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One of the constant characteristics of militaries is that they have to evolve over time in order to remain effective.  In recent years, the focus of attention in many nations has been on two key factors.  The first has been the development of new technologies which allow, for those who can afford them, improvements in how military operations are conducted – the central feature of the Western nations’ consideration of the Revolution in Military Affairs.  The second has been the changes in the types and nature of conflicts militaries are involved in which has led to increased emphasis on international coalition operations across a broad spectrum of warfighting, peace enforcement, peace support and peace building missions.  


In both cases, the focus of military analyses - and the resultant transformation initiatives - has been on how militaries, and importantly, military personnel, carry out operations.  Particularly, what they do and the skills they need in order to do so effectively.  While the Canadian Forces has examined these factors, we recognized the need to  also address the more fundamental questions related to the nature of the military as a profession:  how is our profession defined, what do we stand for, how should we conduct ourselves?  The conclusion we reached is that it is equally important to ask the question of what kind of military personnel we need to generate as it is to ask what kind of skills our people need to have.  We have, therefore, for the first time, produced a doctrinal manual on the nature of the Canadian military as a profession which is titled:  Duty with Honour:  The Profession of Arms in Canada.     


I will summarize several of the key issues which we addressed in writing this manual particularly with regard to two externally driven factors:  the differentiation of the military from society and the implications of changes in the broad security arena; and two internally focussed factors:  the relationships between military leaders and those who exercise civil control and the relationships between officers and their personnel(in our case, non-commissioned members).  


The first issue I will discuss is the differentiation of the military from society :  in what ways (and on what basis) should the military be distinct from society and in what ways should it be integrated in, and reflective of, the society it serves.  The quick answer is that this is not a question that the military can answer – it is society which defines the nature of the relationship.  Thus, the degree of integration or differentiation will vary across nations.  The Canadian military is clearly reflective of the Janowitzian model – my shoulder flash reads Canada not Canadian Forces.  There is a clear expectation that the Canadian Forces personnel will reflect the diversity of our population – and the conduct of each member – will reflect Canadian values.  Therefore, in describing our military ethos, we have incorporated fundamental national values.  Importantly, these are not selected from the latest popular opinion polls (something rather difficult to do in a multi-cultural and generally post-modern nation like Canada) – we are guided by the principles articulated in foundation legislation: our Constitution, Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Human Rights Act and other expressions of what we, collectively as a nation, aspire to be.  We have, therefore, produced a Statement of Military Ethos which describes both fundamental Canadian values regarding rights and freedoms, respecting the dignity of all persons and supporting democratic principles and military beliefs and expectations regarding self-discipline, team work, fighting spirit and being lawfully ordered into harm’ way.    It is these values, beliefs and expectations which we seek to instill in all military members 

As reflected in the literature on professions, we limited the differentiated of the military from society on the basis of the unique service we provide – the fundamental purpose of the military which we defined as the ordered, lawful application of military force pursuant to governmental direction.  The nature of ‘governmental direction’ – the missions we are assigned, is the focus of the second issue that I will address – the broadened security arena.  We saw the traditional view of the military as limited to warfighting with the corollary definition of the military as possessing a monopoly on the controlled management of violence.  Neither adequately describe the Canadian military.  We are expected to not only defend Canada but, primarily, to deploy in support of international security.  You will note I did not say – to protect Canadian interests at home and abroad.  Fundamentally, Canadian don’t like to see people suffering and are prepared to act to support democratic institutions when threatened.  This means that we are deployed to get involved in other people’s wars and we are expected to commit random acts of kindness.  We’re probably the only nation which has deployed troops to the United States – when hurricane Andrew hit Florida.  So it is important that our military members understand what is expected of them – to answer a common question these days – yes our people did sign up to deliver water bottles – and rebuild schools, monitor elections, set up health clinics etc.                


Recognizing the increased complexity of international security and the multiple parties which have a role to play, we incorporated the concept that the military profession operates within a jurisdiction but one which overlaps with others who also contribute to security – those involved in diplomacy, economic development, policing, justice, providing social services etc.  With a broad, and sometimes contested, jurisdiction, we saw the core expertise of the military as: judgement about the appropriate use of military capabilities – thus acting to achieve the mission professionally, ethically and lawfully.  Duty with Honour.  This is not only the key factor that differentiates the military from civilians but explains our shift from an emphasis on technical training to the increased focus on professional military education.  In this regard, we quoted a Canadian author’s presentation of a centuries old concept: “A warrior’s honour is a slender hope, but it may be all that there is to separate war from savagery.  And a corollary hope is that people can be trained to fight with honour.  Armies train people to kill but they also teach restraint and discipline.”  


Drawing on the key external factors of how our society defines the nature of civil-military relations and the expectations our nation has as to the kinds of missions we will undertake – and the way we will conduct ourselves – we have defined the profession of arms and articulated both how it is differentiated from society and how it is integrated in and reflective of society in terms of our jurisdiction, expertise, identity, responsibility and ethos.  It is recognized that the military has a unique role to play and, in order to generate the military capabilities necessary to do so, we must infringe on some of the rights and freedoms enjoyed by civilians.  We accept two key conditions of these infringements.  First, these must be reasonable and justifiable in the eyes of the citizenry and their elected representatives.  Second, because we do limit rights, leaders, at all levels, incur increased moral obligations to look after their people.


As mentioned, the Profession of Arms manual was also informed by consideration of a number of internally-focussed factors of which I will address two.


The first is the nature of the duties, roles and responsibilities of those who exercise civil control over the military - elected members of government including the Minister of National Defence; those who directly command and control the military – our senior leaders and; those who serve to support the first two - public service employees.  While all three groups contribute to defence, each serves a different function and, importantly, each is expected to adopt a different approach to understanding defence issues.  It is our elected cabinet ministers who are responsible for setting the political objectives which define military missions and for allocating the resources, establishing the exit criteria, rules of engagement etc and, ultimately, answering to the nation of the outcome of the mission.  It is, therefore, Ministers who must balance competing political, social, economic and diplomatic objectives along with understanding the will of the people.  This, in turn, means they must consider factors, frame issues, develop options and apply decision making rules in a particular way.  

Similarly,   our Deputy Minister who is the senior public servant in defence, is responsible for ensuring that defence activities are conducted in a manner which is in compliance with legislation regulating how the federal government operates.  Thus, those in the public servicemust ensure that resource expenditures are consistent with regulatory practices, that related decisions are made in a transparent and non-partisan manner and, in providing information to cabinet, assuring the people that the government has acted prudently with their tax dollars.  This emphasis on accountability, transparency and fiscal responsibility means that public servants also bring a unique perspective to bear in examining defence issues.  Finally, military leaders are responsible for combining all allocated resources, especially people and equipment, to generate the military force needed to carry out assigned roles.  We have also stated that, within the sphere of their military expertise, they are expected to advise the Prime Minister and Cabinet on three issues.  The first pertains to what military capabilities are required to contribute to achieving the  governments objectives.  The second is to contribute perspectives to inform defence and security policy considerations.  Finally as the head of the profession, the third  pertains to the health of the profession and, in particular, the consequences of various options or outcomes on the reputation and credibility of the military as a profession.

There are two key implication of this consideration of civil control issues.  The first is that, in order to be effective in this arena, military professionals must understand the other’s point of view, in particular, the different responsibilities of Cabinet ministers and senior public servants – just because all three don’t see things the same way doesn’t mean somebody is wrong.  The second is that the military professional must equally guard against taking the others’ point of view or allowing one perspective to dominate all considerations.  An overriding political perspective can lead to foolish adventurism, too much emphasis on fiscal responsibility can produce the cult of efficiency over effectiveness and an inappropriate emphasis on military solutions can undermine complementary diplomatic efforts.  Given competing perspectives, it should be no surprise that military leaders seek clear objectives, defined exit strategies etc while their political masters seek to ensure sufficient wiggle room to declare victory and go home.  Similarly, it is reasonable to expect that military leaders wish to deploy overwhelming force to ensure swift victory and protect own troops while senior bureaucrats seek justification for every expenditure.  (That’s why every time we want to buy new binoculars, we have to justify why we have ships.)  Therefore, senior military leaders need to understand why healthy tensions exist but need to be prepared to present and defend valid professional points of view.  Together, these factors also inform much of the mid and senior level professional development within the military.  Knowing how to command units and conduct operations is critical but, by itself, is not sufficient to prepare individuals for senior appointments.  

While you may have assumed certain things when I (or the translator) referred to senior leaders, you will note that I did not say senior officers.  The final point I will address is the consideration of the roles and relationships between officers and those without commissions – the troops.  Traditionally, most militaries have maintained sharp divisions between the two:  officers made decisions and issued orders, troops followed orders and carried out assigned tasks.  Commonly, officer were responsible for mission success – and the conduct of troops under their command – thus, according to Huntington, Hackett and others, only officers were professionals.  

This philosophy, however, does not reflect how the Canadian military operates today and, most definitely, would not ensure success in the future.  We have, therefore, stated that all military personnel:  officer and non-commissioned members, Regular and Reserve; are members of the profession.  Our logic in doing so is simple.  The primary reason we have produced the Profession of Arms Manual – and articulated the core values, beliefs and expectations of the military ethos, is so that we can, in fact, operate as a profession – specifically, so that each individual can internalize the value set needed to regulate their own conduct.  If we expect everybody in uniform to conduct themselves according to professional standards, then all must be recognized as members of the profession.  This is not simply a philosophical perspective but is grounded in the reality of the “Strategic Corporal: on our current missions.  Ensuring that each person can make reasoned judgements about appropriate behaviours is the only way we can achieve objectives on missions in which dispersed troops face morally ambiguous challenges – with CNN (and Mom back home) looking over their shoulder and no time to seek guidance from senior NCOs or officers.  If we don’t accept our non-commissioned members as part of the profession, we cannot expect them to accept the obligations of conducting themselves according to the profession’s standards. 

We have, therefore, adopted a more inclusive model of the profession and have sought to reduce the boundaries and barriers between officers and non-commissioned members.  Thus, the Manual discusses the officer/non-commissioned member team – not equals and not a blurred chain of command but sharing certain responsibilities for the development and sustainment of professionalism, particularly in align norms, behaviours and attitudes – the culture – to be consistent with the overarching military ethos.  This approach has two direct consequences for professional development.  The first is that our non-commissioned members must receive a broader foundation understanding of the profession and the institutional context in which the military operates.  We are, therefore, restructuring our NCO leader development programs to cover similar content as the professional military education we provide our officers.  This leads to the second implication, that, in order to create an effective team, we need to determine what is common among the two and find ways to develop both together.  We believe that our most senior officers and our most senior NCOs share responsibilities as stewards of the profession.  Thus, earlier this month, those Chief Warrant Officers selected for the most senior appointments – our Command Chiefs who serve on the personal staff of our three-star Generals – attended the same senior leader development program as our newly promoted General Officers – 80% of the presentations and discussions were held together, the other 20% were split into sessions specific to the two ranks.  

The development of our Profession of Arms manual represents a significant milestone in the process of our military transformation.  It was a difficult exercise as we had to confront a key question:  how do you justify that you really are a profession?  Having, we believe, done so, we are now taking the necessary steps to ensure that leaders at all levels can understand and communicate the central message to subordinates and to Canadians.  We are also reviewing a range of policies and programs to ensure that these support and reinforce the ethos and, as stated, to provide the development needed to generate professionals who can succeed in operations while conducting themselves in the manner expected of them by society – in other words – to do their duty – with honour.         

� The opinions expressed are those of the author and not necessarily those of the Canadian Forces or the Department of National Defence.
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