the Canadian Armed Forces in peace and war. Offic-
ers are given in law considerable discretion over significant re-
sources, the use of lethal force, the lives of citizens, and the safety of
thestate. The chief of the defense staff is armed with vested rights that
in some circumstances allow him, even compel him, to act according
to his appreciation of events. However, political leaders are respon-
sible for all aspects of national defense. Although some might wish
to segregate the officer corps from politics, it is an instrument of
politics and has been formed within this context.

Two apparently permanent contradictions flow through Cana-
dian civil-military relations. First, most political leaders, no matter
their ideological differences, would agree with Prime Minister
Mackenzie King, who declared in 1937 that “no person dislikes
everything that has to do with expenditures for defense purposes
more than I, [and] the members of my party in Canada all felt alike in
this particular.”® National defense is a burden best avoided. Unfor-
tunately, no government during the Cold War could entirely avoid
making commitments to the West’s collective defense effort. How-
ever, few politicians, once in power, ever contemplated having to
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fulfil Canada’s “commitment,” as they were defined by their military
advisers. Generally, politicians assume that Canada’s commitments
are whatever Parliament decides they are at any given moment.
National defense policy is, therefore, about budgets, not strategies.
Consequently, the military’s operational planning and programs do
not require much oversight.

Officers, on the other hand, think of commitments as firm
undertakings and prepare plans and budget estimates on the as-
sumption that commitments will be met according to standards set
by military doctrine. Military planners, left unattended by the cabi-
net because defense policy and administration are not important
matters, tend to make demands that invariably cause political diffi-
culties for a prime minister within the party and also with the public
(if and when they come to light).

Thus the political assumption that there are no threats, and that
Canadians could do nothing about them if they existed, coupled with
the attitude that defense is a burden to be avoided, puts defense
policy and the activities of the Canadian Forces on the back burner.
Politicians tend to leave the determination of defense choices and
outcomes to the experts. Inattention, however, creates the very civil-
military relations problems that politicians hope to avoid— exagger-
ated demands from the military, disharmony between policy decla-
rations and capabilities, and embarrassing surprises concerning
military plans and the activities of the armed forces. The unlearned
lesson for Canadian politicians is this: if you really dislike anything
to do “with expenditures for defense purposes,” then you had best
spend a great deal of time being involved in everything to do with
defense expenditures.

The disharmony of political and military attitudes, interests,
and values — a clash of belief systems — leads invariably to discon-
certed defense policies, decisions, and outcomes. This assertion is
overwhelmingly evident in the operational histories of the NORAD
agreements of 1956, in the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, nuclear
weapons policies over the years, in the defense policies of the
Trudeau era, in the recent deployments to the former Yugoslaviaand
Somalia, and in the current disparate defense and foreign policies.
Disharmony is evident in the history of defense administration, as in
the case of naval force development in the early 1960s, nuclear
submarine and EH101 helicopter decisions, more recently in dis-
agreements over the need for main battle tanks, in the debates around
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the purposes and size of the militia, and in questions over which
military bases would survive and which would close.

Discord characterizes policies concerning force sizes, budgets,
and deployments; indeed, in just about every critical area. The much
discussed “commitment-capabilities gap” of the late 1980s was,
arguably, not a gap in capabilities as much as a gap in how politicians
and officers viewed commitments.”’ Present Canadian policies based
on the white paper, Defense 1994, seem as disharmonious as ever,
with little agreement except on the need for an undefined, and
undefinable, “multi-purpose combat capability.”

The second permanent contradiction in Canadian civil-military
relations arises from the first one. That is to say, officers rightly
complain that they are abandoned by their political leaders. More-
over, most officers believe that politicians know nothing and care less
about defense policies and the Canadian Forces.” While few serving
officers would dare say such things in public, once released from the
confines of the uniform, many complain loud and long and in public
about the “neglect” of the armed forces by politicians. As the late
General Gerald Theriault observed, “the military requires [from
politicians] a great deal more than the kind of weak, inconsistent,
reactive, and insufficiently informed leadership that nearly inevita-
bly results from the structural shortcomings of the political control
machinery we have in Canada.””

Theriault is surely right, and he suffered as chief of the defense
staff under a particularly bizarre defense minister and his political
aides. Notwithstanding his criticisms of ministers, Theriault also
understood that Canadian officers have themselves to blame for
many of their problems with the civil authority. According to him,
the officer corps at times “has great difficulty differentiating between
its own institutional interests and aspirations and the real interests of
the state, viewing both as coincident when, in fact, they are often very
different.””?

The contradiction between the military’s demand for attention
and its reaction to firm directions from ministers is remarkable.
When ministers arrive at the ministry with strong views on almost
any extant policy, plan, or issue that differs from the military’s own
interests or assessments, military leaders usually howl with painand
indignation. Occasionally, they have tried to thwart the minister’s
direction, sometimes overtly. As Brooke Claxton observed in frustra-
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tion, bringing order to the defense portfolio exposed him to “bitter
and biased opposition to anything he tried.””*

The most notorious conflict between the armed forces and a
minister involved the decision by Paul Hellyer (Minister of National
Defense 1963-67) to unify the Canadian military services into a single
service Canadian Forces. Hellyer also proposed a fundamental re-
structuring of defense headquarters, policy and program proce-
dures, and missions of the services. These changes where necessary,
in Hellyer’s view, to bring the armed forces under control following
the Cuban missile debacle and to unify Canada’s defense ends and
means.

The military reacted by staging, as some termed it, an “admi-
rals’ revolt.” Naval officers were the most aggressive and overt in the
military’s attack on the civil authority, but other senior officers were
justasadamant that the minister had to go, although less open in their
criticisms. Eventually, the prime minister and the public sided with
Hellyer and a type of unification became law. Nevertheless, even 30
years later, many armed forces’ leaders continue to struggle against
Hellyer’s ghost and his legacy.

Hellyer was not the only minister to discover that the military
usually begs for political attention and appreciates it only as long as
it blesses their preferences and ideas. In 1970, Defense Minister
Donald Macdonald, with the concurrence of Prime Minister Trudeau,
began his first term in office by focusing specifically on Canada’s
defense and foreign policies and then significantly altering Canada’s
long-standing “commitments,” the resources allocated to national
defense, and the organization of the defense establishment. He was
met by obstruction and outright hostility from officers and their
supporters outside government. Macdonald believed, because of the
opposition of the armed forces to the government’s policies, that he
could only trust advice from civilians recruited from outside defense
headquarters and the armed forces. The policies and the organiza-
ti.o?al decisions that followed from this experience aresstill controver-
sial.

Other ministers have experienced the same problems in their
relations with military leaders. However, the most serious occurred
during and following the deployment of Canadian units to Somalia
in early 1993. The deployment was rushed and ill-prepared troops,
mainly from the Canadian Airborne Regiment, were sent to join an
international force in the region. Subsequently, several members of
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the unit committed unlawful acts, including at least one murder. The
reaction of senior military leaders and officials in Ottawa was to hide
and confound information and to otherwise cover up the incident.
Allegedly, these same officers hid information about the mission and
lied to the minister of defense in an effort to deflect criticism of their
actions and decisions and to protect the reputation of the Canadian
Forces. Eventually, the tangled web of lies and deceptions prompted
the government to convene an Inquiry Into the Deploynient of the
Canadian Forces to Somalia that confirmed much of what had been
suspected.”

What was remarkable, and perhaps characteristic of civil-mili-
tary relations in Canada at the time, was the attitude of officers call
before the Inguiry. One after the other seemed outraged that they
should be asked to account for their actions and decisions. The most
spectacular instance involved the so-called acting chief of defense,
Vice Admiral Murray, who so provoked the commissioners by his
refusal to answer their questions and to follow their instructions that
they threaten to hold him in contempt of the inquiry. Officers,
according to one observer, had become so accustomed to acting
without critical supervision that many apparently thought that they
were not accountable at all.

Even as the Inquiry was in progress, the intrigues continued,
leading to the forced resignation of one minister, the disbandment of
the Airborne Regiment, and the dismissal of the chief of defense staff.
Afterwards, a strong politician, Doug Young, stormed into the min-
istry and ordered a fundamental restructuring of policy, officer
education, headquarters organization, and military laws and proce-
dures, an agenda of some 300 reforms in all. Before these could come
into effect another chief of defense resigned early and other senior
officers and officials retired or were moved to minor positions. The
reverberations from the lack of political attention to the deployment
in 1993 and the actions of military and public service leaders to
maintain their independence from ministers are ongoing and still
may affect the Canadian Forces after many years.

Canada’s parliamentary system and its legal framework for
national defense strengthens the civil control of the armed forces but
in some ways detracts from it. The prime minister especially and the
cabinet generally have absolute control over defense budgets, de-
fense organization, the selection and appointment of general officers,
and the use of force. The system provides no opportunity for officers
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or officials to challenge the government publicly or even to present
Views which might undermine the government’s program or parti-
san interests to parliamentary committees.

On the other hand, military leaders are not powerless in the
bureaucratic politics that transform declared policies into actual
outcomes. Although the prime minister is the dominant individual,
military leaders in parliamentary systems have “considerable nega-
tive power . . . to delay or prevent policies, particularly those having
to do with the organization and traditions of the services. . . . This
negative power assures that governments have to consult the senior
military leadership, evenif they donot take theiradvice in the end.””¢
Officers can also, to a degree, apply subtle pressures on ministers by
attributing failures or falling capabilities to the government’s policy.
No chief of defense would do this openly, but they can arrange for
members of the Opposition who sit on the defense committee or
individuals from the media to ask “the right question” to which the
government must give an honest answer.

The system reduces civil control when the term is taken to mean
control of the armed forces in national, and not political, interests.
The lack of checks and balances and the government’s control of
individuals (and more importantly of information) provides oppor-
tunities for politicians to use the armed forces for their own partisan
interests. This largely neglected aspect of civil-military relations in
liberal democracies is very difficult to identify and control in a
parliamentary system where power and information are concen-
trated in government and in an a political bureaucracy that is re-
guired to support the government of the day. It is especially difficult
in Canada where national defense is not a major public issue and
where there are few members of the media who spend the time to
become familiar with the complex intermingling of partisan politics,
military interests, and defense policy outcomes— the stuff of civil-
military relations.

Political inattention, a significant degree of independence and
discretion on the part of senior officers and officials, and disharmony
followed by surprise are the chief characteristics of civil-military
relations in Canada. The fault (if it is a fault in the usual sense) comes
from both camps. Political leaders fail to set out achievable defense
objectives and to provide adequate funding for those they declare.
Too often, rhetoric passes as policy with the hope, perhaps, that our
allies can’t count. Politicians also fail as overseers. They simply donot
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pay sufficient attention to their duty to guide and audit military
leaders and programs, nor do they spend time acquainting them-
selves with the details and the history of defense policy.”” On the
other hand, military leaders act as though they were free of “the facts
of national life.” Military concepts, interests, and doctrine cannot
easily change political ideas and attitudes about national defense.
The challenge facing the senior officer corps, therefore, is to establish
within the Canadian Forces a set of ideas that will bring the officer
corps into line with the way most Canadians think about national
defense. This means that officers will have to rethink their assump-
tions about threats, defense objectives, capabilities, organizations,
relations with allied military leaders, and operational methods. It is
not certain, however, whether the contradictions built into Canadian
civil-military relations by history, culture, and the nation’s legal
framework will encourage this reformation any time soon.

The armed forces of Canada and the United States grew out of
the same necessities after 1945, but since their 1989 victory over the
Soviet Union officers have come to appreciate Churchill’s observa-
tion that “the problems of victory are more agreeable than the
problems of defeat, but they are no less difficult.””* However, despite
“down-sizing” budget cuts, loss of preferred missions, over-tasking,
and other seeming outrages, these professional armed forces main-
tain a cohesion borne from their special calling. Officers insist on
holding fast to their right to direct the profession in traditional ways.
They resist changes in rules that they believe have served the mili-
tary, and therefore society, well. Officers especially resent the impo-
sition of norms and rules drawn from societies that appear unsympa-
thetic to military needs as officers see them.

Today, themodern problem of civil-military relations might not
be merely political but rather a more fundamental discord between
the military culture, as created and sustained by officers, and its
parent society. The conflict in Western civil-military relations gener-
ally may be rooted in the growing difference between so-called
narcissistic democracies and a conservative military, “a distinguish-
able corpus,” loyal to its own history and hierarchy and whose
regime of principles, norms, and rules will prevail in the future.

In Canada civil-military relations since the end of the Cold War
have been dominated by the “re-engineering” of the Canadian Forces
occasioned mainly in response to a changing politicalagenda empha-
sizing fiscal restraint and social welfare priorities, increased overseas
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commitments in dangerous places, and a continuing public distrust
of military leaders who have been plagued by a series of scandals,
individual failures, and policy missteps. Many military officers
would describe themselves as isolated from the government and
misrepresented by a hostile, ill-informed media. They might declare,
inprivate, that the essential link between the people, the armed forces
and the government has been broken, perhaps for years to come. This
situation, when combined with the constitutional isolation of the
Canadian Forces, leaves military leaders with few venues to make
their case for a strong armed forces and exposes the defense budget
to continued cuts.

The collapse of trust began far from home in Somalia and from
anapparent innocuous report filed by a reporter from a tiny commu-
nity newspaper. Ironically, as it would turned out, the reporter was
visiting the force at the invitation of the Defense Department to build
community relations with a nearby military base. As the story
unfolded, firstsporadically and then quickly, Canadians were shocked
to find that soldiers had committed murders, acted brutally toward
local inhabitants and openly displayed grossly racist attitudes. Offi-
cial explanations for this situation and edited reports of internal
investigations soon created the impression in the public mind that
officers and officials were scrambling to explain away their own
actions, covering up facts and evidence, and placing blame on
soldiers, “a few bad apples,” for decisions and activities that could
only be attributed to senior officers. Sensing the public interest, the
media hounded the defense establishment looking for other scandals
and easily found several. Public denials of wrongdoing and indiscre-
tion were often quickly overtaken by clumsy “restatements” which
the media took to be attempts to dodge the truth. During the subse-
quent government Inquiry into the Deployment of the Canadian Forces to
Somalia, senior officers and officials stumbled badly when asked to
explain the inconsistency of their words and deeds, and public
mistrust turned to ridicule. Appointments were followed by firings
and resignations, statements by ministers and officers seemed to be
at odds, with the result that the entire defense establishment, seem-
ingly besieged on all sides, fell in upon itself.

Strangely, a situation that one might think would break any
relationship between the government and the armed forces gradﬁ-
ally forced them together in a sort of back-to-back defense. The
Somalia crisis occurred in the midst of a general election and a change
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of government. The new Liberal government of Jean Chrétien first
scoffed at and then attacked the Progressive Conservative handling
of the affair, but soon found itself enmeshed. At first, Chrétien could
point to officers and officials appointed by Prime Minister Mulroney
and supported by his successor, Kim Campbell. However, in the
months that followed the election and before the full extent of the
scandal was known, Chrétien had appointed his own chief of defense
and deputy minister. Others who had commanded the Canadian
Forces and managed defense policy during and before the deploy-
ment to Somalia were rewarded with ambassadorial and other high
appointments. Many of these individuals would subsequently come
under suspicion and the close scrutiny of the inquiry and the media.
When officers and officials stuttered and stumbled in the witness
chair, members of the Prime Minister’s Office became restive. They
began to panic when the prime minister was forced by public
pressure “to accept” the resignation of his chief of defense, General
Jean Boyle, only months after his initial appointment. To their cha-
grin, the government, and especially the defense minister and the
prime minister, found that the liability carried by the Mulroney/
Campbell governments had been unwittingly transferred to them.

Criticisms mounted daily with each revelation by the media of
other wrong doings. The Somalia inquiry meanwhile relentlessly
pursued its mandate to investigate the “actions and decisions of
officers and officials” in full public view. After many months and a
mountain of testimony, it became increasingly clear to the commis-
sioners of the inquiry and to officials and politicians that the inquiry’s
findings would seriously embarrass the government and possibly
force the prime minister to censure or even dismiss other senior
officers and officials he had appointed. Rather than face that possibil-
ity and to guard against any chance that the inquiry would become
a political issue during the federal election planned for the autumn of
1997, the government abruptly terminated the inquiry. The prime
minister judged, correctly as it turned out, that once out of sight, the
public and the media would lose interest in the Somalia scandal and
the fate of the Canadian Forces.

Unfortunately for the leaders of the Canadian Forces, the termi-
nation of the inquiry left a pall hanging over the armed forces and
senior officers. Whenever new incidents were unveiled, no matter
that they had nothing to do with the actions and decisions of newly
appointed commanders, the public suspected the worst and quickly
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condemned senior leaders as heartless careerists. A civil-military
relations problem centered on the connection between the armed
forcesand society haunts the Canadian Forces to this day, but it is not
necessarily a political civil-military relations problem.

There is no problem of “control” nor does public distrust of
senior officers affect the government’s popularity. Since the election
of 1997, the government has dampened public concerns (and inter-
est) by establishing several quasi-independent studies and by initiat-
ing anumber of “reforms” to thwart criticisms thatitis trapped by old
policies. Second, the government has distanced itself from the officer
corps and in a way joined the publicin criticizing senior officers. For
example, after the prime minister was forced by circumstances to
remove David Collenette from the Defense portfolio, he appointed
Doug Young as defense minister with press releases proclaiming
Young as a “no-nonsense minister.” Young stormed into NDHQ to
take charge and ordered a review of policies, regulations, and proce-
duresaimed at giving the impression that he would bring the defense
establishment to heel. His aggressive behavior also curbed criticisms
arising from the cancellation of the Somalia inquiry, while protecting
appointees from further public embarrassment. Finally, after the
election, the minister, Art Eggleton, (who replaced Young, defeated
in the election for reasons unrelated to defense policy) tried to
discredit the inquiry’s report and, having found himself on the
wrong side of the issue, he replaced the “acting chief of defense,”
Admiral Murray, who had been tainted by the scandal, with a
putatively clean officer from outside the Ottawa environment.

This, at times, bizarre story could not be duplicated in the
United States. The media, much more alert and informed on defense
issues than any in Canada, would have chased the story to its
conclusion. No president, having once ordered an inquiry, could
have terminated it for such brazenly partisan reasons. Congress, for
any number of reasons, would surely have launched investigations,
called for sanctions against officers and officials, and blocked any
promotions of individuals even faintly connected to the scandal.
Whereas in Canada the resolution of this civil-military relations
problem was entirely in the hands of the government of the day, in
the United States the resolution of such a problem would have
engaged all the various entities in the government that shared
responsibility for the control of the armed forces. National principles,
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norms, and rules always dictate how the armed forces will be
controlled.

The Canadian Forces and the professional officer corps face
other difficulties that are familiar to officers in the American armed
forces. “Down-sizing” and “re-engineering” — C()lwfcepts taken frm;n
the corporate world and ostensively aimed at fm(.jlng economies in
defense —are affecting the military way of doing things and cha]lt:ng—
ing doctrine that was once solely the preserve of mil[ttn'y. profession-
als. As unhealthy side effects of these remedies for falling budg"ets
become increasingly obvious, for example, as "altgrnate service
deliverable” programs, contracting out, degrading overseas
deployable support services, officers’ complaints about government
funding and policies grow louder. o _

“Over-tasking” on peacekeeping and other missions while
military personnel strengths and modern capabilities dwindle f.l‘i‘l(‘.:
tures the leaders’ confidence in governments and weakens soldiers
trustin their superiors’ ability to represent national in terests. Morale
declines even further when military concerns are dismissed off-
handedly by the prime minster and by his references to members of
the Canadian Forces as “boy scouts” doing good deeds around the
world. o

The imposition of new social mores on the Canadrc?n Forces
creates other problems. Many officers consider the recruitment of
women and their employment as nothing more than “political cor-
rectness” and harmful to the true purpose of the armed forces.
Similar enforced changes regarding recruiting and employment
standards, applications of military law, individual rights, anfi homo-
sexuality in the barracks distant the officer corps from society and
especially from governments who seem to make no effort to protect
the military way from noisy special interests. Howevq‘, no matfcr the
seriousness of military objections to government policies, few signifi-
cant civil-military relations problems appear.

The armed forces in Canada have no constitutional avenue or
mechanism that would allow officers, including the chief of the
defense staff, to openly question government pol_icy. Indeed, no
officer can publicly disagree with policy, even before a.I-louse .0'1'
Commons committee. Any open challenge would result in the dis-
missal of the offending officer, for to do otherwise would spark a
civil-military relations crisis. Although the chief of" the defense sta.ff
might suggest in public that the government's policy causes certain
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difficulties for the Canadian Forces, he could never call the policy
incorrect, inappropriate, or dangerous to the national defense and
remain in office. Chiefs of defense obey Claxton’s decree and remain
“silent soldiers as well as sailors too.” This traditional approach
nicely describes the concept of place for Canadian officers in civil-

military relations and in the mechanism for the higher direction of
national defense.

VIII. CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS PROBLEMS IN
AMERICA

The regime that has guided American civil-military relations
since the Declaration of Independence is strong and secure, but the
Cold War, related events, and now the post-Cold War world have
strained the system, sometimes severely. The United States has
largely cast aside its citizens’ army, building instead a professional
standing armed force. Stresses in American society and the appar-
ently fractious nature of domestic politics are infecting the armed
forces on the one hand and prompting officers to seek protection
from these tendencies by isolating their units in garrisons removed
from the temptations and vices of contemporary society.

Checks and balances meant, among other things, to curtail the
involvement of military officers in national politics may actually be
working against this objective. The Constitution provides several
avenues that invite officers to challenge the authority of the president
as commander-in-chief. Some, extremists to be sure, suggest that
their first loyalty is to the Constitution and in any situation that
requires a choice between the Constitution and the orders of the
president, loyalty to the Constitution prevails. The civil-military
relations problem arises in this case when the choice of whether or not
to obey the civil authority is left in the hands of the “agent.”

A more common problem occurs when officers are allowed or
required by law to serve two or more masters. For example, Ameri-
can officers have a duty to their commander-in-chief and to Con-
gress, and their response to either or both is problematic. In some
circumstances, a chief of a military service testifying before Congress
who does not exactly and specifically support the administration
may be accused by the White House of undermining the president’s
policies. On other occasions this same officer who does explicitly
recommend the president’s policies may be accused by Congress of
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offering “politicized” answers to questions that challenge the
president’s preferences.” .

The concept of checks and balances, ironically, provides oppor-
tunities for the military to play one civil authority against the other
and to legitimately intervene in the political process in their own
interests. The fact that this is not often done (openly, atleast) is mostly
due to choices made by the agents, the senior officers. Thus, the
American Constitution and the reality of politics in Washington
subvert the definition of civil control used by many American stu-
dents of civil-military relations; namely, the regime invites c?fficers to
enter the policy process and to use their implied powers to influence
policy choices, and they do so. 0 .

Although this contradiction is most dramatic and most obvious
when service chiefs testify before Congress, and usually before the
media at the same time, it is replicated time and again in less public
forums. Individual members of Congress, unlike their parliamentary
cousins, may be powerful actors in the national policy process. They
can introduce policy, shape policy debates, and lobby for or against
choices that affect their interests. Senior officers must pay almost as
much attention to influential representatives and senators as they do
to the commander-in-chief and the secretary of defense. Here too, the
system provides opportunities for military officers to enter the
political process for their own ends, to prompt a critical defense
program, for instance.® .

Since the end of the Cold War when defense choices were
largely settled, American elites have begun an unprecedented §e1‘f-
examination of civil-military relations in the United States. Civil-
military relations, according to recent research, are variously de-
scribed as “in crisis” or essentially stable and unimportant. But no
matter their conclusions, most analysts agree that such problems that
do exist can be attributed to one or a combination of causes: excessive
interventions by the military in the policy process; a widening
fracture between the armed forces and society; increasing quarrels

about the military’s missions and the decline in effectiveness; and the
politicization of the high command.

There is no space in this brief paper nor much need to rehearse
the wide-ranging and erudite arguments that fill many volumes of
current literature on American civil-military relations. At the mo-
ment, the U.S. appears to be in the midst of an evolutionary change
in the norms, functional rules, and decision-making procedures of
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civil-military relations. According to the regime theory of civil-
military relations, although a regime may be stable for long periods
it may change as basic causal factors such as values, issues, interests:
and personalities change. Attempts to replace principles or norms
account for conflict in civil-military relations, while alterations of
rules and decision-making procedures account for the continuous
Fiynamic nature of civil-military relations. By these definitions there
1s no crisis in civil-military relations in the United States.

The principles underlying American civil-military relations are
sound and essentially unchallenged, and these conclusions are cer-
tainly true so far as civil control over the military is concerned. Those
who worry about the involvement of senior officers in decisions
about how and where the armed forces will be used see, perhaps
more plainly than before, the usual civil-military decision-making
process in action. American officers have always had some part in
decisions by the civil authority about how the armed forces would be
structured, commanded, and employed, just as the civil authority has
had a voice in detailed military operations. For instance, on the
critical matter of the use of force in international relations, Richard
Betts concludes that it is “impossible to detect objectively whose
inﬁuence is greatest” in such decisions, but evidently the responsibil-
ity was shared more or less depending on the issue and especially on
the style of the president. The overt articulation of this sharing of
responsibility, though not of accountability, in the so-called
Weinberger doctrine (1984) and the free use of it by General Colin
F’owell in 1990 merely formalized common experiences. The open
involvement of officers in the policy process is not a change or
challenge to principle, but rather a subtle change in decision-making
procedures.* '

Theadvent of the new and permanent professional armed force
in the United States is another cause for worry, for it seems to impinge
on the fundamental prohibition against a standing army. In some
respects the worry is justified; large professional forces are closed
cultures, prone to promote their own interests, and can be a burden
on society, especially as professionalism begets costly high technol-
ogy which demands more professionalism. But these factors can be
controlled by close civil supervision and political control of the
budget. Anxiety about the threat that standing armies pose to civil
liberty and democracy has been allayed by time and the evolution of
civil-military regimes compatible with civil and military interests.
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No problem of civil-military relations is ever solved in the sense that
it is eliminated, but mature liberal democracies need not fear profes-
sional armed forces nor are they the portent of a crisis in civil-military
relations.

The third “indicator of crisis” in American civil-military rela-
tionsis related to the professionalization of the armed forces and “the
degree to which the military is representative of society.”™ It is
suggested that the all-volunteer force is developing into a military
caste without the leveling influence of short-service citizen soldiers.
The “crisis,”according to this argument, arises from the assumption
that the professional officer class (in the main) will grow increasingly
restive under controls imposed by a society it neither understands
nor appreciates. Yet, as Navy Secretary Richard Danzig argues, the
Navy is “part of a wider society and it is . . . crucial for the military to
be connected to that wider society.” His point is that when society’s
norms change and the military does not follow the trend, then the
armed forces “wind up putting themselves at risk of losing the
support of the larger society.”**

Professional officers, on the other hand, see the situation differ-
ently. Itis not that they despise traditional civil control, but that they
feel the military way, their “distinguishable corpus” and “more or
less exclusive group coherence,” is threatened by the demands of
modern society. While the military strives to recreate and sustain the
“warrior ethic” in the armed forces, society demands that the armed
forces find room within that ethic for women, homosexuals, and
egalitarian attitudes.

American principles and norms allow, in a manner foreign to
parliamentary systems, ways to try to influence, challenge, and
change government policy. While officers profess loyalty to their
commander-in-chief, they can proclaim, as need demands, a higher
loyalty to the Constitution and this notion provides a narrow plank
in any argument between duty to the civil authority in the person of
the president and a duty to the people. Officers are answerable to
Congress, and this duty also provides opportunities and hazards for
officers who might wish to present their opinions in public.

A system that invites the military into what is essentially a
political forum and debate also encourages military officers to press
their special interests and to exploit political divisions in Congress.
According to Richard Kohn, “it is critically important to civilian
control that the parliament exercise these powers [to examine mili-
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tary opinion] independently of the executive . .. [so that] the legisla-
ture can get the military expertise it needs in order to exercise
intelligent oversight.”*> While most ministers in Ottawa would recoil
from Kohn’s suggestion (except, of course, when they are out of
power) most representatives and senators in Washington would
think his observation unremarkable.

Some could argue that divide and rule is (somewhat) the
essence of the “Powell Doctrine.” Moreover, they might point out
that this was the approach taken by military officers in formulating
the. Gulf War campaign and when they challenged Clinton’s early
defense policies. Gibson and Snider even contend that “over the past
three decades the decline in civilian expertise has coincided with a
marked increase in expertise and experience of the uniformed offic-
ers,” which may have resulted in a “shift in balance” in civil-military
relations that favors military officers over the civil authority in
political-military affairs.%

Officers engaged in policy debates, whether in government
forums or before public audiences, face certain risks. They may
alienateimportantsegments of the population, as General MacArthur
did in his challenge to President Truman, and as General Powell may
have done when expressing his personal policy views in public. Even
appearances before Congress can trap officers between their duties to
the executive and the legislature. Military witnesses testifying on
military issues at the demand of congressional committees, for
instance, may offend members of the committee, members of the
administration, or both, and the offense may provoke sanctions
against the institutions and individuals.

Although the contest between the demands of the armed forces
to shape their own culture and the requirements of society that the
armed forces be “representative” are serious, it is not a crisis in civil-
military relations. Rather, the armed forces and society are negotiat-
ing and finding a new set of norms and rules to support them.
Generally, the military culture is joined to society because the major-
ity of its members hold to society’s attitudes, not military attitudes,
because they are recruited via the compulsory draft, for instance. Or
society regulates the military culture by stipulating how it will
behave in certain circumstances and situations. Typically, civil-
military relations are peaceful when norms and rules are compatible

or at least stable and predictable, but tumultuous when they are not.
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The American armed forces, like the Canadian Forces, are in a
period of normative and regulatory change. The present administra-
tion, and possibly the majority of Americans, think that the armed
forces should adjust itself to society’s views on gender equality, the
fact of homosexuality, and the privacy of persons, among other
things. When these changes can be accommodated through the
evolution of military norms, as may be happening (too slowly
perhaps) in the case of women in combat, the regulators may place a
light hand on the reins. When, however, this approach fails, as in
President Clinton’s early attempts to bring civil rules governing
homosexuals into the armed forces, then the civil authority may need
to be specific. The intensity of the civil-military conflict that will
result from either of these approaches is usually centered on norma-
tive values and not on the precise wording of instrumental rules,
laws, and regulations. The conflict over homosexuals, for example,
was settled (for the moment) by a compromise that recognized the
fact of homosexuality in the armed forces without the imposition of
an explicit civil law to protect their rights. The new norm (and rule)
is “don’t ask, don’t tell.”

Civil-military relations in the United States are in the midst of a
periodic regime change brought on by the end of the Cold War, “a
new world order,” fluctuating domestic values and priorities, and
the realignment of political forces in the nation. In some respects
what is happening today resembles the situation in 1940-41 as the
United States prepared for war and in 1947-50 as the United States
and the world entered the Cold War. In both those periods the United
States changed itsrelationship withits armed forces. Insome respects
the present “crisis” is occasioned by the re-establishment of a pre-
World War II regime on the current civil-military relation— an
incremental return to a less involved and knowledgeable political

elite and a smaller professional armed force, withdrawn from soci-
ety, underfunded, and over-tasked.

IX. CONCLUSION: WHERE CIVIL-MILITARY
RELATIONS MATTER
Civil-military relations in Canada and the United States are
founded on the right of the people to decide how much defense is
enough; and to hold politicians, officers, and officials to account for
their actions and decisions. Civil-military relations in Canada are
truly about relationships between the civil authority, the govern-
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ment of the day, and the leaders of the armed forces. There are no
other playersand no other game. Itis a system derived from Canada’s
British past, parliamentary norms, and a general sense within society
that national defense is not now, if it ever was, a central concern of
government for Canadians.

The central problem of civil-military relations in Canada comes
from the political indifference to the detailed implementation of
policy and the soldier’s habit of constructing procedures and plans as
though that indifference was license to shape defense outcomes and
the Canadian Forces to the self-defined needs and interests of offic-
ers. Crises occur whenever governments suddenly take an interest
and find themselves committed to plans or policies that they have
never properly considered. Officers, however, see a continuing crisis
resulting from political neglect of a vital national policy and a
necessary institution. It is not trite to say that the chief characteristic
of civil-military relations in Canada is silence, interrupted by peri-
odic surprise and discord.

In the United States, by contrast, civil-military relations are built
on nicely interlaced relationships at political, military, and social
levels. There are many players involved in many games. This system
provides opportunities for (and may require) officers to enter the
politics of defense policy, and offers possibilities for politicians to use
military leaders to bolster their own interests. Civil-military relations
in the United States is a central national affair because national
defense policy and the quality and activities of the armed forces
cannot be separated from the central purpose and business of gov-
ernment. It is not surprising, therefore, that this vital activity should
be characterized by intense debate and, occasionally, by loud com-
plaint and periodic breakdown. The noise of the machinery should
not be confused with any failure of design, but rather, considered
evidence that the machinery of American civil-military relations is
f)perating according to the wishes of its founders and extant guard-
ians.

Civil-military relations in Canada and the United States share
many common attributes because they are grounded in the same
fundamental principles of government. Both regimes were devel-
oped from and are sustained by the notion that the citizen will decide
what is to be done in respect of national defense and every other
national policy. Civil-military relations in these states describe and
represent how military leaders are accountable to the civil authority
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for their actions and decisions, and how the civil authority isaccount-
able to citizens for its control of military leaders and the effectiveness
of national defense.

The two national regimes are different mainly in the degree of
control that is available to the civil authority, the government of the
day. In Canada the government, and especially the prime minister,
has in custom and law near perfect and total control over all aspects
of the armed forces and defense policy. In the United States, the
administration and the president enjoy a much less perfect system,
but political control as exercised by the president and Congress is no
less effective.

Laws built on an agreed regime of principles, norms, and rules
provide the main instruments for controlling civil-military relations
in liberal democracies. Together with other national laws, such
regimes have largely solved three of the cardinal civil-military prob-
lems facing societies and the military; that is, how to prevent military
interference in government, how to maintain good order and disci-
pline in armed units, and how to keep partisan politics out of the
armed forces. The idea and practice that gave effect to these laws and
the regime as a whole is shared responsibility, a concept that de-
mands military officers provide an essential element in the mainte-
nance of civil control of the armed forces in democraticstates. Inother
words, military officers are not only the “managers of violence,” but
they arealso a partner with the civilauthority. Together they manage
important aspects of civil-military relations.

Ministers, therefore, are inescapably bound to their experts as
advisers, commanders, and partners in the civil control of the armed
forces. While laws and regulations may provide the base for the
control of the first three problems of civil-military relations, the law
alone cannot ensure the citizen’s “right to know that the authorities,
responsibilities, and duties . . . especially of leaders, are performed
effectively and efficiently, and within the law.”¥ Finely honed
regimes are not enough because they are not self-enforcing.

In the end, civil control of the military in democracies demands
that politicians actively direct and guide the defense policy process
and the armed forces toward socially acceptable ends. This political
activity must be linked to an open, trusted, public mechanism meant
to hold both officers and politicians to account for their actions and
decisions. How is the military controlled in democracies? Control
comes from responsible politicians and officers working within a
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regime “in which actors’ expectations converge,” aimed at keeping
both officers and politicians at arm'’s length from unimpeded control
of the sword.

Finally, it is no insult to say that while the Canadian regime of
civil-military relations may be most direct, its efficiency hardly
matters beyond domestic politics. In contrast, the American regime
for controlling civil-military relations may be indirect, but its effec-
tiveness and efficiency matters a great deal to the United States, to
Canada, and to the entire international community.
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