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Impetus for Reform

NATO is not the zombie in search of a mission that some portray
 but the difficulties that it is experiencing and the need for reform are more acute than in the past for a number of reasons:  

· Dramatic changes in the security environment;

· NATO’s radical changes in policies, roles, membership, military capabilities and partnerships, that is, the Alliance’s continuing “transformation;”

· Continuing transatlantic tensions, particularly differing threat perceptions, divergent views on how to respond, and the increasing gap in military capabilities;

· NATO’s increasing operational tempo and the number, variety, complexity and geographic spread of NATO-led operations; and 

· Difficulty reaching decisions and providing the necessary resources to implement decisions once taken. As Lord Robertson noted in 2004, some consider that decision-making is “too slow and cumbersome to deliver on time.”

Reform efforts

Since 2001 there have been extensive efforts at HQ reform:

· Then SG Lord Robertson launched NATO +, an effort to make the HQ work better, which resulted in a large number of changes.
· He then instituted a far-reaching reorganization, including the establishment of an operations division, a radically different approach to budgeting and a much heavier administrative apparatus.
· SG de Hoop Scheffer, for his part, launched a study of HQ reform in 2005 designed to:
(1) Ensure that North Atlantic Council
 consultations and decision-making are as efficient as possible;
(2) Bring greater coherence to budgetary and resource processes; and 
(3) Organize the staff in the best way to support these processes.
 
Results

Based on this study, the Secretary General presented a comprehensive, detailed set of proposals to Ambassadors designed to simplify business, strengthen accountability and develop a committee process to produce comprehensive advice for the North Atlantic Council. However, allies could not agree on most of the large number of quite radical proposals. Some allies thought the proposals went too far – others that they didn’t go far enough.

As a consequence, the Secretary General is implementing, on a trail basis, procedural proposals that do not require ministerial approval while continuing consideration of proposals for more radical restructuring.

The proposals now being implemented include: 

· Use of lead committees to integrate advice for Council, 

· Committees to agree only upon recommendations forwarded to Council rather than on entire documents;  

· A review of committees to ensure that they are relevant to NATO’s current priorities and to see which ones in the same functional areas could be merged or dropped;

· A pilot project, after the Riga Summit, to co-locate the International Staff (IS) and International Military Staff (IMS) Partnership Divisions; 
· The Senior Resource Board will assume a lead policy and planning role on all military resource areas, and there is agreement to look into identifying a single senior resource staff advisor for the Secretary General and Council. 
· Finally, the Secretary General mandated the ASG for Executive Management (ASG/EM) to take the reform process forward. 
Assessment

The bad news is that the current reform process has been progressively and substantially watered down. The results are unfortunately meager. NATO can certainly not be considered a “best practice” for reform.

Further bad news is that the lack of more extensive reform has diminished the impetus for reform and the credibility of the reformers.

But there is also good news. 

Some positive steps have been taken. Some of the procedural measures being implemented are useful and, in some cases, particularly the use of lead committees, have been working well and appear to be largely accepted.
 

Concerning structural reforms, any effort at IS-IMS co-location is desirable, and co-locating the Partnership Divisions may lead to further co-location. 


The resource measures are also useful, and there are some expectations that these steps will lead to further improvements.

Moreover, all the life has not gone out of the reform effort. The Secretary General remains committed to reform, and useful ideas have been developed which could be resuscitated. (One is already being brought back to life in fact.) 
As evidence of his continuing interest in reform, the SG instructed the relevant Assistant Secretaries General to come up with a proposal by mid-September (2006) for a consolidated Capabilities Division that would essentially merge most of the Security Investment (SI) Division and Defense Policy and Plans (DPP) Division under a single ASG for capabilities. (The resources components would be moved to the Executive Management Division.)
And allies remain interested. The 8 June 2006 meeting of ministers of defense stated that, “We also continue to pursue transformation at NATO Headquarters through the adoption of more efficient and effective ways of working and by continuing to prioritize resources in accordance with Alliance objectives.”
 One very big ally also continues to push for reform. The March 2006 US National Security Strategy noted that, “The internal reform of NATO structures capabilities, and procedures must be accelerated ….
  And at the Riga Summit Declaration, Heads of State and Government agreed that: “We endorse the drive for greater efficiency and effectiveness in NATO Headquarters and its funding practices.”

Why is HQ reform so difficult?


To understand why more extensive reform was not achieved and to think about how it might be achieved in the future, it is useful to consider why reforming NATO HQ is so difficult. 

NATO HQ is a complicated structure, an accretion of years of additions, developments and changes. NATO HQ has still not fully adjusted to the radical changes implemented under Lord Robertson in 2003, and staffs are suffering from an acute case of “reform fatigue.” Strong national vested interests, in some cases related to a desire to maintain a national hold on a key position or specific substantive area also impede reform. Proposals for change introduce risks to which allies are very adverse. The more radical the proposal, the greater the likelihood of resistance. In addition, there are vigorously competing views on what changes would make sense. Of paramount importance, the debate about NATO reform is unambiguously political, and the difficulty should not be underestimated. 
Conclusions 


In conclusion, it is worth asking whether alternative approaches might work better in the next push for reform. One key factor is timing. The likelihood for significant change increases when linked to a clear political agenda. For example, the 1999 Strategic Concept had clear implications for the staff and committee structure. 


Considering the difficulties, is NATO Reform "from the inside" possible? Some suggest seeking advice from a sophisticated consulting firm, citing the approach used to reform the NATO Command Structure as a successful precedent. But the disastrous experience with outside business experts following Lord Robertson’s effort to improve how the HQ worked argues against following such an approach. NATO, which is a very complicated organization, is not a business. NATO reform requires a nuanced understanding of the organization and of the political parameters within which it operates.
Some argue that a crisis is needed to bring about reform; pessimists even might suggest that a disaster is needed. 
For my part, I see a both problem and an opportunity.  The problem is NATO’s culture. Senior management has (with some exceptions) a largely diplomatic background and comes from an environment where “management” is, if not disdained, left to others, while the senior managers focus on the “real” work of  policy development and political discussion.  When change becomes necessary, the organization discovers that it lacks managers with the necessary skills to capture and manage change – because the organization has placed minimal value on developing those skills.  So NATO HQ must give greater priority to efforts to recruit people with change management skills and the proven experience of applying them in a variety of environments.


There is also the opportunity, which I see as a combination of continuing, although modest, reform efforts, the pressure of events, the passage of time, and eventually the construction of the new HQ building.  These factors could encourage significant change in the conduct and culture of business if it is properly planned, properly structured, and properly managed.  

It is essential, however, to remember that no matter how efficient the staff, the delegations or the internal processes, NATO HQ reform will never be worth much if allies don't share a sense of common purpose and believe that engagement through NATO is in their common interest.

To end on a somewhat lighter note, when NATO again reaches a decisive point in the reform process, as I am confident it will, I hope what a famous American philosopher (and New York Yankees’ baseball catcher) Yogi Berra said will be remembered: “If you come to a fork in the road, take it.” 

� The views expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect those of the Marshall Center or the U.S. Department of Defense. An earlier but more detailed version of this paper entitled: “NATO HQ Reform: the Latest Hurrah,” was published in July 2006 by the Conflict Studies Research Center. 
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