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Introduction

                               “A highly competent, professional and non-partisan

                                Public service is central to meeting the formidable 

                                challenges  facing Canada in the new century.”

                                                                                   Kenneth Kernaghan 1999

The Liberal Party of Canada stands for a vigorous and activist national Government that will strive to keep Canada competitive in the global economy, help build a just and caring society, insure our national security and integrity and deliver exceptional services to Canadians.

The central mission of the Liberal Renewal Commission and its policy task forces is to identify thoughtfully this Century’s emerging dominant forces at work around the globe and within our country.   We must then map out, proactively as Liberals, strategic initiatives and responses as a nation.

We must seize the exciting opportunities created by these forces and seek to minimize any threats.  This will require us all to be exceptionally adept, innovative and skillful.

Clearly, we must above all have political leaders who understand the “great economic and social waves” of the 21st Century (1).  Such understanding and political leadership and direction will, however, come to naught unless we also have an exceptional professional Public Service to advise and to implement their policy and program directions. The Public Service must be valued and strengthened.

Within the context of the complexity, rapidity and interdependence of these dominant forces or “waves” of the 21st Century, this Task Force Report covers four critical barriers to attaining the goal of reinforcing and molding a Public Service that can be effective in a vastly changing world of the 21st Century. It also covers the “enabling” power of accelerating communication technology to assist in overcoming these barriers.

The Report concludes with a proposal for a redirected human resource strategy to mold a Public Service that can achieve this goal. 

The first barrier is the continuing failure of recent federal politicians and Governments to publicly and consistently champion the institution of their Public Service.

The second barrier is the Government’s current organizational, management and human resource/personnel systems which have been designed to operate within a hierarchical, silo and internally competitive model of the Public Service rather than in a horizontal and collaborative model.

The third barrier is the low level of “risk tolerance” of a Prime Minister, Cabinet and Government Caucus; fear of failure being the enemy of innovation in meeting emerging complex issues and achieving superior results.

The fourth barrier is the buildup over the last decade of controls, regulations and auditing that have been laid on the Public Service, which are stifling its ability to work creatively and effectively. There is now a serious imbalance between innovation/effectiveness and the myriad of controls.

On the enabling side of change is revolutionary communication technology as a reinforcing ally or “driver” in helping to shift the Public Service to collaborative horizontal lines of action with respect to policy and program advice to the Prime Minister and Cabinet and their implementation.

 The Context: The Surging “Waves” of the 21st Century (1)
The policy Task Forces of the Liberal Renewal Commission deal with a full spectrum of issues to be faced by Canada and its Federal government in the years ahead.

The world’s powerful dynamic economic, social and religious “waves” centre on scientific breakthroughs, the dichotomy of wealth and poverty linked to probable mass migrations, shifting economic power around the world, religious confrontation, environment degradation, revolutionary communications technology, military conflicts, weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and international governance. And for Canada there is the often unpredictable political behaviour and economic performance of its single large and powerful geographical neighbour to the south. Uncertainty is intensified by the interaction of these issues.  

Within our borders, we still have an incredible opportunity to create our vision of a “just and civil society”, a society of opportunity and fairness which can be a model in the world community.  Here, too, the relationships and public policy issues are complex with the added “governance” issue among the Federal Government and the Provincial and Territorial Governments and major cities.  Again, uncertainty is intensified by their interaction.

Taken together – internationally and nationally – the issues are interwoven and can coalesce in complex systems, very dynamic and unpredictable, in which small changes can have major effects. Single problems interacting with other problems turn into “wicked” issues. There is also clearly a requirement to reverse the decline if the past twenty years in the capacity of the Public Service for long term analysis of economic and social policy development in order to provide informed foresight and context for day-to-day advice.

What can be predicted is the increasing complexity, rapidity and interdependence of such “wave” issues in a future that is “happening too quickly”.

A central question then becomes on how to encourage, motivate and mold a Public Service that can provide leadership and have the ability to adapt to whatever complex changes happen --- more than often without prediction. There must be clarity as to what skills, competencies, experience, personal attributes, temperament and personality traits are essential in order to confront creatively the challenges of the coming decades. This is critical in making decisions are on who should be promoted among current public servants and who should be recruited.  

 What is needed for all such issues which increasingly cut across government departmental silos, various governments and outside “groups” is a human resource strategy and implementation plan for the Public Service that is purposefully aligned to understanding and to dealing effectively with them. 

 Barrier No 1: The Failure of MPs

MPs, especially those who form the Government, must publicly and consistently champion the institution of their Public Service.

In the last century, the Canadian Public Service performed well and served well. It is still seen around the world with envy and ranks as one of the most trusted in the world. Its experts continue to be sought after by international organizations such as the OECD and UN Agencies to lead study teams and to chair committees as well being sought after to join their permanent staffs. In the past, the Liberal Party had the right to say that it has partnered admirably well with the professional Public Service since first making it non-partisan and merit-based almost 100 years ago. 

In the last decade, however, Public Services based on the Westminster model such as Australia, the U.K., as well as Canada have taken a public beating. Unable to fight back due to confidentiality and loyalty requirements, their Public Services have been used too often as a scapegoat for Ministers’ failures and weaknesses, as target practice by Auditors General and as a punching bag by the media.

The failure over the last decade of Prime Ministers and Cabinet Ministers to publicly and consistently champion the institution of their Public Service, and the professional integrity of its members, has been a failure of political leadership. This is matched by the failure of Opposition MPs to treat public servants with respect when they appear in front of their Parliamentary Committees.

As Rod Dobell and Luc Bernier put it, MPs must resist the temptation “to pursue political image through an unjust scapegoating of voiceless officials”. (2)

The objective of pro-actively molding a Public Service that can provide value in a vastly changing world of the 21st Century is threatened by this failure.
No institution can do more than just survive, let alone be effective and creative and able to evolve to meet the future, if its managers and employees (public servants) are not openly supported and treated with respect by those people to whom they report (Prime Minister and Cabinet) and by all MPs. Few talented new people would want to come to work in such a negative environment.

 The absolute pre-condition for molding a professional Public Service for the 21st Century is for the leaders of the Liberal Party of Canada, especially the current aspirants for Leader, and its MPs to speak up passionately in support of the institution of the Public Service of Canada and the professionalism of its members.

With a motivated and innovative Public Service in partnership with a Liberal Government, Canada can forcefully meet the complex challenges of the future.

 Barrier No. 2: A Hierarchical and Silo Public Service

The Public Service must shift to a horizontal and collaborative model.

A significant aspect of the current state of the Public Service revolves around the clash between a Public Service that systemically operates along the current departmental “traditional top-down authority” and one that operates “along horizontal lines of action”. There is an emerging consensus that the former, ingrained and perversely rewarded silo culture is a major barrier to addressing the dynamic policy and program issues that increasingly “transcend” the vertical solitudes of departmental boundaries, of government boundaries and, indeed, of the non-government sectors. The tough issue is: How to make it happen.

As early as 1996, Dobell and Bernier were among those who foresaw the need for such a fundamental shift:

                   “In an increasingly complex and interdependent world,

                    cooperative arrangements are forced on all governments

                    as they attempt to discharge their responsibilities. 

                    These new institutional mechanisms challenge traditional

                     Public service principles and systems as well as 

                     hierarchical models”. (2)

As Robin Ford and David Zussman have noted: some of the “alternative service delivery” examples(3) of the 1990s in a number of countries are forerunners of the emerging models in which there is a “sharing [of] government functions with individuals, community groups and other government entities.” 

Dobell and Bernier add that :( 2)

                   “The interesting feature of almost all these initiatives

                    is that they are happening ‘on the ground’, spontaneously,

                    as individual initiatives … Often they fly in the face of the

                    administrative systems by which they are bound, i.e., the

                    mechanisms that governments use to control their activities”.

It is the front line public servants outside Ottawa who have been the innovators especially in collaborating with provincial, municipal governments and agencies in joint planning and implementation of services.

There is a saying that B.C is 3000 miles from Ottawa but Ottawa is 10,000 miles from B.C. Even public servants working outside Ottawa regard “the center” as impossibly far away because suggestions or changes that come from the “regions” are heavily discounted. Time restrictions and budget limitations are the traditional excuses for keeping Ottawa public servants isolated in Ottawa. Meetings of well informed advocacy/lobby groups or focus groups held in Ottawa are accorded more value than front-line public servants who know their communities, and are acutely aware of what works and what does not work in terms of actual results.

Furthermore, the Canadian public does not know nor care which level of government is responsible for delivering programs that they need. They want the three “levels” governments to work together to help them and they do not want to have to figure out who is responsible for what and how to access information or services. They have appreciated seeing examples of governments collaborating, both in small towns and big cities across Canada. 

The push to be separate comes especially from within the Federal Government headquarters in Ottawa, particularly from MPs and their political staff, who want to see a “Canada only” service centre, for example, with plenty of visibility for them personally in their respective ridings. Furthermore, while Public Servants are at times exhorted to work collaboratively they quickly realize that their performance appraisals by their superiors in Ottawa do not value collaborative efforts. 

In their 2004 book Governing by Network: The New Shape of the [U.S.] Public Sector, Stephen Goldsmith and William Eggers note that “Government by network bears less resemblance to a traditional organizational chart than it does to a more dynamic web of computer networks that can organize or reorganize.”  At the vortex of a web is a government program with a network of “complex, interdependent relationships with a host of third-party partners . . . as a generator of public value.” (4)

An example of non-silo collaboration would be the Department of the Environment on the issue of global warming.  This is an issue that transcends the vertical departmental boundaries of the Government as well as transcending the federal Government itself.  Communication technology would assist the Department to have such a network with a host of involved third parties: with other federal Government departments such as industry and agriculture, with provincial governments, international government organizations, possibly with Parliamentary Committees, national NGOs, and international NGOs.  Both the Deputy Minister/senior managers and the Department’s scientists would have their respective counterparts, at times overlapping, in this web of relationships and the detailed processes involved in planning and implementation.  The question is, what is necessary for these relationships and management processes to be forged into a collaborative working relationship “as a generator of public value”?  Yes, it will take political will which is sadly lacking in the current Government.  But it will also require public servants with the values, competencies and incentives to do so.  

The core issue for the Public Service of Canada today is this clash between the “Government’s organizational, management and personnel systems [which are] designed to operate within a hierarchical, not a networked, model of government”. (4).

Kenneth Kernaghan, Brian Marson, and Sandford Borins put the change issue in a somewhat similar way in their 2000 book The New Public Organization:
“. . .work units [are] changing from functional departments to process teams; jobs changing from simple tasks to multidimensional work; people’s roles changing from controlled to empowerment; and managers changing from supervisors to coaches”.(5) .

Goldsmith and Eggers state :(4)

“The hierarchical model of government persists, but its influence is steadily waning [which] is gradually producing a new model of government in which executives’ core responsibilities no longer center on managing people and programs but on organizing resources, often belonging to others, to producing public value”. 

It is one thing to have the communication technological capability to help in creating more effective “people networks” for policy and program development and their effective implementation. It is quite another matter to have people who want to use it as a tool of effective collaboration and who have the skill to do so.  Goldsmith and Eggers state:

“Managing a portfolio of provider networks is infinitely different than managing divisions of employees.  It requires a form of public management very different from what governments and their citizens have become accustomed to . . . There are few guideposts to help [public officials] determine how they should use a network of providers to enhance value or how authority or money can help them set a network in motion.” (4)

Here again the follow-up question revolves around a human resource strategy relating to recruitment, incentives, promotions, in order to move towards a horizontal and much broader collaborative model. What skills, competencies experience, personal attributes and personality traits are required to implement such a fundamental shift? And will these attributes be fully recognized at “performance appraisal time” and, indeed, able to actually be comprehended by narrowly focused financial auditors?

For the future, will we have the right people – or enough of them – to bring about a cultural transformation?
Barrier No.3: The Low Level of Risk Tolerance
Another key barrier affecting the state of the Public Service today is the low level of “risk tolerance” of a Prime Minister, Cabinet and the Government Caucus. To meet the issues of the 21st Century, the Public Service will need to be imaginative and innovative in its policy advice and, equally important, in its implementation of the programs required to carry out Government policies. There is very often a trade-off between the level of “risk” and the level of “results”. --- the lower the risk tolerance, the lower the degree of innovation, and the less the potential “reward” in terms of positive results. 

The current Government’s Accountability Act with its focus on “audit, audit, audit” is, as David Zussman has observed, on “following the money rather than on following the results”(6) of what public servants could achieve, albeit always with some risk of failure in terms of results with the funds allocated to them. It gives a “risk aversion” message to the Public Service precisely when imagination and innovation should be encouraged. Fear of failure is the enemy of innovation and of superior results. 
Barrier No. 4: The Buildup of Controls, Detailed Regulations and Audits
Over the last decade the ability of the Public Service to be innovative, to take risks to gain superior results especially in providing services to Canadians, has been stifled by a creeping buildup of controls. There is now a serious imbalance between the innovation/effectiveness of the Public Service and the myriad of controls. The complexity that the layering of controls has created over the years has to be unwound to restore a delicate balance.
In 1996, 216 Federal Government managers were surveyed.  The results exposed the extent of ingrained vertical behaviour and values.  The survey “found that the primary types of behaviour rewarded in the public service were compliance and obedience to the chain of command, doing things in the established ways, reinforcing rules, putting self-interest first, and being tough and assertive.”  (5)

Now ten years later, there is an Auditor General whose interpretation of her mandate is focused on “following the money” at the virtual exclusion of the positive impacts of programs themselves.  Auditors General have managed to stunt and discourage many of the most innovative intergovernmental and community collaborations by not only challenging the necessary shared accountability of those complex arrangements but also by not attempting to assess their actual effectiveness in delivering results. The worst nightmare of any creative public servant is to come to the attention of the Auditor General for sharing in collaborative management with complex objectives (and hence shared accountability), thus humiliating the whole department and causing endless work in documenting the “results oriented” case for a collaborative effort rather than a “silo” narrow, and safe and less effective approach.

And there is the Federal Accountability Act of the Harper Government designed to create “a new culture of accountability that will change forever the way business is done in Ottawa.” It would, but it is in the wrong direction.

These are extreme concrete expressions of Canada’s “Westminster” inheritance of the concepts of parliamentary government and the systems of financial management designed to assure probity and prudence --- not to mention entrenched cultures and attitudes --- “but it militates(s) against  innovation”.(2) Many of the Act’s measures will serve to reinforce the stultifying types of behaviour so clearly articulated in 1996 as well as chilling out public servants from reaching out to potential partners in the private and not-for-profit sectors to generate functioning, innovative, collaborative networks to improve policy formulation and the provision of services for the Canadian public. 

The approach of the Harper Government adds further to the overload of “after the fact” controls rather than placing the focus on striving to get things right “at the front end/outset” by making management and decision-making processes better. The more fixing that has to be done down the line, the more inefficiency there is in terms of time, quality and cost.

As noted by Zussman, the current Government, in an upside down view of priorities, intends to move from a total auditing budget “to follow the money” from $11 million to $56 million in 2007 in contrast to a constant budget  of less than $7 million to assess the effectiveness and actual results of managing “the money”.(6)

The focus of accountability should be, at the very least, equally on actual “results” as it is on ex post auditing of “following the money” to assess financial probity. 

Doing things right from the beginning means a fundamental change in the way government works. New people have to be recruited with different skills, as noted later, and a very different kind of training will be required for many existing public servants.

 Dobell noted recently that one consequence of such a shift away from silos to networks and collaboration in order to deal creatively and effectively with the complex “waves” of the 21st Century, marks an end to relying on the “clarity of single objectives, single disciplines or single cultures to guide decisions and action.” And that creates seemingly insurmountable problems for narrowly trained auditors.

The Enabling Power of Communication Technology 
Revolutionary communications technology is a reinforcing ally or “driver” in constructively shifting to a Public Service built along horizontal lines of action and the management of broader and deeper collaborations involving a variety of relevant organizations and people. It has a tremendous potential for efficiency and accountability improvements by orders of magnitude.

Thomas L. Friedman writes in 2006: (7)

“We are entering a phase where we are going to see the digitization, virtualization, and automation of more and more of everything. . . . (M)ore people than ever before in the history of the world are going to have access to these tools e.g., with [chat lines, blogging] – as innovators, as collaborators, and, alas, even as terrorists . . . the real information revolution is about to begin.” 

He adds that as a result in the business world today “everywhere you turn, hierarchies are being challenged from below or are transforming themselves from top down structures into more horizontal and collaborative ones [changing] rules, roles and relationships”.  

Goldsmith and Eggers reinforce Friedman’s assessment of the powerful impact of communication technology.

“The Internet has made communicating and collaborating with partners across organizational boundaries infinitely better, faster and cheaper.  The traditional costs of partnering such as travel, meetings, document exchange, and communications . . . have dropped by many orders of magnitude… enabling them to share information in real time.”  

In reference to the Federal Government Public Service,  Kernaghan et al foresaw in 2000 the accelerating impact of technology on hierarchical and silo structures (and ingrained culture).(5) 

“The remarkable capabilities of information technology suggest the possibility of looking beyond partnerships as we currently conceptualize them to consider the creation in the public sector of “virtual” organizations [or “enterprise webs”].  [They would] be distinguished by the flexibility and fluidity of their arrangements, facilitated by rapid communications through computer networks.” 

These “remarkable capabilities” are also enabling NGOs, business and labour unions, think tanks, virtual common-cause alliances, “hubs”, and political parties as such to be much more effective competitors to the Public Service in providing analysis and policy advice to the Prime Minister, Cabinet, and Parliamentary Committees.  The high degree of private access and influence that the Public Service has had in the past is now being challenged more and more.

And then there is the reinforcing link to Canada’s qualitative demographic shift. It is the “net generation”, a demographic and powerful force that will also impact on the way Governments go about their activities in the 21st Century. Dan Tapscott and Davis Ticott write :( 8)

“Between the ages of 6 and 26, these are the children of boomers… and through sheer demographic muscle they will dominate the twenty-first century.  This is also the first generation to come of age in the digital age.  They are growing up bathed in bits [and] can’t imagine a life where citizens don’t have the tools to constantly think critically, exchange views, challenge, authenticate, verify, or debunk.  They have unprecedented access to information and they are more knowledgeable than any previous generation”.

In this context, there is currently a “digital divide between the information literate and the information illiterate” in the continuing development and delivery of communication technology both inside and outside government. (9) This gap must be closed inside the Public Service.

A Human Resource Strategy: The Required Public Service “Competencies”
Given the age structure of Canada’s 170,000 Public Servants, with a likely retirement at all levels of 30 to 40 percent over the next six to seven years, there is a window of opportunity to seek from outside the Public Service and to retrain from those inside, people who have the values, behaviour, personality and competencies to implement the Public Service side of “collaborative and effective government”. This is a massive succession planning and implementation challenge.

What kind of people are they?  Goldsmith and Eggers answer this as follows :( 4)

“Managing in a networked environment demands an entirely different set of competencies and capabilities.  In addition to planning, budgeting, staffing and other traditional government duties, it requires proficiency in a host of other tasks, such as activating, arranging, stabilizing, integrating, and managing a network.  To do this, network managers must possess at least some degree of aptitude in negotiation, mediation, risk analysis, trust building, collaboration and management.  They must have the ability and the inclination to work across sector boundaries and the resourcefulness to overcome all the prickly challenges to governing by network.”

(They might well have added that autocrats, turf tyrants and bullies are out and good mentors and listeners are in.)  

They conclude by saying:

“Building such a capacity requires not only far-reaching training and recruitment strategies, but a full-blown cultural transformation: it requires changing the very definition “public employee”.  
There is deep chasm between the reality of today and the necessary reality of the future for “government by collaborative networks” as contrasted in the Table below.

	Position
	Hierarchical responsibilities
	Network governance responsibilities

	Chief executive officer, elected official, cabinet officer
	Allocate resources

Explain to external            stakeholders

Communicate vision internally and externally
	Maximize public value

Identify core government values and talents

Communicate vision internally and externally

	Chief operating officer, director
	Protect boss

Limit downstream discretion and mistakes
	Develop and manage relationships and strategy

Understand customer needs (Chief relationship officer)

	Manager
	Enforce rules

Monitor inputs
	Manage teams

Manage projects and outcomes (Network manager)

	Line worker
	Follow rules
	Solve customer problems

	Procurement officer
	Prescribe rules

Enforce impersonal tight processes
	Negotiate

Solicit and incorporate best ideas

Contract for outside advice

	Chief information officer
	Direct purchasing, strategy and maintenance of technology
	Manage the collection and dissemination of knowledge and information


The unfortunate situation now is that we have a dysfunctional human resources strategy in the Federal Government.   The personnel systems are still focused on a hierarchical and silo set of values.  This is not the basis on which to build for the future.    

What is required is a strategy that has at its core the building of the capacity and will to manage in this environment, to create operational models and administrative processes of collaboration and to foster and manage them. It is a strategy of purposefully molding a Public Service with the values and desire to seize the opportunities accelerated by increasing knowledge, communication technology and collaboration with others in order to generate more effective and transparent policy development and more effective delivery of programs to Canadians.  It is a strategy that acknowledges the priority of bringing about systemic change in order to meet the challenges for Canada of the 21st century.  

There needs to be built a critical mass of such public servants over the next five years.  This requires a transformational shift.

Unfortunately, the 2003 Public Service Modernization Act which is just now being implemented steers somewhat in the opposite direction.  It is so concerned with bureaucratic, traditional organizational issues that it fails to articulate a strategy that requires a shift “in the kind of people” who need to be identified, recruited, interviewed and selected into the Public Service (and the re-orientation and training of many current Public Servants).  It also fragments the responsibility for designing and putting in place such strategy among the Public Service Commission, individual Deputy Ministers in departments, the Clerk of the Privy Council, Treasury Board, and the Committee of Senior Officials (COSO) comprise of ten Deputy Ministers.  

Earlier this year Peter Aucoin hinted at this core issue :( 10)

“the public service must be managed, in some respects, as an institution of government, and not merely as a collection of departmental workforces under the sole direction of departmental deputy ministers”.

As a private sector expert noted, the elimination of silo thinking would “require different skills and a different mentality.”

So what needs to be done?  Here are some basic implementation steps.  Existing legislation, the myriad of regulations, and the narrow perspective of auditors, should not constrain them. Change must start at the top  

Implementing a Change in Culture through People
This December after the new Leader of the Liberal Party of Canada has been elected in Montreal, the Leader appoints the senior members of the Transition Team in anticipation of a change in Government after the next Election.

One of the key priorities of the Transition Team is the early establishment of an Executive Assessment Task Force. It would be composed of four private sector professionals and a retired federal public servant who has held a senior role. The private sector members would be: the senior partner in an executive search firm; an industrial psychologist currently working in the assessment field; a human resources executive well recognized as a leader; and, a retired CEO of a large complex publicly -traded corporation.
This Task Force is completely separate, independent and distinct from the National Liberal Party and, of course, legally separate from the Public Service and the Public Service Commission. It reports confidentially to the Leader through the Chair of the Transition Team.

Up to and during the Election campaign period, the focus of the Task Force is to lay the ground work for a professional, non-partisan, independent assessment of thirty existing Deputy Ministers (and five selected CEOs of large government crown corporations or agencies) in order to identify those individuals who could best assist the Government in achieving its strategic objective of shifting to a culture of “collaborative government”. Especially important are the ten key enablers of the strategy and among them  three the Leader (as Prime Minister) could consider appointing as the head of the Public Service (the Clerk of the Privy Council).  These preliminary assessments would include in-depth interviews with some of the many officials at various levels who have left the Public Service concerning the competencies and, equally important, the personalities, temperament and constructive interpersonal skills of the existing Deputy Ministers. These would be the important “exit” interviews that never happened.

The advice one the three candidates for the Clerk of the Privy Council is strictly confidential advice to the incoming Prime Minister. It is, of course, only one stream of such advice to her/him. The professional perspective such a Task Force brings would be different and totally independent from other streams.

After the Election the Prime Minister appoints the Clerk of the Privy Council/head of the Public Service. The Clerk, neither the Prime Minister nor his /her political staff, is in charge of staffing, promotions and managing the Deputy Minister cadre. The Clerk must ensure this integrity and be willing to resign publicly if there is political interference and to be called to testify before a House of Commons committee.

The Prime Minister instructs the Clerk to formally establish the Executive Assessment Task Force within the Privy Council Office (which is under the Clerk’s authority) to officially complete its third-party assessments of the inherited or “legacy” Deputy Ministers and to identify ten who could form the powerful Committee of Senior Officials (COSO, chaired by the Clerk. 

The assessments by the Task Force of the Deputy Ministers would focus on each individual’s alignment with the new required competencies, personal attributes, temperament and personality traits as discussed earlier, e.g., trust building, mediation, team building, interpersonal skills, and record in managing networks of complex interdependent relationships with “a host of third-party partners”. (See Goldsmith and Eggers above).The assessments would include the standard “360-degree” process with a sharpened focus on personal and professional ethics and behaviour. 

It is most unlikely that the “legacy” Deputy Ministers previously making up COSO would, collectively, have the full range of values, competencies, experiences required to formulate the required human resource strategy for the Public Service and to provide oversight during its implementation.  For example, most would have come up through the Public Service in managing “the process of decision-making”  leaving a deficiency within COSO of hard experience in actual program implementation or of being “out in the field” across Canada working with businesses, other governments and NGOs in cooperative arrangements.

The results of these external expert assessments of the “legacy” group of 35 senior executives would contribute to a possible substantial change among the individuals selected by the Clerk of the Privy Council to serve as members of COSO. As well, some Deputy Ministers would retire. For any gaps, the Clerk would have the Assessment Task Force seek out relevant candidates from among the next layer of senior executives. 

 This is the first imperative initiative of the human resources strategy. 

The second phase would be to move this approach to an assessment of the existing senior departmental human resources/ personnel executives throughout the Government against a substantially upgraded mandate. 

The third phase would have the Clerk of the Privy Council assign COSO the responsibility to perform as a Nominating Committee similar to that of a Board of Directors of a large publicly-traded corporation, in continuing to build a collectivity of Deputy Ministers across the entire government with a “full range of views, experiences, perspectives, formal expertise, and personality traits”. Since COSO is composed of “insiders” only, the independent Chair of the Executive Assessment Task Force would be a full member for this standing item on the regular agenda.

 Over a two year period, COSO would purposely set out to mold this collectivity of men and women in which there is a comprehensive and balanced range of these talents and perspectives. The list could include candidates with professional education in financial management (FCA), law, human resources, science, economics, technology or a background in marketing, domestic program delivery, international operations. With such a “Board”, collective discussions will be far ranging with varying perspectives, imaginative and innovative. Proposals to the Government will reflect such a full scope, holistic, challenging and wide-ranging perspectives regarding opportunities and risks.

Deputy Ministers would be told that their own performance appraisals by COSO would give their results in implementing the new human resource strategy at the very least the same weight as their financial management performance.   A Deputy Minister should spend at least half his/her time on human resources matters . . . to get, to have, to motive and to keep the right and best people. They would also be assessed on their success or failure in promoting and building collaborative horizontal arrangements for formulating policy and program advice to the Government. This would be a transformational shift.

These methods of assessment and selection of Deputy Ministers and the senior professional human resource executives in departments and in the Public Service Commission, will mean that their assessments of middle managers will be also be aligned to the new strategy. Similarly with administrative and front line personnel. 

Such an approach and process is a necessary means of reinforcing many current public servants who want to be empowered and creative in imagining new possibilities for policy issues and in delivery programs and solving problems, as well as the means of recruiting new public servants.

There must also be a clear message from the Prime Minister, Cabinet Ministers and Deputy Ministers that they have a high level of risk tolerance in receiving advice for initiatives/programs in favour of potential high-level results achieved by a higher level of risk.

 Conclusion
This Report has attempted to step back somewhat from the current public visibility of Gomery, the Auditor General and the political fixation of the Harper Government’s Accountability Act.  This has been done in order to focus on the human resource priority required to implement collaborative policy development, programs and services to, for and with the “public” by the Public Service of Canada.

Yes, we need “financial“ auditing” of management in government but we must take the risks involved in innovation and reach out to “network collaboratively” with others inside the federal government, with other governments inside and outside Canada, with NGOs, business and others in order to meet the “surging waves of the 21st Century”.  A balance must be restored. That is how the Liberal Party can build a Canada for the future.

For this we need the right kind of people in the professional Public Service of Canada. 

                                   **********************************
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