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Review by Stephen Azzi, Carleton University 

or Canadians, the lingering memory of Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau is of a decisive leader–sure of 
himself, his ideas, and the policies he wished to pursue. Brendan Kelly has produced a contrasting 
image by drawing on the diary of Marcel Cadieux, an intelligent, perceptive, and well-placed 

bureaucrat. In this piece, Trudeau emerges as a dilettante with few fixed ideas in international affairs, other 
than a strong belief that traditional policies were obsolete. 

As Undersecretary, Cadieux was the highest-ranking member of the permanent bureaucracy in External 
Affairs, a department for which the Prime Minister had little respect. As a young man, Trudeau had 
backpacked around the world, occasionally encountering Canadian diplomats who treated him with 
condescension. He remained ever after scornful of them and their department. When he became prime 
minister, he was determined to overturn the assumptions that underlined the Canadian approach to 
international relations. He was equally determined that External Affairs no longer exercise a monopoly over 
the country’s foreign policy.  

Departmental officials had a difficult time adjusting to the new boss. They had shaped the existing policy and 
were loyal to it. Cadieux accepted that change was inevitable, but the Prime Minister seemed to want change 
for the sake of change. Trudeau knew the world well but possessed only a weak grasp of international affairs. 
During his first two years in office (1968-1970), he demanded an upheaval in Canadian international 
policies, but his attentions were focussed elsewhere and he had little time to concentration on foreign affairs. 
Cadieux and his colleagues never really knew what Trudeau wanted, likely because Trudeau himself did not 
know.  

In Kelly’s article, Cadieux sometimes appears insensitive to–even deliberately ignorant about–the domestic 
political situation. In a democracy, politicians must be responsive to the public mood, and bureaucrats need 
to accept that fact. Yet Cadieux seems to have thought that international relations were too important to be 
left to the politicians. On one occasion, Cadieux expressed astonishment that he had to take the Prime 
Minister’s personality into account when offering him advice. At other times, Cadieux could be judgemental 
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and prudish. So long as there were no security risks, was it his business whom the bachelor Prime Minister 
dated? 

From the pioneering book by J.L. Granatstein and Robert Bothwell, we know about Trudeau’s disdain for the 
status quo and the chaotic nature of his government’s foreign and defence policy reviews.1 Kelly’s article adds 
nuance to this literature. Trudeau seems to have been an academic playing the Game of Government. His 
contempt for the diplomats was more pronounced than earlier works suggest. The political/bureaucratic 
struggle here is more striking, with Cadieux believing that the conflict between the political and bureaucratic 
elements of government was greater than it had been in the years that John Diefenbaker was Prime Minister, 
the period when relations between the Prime Minister and External Affairs reached a breaking point. Kelly 
also shows how the public service reacted to the rising number of political staffers in Ottawa, individuals who 
had neither passed a public service exam nor been elected to office but still were able to exercise authority in 
the name of the Prime Minister or the minister they served. This created an inevitable conflict with Cadieux, 
who was determined that External Affairs be the only source of foreign policy advice to the prime minister. 

The article took me back to my days as a policy officer in the Directorate of Policy Development at Canada’s 
Department of National Defence. I was there when Prime Minister Paul Martin’s government was reviewing 
Canada’s international policies. Martin wanted something new and stimulating, but my colleagues and I had 
no idea what would satisfy him. The Department of Foreign Affairs was responsible for drafting the overall 
statement with input from National Defence and the other departments with an international focus. Martin 
was displeased with everything the bureaucrats produced. Down through the chain of command, I heard 
stories about angry confrontations at the Cabinet table between Martin and his Foreign Minister, Pierre 
Pettigrew. The Prime Minister’s Office rejected successive drafts, providing little feedback on what was wrong 
with them. Finally, an academic, Jennifer Welsh from Oxford University, was brought in to save the day. By 
then, I was fed up and disillusioned, having moved on to become an intelligence officer in the department. 

The parallels between 1968-1969 and 2004-2005 are striking. In both cases, a new prime minister took 
office, succeeding an incumbent from his own party. The new leader was determined to make his mark in 
foreign affairs and wanted a sharp break with the past, but provided no clear direction or guidance. 
Frustration grew on both sides of the political-bureaucratic divide, with the politicians annoyed at 
bureaucrats’ inability to innovate, and the bureaucrats confounded by incoherence at the top. In both cases, 
political leaders hoped that engagement with the academic community would help reinvigorate Canadian 
policies 

Kelly’s article is an illuminating case study of strife between elected politicians and permanent bureaucrats in a 
Westminster system. It shows what happens when the politicians hope to satisfy the public demand for 
something new, without knowing what that new will be. The article is based on extensive primary research, 
not only in Cadieux’s papers, but also government records in Ottawa and Washington. The reader gains a 
new perspective on the Prime Minister, his foreign and defence policies, and his government’s decision-
making process. The scholarship is sound, the piece is well-written, and the author’s judgements are judicious 

                                                       
1 J.L. Granatstein and Robert Bothwell, Pirouette: Pierre Trudeau and Canadian Foreign Policy (Toronto: 

University of Toronto Press, 1990). See also Robert Bothwell, “Marcel Cadieux: The Ultimate Professional,” Chapter 12 
in Architects and Innovators: Building the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, 1909–2009, edited by 
Greg Donaghy and Kim Richard Nossal (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2009).  
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and supported with ample evidence. I look forward to reading Kelly’s full biography of Marcel Cadieux when 
it appears. 
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