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The Claxton Papers

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

The Chair of Defence Management Studies is located within the
School of Policy Studies and is built on Queen’s University’s strengths
in the fields of public policy and administration, strategic studies,
management, and law. The program offers, among other aspects, an
integrated package of teaching, research, and conferences, all of
which are designed to build expertise in the field and to contribute to
wider debates within the defence community. An important part of this
initiative is to build strong links to DND, the Canadian Forces, indus-
try, other universities, and non-governmental organizations in Canada
and abroad.

This series of studies, reports, and opinions on defence manage-
ment in Canada is named for Brooke Claxton, Minister of National
Defence from 1946 to 1954. Brooke Claxton was the first post–Second
World War defence minister and was largely responsible for founding
the structure, procedures, and strategies that built Canada’s modern
armed forces. As defence minister, Claxton unified the separate service
ministries into the Department of National Defence; revamped the Na-
tional Defence Act; established the office of Chairman of the Chiefs of
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Staff Committee, the first step toward a single chief of defence staff;
organized the Defence Research Board; and led defence policy through
the great defence rebuilding program of the 1950s, the Korean War, the
formation of NATO, and the deployment of forces overseas in peace-
time. Claxton was unique in Canadian defence politics: he was active,
inventive, competent, and wise.

The author wishes to thank Angela Wingfield for her thorough and
professional job as copyeditor, as well as Mark Howes and Valerie Jarus
for their continued, accomplished efforts to change the work of “mere
scholars” into an attractive, readable publication. We all thank Heather
Salsbury for her unflagging good spirits and willing support to the Chair
of Defence Management Studies. The Chair acknowledges the support
given to Defence Management Studies at Queen’s University by the
Department of National Defence and Breakout Educational Network,
Toronto, Canada.

Douglas L. Bland
Chair, Defence Management Studies
School of Policy Studies, Queen’s University
Kingston, Canada, March 2009
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Introduction

During the past 50 years, defense acquisition reform panels, studies, re-
views, and commissions occurred with such frequency that they could
virtually provide lifetime employment.1

Stephen V. Reeves

Defence procurement has been a persistent subject of concern for
governments across Western nations for several decades. The large dollar
value of acquisition contracts, the positive employment return from
major contracts, the advanced technology inherent in weapons systems
to the national economy, the spinoff of political pressure on politicians
in ridings with a high concentration of defence employment, and the
power of defence industry advocates combine to pressure national
governments to generate employment through defence procurement
spending. Indeed, the sophisticated, leading-edge technology neces-
sary for the development and manufacture of advanced weapons systems
produces the high-value employment that national governments want
to foster, in large part for the “multiplier effects” it provides within the
domestic economy. The significant demand for defence-procurement
funding stems from the rapidly evolving nature of modern warfare and
the so-called revolution in military affairs. Most other government pro-
grams are less dynamic and less prone to rapid technical change.
Consequently, in comparison to these other government programs, de-
fence capital expenditure tends to overshadow capital expenditure in
all other government departments.

A combination of significant and persistent cost growth in defence
acquisition programs and “a systematic bias toward underestimating
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2 Defence Procurement Reform in Other Nations

the costs”2  of procuring weapons systems makes national military
capital procurement programs a lightning rod for the media, opposi-
tion parties, and interest groups opposed to defence spending. For these
reasons defence procurement processes are constantly under review by
governments seeking to increase efficiency, effectiveness, and timeli-
ness in the acquisition process. This paper examines defence
procurement studies, reports or policy papers produced by allied na-
tions, to determine if there are any lessons learned in these countries
that might be profitably applied by Canadian defence procurement poli-
cies and processes. The period of review begins in the mid-1980s as
the Cold War was ending and continues into early 2009.

The United States defence budget surpasses by several magnitudes
that of any other nation. Its defence industrial sector outpaces in scope
and technology all other industrialized countries. The effectiveness of
the immense annual investment in weapons systems in America is un-
der continual review, in ongoing analysis of procurement, by the
Congressional Budget Office, the Government Accountability Office,
RAND Corporation, a variety of prominent American think-tanks, and
the national media. The depth of informed analysis and the wealth of
information and data generated by these organizations provide bench-
marks that other nations use to evaluate their defence acquisition
processes.

Procurement reform in the United Kingdom, a leading middle
power with a significant defence establishment and close historical links
to Canada, is examined next. Its reform is an appropriate alternative
comparison for defence procurement reform in Canada.

Australia is the final country considered in this international over-
view of defence procurement reform. Although its defence forces and
budget are smaller than Canada’s, Australia has been prominent in de-
ploying military personnel as part of multinational operations in failed
and failing states in the post–Cold War era. Moreover, it is not as con-
strained by alliance commitments as Canada may be and has strived
successfully to forge a more independent course of action in security
issues. Thus, Australia provides a third, and different, reference point
to the Canadian experience with our “strategic cousins.”
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Section 800 Report (1993)

The unceremonious end to the Cold War brought forth demands
for reductions in defence spending, and in the early 1990s pressure
was growing in Congress to produce a “peace dividend.” The desire to
keep the maximum amount of combat capability possible within a
smaller defence establishment resulted in a course of action focused on
saving money by increasing the efficiencies in defence procurement.

In the 1991 fiscal year, Section 800 of the Department of Defense
Authorization Act instructed the department to establish the Acquisi-
tion Law Advisory Panel. This panel was directed to review acquisition
laws affecting the department, with the goal of making recommenda-
tions related to repealing or amending those laws and regulations that
required change. The goal was to begin a process that would ensure
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organization. This support, in turn, enabled institutional learning and
subsequent organizational adaptation prior to decisions that would fun-
damentally change existing acquisition processes.

Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act (1994)

The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act12  incorporated recom-
mendations from the Acquisition Law Advisory Panel and the National
Performance Review and consolidated a myriad of laws into a procure-
ment code. The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act also consolidated
the structural, legal and procedural changes that had occurred since the
Packard Commission had been released. Yet, the strategic, business and
procurement environments were also changing at a rapid pace, leaving
the defence establishment to struggle continually to keep pace. This
reality broadened the scope of needed reform and ushered in a series of
further studies, all with the objective of aligning acquisition processes
better with the needs of operational military units.

The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act provided a necessary
consolidation of preceding recommendations. However, given the rapid
pace of change at the time and the simultaneous, dramatic downsizing
of the defence sector, what was most needed during this period was a
road map to assist the Department of Defense in navigating through
this change. The Defense Reform Initiative Report was an attempt in
that direction.

Defense Reform Initiative (1997)

The Defense Reform Initiative Report tabled by the United States
Secretary of Defense on November 1997 echoed a theme common at
the period: it was time to “reengineer” government processes “that are
at least a generation out of step with modern corporate America.”13

Indeed, an organization that could formerly boast of numerous state-
of-the-art systems and practices – when compared to the private sector –
the Department of Defense was now viewed in an unfavourable light as
lagging behind contemporary, leading-edge corporate entities.

Adopting best business practices was recommended as the
centerpiece of this reform initiative. These practices included a mix of
specific initiatives, such the rapid leverage of information technology
through embracing electronic business operations, a shift to electronic
commerce in both finance and contracting, and the adoption of the
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prime-vendor contracting approach utilized by major corporations. More
generally, the report suggested that the use of the private sector models
in both logistics and transportation would achieve efficiencies.

Streamlining defence through competition was the second key fo-
cus in the Defense Reform Initiative Report. This initiative concentrated
on identifying the components of the military and civilian workforces
that were of a commercial nature and opening these functions to com-
petitive bids. Rooted in the longstanding philosophy that the federal
government was not a competitor in commercial activities with the pri-
vate sector, the report applied a framework that compared in-house bids
with those of the private sector. Also prominent in the report was a
number of organizational reforms, which largely involved shrinking
quite substantially the size of military headquarters, defence agencies
and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, as well as eliminating a
broad range of infrastructure that was considered no longer necessary.

The Defense Reform Initiative Report, under a reform rubric, called
for the dramatic transformation of the Department of Defense and Armed
Services through the adoption of leading-edge business practices and
the incorporation of the efficiencies of U.S. competition into defence. Yet,
in a resource-constrained environment in which armed forces faced new
and emerging threats, the necessity of reallocating resources from infra-
structure and support to operations was deemed essential. Consequently,
this initiative was, in effect, the launching of a revolution in business af-
fairs to support the already ongoing revolution in military affairs.

To be sure, given the state of affairs at the time, the responsiveness
of the acquisition and support functions to the shifting strategic envi-
ronment was deemed critical. The ongoing transformation within the
defence establishment in the United States was substantive. Both op-
erational and support aspects of defence were changing simultaneously,
while budgets were limited and the defence industrial base was declin-
ing. Indeed, the level of transformational ambition was significant; yet,
success in the “new world order” could not be assured by following the
military principle of “selection and maintenance of the aim” alone.

Rumsfeld’s Challenge (2001)

In a speech at the Pentagon on 10 September 2001 to launch the
Department of Defense’s Acquisition and Logistics Excellence Week,
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld addressed the serious threat
posed to the security of the United States by an adversary close to home.

Claxton10Intro&Ch1



8 Defence Procurement Reform in Other Nations

This adversary he described as the internal Pentagon bureaucracy. In-
stitutional inertia within the department was viewed as a serious barrier
to achieving an effective response to the changing environment. In ad-
dition, organizational processes were perceived as out of date and in
need of modernization. Secretary Rumsfield viewed the forty-year-old
Planning, Programming and Budgeting System as a “relic of the Cold
War, a holdover from the days when it was possible to forecast threats
for the next several years because we knew who would be threatening
us for the next several decades.”14  Nevertheless, his call for transfor-
mation of defence echoed the recommendations that had been made
repeatedly in the preceding years.

The private sector was held up as the role model for defence. Like
“the private sector’s best-in-class companies, DOD should aim for ex-
cellence in functions that are either directly related to warfighting or
must be performed by the Department. But in all other cases, we should
seek suppliers who can provide these non-core activities efficiently and
effectively.”15  The private sector was highlighted as the “engine of tech-
nological innovation,” a position formerly held by the American
Department of Defense.

The need to streamline the defence acquisition system was another
key point in Rumfield’s presentation. Although nothing novel was in-
troduced in this speech, it highlighted the approach of the U.S.
administration to defence management. The speech, however, is of value
because it illustrates the lack of continuity in addressing entrenched
problems in the American defence acquisition system. Problems –
largely the same problems – are identified repeatedly; many common
solutions are advocated by learned and experienced observers, but yet
the application of these solutions to persistent problems requires conti-
nuity and a long-term, stable plan to shift the acquisition system to
more effective processes.

Defense Acquisition Performance Assessment (2006)

Both Congress and the Department of Defense senior leadership have lost
confidence in the capability of the Acquisition System to determine what
needs to be procured or to predict with any degree of accuracy what things
will cost, when they will be delivered, or how they will perform.16

Assessment Panel of the Defense
Acquisition Performance Assessment Project
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Defence Procurement Reform in the United States 9

The primary task assigned by the Secretary of Defense to the assess-
ment panel of the Defense Acquisition Performance Assessment project
was to provide recommendations for a defense acquisition system that pro-
vided “clear alignment of responsibility, authority and accountability.”17

The major findings of the report are listed in Table 1.1.18

The authors of the report argued that given the present unpredict-
able international security environment, agility in the acquisition system
was essential in order to respond quickly to operational requirements.
Indeed, timeliness emerged as a key parameter in the report, with the find-
ing that the “Department of Defense’s ‘one size fits all’ acquisition program
structure does not meet the diverse capability and rapid time of delivery
needs that are typical of a rapidly changing security environment.”19

Another key theme of the report is the need for greater account-
ability. This theme is linked to the barriers that are imposed by the
increasing complexity of the acquisition process and the need to orient
the process more towards a program focus. The authors concluded that
stability and continuity are essential parameters to success in the acquisi-
tion process and that improvements across all major system elements would
be required in order to increase procurement effectiveness.

Table 1.1. Defense Acquisition Performance Assessment – Major Findings

• Strategic exploitation of technology is a key U.S. advantage.
• The U.S. economic and security environments have changed.
• The acquisition system must deal with external instability.
• The DOD management model is based on a lack of trust.
• Oversight is preferred to accountability.
•
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studies. One prominent recent exception is the report of the Center for
Strategic and International Studies, Department of Defense Acquisition and
Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution System Reform.20

This report eschews the narrow focus of many government-based
reform studies and concentrates on the broad subjects of requirements,
resource allocation (budgeting), and acquisition execution. It identi-
fied the enduring problem areas in American defence acquisition
management. Indeed, the report emphasized that the defence acquisi-
tion system still lacked responsiveness, cost overruns continued, and
capital projects experienced persistent schedule delays – subjects raised
two decades earlier by the Packard Commission.

Recommendations to address these problems included restructur-
ing the acquisition process to give each service clear responsibility and
accountability for the execution of procurement programs; increasing
technological leadership by extending the stature and span of control
of technological organizations within the department in order to en-
courage and facilitate the perceived next technological evolution;
rationalizing the rapid acquisition process; adopting time-certain de-
velopment requirements (limiting the time a project can proceed through
the acquisition process); and, finally, establishing risk-based source selec-
tion, streamlining the oversight, and stabilizing acquisition leadership.21

The report emphasized the importance of efforts to change the tra-
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The implementation plan for defence acquisition transformation
is centred on seven goals, listed in Table 1.2.23

Table 1.2. Department of Defense Acquisition Transformation – Goals

• A high-performing, agile and ethical workforce
• Strategic and tactical acquisition excellence
• Focused technology to meet war-fighter needs
• Cost-effective, joint logistics support for the war-fighter
• Reliable and cost-effective industrial capabilities sufficient to

meet strategic objectives
• Improved governance and decision processes
• Capable, efficient and cost-effective installations

The acquisition transformation goals listed in the report may ap-
pear at first glance to cover too disparate and broad a spectrum to provide
for a coherent and broad-based evolutionary change. Yet, on closer ex-
amination, each goal is oriented towards reforming the specific elements
that are the essential building blocks to enable substantive change.

One theme that may prove to be remarkably fortuitous is the need
for concentrated decisions around the idea of cost-effectiveness, par-
ticularly in the current situation where large numbers of aging equipment
will need to be replaced in the coming decades. However, achieving
the key goal of improved acquisition governance and decision proc-
esses is often compromised when looked at solely from an internal
departmental perspective; there needs to be a more broad-based na-
tional governance and decision-making process involving Congress and
the Administration to achieve this goal.

Conclusion on U.S. Defence Acquisition Reforms

The need for change in defence acquisition was evident over two
decades ago, and the resulting Packard Commission report set the foun-
dation for subsequent reforms. However, the dramatic unleashing of
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dedicating less attention to how weapons systems are produced and
more to what the program is intended to deliver.28

Assessments of the success of defence acquisition reforms in the
United States are mixed and result from the several different visions
and criteria for success in defence acquisition over time. Changes in
governments invariably bring shifts in policy approaches, often chal-
lenging or reversing momentum that may have been achieved earlier.
Specifically, “changing visions also create potential for less than full
realization of change consequences, as change agents become overly fo-
cused on achieving some measure of change during their term in power.”29

The major American defence reforms discussed above are sum-
marized in Table 1.3.
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Defence Reform Program.54  The objective of the reform program was
three fold: first, to consolidate individual Service support and training
activities to increase efficiencies; second, to improve management ef-
fectiveness by merging headquarter functions; and third, to produce
savings through the sale of surplus defence properties. These reforms
resulted in a relatively centralized structure, with individual Services
left with limited control over numerous military capability inputs.55

Although the Australian Defence Reform Program was not centred on
acquisition reform, it did provide the foundation for the management
framework under which subsequent acquisition-related reform would
take place.
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one percent of world military expenditure,58  this appears to be an im-
probable objective. Similarly, government support for defence exports
– given their small market size – also appears to be overly ambitious.

A key decision announced in the White Paper, related to acquisi-
tion reform, was the adoption by the Defence Materiel Organisation of
commercial best practices as the standard organizing principle. In ad-
dition, performance standards in the Defence Materiel Organisation
would be measured against industry benchmarks. Furthermore, to im-
prove the relationship between defence and industry, the defence
department was given the responsibility of encouraging a closer rela-
tionship between the parties.

Defence Procurement Review (2003)

After a wide-ranging review of the national acquisition process,
the 2003 Report of the Defence Procurement Review concluded that
“there is no single cause of the failures that have become apparent in
the development of capability and the acquisition and support of de-
fence equipment. Consequently, there is no single remedy that will
ensure that problems do not occur in the future.”59  This review both
continued and re-emphasized the procurement reform begun in the pre-
ceding decade. Taking a more broad-ranging view, however, and mindful
of the new and emerging threats in the international security environment,
the report urged more rapid change, while stressing the need to fundamen-
tally remodel existing structures, departmental systems and the culture
inherent within the defence department. Specifically, the review empha-
sized that changes were needed within each phase of the acquisition process,
as well as throughout all subsequent in-service life-cycle phases.

This review echoed defence reports in other Western nations and
emphasized the importance of improving the departmental process for
defining and assessing capability requirements. It followed similar ap-
proaches recommended in the United Kingdom, including an increased
investment in the early stages of program development and a special
emphasis on technological, schedule and cost risks. The Australian re-
view emphasized, especially, the importance of cost analysis for both
acquisition and subsequent life-cycle costs.

In a period of change within any organization, external advice and
support is usually beneficial. The report recommended two important
initiatives in this regard. First, it recommended the establishment of an
advisory board, independent of operational processes, to “provide the
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advice of people who have acquired business skills and experience in
the private sector”60  to senior managers in defence acquisition. The
board, it was assumed, would consequently enhance the commercial
orientation within that department. Second, the report recommended that
the mandate of departmental project governance boards shift from manag-
ing simply acquisition to managing both acquisition and through-life
support in order to provide continued oversight of fleet operating costs.

Finally, despite the extensive changes proposed in the report, one
innovation specifically, making the use of off-the-shelf acquisitions a
key project benchmark, has the potential to cause a positive, enduring
change. In this regard, the report states:

Off-the-shelf equipment is often cheaper and can usually be delivered
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Defence and Industry Strategic Policy Statement that explicitly encour-
aged Australian industry to be proactive in presenting ideas and
innovations to the department of defence, resulted in the committee
recommending “an efficient formal mechanism for the promotion and
handling of unsolicited proposals”63  from small and medium Austral-
ian enterprises. This innovative approach to doing business was intended
to help leverage the “knowledge edge” of primary leaders in a range of
defence technology fields.

The committee endorsed the merits of defence partnerships and
alliances with industry, while recognizing that both partners needed
expertise in managing their relationship and negotiating effective, col-
laborative joint ventures. The committee acknowledged the efficiencies
and benefits that a competitive market can bring to defence acquisi-
tion, noting that the Australian government policy commitment to
partnerships could impede future competition among potential suppliers.

To counter potential decreases in future long-term contracts, the
committee recommended that the department “remain in regular con-
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to superior efficiency and effectiveness; and fourth, obtain better value
for money.65  Although it was acknowledged that the reforms advocated
in the 2003 Defence Procurement and Sustainment Review had improved
the procurement system over the ensuing five years, the desired out-
comes had not been fully achieved. Consequently, this report proposed
a number of further defence procurement and sustainment reforms to
the existing system. Significantly, they “can be characterized under the
themes of making the Defence Materiel Organisation more business-
like and imposing discipline on the defence procurement and
sustainment processes.”66  The report identified five principal areas of
concern (see Table 3.2).67

Table 3.2. Procurement and Sustainment: Principal Areas of Concern

• Inadequate project management resources in the Capability
Development Group

• Inefficiency of the process leading to government approvals for
new projects

• Shortages in Defence Materiel Organisation personnel
• Delays due to inadequate industry capacity
• Difficulties in the introduction of equipment into full service

Although the review was geared towards progressing defence pro-
curement reforms initiated in the preceding decade, and the majority of
recommendations followed from that theme, a number of them have
the potential to make a distinct difference. First, oversight is strength-
ened through the recommendations to establish an independent Project
Performance Office and an independent Sustainment Efficiency Office.
The proposed role of the Project Performance Office is to review
projects, as well as to facilitate problem solving within projects, where
necessary. The proposed role of the Sustainment Efficiency Office is to
benchmark and to explore methods to enhance the delivery of
sustainment to the military. Finally, the review recommended the dis-
mantling of artificial – yet historical – financial barriers between
procurement and sustainment budgets when deciding to purchase new
equipment or maintain existing equipment. The primary financial con-
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Conclusion on Australian Defence Acquisition Reforms

Australia, like the United Kingdom, has charted a distinctly na-
tional and consistent course in defence acquisition reform since the
1997 Defence Reform Program. Prominent throughout this period has
been the relationship between the defence department and industry.
Indeed, the clearly defined policy framework linking national defence
capabilities and Australian industry has largely endured throughout the
past decade. The benefit of this policy was that it provided defence and
industry with a structure to improve their relationship. Although per-
haps somewhat ambitious given the relatively modest size of the
Australian defence industry and the changes that were occurring in the
defence sector globally during this period, it did cater predominantly
to the unique geographical and security circumstances of the country.
The distinctively national approach taken with industry was comple-
mented by the adoption of a number of defence acquisition reforms
implemented by the United States and the United Kingdom. This con-
sisted of embracing commercial best practices, taking a whole-life
approach to equipment, increased investment early in procurement pro-
grams, and enhanced program oversight.
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Table 3.3. Major Australian Acquisition Reforms

Defence Reform Program
(1997)

Defence and Industry
Strategic Policy Statement
(1998)

Defence 2000: Our Future
Defence Force (2000)

Defence Procurement
Review (2003)
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