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Introduction
In 1967, John Deutsch contended that civil servants would have a reduced role in the development of new policies because of the “increasing use of private consulting firms, research institutes and the latest phenomenon, the so-called think tank.” (Meredith and Jones, 1970, 383)  Almost forty years later, the rise of the consultant has been one of the most significant changes in Canadian public policy analysis, evaluation, development and implementation. The latest figures available state that as of 1998, 70% of all business and government organizations in Canada have used the services of a management consultant at least once in the period between 1993-1998. Especially in North America and Britain, the management consulting industry has experienced tremendous growth in both the size and services offered (Buono, 2001) although in recent years, the industry is experiencing low growth. Numerous reasons have been given for this expansion, including the increased deregulation and outsourcing of services, the impact of globalization, the increased use of information technology to manage and operate services, and the international management trends emphasizing competition, re-engineering, downsizing, performance measurement, and information management (Wooldridge, 1997). Specific to the public sector, these factors, to varying degrees, have all had an impact on how governments manage personnel, deliver services, and develop policy. All levels of government have purchased management consultant services, ranging from the delivery and analysis of policy advice to the implementation and evaluation of policy directives, services, and programs.

Despite this massive infiltration of consultants into public sector activities, there has been little attention paid to this elusive policy actor. The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the reader to the role of the consulting industry, which is neither well understood nor well defined (Buono, 2001) especially from a Canadian perspective (Saint-Martin, 2000; Bakvis, 1997). The increasing participation of private sector consultants in the policy process raises numerous concerns for the student of public policy.  For example, little is written on the extent of consultants' employment by the different levels of government, or on how consultants are involved in the policy process and policy analysis.   In one of the few pieces on the impact of consultants on public policy, Herman Bakvis argues the federal government executive is increasingly demanding more political and less formal advice from a variety of external advisors instead of the traditional means of relying on one trusted advisor for policy advice (Bakvis, 1997, pp. 84-85). His chapter raises an important issue of whether the rise in the prominence and importance of external policy agents (think tanks, polling firms, and management consulting organizations) have “helped to strengthen the capacity of the core political executive to direct the affairs of state or whether it undermines the capacity of the executive to do so, that is contributing to the hollowing out of the centre of government” (p. 85). Different from think tanks and polling firms, management consulting firms have carved a niche in government where they are not, according to Bakvis, seen as challenging the power within the core of government; instead, consultants are viewed as “instruments that executives can use to help implement their agendas” (p. 112).  
Perhaps the primary reason for the dearth of research on the role of consultants in public policy is the difficulty of garnering hard data to make generalizations and sound observations. Neither the federal or provincial levels of government are currently able to provide an estimation of how much money was spent on an annual basis on management consultants. Although some governments listed the firm and the amount of the contract in their Public Accounts, information regarding the nature of the services provided was starkly absent. Sometimes, as in Manitoba, information on total spending on external consultants was not available at all. In most other cases, Canadian governments will only provide information on contracts above a certain value. The question of the transparency of consulting contracts will be addressed later in this chapter.  

Another related challenge for researchers on this topic is that even when monetary figures are available, it is impossible to determine how much money is spent specifically on policy-related contracts.  Further, some contracts may not be categorized as ‘policy-oriented’ but may nonetheless require a certain amount of policy analysis. And depending on how contracted service work unfolds, policy analysis may be warranted - and undertaken -even though it may not have been requested in the government proposal. It should also be noted that those attempting to assess how much policy analysis is undertaken by consultants for governments may be misled by government officials' over-classification of some areas of government work as ' internal administrative policy,' when it is clear that consultants hired to develop and assess such policy could also have an impact on the public in some manner.

Research on this topic is further challenged by the lack of results-based analysis.  As noted, information on government spending on consultants varies with jurisdiction and, when available, this information only tells the researcher about the inputs (i.e. money spent on consulting) and nothing about the processes or results of the consulting contract.  Consequently, questions about the extent to which consultants are involved in policy analysis compared to more management-related processes have yet to be answered.  Moreover, information about specific research methodologies consulting firms employ, and the extent to which consultants make palpable recommendations and propose substantive policy options remains unknown.  Finally, the dynamic and multifaceted relationship between consultant and the government client often transcends the purely legal, contractual relationship between them. As a result, commentary upon on the amount of client/government control over the research process and the ability of consultants to influence policy through analysis remains unknown outside of these legal relationships, and until further research can be done on this topic.  Lindquist, in his chapter, further comments on the need for research to examine the spending patterns of policy units during the last decade, including envelopes for contracts issued to external free agents for policy analysis (Lindquist, 2006).
This study will continue the exploration of the relationship between the Canadian government and consultants, building on previous studies specific to Canada (Meredith and Jones, 1970; Pal, 1995; Saint-Martin, 1998, 2000; Bakvis, 1997) and complementing observations made in other chapters in this volume (Lindquist, Cohn, Stritch). To develop a better understanding of the consulting industry, the first part of the chapter will describe different types of consulting work conducted for government clients.  Following this, the question of why governments hire consultants will be considered at some length. In closing, a brief analysis of the impact of such consultants' contributions to government policy analysis will be offered.  It will be argued that governments at all levels should make an effort to track spending on consultants, and that further research and discussion needs to take place to determine the appropriate level of input and influence the private sector consultant has on policy analysis in Canada.  If politicians and citizens alike are lamenting a democratic deficit in Canadian politics, one way of addressing it is to ensure that the politicians and civil servants still control and have primary influence over the public policy agenda and process.  
Defining Consultants

There are numerous ways to define consultants and their functions. At a basic level, a consultant is an individual, partnership, or corporation engaged to give professional advice or services for a fee or, in the case of an internal consultant, give advice in return for a career. The services of a consultant may include sharing knowledge, experiences, processes, models, behaviours, technology, or other assets (Weiss, 2003) Defined this broadly, consultants come from a wide variety of professions such as engineers, lawyers, accountants, and professionals in the areas of information technology, government relations, and public relations. This chapter will focus on management consultants, with some attention to the increased blurring of services offered by some of the government relations firms in Canada.  

The Institute of Management Consultancy (IMC) in Britain defines management consultants as “those organisations and/or individuals that participate in the process of management consultancy within a framework of appropriate and relevant professional disciplines and ethics designed for the activity of management consultancy” (2004).  The IMC further explains that management consultancy is “the provision to management of objective advice and assistance relating to the strategy, structure, management and operations of an organisation in pursuit of its long-term purposes and objectives.”  As noted earlier, a management consultant can work within a firm, a partnership, or work on his or her own.   For the most part, this chapter will address the role of the management consultant in general but at times, more emphasis will be placed on the firm compared to the other two forms of consultancy.


Within the management consulting profession, there are numerous ways to further identify management consultants. Typically, management consultants identify who they are to clients by describing what level or type of services they offer. Some consultants identify themselves as generalists whereas others self-identify as specialists. This former type of consultancy offers a broad range of services to clients that may include organization management, leadership development, change management, information management and systems, evaluation, risk management, and human resource training. While a firm or individual may offer these general services, other firms and individuals specialize in each of these fields.  In a large consulting practice, areas of specialization may include consultants who focus on a geographic region, a policy issue (e.g. health, immigration, policing, education), or a process such as hospital restructuring, the implementation of smart cards, and performance measurement in local governments. Some consulting firms deliver a wide array of services at the national and international levels, whereas other firms or individuals offer specialized ‘boutique’ services and perhaps only consult within a province or regional area. Finally, some management consultants and firms tend to deal with either the private or public sector, while others consult in both sectors. More attention is being paid by management consultants to the third sector as potential markets, but many management consultants are also aware that this sector has limited funding and hence, some consult on a voluntary basis.

Given that there are many different types of consultants in the marketplace, it is also important to note differences between management consultants and government relations’ consultants or ‘lobbyists’. According to the Government Relations Institute of Canada (GRIC), government relations professionals “facilitate the exchange of information, experience and ideas between decision makers and those affected by the decisions contributing to the development of public policy” (GRIC website). Government relations consultants are hired by private sector or not-for-profit organizations and assist their clients in navigating the political system for a specific reason. Reasons for hiring a government relations consultant may include a client's desire to influence a piece of legislation, regulation, policy or some other type of government decision. As noted by GRIC, lobbyists represent the view of their client and assist their client through educating them about the political and decision-making processes of government, conducting research, proposing policies for clients to consider, and when appropriate and relevant, introducing their clients to decision-makers within government.   

A government relations consultant can either work for a firm that is in the primary business of lobbying or for a firm or not-for-profit organization as a full- or part-time government relations’ consultant. For example, many of the pharmaceutical companies in the world have at least one person who deals with government relations in some capacity. While the government relations’ consultant tends to concentrate on providing advocacy services on behalf of their clients, management consultant services are geared toward solving management and organizational issues. Depending on the project, however, these separate lines of business can become blurred. A management consulting firm may also provide strategic advice on how a client should interact with the government or how it needs to develop stronger relationships within a policy community to achieve its goals. Likewise, a government relations’ consultant can also provide advice and direction to a client on policy or organizational issues. Nonetheless, the differences between an advocacy firm and a management consulting firm are fairly well known to clients, who choose among specialized firms accordingly. Importantly though, both the management and government relation consultant can have a significant impact on public policy.

Another significant difference in this field is between external and internal consultants. Evert Lindquist describes external free agents as consisting of  “policy experts from consulting firms, think tanks, other governments, or universities from outside the public service … whereas internal free agents are experts from elsewhere in the public service.” (Lindquist, 2006)  Meredith and Jones argue that even in the late 1960s, both the federal and provincial levels of government were classifying some of their positions as management consultants because they recognized the need to build in-house capacity to promote cost-effectiveness and to support staff training and learning. Some believe that only people intimately familiar with an organization, through employment, can fully understand the organization's needs, and hence, make meaningful observations and pertinent recommendations.  

This practice of classifying certain positions within the public service continues as governments recognize the value of their own employees’ expertise and experience. For example, the Government of Canada has established its own consulting agency, Consulting and Audit Canada. This agency has approximately one hundred professional consultants who offer the following services to the rest of government: advice, research, consultation, analysis, surveys, facilitation, evaluation, review, problem diagnosis, business case development, training, benchmarking, environmental scanning, preparation of government documents and discussion papers, and direct participation in public service management tasks (Consulting and Audit Canada, 2002). Although not designed to compete with the private sector, this new agency is able to market itself as a body that has the experience and expertise with Canadian federal government issues . Its existence may thus have an adverse effect on the ability of the private sector to compete. The agency also provides consulting services to other governments and according to Consulting and Audit Canada, they have had client engagements with over forty countries and international organizations (Consulting and Audit Canada, 2002). No provincial government has established an equivalent to Consulting and Audit Canada, but they do have departments in which positions are classified as consultants.    

Finally, it is important to distinguish the firm consultant from the individual consultant. Consultants in a firm offering consulting services have a wide range of services and knowledge available to them. Depending on the size of the firm, international knowledge management databases may be available and consultants may be assigned to projects anywhere in the world.  In contrast, individual consultants do not have access to a shared knowledge management database and rely on their own expertise and experience to sell consulting services. Individual management consultants must be able to market their skills and knowledge to clients. Hence, individual consultants tend to be well-connected retired public servants and politicians, former management consultants from the larger firms, and senior level management from quasi-government agencies and the private sector in general.  In some cases, an individual consultant may also contract their services to a firm if the firm does not have the individual’s expertise. 

History of Consulting in Canada

The consulting business has existed in Canada for almost a century. Prevalent types of consulting and consultants' images seem to reflect the overall management trends of the time. Prior to WWII, the engineer dominated the consulting industry in line with Frederick Taylor's advice on the way firms should operate. Scientific management, with its emphasis on the efficiency and economy of procedures, was the dominant way of thinking and the engineer was trained to think in this manner. The aura of consulting during the pre-WWII period was of mystique and scepticism. Few organizations, whether private or public, accessed the services of an external consultant. If an organization did hire a consultant, it was viewed by the employees, shareholders, competitors, and customers/clients as a sign that the organization was in trouble (Mellett, 1988). After WWII, with the birth of the human relations movement, more emphasis was placed on the manipulation of individuals according to management’s goals and objectives for the firm. Ergo, in the post-WWII era, the consulting industry focused more on solving management problems rather than the previous era’s attention to procedural challenges mostly relating to machines. As Harry Meredith and Joe Martin note, this transition expanded the management consulting profession to include a “new breed of people-oriented consultants into the profession” (385). Further, as Douglas MacArthur notes, in the 1940s there was an increasing awareness and understanding of how policy is made and how it ought to be made and how policy can be studied from a variety of perspectives, not just a political one (MacArthur, 2006). Despite more awareness about the complexities of governing and the elaboration of consulting services offered to clients, the negative perception of the consultant developed in the pre-WWII period was further exacerbated in the 1940s and 1950s by a business that was “attractive to charlatans and quacks who preyed upon the gullible” (Mellett, 1988, 5). 

This negative image has not been entirely shed but was alleviated in the 1960s when reputable accounting firms began to offer management and information control consulting services. At the same time, the Royal Commission on Government Organization (often called the Glassco Commission) in 1960 was an important catalyst for the growth and acceptance of management consultants in government (Mellett, 1988; Tunnoch, 1964; Saint Martin, 1998). The Glassco Commission was established to “inquire into and report upon the organization and methods of operation of the departments and agencies of the Government of Canada and to recommend the changes therein which they consider would best promote efficiency, economy, and improved service in the despatch of public business” (Government of Canada, 1963, vol. 5). The Commission made a plethora of recommendations to improve the economy of the public sector and to impact the overall climate of governing and managing.  One of the most controversial themes in the final Report was its support for the application of business principles and practices to certain government operations.  With these recommendations came the need to learn more about how business operations and principles could be applied to government. Management consultants were then hired to work with and in numerous government departments.  

Denis Saint-Martin notes that many of the management consultants hired to work on the Commission ended up working in senior management positions in the Civil Service Commission and in the newly created central agency, the Treasury Board Secretariat (Saint-Martin, 2000). A.W. Johnson, the Deputy Provincial Treasurer with the Province of Saskatchewan at the time of the Glassco Commission, recognized the impact the Commission had on the growth of consulting and wryly commented that, “For a few – the management consultants - the reports and the public interest which they have aroused create a happy hunting ground where new commissions and new studies can be proposed with confidence - all of them requiring the specialized skills of management consultants” (Tunnoch, 1964, 393).  

The 1960s saw management consultants become more institutionalized in the processes of government. They were now more highly regarded as business principles became more accepted in government. At the beginning of the 1970s, another trend in consulting was a function of the impact of the information revolution. Meredith and Jones (1970) comment on the early impact of the information revolution on consulting, but the major changes to information technology did not really significantly impact the public sector until the 1990s when the Internet became publicly available and system-wide technologies were available for organizations to implement. Consulting firms employed thousands of people with a computer background and while the technology ‘boom’ ended in 2000, many consulting firms are still making healthy profits offering this type of consulting. Moreover, especially in the past decade, consulting firms have further diversified their service offerings and have begun to offer services such as polling and branding to their public sector clients (see Petry’s chapter in this volume).    

On that note, the most significant factor impacting the growth of management consulting in government in the past two decades has been the acceptance that private sector principles and practices trump those of government. While there was interest in a more business-oriented type of government in the 1960s, there was a renewed sense of interest and intent in the late 1980s spawned by the increasing acceptance of new public management principles and practices (Hood, 1995). New public management (NPM) reforms have, in one sense, forced governments to look to consultants for assistance in a multitude of activities. In the 1980s and 1990s, most of Canadian governments experienced massive cutbacks in financial resources, services offered, and in the number of civil servants delivering programs and services. Increasingly, as part of the new public management approach, governments became focussed on showing the public how accountable and successful they were through the results they achieved. Planning, policy, and research branches seemed to be particularly under attack during the cuts because it was difficult for politicians to always determine the immediate outcomes or results from these areas. Additional research needs to be conducted to determine the direct relationship between deficit/debt reduction and the structural changes made to the size and capacity of policy units. It should still be noted, however, that a common observation made about the civil servant/politician relationship during the period of cutbacks is that there was a great deal of ‘public servant’ bashing in the 1980s and early 1990s. One of the main reasons for this tension and derision was the perception that civil servants had hijacked the policy agenda to the point that politicians were merely their puppets. Some civil servants in Alberta have felt that to take back control of the policy agenda, the politicians intentionally cut the policy capacity of the civil service (Speers).   

Another area that was targeted for change was the government’s direct delivery of services to the public and in some cases, the internal services within government itself. Even though citizens wanted a more streamlined and efficient government, for the most part, citizens expected those services and programs that were on the chopping block to be delivered. Recognizing the political ramifications of simply stopping certain government programs and services, and advocating the ‘steering not rowing’ philosophy of new public management, many governments looked for ways to deliver services in a more cost-efficient and customer-oriented manner (Gaebler and Osborne, 1992). Indeed, part of the mantra of new public management has been for the public sector to ‘get out of the business’ of delivering services if some other entity can deliver them. Services traditionally delivered by government such as the sale of liquor, tire recycling, and road repair, were often privatized or some other partnership arrangement between business and government was developed to deliver the rejected services. Consultants were an integral part of this process, involved either in managing the transition between the old and new ways of delivering services, or as direct participants in new service delivery arrangements. Indeed, consultants have played an important role in packaging, selling and implementing NPM techniques. Governments contemplating institutional change often enlisted the services of consultants to clarify available options and recommend courses of action (Greer, 1994).   

Why Governments Hire Management Consultants 
The reasons why clients hire consultants are varied and can change throughout the course of the engagement depending on the consulting project (Lindquist, 2006). While the particulars of a project depend on the client’s needs and goals, there are some common reasons for engaging a consultant. One is that the public sector does not have the particular skills or expertise needed to undertake a task. For example, as governments have taken advantage of information technology systems since the early 1990s, they have often not understood what systems were needed, what might be done with them, or how to make those changes. Both technology and management consultants often from international firms, were then engaged by governments to develop information management systems, e-government frameworks, and related policies, despite this dearth of experience in these areas among private sector consultants. When consulting in a new area, international firms ensure that their consultants have the ability to share information with one another and are able to transfer that experience and expertise on to their other projects. International and national consulting firms have recently invested a great deal of money in developing and sustaining knowledge management systems to provide better services and decrease costs of ‘reinventing the wheel.’ Despite this abilility to share information, the challenge remains when a consultant is hired for a new project where previous experience or knowledge is not available; that is when being the ‘expert’ needs to be redefined.


Also fueling government demand for this kind of consultancy work is the fact that significant internal government cuts and streamlining have seriously reduced the pool of people to do the work required by legislation or expected by the politicians and citizens.  Hence, consultants may be hired to carry out research projects; to develop, administer, and assess client satisfaction surveys; to develop best practices and benchmarking databases; to conduct feasibility and risk assessment studies; and, to manage change management projects.  Another impact of downsizing the civil service is that projects of short duration may arise without anyone within the civil service available to work in this project. Rather than hiring a full-time, permanent civil servant, it may be more cost-efficient to hire an external consultant for the length of the project. Further, a consultant may also be engaged to increase internal capacity of civil servants. For example, instead of engaging consultants to do the work, the consultant may be hired to train civil servants to do the job themselves. Knowledge transfer is increasingly becoming important to government clients purchasing consulting services.  Examples of such knowledge transfer are computer training and seminars or workshops on topics such as information management, board governance, evidence-based decision-making, and protection of privacy.     

Government may also hire a consultant when they need an independent opinion. As noted earlier, one of the characteristics of NPM was a tendency for politicians to distrust civil servants. Indeed, Charles Goodsell argues that numerous politicians have run for office on platforms that “blame society’s problems on the ‘the bureaucrats’ and their burdensome rules, lack of entrepreneurship, wasteful extravagance, social experimentation, intervention in business, and whatever else nettles” (1994, 12). In hiring management consultants, politicians can use this as a ‘check’ on the civil service; likewise, if the civil service hires a management consultant, doing so helps to legitimate their work. For example, a government department may seek the services of a larger, well-known consulting firm because those they report to want a ‘big name’ firm to conduct research and provide recommendations. Alternatively, an individual management consultant with a smaller practice may be sought out for his or her reputation and expertise. This can be a rather frustrating situation for civil servants if retired or laid off public servants have been hired on as management consultants and then return to offer the independent opinion. An equally frustrating situation for the civil service arises when the civil servant is required to inform the consultant of the relevant situation, only to see that consultant's later recommendations echo those already been made or influenced by civil servants.       

Government departments also occasionally hire a management consultant to facilitate a strategic, business, or operational planning exercise. It is generally easier for a person external to the organization to assist the group in finding solutions and to deal with difficult situations or personalities. Using a consultant also helps to ensure that everyone participates, that the issue at hand is being addressed, that consensus is reached among the different positions, and that hidden agendas do not dominate the process and outcomes. The consultant's experience in working with other groups in similar exercises can prove to be decisive in such sensitive situations. Nonetheless, it is important to appreciate that unanticipated consequences for internal policy analysis may flow from this management consultant facilitation; a consultant can impact how policy analysis is perceived and prioritized depending on his or her personal biases and style of facilitation.

An additional example of the need for an independent opinion is directly related to consulting engagements that require evaluation services. Within evaluation literature, many scholars and practitioners recommend that a person external to the organization conduct the evaluation. Sometimes an outside view is critical to improving a new program, pointing an organization in a new direction, or testing and validating a choice an organization has made.   In this sense, management consultants are directly involved in the policy process in that they have influence on the evaluation framework and future policy directions arising from any recommendations that may be made.   

An example of a management consulting firm conducting a review for the federal government is helpful to illustrate their potential impact. KPMG recently conducted a review of Aboriginal Tourism Team Canada (ATTC), on behalf of Aboriginal Business Canada (a branch of Industry Canada). As noted in their report, a review of the ATTC was undertaken “to determine to what extent ATTC has been successful in influencing and developing tourism policy and programs for the benefit of Aboriginal people” (Rostum, 2002, website). In preparation for the final report on ATTC, KPMG, conducted a review of relevant documents and databases, did a survey of Aboriginal tourism sector organizations, developed a literature review, and conducted interviews with ATTC Board members, Regional Aboriginal Tourism Associations and government partners. Upon completion of the research, KPMG made several recommendations for ATTC to consider to further enhance Aboriginal tourism in Canada. This experience suggests how a management consulting firm has numerous opportunities to influence government policy directions.   

Finally, in the past decade, consultants have been increasingly asked by the public sector to facilitate and manage public consultations. In an effort to develop more citizen-oriented policy and services, governments have engaged consultants to communicate with the public and specifically, to conduct focus groups, workshops, townhall meetings, interviews, and surveys. Research on focus groups and facilitation suggest that having an objective person lead a session is more effective than having someone within the studied organization lead it because there is the perception that the researcher may bias the results (Manheim, Rich, and Willnat, 2002). This concern for bias also translates to research methods surrounding the development, administration and analysis of survey results. While a government may engage management consultants in a public consultation to reduce any biases, management consultants may also be involved in a public consultation project so that government can distance itself from any controversial issues that require public consultation. 

For example, a smaller consulting firm in Alberta, Praxis, was engaged to undertake a province-wide consultation process on the existing recreation development policies for an area on the eastern slopes of the Rocky Mountains known as Kananaskis Country (Praxis, website).   When it comes to any type of development in a provincial or federal park, there are competing interests and it is usually up to the pertinent government to find a resolution for these different perspectives. If a government decides to engage a consultant for the public consultation part of the project, the government then removes itself from any bias it would have otherwise imposed on the consultation project. In other words, once the final recommendations or decisions are made, there will likely be some individuals or groups disappointed with the results. A government can then state that it was a private sector firm that developed the survey instrument, administered the survey, and based on the results of the surveys, developed the final report outlining the major themes, the available policy options, and a list of recommendations. In this sense, governments can use management consultants to put themselves in a position to claim that a particular policy recommendation policy is less of an art and more of a science, since the final report and recommendations are based on the purportedly objective advice from the private sector consultant. Ergo, making a policy decision becomes less politicized as management consultants become more involved in the policy process.  

Impact of Consultants on the Policy Process and Policy Analysis
The relationship between management consultants and the public sector is characterized by both tension and opportunity. On the one hand, the increased presence of management consultants working with civil servants has led to opportunity for civil servants to gain external knowledge about how to improve their processes, programs, services, and policies. It is also an opportunity for management consultants to further hone their skills and expand their practice and service offerings. On the positive side, there is the opportunity for programs, services, processes, and policy to improve and to better reflect the goals of the politicians and citizens. Conversely, there is also tension and concern about the impact of management consultants on policy issues, processes, and structures in Canada. 

As noted at the outset of this chapter, the numerous reforms made to the Canadian federal public service since the 1980s have brought about a working environment where management consultants are an integral part of how the civil service operates and delivers services and in some cases, how it develops, implements, analyzes and evaluates policy. Yet, recognizing that profit is the primary motive for a private sector company, there is a concern about whether ‘ the dog is wagging the tail or the tail is wagging the dog.’ Remembering that a private sector consultant’s goal is to sell services and make a profit, consultants all wish to ensure ongoing business. In other words, in their quest to develop business, management consultants also create management trends or problems to fix. There is thus a tension between creating problems and selling solutions. It then becomes part of the management consultant’s job to tell organizations, including government, that there are better ways of strategizing, developing policy and plans, running services, and delivering programs -- and that management consultants are best positioned to provide such solutions. Abrahmson (1991) comments that management consultants are partially responsible for the setting of many managerial and operational trends in the economy. Bertrand Venard further argues that while the establishment of such trends often improves management thought, “the underlying danger is when these concepts are simplified and utilized without full and proper diagnosis, as they are typically offered to enterprises [or governments] as universal, scientific, and efficient means of improving organizational performance” (2001, pp. 171-172). Especially within the larger consulting firms, templates of consulting processes and solutions are often shared amongst consultants to market to their current and potential clients. The danger of these ‘one-size-fits-all’ approaches to consulting is that they are often developed with the private sector in mind. When marketed to the public sector, few, if any, changes are made to reflect the differences between the private and public sectors.  


Another related area of concern is the background of those consulting for government. While there is a degree of overlap between the private and public sector in terms of processes and systems, there are some significant differences between consulting for the two sectors. For consultants trained in business, or with engineering and computer degrees, little, if any, training in how a government works has occurred. Such consultants typically lack the ability to identify what the fundamental differences are between working in private and public sector environments. Hence, the reporting mechanisms in place within the public sector may seem to be ‘burdensome’ and full of ‘red tape’ to those not familiar with government, but to others more familiar with the decision-making and reporting processes within government, they are deemed to be essential in fulfilling the requirements of accountability and ministerial responsibility and meeting requirements mandated by legislation and regulations.  Moreover, highly regarded qualities in the private sector such as efficiency and speediness have to be balanced with equity and effectiveness in the public sector. While the ‘bottom line’ in government has become increasingly important, consultants working for government have to be aware that policy goals can be complex, with competing agendas and preferred outcomes at play.  Further, there may be legislation, regulations, or political or cultural conventions impacting the project that the consultant should but not properly consider. Ergo, if an external consultant is hired to assess a certain policy with the goal to develop policy options for a government department, it is important that the external consultant be cognizant not only of the substance of the policy, but also of government culture, legislation and regulations, and conventions.

Further, the ultimate goal in business is to make a profit whereas in government, the goals of a policy or decision are usually a great deal more complex, involving multiple stakeholders with different goals and interests. Not having adequate training in consulting to the public sector may lead a consultant to mis-identify and underestimate the variables impacting the project. Inappropriate recommendations or remarks to the client can easily follow. In a project familiar to the author, a management consultant in a firm was discussing the role of the government in today’s society with senior management in a government department. When asked about the current role of government in people’s lives, the consultant stated that ‘government is irrelevant.’ There was an uncomfortable silence and then one of the members of the civil service replied with, ‘perhaps it is not the fact that government is irrelevant, but that the role is changing.’ The consultant quickly backtracked and tried to persuade the civil servants that the ‘government is irrelevant’ comment really meant that the role is changing. In this case, inadvertently, the consultant stated that government employees were irrelevant and ended the working relationship with some animosity. 

An unavoidable problem when engaging management consultants in government is that it undermines institutional memory and policy capacity. For example, management consultants often conduct an environmental scan and write a report recommending new benchmarks and performance measures for the policy sector in question. Depending on the requirements of the final report, in conducting the research for the project, the management consultant takes away the contacts made during the course of the research. Unless these are carefully documented, the government department or agency will be left without clear reasons as to why some information was not included, what benchmarks from the benchmark partners may be in development or changing, and generally lose any nuances that might benefit the project in either the short- or long-term. When management consultants complete a project, they also take part of the institutional capacity for the organization to conduct the work in the future or for the organization to benefit from learning about a specific issue. Finally, conducting an evaluation is more difficult if, as is typically the case, not all of the information or materials are passed from the management consultant to the client at the end of the project.

Related to the practice of proposing the latest management tools and practices is the question of ethics.  Some management firms adhere to a code of ethics, and management consultants who belong to the Canadian Association of Management Consultants are committed to a common code, but many management consultants are not bound by any professional code of ethics. The issue of ethics can arise in a consulting engagement in many ways. For example, some may argue that underbidding a project may not be ethical (Pfeiffer and Jones, 1985). Having inexperienced consultants do the majority of work where the proposal stated the expertise utilized would be from the senior management consultants is also unethical. Jerald Robinson and Richard Zody argue that civil servants are critical of a consultantcy team “which appears to have a well orchestrated ‘dog and pony’ show led by the firm’s star. However, after the initial ‘act,’ the leading actor is not seen again until the final presentation” (1988/1989, p. 56). The real work is done by junior members of the consulting practice although usually the senior consultant provides quality control in supervising any documents that are released to the client. Because such ‘dog and pony’ shows are not uncommon, it is ethically important for consultants to be aware of and explicit about the experience of those consultants who will actually be doing the work.

The influence of management consultants on policy and decision-making also has an impact on accountability. In a recent article, Donald Savoie argues that “policy issues no longer respect organizational boundaries and, as a result, policy-making has now become horizontal, consultative and porous” (2004, p. 7). He provides a brief history of the traditional policy environment in government and then discusses how policy development and implementation has transformed with management consultants being part of this change.  Although Savoie focuses more on the implications these changes have on accountability within the traditional minister and civil servant relationship, he clearly states that new ways to understand accountability need to be developed that take into account the various actors involved in the policy process. The challenge of holding consultants accountable is that, “consultants do not have a minister, they have clients; however, career officials not only have ministers, they must also live with the consequences of their policy advice” (2004, p. 11). If accountability is to be viewed to include consequences, then further analysis needs to be conducted to determine what accountability relationship might address this type of policy environment. Usually the consequence of a poorly managed consultant engagement is that the reputation of the consultant is tarnished, thus diminishing work opportunities with the affected department or government.  

Another accountability relationship that needs to be considered is between management consultants and citizens. Given that management consultants are involved in every stage of the policy process (policy agenda setting, development, implementation, analysis, evaluation, and communication) and have consulted for all levels of government, citizens who want to get involved in the decision-making process or want to learn more about why decisions were made (e.g. through an access to information request), may be at the mercy of the private sector. The public still has access to records concerning a decision; however, the files may not contain all of the information pertinent to the decision had the government been the only policy actor involved. The federal Privacy Act provides citizens with the right to access personal information held by the government and to protection of that information against unauthorized use and disclosure. But there are still loopholes. As noted in the 2003 Auditor General’s Report, the Office did not audit the records of the private sector contractors in the well-known sponsorship scandal (Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2003).  

One of the most challenging aspects in the accountability relationship between management consultants and government is the private-public partnership. While management consultants have been involved in a wide range of projects in government, one of their most common is the development and implementation of a private-public partnership. Research in the evaluation of such partnerships or engagements is still relatively rare since little time has lapsed since many of these alternative service delivery arrangements were established. In one of the few studies about a partnership between a government department and a management consulting firm, David Whorley explores the partnership between Ontario’s Ministry of Community and Social Services (COMSOC) and Andersen Consulting, with particular attention to the accountability relationship.(Whorley, 2001). He finds that collaborative partnerships and democratic accountability are in tension and that the “Andersen-Comsoc affair suggests an important power imbalance between the partners and the associated displacement of public concerns for private ones” (328). Whorley notes that the goals of each party collided in that COMSCO was trying to support the overall agenda of the Conservative government of reducing overall costs whereas Andersen’s interest was profit. He observes that other studies conducted on private-public partnerships reveal that accountability is often an issue between both sectors.  

In a recent scandal concerning Hydro-One in Ontario, Frank Klees, a former Tory minister in the Ontario government, argued that the awarding of over $6 million worth of untendered contracts for consulting contributed to the Conservative Party in Ontario losing the last election. Suggesting that the government-consultant relationship is fraught with accountability problems, he states: "Who is accountable to the public? It's always going to be the person who has their name on the ballot. It's never going to be 'Mr. Consultant.' They wander off in to the sunshine, and they'll be drinking their tequilas on the beach while we answer to the people who elected us” (Hiscox, CBC, 2004). Klees' comments underscore the sense in which policy oversight and accountability issues must be taken seriously in all consultant - government relationships.    

Consultants and Public Policy 

Others in this book raise the question of who should develop public policy and to what extent those not representing the general public should be engaged in the process. This question is extremely important in assessing the relationship between management consultants and government. Remembering that the ultimate goal for the private sector is increasing profit margins, and that vast majority of management consultants come from a business and accounting background, we should not be surprised that consultants may not be familiar with the democratic principles of equity, equality, fairness, and justice that are central to government operations in Canada.  Yet if consultants simply implement what the government wants, the issue of policy orientation or one’s background should not be of concern. David Zussman, current president of the Public Policy Forum, notes in a speech to the Canadian Association of Management Consultants:

… while I discussed the need for greater policy capacity in the federal government, I do not believe that there is a direct role for management consultants to play in policy development. I do not envisage a policy system where consultants write the memoranda to Cabinet, but I do see you providing new insights and ideas about the various policy options that are available.

Anthony Buono takes a different perspective, arguing that for management consultants, the “the boundary between dispensing advice and managing systems is becoming increasingly blurred” (2001, p. viii). Numerous consulting firms now advertise an ability to give policy advice to government as a key part of their service offerings. For example, on their website, XIST lists numerous services including:  “information policy and legislative compliance auditing, preparation of Treasury Board funding submissions, and writing ministerial briefing notes and reports for senior management” (XIST, website). Another consulting firm, Kaufman, Thomas + Associates (KTA) established the Centre for Collaborative Government within their firm, with the intention of making the Centre “a vehicle for a more independent approach to public policy research, dialogue and development” (KTA, website). According to their website, the KTA Centre “has achieved a national reputation for generating important new perspectives and policy directions in areas of accountability, government transformation, Aboriginal capacity building, and democratic renewal” (KTA, website). As a final example, but certainly not the last actual case, the Stratos consulting firm states: “We provide a diverse set of consulting skills and services to support the full spectrum of public policy, from strategic advice and the development of new policies, to program implementation and instrument design through to program evaluation and institutional reviews” (Stratos, website). Indeed, the federal government has become porous as management consultants are infiltrating every policy pore of government.


Some policy areas are more porous than others, for what seems to be primarily a function of government department funds available to spend on consultants. For example, Health and Education departments usually obtain the most funding at budget time and also tend to hire the most consultants. Other departments that hire management consultants on a regular basis tend to be those dealing with justice, economic development, infrastructure, aboriginal affairs, and municipal or intergovernmental affairs. Increasingly, consulting projects have dealt with cross-government policy issues such as children, aboriginals, information management, communication, and management issues in general. Within the consulting world, the larger firms tend to focus their energy on building relations with government departments that have the largest consulting budgets and compete on projects that are usually over $60,000. Smaller firms or individual management consultants tend to compete with one another on projects under $60,000.  

Larger consulting firms develop relationships with governments and departments that have more money to spend than others in the hope of developing a long-term working relationship. Given federal and provincial methods of tracking and reporting on external contracts,  it is impossible to determine the exact amount of money spent on external consulting contracts annually by each government. The federal government and the provincial governments of Alberta, British Columbia, Quebec, and Ontario are the biggest purchasers of external consultants in Canada.  In some jurisdictions, particularly Ontario and the federal level, the cost of consulting services has become a concern for the Auditor General, the media, and the public. For example, an article that appeared in the Ottawa Citizen notes that, “the government spends nearly $7 billion a year on professional services, the army of for-hire consultants dubbed the shadow public service.” (May, Ottawa Citizen, 2004)  Furthermore, the Office of the Auditor General’s reports in the past several years are filled with references to overspending on consultants and project overruns. In its 1996 Report, the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) commented that for one project, the consulting costs doubled: 

Consultant fees were estimated in the preliminary project approval to be approximately $8.75 million. Final consultant fees were $15.4 million. Public Works explained to the Treasury Board that the difference was due to the increased use of specialists by CSIS, the delay caused by the construction freeze, higher than anticipated expenses (for example, travel, printing, and translation), additional site supervision, and design changes and studies requested by CSIS (Auditor General of Canada, 1996, sec. 8:49).

The 2003 OAG report offered extensive observations on questionable management and reporting standards and this report drew attention to the lack of standards, ethics, and accountability in several government programs and offices (OAG, 2003).

In response to the negative publicity surrounding the sponsorship scandal and the overall desire to improve transparency and accountability of the government-consulting relationship, the federal government's 2004 budget announced a new policy on the mandatory publication of contracts over $10,000 for each government department (Treasury Board Secretariat, 2004). The contract information to be reported by each department includes: vendor name, number used in the financial system, contract date, description of work, contract period for services, delivery date of goods, and contract value. While this information allows the public to have more knowledge about federal government expenditures, it is still too vague to facilitate determination of the types of consulting being undertaken. For example, in Environment Canada’s website, numerous contracts were described as “Other Prof. Serv. - Management consulting - OGD or programs.” This generic description is designed to represent all services purchased by any government department that is categorized in the following manner: “Consulting services for financial management, transportation, economic development, environmental planning, public consultation and other consulting services not specifically mentioned in other objects” (Public Works and Government Services Canada, 2003). Numerous other vague categories exist that make it problematic to determine how much money is spent on policy analysis and what types of projects government is contracting out. As noted earlier, when provincial governments do offer information on external contracts they also use vague categories, making it difficult to assess how the provincial governments spend money on external contracts related to policy analysis. 

Finally, it is also important to consider that management consultants are not only being hired by governments to work in the policy area; they are also being employed by those actors who want to influence public policy. For example, as noted by Stritch, management consultants are being employed by business associations to conduct policy analysis in ways that ultimately affect government operations. Interest groups, polling firms, and think tanks have also employed management consultants. Adding to the complexity of influence, at times, these external policy agents may be in competition with each other for the government’s attention, but other times, these external policy agents may act in ways that are complementary to each other. This policy actor matrix, where external consultants work for government, quasi-government agencies, think tanks, policy institutes, business associations, non-profit organizations, and the private sector, can give the external management consultant a great deal of influence over policy analysis. This paper has focused primarily on the need to conduct further research on the government-consultant relationship, with an eye to developing a better understanding of the pervasiveness and ubiquitous impact of the external consultant on policy analysis. However, depending on what type of policy one is investigating, it is also important to take into consideration the role and impact of other external policy agents and their relationship to external consultants.

Closing Thoughts

In the past several decades, management consultants have become involved in every stage of the policy process; in some departments, they have been involved in the analysis of policy. In one sense, management consultants have become the private service to the public service and the impact of this public-private relationship needs to be further explored and monitored to determine the impact of contracting out policy services to external consultants. As Andrew Stritch eloquently notes in this book, a larger question looms over the business-government relationship, namely, the uneasy marriage of competing distributive mechanisms (Stritch, 2006). This observation underscores a key theme of this chapter: instead of characterizing external consultants as rational and apolitical, perhaps more attention should be paid to the personal interests and biases they bring to government when making recommendations on policy. Bakvis comments that “it is extremely rare  . . .   to find among current management consultants recommendations that run counter to market-driven, client-centred solutions” (Bakvis, 111). As noted earlier in this chapter, the bottom line for management consultants is the almighty dollar; not accountability, not getting elected, not ensuring services to citizens are equitable and fair. Instead, the good consultant is always thinking of a future opportunity to work with a client again, and making other governmental contacts during the course of a project to broaden his or her network – again, to win contracts to make more money. One of the earliest pieces of advice given to me when I entered consulting was the motto, ‘you eat what you kill.’ In other words, it is important to always remember that a consultant has to sell in order to bring home a paycheque – that is what is most important to maintaining employment. 

This chapter has intended to enhance our appreciation of the complexity of studying policy analysis. As noted throughout the text, management consultants have become important policy actors in all levels of government. Management consultants have also worked for external policy actors (such as interest groups, think tanks, research institutes, and professional associations) in their attempts to influence public policy. Additional research needs to be conducted, although data will be difficult to obtain for a variety of reasons. The bigger question also needs to be discussed and debated: to what extent should management consultants be involved in any aspect of public policy in Canada?  Further, what accountability contracts and consequences should be developed to ensure management consultants respect the culture and values inherent to the public sector?  Many questions remain unanswered and this chapter is intended to keep the issue at the forefront of policy analysis.

 Bibliography
Abrahamson, E. 1991. "Managerial fads and fashion: The diffusion and rejection of innovations."  Academy of Management Review.  16(3), 586-612.

Bakvis, Herman.  1997. “Advising the Executive: Think Tanks, Consultants, Political staff and Kitchen Cabinets.” The Hollow Crown.  Eds., Patrick Weller, Herman Bakvis, R.A.W. Rhodes.  London: Macmillan Press Ltd.

Buono, Anthony.  2001. “Introduction.” Current Trends in Management Consulting.  Anthony Buono, ed.  Greenwich, Conn.: Information Age Publishing. 

Canada.  Consulting and Audit Canada. “Our Organization” and “Our Services.”  Accessed 24 August 2004: http://www.cac.gc.ca/corp/internet/cacinternet.nsf/vmain/pifler704?OpenDocument. 

______. Public Works and Government Services Canada. “Master List of Objects for Fiscal Year 2003-2004,” 2003-02-26.  Accessed 09 December 2004: http://www.pwgsc.gc.ca/recgen/gw-coa/0304/objtoc-e.html
______.  1962. The Royal Commission on Government Organization.Volume 5: The Organization of the Government of Canada. Ottawa: Queen’s Printer. 

______. 2004. Treasury Board Secretariat. “Proactive Disclosure.” Accessed 19 December 2004:  http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pd-dp/index_e.asp
Canadian Association of Management Consultants.  2004.  “Code of Conduct.” Accessed 20 August 2004: http://www.camc.com/ 

Gaebler, Ted and Osborne, David. 1992. Reinventing Government: How the Entrepreneurial Spirit is Transforming the Public Sector Review. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Goodsell, Charles.  1994.  The Case for Bureaucracy: A Public Administration Polemic. 3rd edition.  Chatham, New Jersey: Chatham House Publishers, Inc.

Government Relations Institute of Canada.  “About GRIC: What is Government Relations?”  Accessed 13 August 2004: http://www.gric-irgc.ca/english/index.html. 

Greer, P.  1994. Transforming Central Government: The Next Steps Initiative. Buckingham: Open Press.

Hiscox, Heather.  “Handling Scandal: The Other Scandals.” CBC news online. 5 April 2004.  Accessed 23 October 2004:  http://www.cbc.ca/news/background/groupaction/handlingscandal1.html 
Hood, Christopher.  1995. “Contemporary Public Management: A New Global Paradigm?” Public Policy and Administration. 10:2.
Institute of Management Consultancy. 2004.  “Introducing the new management consultancy competency framework.”  Accessed 20 August 2004: http://www.imc.co.uk/our_standards/competence_framework.php. 

Kaufman, Thomas + Associates.  Centre for Collaborative Government. “KTA Centre for Collaborative Centre.” Accessed 28 August 2004: http://www.kta.on.ca/ktacenter.html. 

Manheim, Jarol; Rich, Richard; and Willnat, Lars. 2002. Empirical Political Analysis: Research Methods in Political Science. 5th edition. New York: Addison Wesley Longman, Inc.

May, Kathryn. “Ottawa bears brunt of cuts.” Ottawa Citizen. 24 March 2004. Accessed 24 October 2004: http://www.canada.com/national/features/budget_2004/story.html?id=8fb72cf9-ef78-4f2e-905f-09f90909565e
McKinsey & Company. 2004. “Consulting Roles.” Accessed 14 August 2004: http://www.mckinsey.com/aboutus/careers/applyingtomckinsey/consultingroles/index.asp
Mellett, E.B. 1988. From Stopwatch to Strategy: A History of the First Twenty-Five Years of the Canadian Association of Management Consultants. Toronto: Canadian Association of Management Consultants.

Meredith, H. and Martin, J. 1970. “Management Consultants in the Public Sector.” Canadian Public Administration. 13:4, 383-395.

Office of the Auditor General of Canada. “Matters of Special Importance.” 2003 Report of the Auditor General of Canada. Accessed 02 December 2004: http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/domino/reports.nsf/html/03menu_e.html
_____.  1996 Report of the Auditor General of Canada. Accessed 05 December 2004: http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/domino/reports.nsf/html/96menu_e.html 

onrec.com.  12 March 2003. “Skills shortage could threaten modernisation of public services.” Accessed 29 August 2004: http://www.onrec.com/content2/news.asp?ID=2170. 
Pfeiffer, J. William and John Jones. 1985. “Ethical Considerations in Consulting.” Clients and Consultants: Meeting and Exceeding Expectations.  Chip Bell and Leonard Nadler, eds.  Houston: Gulf Publishing Company, 314-322.

Praxis.  “Special Research Methodologies: Kananaskis Country Recreation Development Policy Review” Accessed 25 August 2004: http://www.praxis.ca/praxis/Methods/methods.htm. 

Robinson, Jerald and Zody, Richard. Fall 1988/Winter 1989. “Consulting for the Public Sector.” Business Forum. 14:1, 54-56.

Rostum, Hussein.  2002. “Review of Aboriginal Tourism Team Canada.” Prepared for Aboriginal Business Canada, Industry Canada. Accessed 15 July 2004: http://www.ic.gc.ca/cmb/welcomeic.nsf/0/4f61971a986e735985256e13004fc951?OpenDocument. 

Saint-Martin, Denis. 2000.  Building the New Managerialist State: Consultants and the Politics of Public Sector Reform in Comparative Perspective. New York: Oxford University Press. 

_______________.  1998. “The New Managerialism and the Policy Influence of Consultants in Government: An Historical-Institutional Analysis of Britain, Canada, and France. Governance.  11:3, 319-356.

Savoie, Donald. 2004. “Searching for accountability in a government without boundaries.”Canadian Public Administration 47:1.

Speers, Kimberly. “Corporate Government: Accountability, Business Planning, and Performance Measurement in the Government of Alberta.” Dissertation (in progress).  University of Alberta.

Stratos. 2003. “Our Approach.” Accessed 23 August 2004: http://www.stratos-sts.com/pages/services_003.htm. 

Tunnoch, G.V.  1964. “The Glassco Commission: Did it Cost More Than it Was Worth?” Canadian Public Administration, VII:3. 

United States. Department of Commerce. “Industry Sector Analysis: Canada, Management  Consulting Services.”  June 1998.
Venard, Bertrand.  2001. “Transforming Consulting Knowledge into Business Fads.” Current Trends in Management Consulting, Anthony Buono, ed.  Greenwich, Conn.: Information Age Publishing, 171-188.

Weiss, Alan. 2003. Great consulting challenges and how to surmount them. San Francisco : Jossey-Bass/Pfeiffer.  

Whorley, David.  2001. “The Andersen-Comsoc affair: partnerships and the public interest.” Canadian Public Administration. 44:3, 320-345.

Wooldridge, A. 1997 March 22. “Management Consultancy: The Advice Business.  The Economist, Supplement, 1-22.

XIST inc.  21 October 2003. “Government Online Info: Services for the Government of Canada.” Accessed 10 August 2004:  http://www.xist.com/01/newsItem.php?id=52. 
Zussman, David. 1999. “The Role of Management Consultants to the Federal Government.”  Notes for an address at the Annual General Meeting of the Eastern Ontario Chapter of the Canadian Association of Management Consultants. 23 September 1999.

PAGE  
1

