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The Claxton Papers

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

The Chair of the Defence Management Studies Program 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 stud-
ies, management, and law. Among other aspects, the DMSP offers 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 initia-
tive is to build strong links to DND, the Canadian Armed Forces, indus-
try, other universities, and non-governmental organizations, in Canada
and in other countries.
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of the 1950s, the Korean War, the formation of NATO, and the deploy-
ment of forces overseas in peacetime. Claxton was unique in Canadian
defence politics: he was active, inventive, competent, and wise.

A NATIONAL-LEVEL TRANSFORMATION

Canada’s future defence policy and military capabilities were de-
fined in the spring of 2005 by the appointment of General Rick Hillier as
Chief of the Defence Staff and the government’s promise of a significant,
multi-year funding allocation to national defence. Both of these deci-
sions signal an intention to radically transform and rebuild the Canadian
Forces — objectives confirmed in the 2005 Defence Policy Statement.
Reaching these goals, however, is not assured and greatly dependant on
how national policy and the transformation of the Canadian Forces are
administered, not only within the Department of National Defence, but
also in other government departments and in the central agencies which
are responsible for significant programs related to national defence. Bring-
ing policy intentions and administrative outcomes together, therefore, is
the next great challenge for the Minister of National Defence.

The present structure for defence administration was built mainly
during the 1970s to manage cold war policies and commitments. In 2003,
then Minister of National Defence, John McCallum, commissioned a re-
port entitled Achieving Administrative Efficiency which concluded that
despite incremental changes over many years and the best efforts of of-
ficers and officials, the Canadian Forces, the Department of National
Defence, and, by implication, other government departments and the central
agencies:

are not well positioned, from a management perspective, to meet the strategic-
level challenges [they are] facing. The Committee believes that without
fundamental transformation of the national-level management framework
and practices of the Department of National Defence and the Canadian
Forces, the CF will not be able to transform itself rapidly enough to adapt
to Canada’s changing security environment.*

If any new defence policy is to succeed, the government must re-
view not only military structure, command arrangements, and doctrine,
but also every major aspect of the defence organizations, processes, and
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review would seek to identify the full scope of defence administration
across the government and to recommend ways to realign and reform
authority, responsibilities, and procedures for defence administration to
increase the pace of defence transformation and the rebuilding of de-
fence capabilities.

National Defence Headquarters is constructed on concepts first in-
troduced in 1972. Changes in organization and administrative procedures
since that time have been mostly incremental and conditioned by the di-
rection that the basic structure of National Defence Headquarters could
not be reordered. A review of defence administration should clarify the
structural and procedural needs for the central administration of defence
policy and eliminate burdensome government-wide demands on the Ca-
nadian Forces and the Department of National Defence. The review should
also recommend ways to place authority for all aspects of defence ad-
ministration as close as possible to the Chief of the Defence Staff and the
Deputy Minister of National Defence, who, together, are ultimately ac-
countable for the efficient implementation of defence policy.

Changing the government’s policy intentions into credible outcomes
cannot be accomplished if administrative organizations and methods are
unsuited to the task. A national-level review of the administrative frame-
work for national defence should aim to bring forward fundamental rec-
ommendations to streamline and modernize defence administration in
Canada to ensure that the transformation of defence policy and the Cana-
dian Forces proceeds quickly, efficiently, and economically. The govern-
ment has committed billions of dollars for Canada’s national defence. It
would be shameful and perhaps dangerous to national security if “the
machinery of government” wasted, through poor administration, these
dollars and this unique opportunity to build a responsive, relevant, and
modern armed force for Canada.

This monograph follows issues and difficulties raised in the 2003
Claxton Paper, “Canada without Armed Forces?”, which presented the
spectre of a cascading collapse of Canada’s military capabilities in five to
ten years.? That paper showed, beyond question, that years of operational
over-commitment and under-investment in national defence had taken
the Canadian Forces to a perilous point of no-return, where many essen-
tial capabilities would fail before they could be rescued. What then is the
state of play some eighteen months later?
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Claxton 6, “Transforming National Defence Administration”, begins
by setting out a conceptual framework for the transformation of defence
administration in Canada. It is not an essay suggesting more cuts or ways
of “doing more with less.” But rather a modest suggestion to overturn
entirely the way national defence is administered. The point of the dis-
cussion is not to describe how to make failed efforts more efficient, but to
stimulate others to answer the question: “If we had to transform and re-
build the Canadian Forces in five years, how would we do it — present
administrative policies be damned?”

The paper describes from recent empirical evidence, mostly derived
from National Defence Headquarters sources, several pressing difficul-
ties largely unsolvable by present policies and procedures. Dr. Christopher
Ankersen tackles the central question of capabilities — how are they de-
fined, developed, and used. He makes the clear case for looking at mili-
tary capabilities as “systems of systems” and then joins this description
to the idea that capabilities are inseparably defined by capacity. It may
seem obvious — though some past defence policy decisions would throw
such an assertion into doubt — that capabilities without some capacity or
mass provide a mere token that cannot be sustained in even limited en-
gagements. Defence planning and the strictures of national procurement
policies often overlook this fundamental relationship and allow mere to-
kens to parade as viable capabilities.

The intricacies of defence budgets, for all their importance, are sel-
dom reviewed beyond their bare bottom line. However, Howard Marsh —
a self-confessed “factoid” — looks more deeply into recent defence budg-
ets to find “spending trends” and discovers some startling anomalies. He
reviews with the reader issues of distribution, costs-to-capabilities, a budg-
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less than five years. Christopher Ankersen examines this difficulty and
other “personnel” questions, and concludes that, given current policies,
officers and officials may well be right and that other more serious im-
pediments to increasing the effective strength of the Canadian Forces are
sitting in the background. These impediments must be removed, but first
leaders must acknowledge that the system is broken and then develop a
long-term personnel strategy to match the vision of a new, transformed
Canadian Forces.

Finally, Brian MacDonald examines how Canadians might go about
“closing the gap” between policy intentions and policy outcomes. In par-
ticular, he addresses the question of how one might rapidly ‘recapitalize’
the defence portfolio so as to rescue the Canadian Forces from the struc-
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This study grew from the dedicated work and fine insights of the
authors and from the conference,
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CHAPTER ONE

Transforming Defence Administration

Douglas L. Bland
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analysis, goal setting, resource allocation and public oversight are essen-
tial components of defence policy, the key to building defence capability
is effective and efficient public administration. But the mere recognition
of this fact does not guarantee the desired result of ‘appropriate’ defence.
Obviously, inefficient and wasteful administration will degrade, not en-
hance, defence capabilities.

Defence policy statements and public discourse in Canada usually
concentrate on objectives and the end uses of armed forces. Some ‘ex-
pert’ commentary and public studies direct attention to budgetary mat-
ters, but most often as raw numbers and percentage spending compared
with other government programs — guns versus butter — or the defence
efforts of other states, or supposed international norms (for example, as a
percentage of Gross Domestic Product [GDP]). Occasionally, the Office
of the Auditor General of Canada decries wasteful defence administra-
tive practices. Yet most of these criticisms are abstracted from the whole
and are overshadowed by the assumption that, if only governments could
find the answer to what it is that we want the Canadian Forces to do and
provide the funds to do it, then every other matter would fall faultlessly
into line. This type of reasoning is, of course, the strategist’s delusion.

Public administration ought to efficiently change ideas into action
and outcomes commensurate with policy intentions. Where public (or, in
this case, defence) administration fails to meet this purpose, then policy
has little chance of success and will usually fail, sometimes spectacu-
larly. What then is the purpose of defence administration in Canada? Where
is it practised, who is accountable for successes and failures, and what
impediments do present governmental methods, rules, and procedures
place between defence policy and an appropriate national defence? More
positively, are there other ways of doing business that would yield better
outcomes?

PURPOSE, PEOPLE AND PROCESS

Purpose.
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ernments in other ways, but these other ways are usually peripheral to the
military’s reason for being. Most of these ancillary tasks, moreover, can
be performed better by others, and at less cost than by military units that
might be assigned to them as secondary duties. The first aim of defence
administration, therefore, is to turn national assets into more ‘bang’ —
more useful, coercive force —and to hold that force in high states of readiness
and sustain it during military operations.®

If the primary goal of armed forces is distracted by other govern-
ment objectives, then defence administration also will become distracted,
perhaps seriously so. For instance, if defence administrators are directed
to produce military capabilities but only so as to benefit home-based in-
dustries, then they will expend considerable administrative resources —
time, people, money, and managerial skills — in pursuit of this industrial
policy, when less effort might have been needed to buy the purely mili-
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and reporting policies, to suggest only a few. In each case, to some de-
gree, the demands of public administration drag the primary purpose of
defence administration from its duty, which is to provide the greatest
output of coercive capability from the national resources provided for
this purpose.

People. Skilled combatants are the essential component of armed
forces; with their weapons and equipment they constitute ‘the sharp end’,
the coercive force of defence policy. These people are the most difficult
component of the Canadian Forces to acquire and retain, especially in
periods of conflict. Manpower is also the most costly element of any
defence capability. Poor defence administration creates administrative drag
that hinders the development of skilled combatants. Administration that
takes members of the Canadian Forces away from primary military com-
batant functions robs Canada of national defence capabilities. During the
First World War, wealthy citizens were asked, “Do you have someone
digging your garden when they ought to be digging trenches?” Canadi-
ans today might ask, “Are there sailors in Ottawa manning desks when
they should be at sea manning ships?”

The Canadian Forces establishment of 60,000 people and some 21,000
public servants provides for every duty, function, and service of national
defence. Defence policy, no matter the size of these separate establish-
ments, ought to aim to create and retain as high a percentage of skilled
combatants and essential combat support personnel from this total as
possible. Defence administration today misses the goal.

Every member of the Canadian Forces who is taken out of combat-
ant status by administrative requirements not directly related to opera-
tional capabilities defeats an appropriate defence effort.

Today, a variety of programs, military preferences, public policy
demands and other impediments drain military personnel away from op-
erational duties. Although many public servants are critical players in
essential defence roles, all too many others fill positions (and add costs
to the defence budget) purely to service administrative functions and central
agency policies that are only tangential to the production and sustainment
of defence capabilities. As the Defence Minister’s Advisory Committee
on Administrative Efficiency reported in 2003, a ‘re-think’ of defence
administration would “identify activities that not only need not be done
in NDHQ, but simply need not be done at all.”’
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Since the nature of combat has changed significantly since Canada’s
last major experience of it, it is difficult to know for certain what admin-
istrative tasks are essential to combat capabilities or how many troops are
required to meet them. Then too, no one quite knows which public serv-
ant occupies a DND post important to the purposes of national defence
and which is a position important only to satisfy the needs of some other
department or central agency. What is known, however, is that “an or-
ganization that should be focusing on strategic thinking and decision-
making has become mired in administrative detail and processes.”®

On a grander scale, then, we might add other questions to those posed
earlier. What might result if defence administration were overhauled so
as to remove all policies and procedures that served no direct operational
purpose? If the first recruiting, classification and employment priority
went to direct operational requirements, then how many people could be
reallocated to the combatant ranks? Arguably, Canadian Forces combat
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What is the cost to national defence — what resources are diverted
from the production and employment of coercive force — by administra-
tive procedures DND imposes on itself and the Canadian Forces? What is
the cost to national defence — what resources are diverted from the pro-
duction and employment of coercive force — by administrative proce-
dures imposed on DND and the Canadian Forces by other government
departments and central agencies with a hand in DND’s pocket? These
are important questions of public administration and of defence policy. If
the answer is that appropriate national defence is harmed by these de-
mands, then they are questions that need to be addressed by the Minister
of National Defence and the federal Cabinet immediately.

IDEAS IN ACTION

What fundamental ideas ought to guide the construction of a rel-
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the government. The purpose of defence administration is to produce and
sustain military capabilities to this end as efficiently and effectively as
possible. Assessments of defence administration, therefore, must be di-
rected solely at measuring operational capabilities produced and sustained,
and how efficiently (a ratio of resource inputs to capabilities outputs)
these aims are achieved.

‘Melt the Snowball’. In his indispensable work, Military Concepts
and Philosophy, US Navy Admiral Henry Eccles describes “the logistic
snowball”:

The principle [of the logistic snowball] states that all logistic [and admin-
istrative] activities naturally tend to grow to inordinate size, and unless
positive control is maintained this growth continues until, like a ball of wet
snow, a huge accumulation of slush obscures the hard core of essential
combat support and the mass becomes unmanageable. This snowball effect
then permeates the entire structure of military organization and effort.®

An essential guiding principle for defence administrators, and therefore
for their supervisors, is that the snowball must be kept small and every so
often thrown roughly against the true purpose of the Canadian Forces so
as to break off and let melt the administrative slush that will otherwise
surely defeat the development and sustainment of core operational
capabilities.

A Prejudice for Skilled Combatants. As all other societies have dis-
covered, Canada requires a group of people under its control who are set
aside from society to apply force in the resolution of social problems.
That group is the Canadian Forces, select and unique people trained in
and for combat. These are the people who must, in our society’s interests
and because of our society’s bargain with them, be protected and val-
ued. Moreover, they are at the heart of the purpose of our armed forces,
and they constitute the most expensive component of every military
capability. Because of that, their development, sustainment and care
must be a central object of defence administration. Every military
position removed from the group of skilled combatants must be chal-
lenged and, if found redundant to operational output, reallocated to
that purpose.
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Active Reallocation. As the purpose of armed forces is to apply co-
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Enormous burdens are placed on senior officers and officials by the
demands of this contract, and by the nature of modern military opera-
tions and the complexity of administering a policy with wide-ranging
influence on other federal policies and programs in the dynamic of do-
mestic and international affairs. Public administration ought to be the
servant to these individuals, not their master.

Many of these factors are not unique to the Canadian Forces and
DND, but they are also not entirely amenable to rules, regulations and
operating norms applicable to other departments of government. Getting
defence administration right is not a matter of how best to follow the
rules flowing from the machinery of government, but rather how to pro-
tect Canada and Canadians at home and abroad most effectively in the
circumstances of the moment, according to military definitions of efficiency.

The question for today, therefore, is what administrative concepts,
norms and procedures can best deliver an appropriate national defence?
From that, what structure of persons with authority, what organization,
and what decision making procedures will best provide and sustain de-
fence capabilities effectively and economically in peace and war (with-
out changing fundamentally as circumstances change), while allowing
for adequate parliamentary oversight of complex decisions? It is not at
all obvious that the existing government structure and the centrally dic-
tated procedures for the administration of policy provide the answers to
these questions. Some might argue that they are the antitheses to what is
needed in the circumstances, a heavy weight thoughtlessly placed on the
backs of dedicated people to the detriment of the nation.

Parliament ought to examine these questions with the intention of
finding and removing administrative impediments to national defence.
The overseer has a responsibly not only to monitor his workers, but also
to monitor and discipline those who impose themselves on their work.
Even if unintentionally, these administrative impediments hinder the
chances for success of our providers of national defence.






CHAPTER TWO

Capabilities and Capacities

Christopher Ankersen
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are usually thought of in terms of ‘combat functions’, although these func-
tions are applicable across the spectrum of military activity. Borrowing
army terminology for the sake of example, the combat functions are gen-
erally held to be the following:

*  Command: processing and communicating information, and provid-
ing direction.

»  Shield: recognizing, avoiding, and countering threats.

*  Sense: gathering information for use in other functions.

e Act: applying such skill (including the application of force) as is
required to accomplish the mission.

*  Sustain: providing forces with the necessary support in order that
they might perform the other combat functions.

While it is evident that these functions entail, indeed require, equip-
ment in order to be executed, they are not tied to any particular piece of
equipment or type of vehicle or weapon. Furthermore, they entail much
more than equipment: they are the fusion of people and things, of ideas,
skill and equipment.

In this manner, the generation functions are intrinsically tied to the
employment functions. A constant emphasis on employment without a
corresponding investment in generation will lead to an erosion of overall
capability. Such erosion means, by definition, a lessening in the ability of
the armed forces to successfully accomplish its missions. The implica-
tion of this is simply that any policy requiring a military capability would
fail without appropriate regard for the development and maintenance of
that capability.

TECHNOLOGY AND CAPABILITY

Stating that capability is not tied to particular pieces of equipment
(or “platforms’ in current jargon) is not to claim that such platforms are
not important. In the previous example, we saw that a tank was not by
itself a capability, that is, the ability to successfully accomplish a mis-
sion. However, without a tank, the ‘act’ and ‘shield’ combat functions
might well be difficult to execute in a given scenario. That said, there
may well be platforms other than a tank that would enable such perform-
ance; a different kind of vehicle, relying on speed, say, rather than armour,
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might perform equally well or better. This process of replacement, though,
is not infinite: there are qualitative differences between seemingly equivalent
platforms. The ill-fated lltis jeep, for example, provided deployed forces
with the ability to move about their assigned area of operations. But, it
was deemed to be lacking in protection for its occupants and was re-
placed by more capable vehicles, both armoured and conventional. At the
same time, the capability of being able to move about and observe (the
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Money, while not a panacea or a guarantee of military capability, is
the foundation of capabilities. How it is acquired, allocated, and man-
aged is a defence management and administration issue that has a pro-
found impact on the CF’s ability to discharge government policy. Without
engaging in the ageless debate about “how much is required’, it is suffi-
cient to say that funding should be commensurate with the effect desired,
and, as far as possible, geared to long term capability development.

As suggested by the discussion of long-term funding stability, time
is the second invariable ingredient in the development of military capa-
bility. It takes time to train people, acquire equipment, and develop and
refine ideas. Inall things military, practice and experience makes perfect,
and only time can provide opportunities for practical experience.

CAPACITY AND CAPABILITY

The twin requirements for money and time lead to a further aspect
of capability: capacity. The combat functions mentioned above describe
the breadth of a military capability. The concept of capacity expresses
depth — the how much, how often, and the dimension or space of the
capability. There is a significant difference (in terms of capability) be-
tween being able to perform a function once, or only once in a while, or
only with the help of others. This qualitative measure links military capa-
bility inseparably to capacity. For instance, an armed force may have the
capability to command naval forces at sea, but its capacity may be lim-
ited to domestic operations, or to a certain number of ships, or for a spe-
cific period of time. These important qualifications are expressions of the
capacity of that force to perform its capabilities.

By introducing the concept of capacity, it is possible to envisage a
framework upon which decisions and priorities might be made. An armed
force might need to have a wide array of capabilities, but each only in
limited capacity. Conversely, it might be required for an armed force to
field an abbreviated range of capabilities, but in each of these capabilities
possess significant capacity.

The devil is, of course, is in the detail, in getting the correct balance
between capabilities and capacities. It is instructive to note that NATO
has identified the following six capability areas as critical for the Alli-
ance as a whole, and they serve as a good foundation for further discus-
sion in the Canadian case:
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e Strategic air and sealift;

*  Deployable combat support and combat service support;
e Command, control, and communications;

» Intelligence, surveillance, and target acquisition;

e Combat effectiveness; and

e Chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear defence.

These are descriptions of minimum requirements in both capability
generation and employment functions. There is no single right way to
produce these capabilities; focusing on platform replacement or acquisi-
tion is not enough. Money and time are necessary ingredients, but they
alone are insufficient guides in a world of finite resources. Priorities, there-
fore, must be set and choices made. Saying that choices must be made,
however, is easier than actually making them.

The Canadian Forces (and beyond it, the Department of National
Defence, and the many agencies and departments with which they must
work on a daily basis) is a complex system of systems. The transforma-
tion of the Canadian Forces will have to account for and take effect within
this complexity. Building military capabilities at appropriate capacity will
require money and time, but it will also require choices about ends, ef-
fects, and means. Insofar as the outcomes rest with agencies and depart-
ments of government outside the domain of the Minister of National
Defence, choices will be made through “bargaining along regularized lines.”
If the lines are knotted and tangled by bureaucratic politics or other im-
pediments, then the effort may well be wasted and the outcome of “trans-
formation” may be incomplete or ineffective.






CHAPTER THREE

Public Administration of the
Defence Budget

Howard Marsh

“Budgets are policy.” Anonymous
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The Inflated Spending Factor.
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Figure 3-1
2004 Defence Spending in Context
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The Defence Portfolio. Within the available and stable funding en-
velope of $12 billion, the Minister of National Defence is required to
manage a ‘portfolio’ of activities. This designation is assigned to those
components of national defence that are administered by the Minister,
but whose budgets are largely governed by external determinants. These
components are related to defence, but their contribution is difficult to
quantify, and as such, this study has extracted the Defence Portfolio from
the defence budget. The Departmental Performance Report for the pe-
riod March 31,2003 provided the most comprehensive list of what makes
up the Defence Portfolio (reproduced here as Table 3-2). Since then the
reporting trend has been to mix the components of the Defence Portfolio
into the categories of capability.

When the Defence Portfolio is subtracted from the funds available
to the Department, the amount remaining — $11 billion — is allocated to
the “Senior Managers” who are responsible for defence capabilities. (See
Figure 3-2: 2004 Defence Spending.)
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Figure 3-2
2004 Defence Spending
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For clarity, the $11 billion 2004 defence spending, less authority
and portfolio allocations is represented as Table 3-3, which serves as
an intermediate step in understanding where the money is allocated
internally.

The management and accounting practice within the Department is
to maintain centralized control of most human and material resources but
attribute the value of those resources to other senior managers. In this
examination, the human, material and corporate accounts attributed to
Maritime, Land, Air and Operations are shown. The other major group-
ings of accounts are Material, Human Resources (HR), and Executive
(including Information Management (IM) and Infrastructure Environment
(IE)). Twelve other senior manager accounts are not displayed here, but
can be found at the Defence Management web-site.** (See Table 3-4 for
groupings of major managed accounts.)
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Table 3-3
2003-2004 Actual Internal Allocations less Authority and
Portfolio Spending

Activity Percentage Dollars in Comments
Billions
Executive 13% 1.30
Maritime 5% 0.60
Land 10% 1.12
Air 4% 0.47  Airresources assigned to

rotary and fixed wing
Search and Rescue have
already been accounted in

Portfolio
Operations (DCDS) 4% 0.42
Information 3% 0.35
Management (IM)
Human Resources 30% 3.30 Has been reduced by
(HR) $1.2B Authority and

HR Portfolio of $0.18B

Infrastructure 2% 0.26
Environment (IE)

Material 29% 3.15

Total Available to 100% 11.00
Senior Managers
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Table 3-4

Major Categories of Managed Spending (all figures in billions)
Senior Direct Human  Corporate  Material Horizontal
Manager  Allocation Resources Accounts  Resources Totals
Maritime $0.60 $0.45 $0.0001 $0.35 $1.40
Land $1.05* $0.95 $0.05 $0.35 $2.40
Air $0.47 $0.69 $0.24 $0.81 $2.21
Operations  $0.42 $0.13 $0.008 $0.07 $0.62
(DCDS)
Strategic $0.05 $1.57 $1.62
Material
Strategic $1.02 $1.02
HR
Exec, IM $1.74 $1.74
and IE

Vertical $4.28 $3.24 $0.39 $3.15
Totals
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THE EQUAL APPORTIONMENT OF CENTRALIZED
CONTROL

The current approach to managing defence monies, illustrated above,
is believed to be detrimental to generating military capability in that its
centralization and apportionment tends toward inefficiencies and func-
tion elevation. The four senior managers responsible for force generation
and operations (the service chiefs and the Deputy Chief of the Defence
Staff) have to compete with twenty-one other senior managers. A public
affairs survey, for example, may be deemed equal in importance to com-
bat boot replenishment. This practice of equal value apportionment re-
sults in only 60 percent of managed funds being allocated to force generation
and deployment. It would seem that the other senior managers who should
provide support for the tactical units of the Canadian Forces are now fed
first.

Forty years ago, eight senior managers with many subordinate func-
tions managed the Department. Over the years since then, at each oppor-
tunity directors and director generals have rationalized their elevation to
senior manager status. For example, until the early 1990s, infrastructure,
information systems and the media were, for the most part, managed by
senior military officers. Now an Associate Deputy Minister (ADM) with
higher remuneration administers each of those ‘minor’ functions. Increased
status comes with commensurate staff and infrastructure augmentation,
and a shift of resources from tactical accounts. Unchecked, this practice
encourages self-important directors to seek to elevate the ‘rank’ level of
their position.

The centralized control of budgets, instead of achieving efficiencies,
demands massive coordination. At one time the three services managed
most of their own affairs, but now they must persuade a host of other
players to join them in force generation. At one time the military direc-
tors of personnel managed entry-level training to professional develop-
ment; now they must barter with centralized personnel systems and
professional development institutes. At one time an engineer colonel
managed the Army’s entire infrastructure; now that same officer must
persuade others that, as owner of 50 percent of the realty assets, his voice
counts.
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AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL

The Canadian Forces exists to generate military capabilities that are
useful to the government, and as such, the government should want to
maximize its return, especially at lower rates of expenditure. With that in
mind, it would thus seem that the manner of budget apportionment needs
to be re-examined. Prior to 1968, DND and the Canadian Forces man-
aged 200,000 people and spent a budget that was 3.5 percent of the Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) with eight senior managers. In 2005, twenty-
five senior managers manage 100,000 people and a budget that is 1 per-
cent of GDP.

As a first step to administrative efficiency, 90 percent of the man-
aged account funds should be allocated to the four principal force gen-
erators, and only ten percent held centrally. The four principals would
then *buy’ goods and services that they deem necessary from existing
managed accounts. Putting most of the money into the accounts of those
who do the main service provision would likely result in hundreds of
millions, if not billions of dollars being reallocated to primary purposes.
Separate analysis has revealed that a modest transfer of $1 billion from
strategic to tactical accounts would sustain a fourth brigade and allow the
acquisition of strategic lift resources.**

The current management of the defence budget elevates non-military
objectives to the same status as military capability, and it is argued that
this practice has contributed to the forty-year erosion of capability. Plac-
ing 90 percent of managed account administration in the hands of those
who generate and deploy military capabilities would introduce a ‘capa-
bility-centric’ regime in DND.

How managers are allowed to spend their monies must also change.
Regulations governing the public administration of budgets has created
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less than $4 billion — the minimum cost of maintaining the current fleet
for another decade. An enlightened approach to the problem would be to
grant the Department permission to divert the Hercules maintenance funds
from the Vote 1 corral to Vote 5, and let them go shopping for a new fleet.
Spending hundreds of millions a year to maintain a junk fleet when the
same cash flow would obtain reliable airlift is an obvious solution, but
the artificial classification of monies impedes wisdom.

CONCLUSION

The current public administration of the defence budget encourages
bureaucratic expansion of the central staff, and increases the coordina-
tion effort required. Additionally, artificial barriers imposed on different
pots of money along with spending regulations for those monies compels
the Canadian Forces to maintain old equipment at enormous cost. Real-
location of the bulk of managed accounts to the four principal force gen-
erators, and removing the constraints on their spending of those funds,
would provide the basis for an alternative model of defence budget ad-
ministration.






CHAPTER FOUR

The Personnel Challenge in Defence
Administration

Christopher Ankersen

Cynics would insist that everything said on the election trail should
be treated, at best, as white lies, or, at worst, as patent balderdash. The
Liberal Party’s pledge to create a ‘peacekeeping brigade’ of 5,000 sol-
diers was one such promise.® This time, however, the cynics got it at
least partly wrong: the Liberals (now in power, albeit with a minority
mandate) have followed through and the CF is indeed to be expanded,
not only by 5,000 Regular Force personnel, but also by 3,000 Reservists.'’

Certainly no one can be disappointed with this result: the pro-defence
constituency must surely welcome the prospect of more military person-
nel being available for operations abroad and at home. Even those who
view the CF only as a source of manpower that can provide human secu-
rity and humanitarian relief around the world can find solace in the an-
nounced increase. Are the armed forces not overstretched? Are they not
limited in the number of emergencies to which they can respond due to a
lack of people? The answer, of course, is yes. The CF does indeed need
more people if it is going to carry out its missions. This is even more
pertinent now that DND has laid out its vision for an expeditionary force
capable of mounting and sustaining two concurrent operations indefi-
nitely.®® No matter what is asked of the CF, it needs people to function.
And, the thinking goes, if some is good, more must be better.

The trick, then, is to get the much-needed people into the ranks of
the CF as ‘trained effectives’. But, a simple question confronts the Forces
faced with such a seemingly straightforward mandate: Where are they
going to come from? This question drives the analysis that follows.
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The simple answer is to state that rapid expansion poses a signifi-
cant challenge to the CF. There are four underlying reasons for this
difficulty:

e The current personnel situation is not healthy;

» 8,000 new personnel is a very ambitious goal;

e The Canadian population cannot easily support increased recruit-
ment on such a scale; and

*  The existing CF Human Resource system is not prepared for such
expansion.

This chapter will illustrate the nature of the challenge facing the CF
by examining each of these points in detail. It will conclude with a series
of recommendations for further study and immediate implementation.
