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Abstract

The NATO structure appears to foster inefficiency and makes it difficult for anyone to get anything done.  The structure appears to be ripe for change.  I describe the structural inefficiencies by examining those NATO organizations involved in the procurement, maintenance and disposition of communications equipment.  I then go further and examine the purpose of NATO, both from the perspective of its founding treaty and by working backwards from the existing organization, and discover the current NATO structure is set up to foster, and indeed require, communications between individuals for the purpose of "getting things done."  I examine the possibility of reorganizing around processes, then determine this would run counter to the purpose for which NATO was created.  I also examine the possibility of designing around self-directed work groups, but determine the personnel involved make this impossible: the NATO structure is inefficient by design in order that people will be forced to communicate with each other.  In addition, the organizational structure serves as checks and balances on the exercise of power within NATO.  Ultimately I conclude that the best course of action is to leave the basic structure of NATO alone.
Rethinking NATO:

An evaluation of the need for alterations in the NATO structure

Statement of the Problem

It takes too long to get anything done.  This is the common complaint of most people assigned to NATO.  The reason most often given is that no one is in control of any single process.  Seemingly every decision, no matter how trivial, has to travel through multiple hands for approval.  At higher levels it is even worse--- the representatives of the nations making up NATO have to agree on every major policy decision.  

If you want an example of how difficult this is, imagine you get nineteen of your friends together.  Now get them to agree on what to do for dinner.  This is no democracy, however; unanimity with abstention is required.  (No one can oppose the final decision, although they can choose to abstain from disagreement.)  What are the chances you'll eat dinner that night?
The majority of NATO staff is comprised of military personnel from member nations.  These military members are used to making things happen, to making a difference.  Unfortunately for them, tasks and processes are divided up between various people and organizations.  No one individual is able to complete all but the most insignificant task on their own.  Theorists call this "task identity," which is "the degree to which the job requires completion of a whole and identifiable piece of work" (Robbins, 2001, p. 446).  Military members also find the tasks they are called upon to perform could easily be performed by someone of lesser rank; their rank is required for political reasons, not for task accomplishment.  Theorists call this "task significance," which is "the degree to which the job has a substantial impact on the lives or work of other people" Robbins, p. 446).  Taken together, the lack of task identity and task significance makes the work seem meaningless, leading to low motivation, low job satisfaction, and low quality of work (Robbins, p. 447).  
Shortly before the completion of his three year tour with NATO, a US Army Captain described the psychological progression he went through following his assignment to NATO.  For the first six months he tried to make a difference, only to grow increasingly frustrated.  For the following year he was angry over being unable to make a difference, and at how little anything he did really seemed to matter.  Finally he became resigned to the situation, even comfortable with it.  He said he got to the point where a "hot" project dropped on his desk would barely make him put down his magazine.

The question then is what can be done to make NATO operate more efficiently?  Is their perhaps a way to reengineer the organization?  Might we find a way to reorganize the structure to enable single processes to be managed within a single organization, or perhaps even by a single caseworker?  Mightn't it be possible to create a structure where the mission of NATO could be carried out more quickly and using fewer people?  Perhaps we could even reach the point of using self-directed work teams to accomplish much of the work.
Dynamics of the Problem

What can be done to make NATO more efficient and effective is not the only issue to be addressed.  A more fundamental question is what efficiency and effectiveness means in the NATO environment.  Answering that question requires us to determine the reason NATO was created and the constraints under which it operates. 

We will begin by describing the system of NATO communications.  While NATO has interests in many aspects of international security, it is impossible for NATO forces to work together if they cannot communicate.  Consequently, the only significant military gear NATO owns is communications equipment.  Communications equipment is the one area in which NATO operates cradle to grave: from acquisition, through maintenance and ultimately to disposition.  
The NATO Handbook describes the situation this way: "Consultation, Command and Control matters are known within NATO under the collective name of “C3”. The NATO Consultation, Command and Control Organisation (NC3O) is responsible for the provision of a NATO-wide, cost-effective, interoperable and secure capability to ensure high level political consultation and command and control of military forces." It goes on to say, "The NC3O comprises the NATO C3 Board (NC3B), acting as the Board of Directors of the NC3O; the Group of National C3 Representatives (NC3REPS), acting as the NC3B in permanent session; a NATO C3 Agency (NC3A); and a NATO Communications and Information Systems Operating and Support Agency (NACOSA)" (NATO Handbook, p. 183).
Both NC3A and NACOSA are part of a common organization designed to provide strategic communications to military forces.  The responsibilities for providing communications are divided into development and acquisition, (NC3A,) and life cycle support, (NACOSA.)  NATO separated acquisition from maintenance and disposition, and placed these two distinct responsibilities into two separate agencies.  The very word "agencies" implies a degree of independence from each other.  The NATO C3 Board, known as NC3B, is a board of directors.  This executive level board operates not on a simple majority basis, or even on a two thirds or three quarters majority.  No, NC3B requires the representatives of the member nations to achieve unanimity.  A nation may choose to abstain, but should a nation object no agreement can be reached.  Thus the organizational structure ensures conflicts and disputes will be avoided at all cost.  It also ensures that the agencies beneath NC3B will operate in a manner independent of each other. 
Another important agency involved is the NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency, (NAMSA,) part of the NATO Maintenance and Supply Organization, (NAMSO.) According to the NATO Handbook, NAMSA exists "to provide logistic services in support of weapon and equipment systems held in common by NATO nations, in order to promote materiel readiness, to improve the efficiency of logistic operations and to effect savings through consolidated procurement in the areas of supply, maintenance, calibration, procurement, transportation, technical support, engineering services and configuration management" (NATO Handbook, p. 308).  In plain language, NAMSA may be responsible for all aspects of supply for military systems held in common by two or more nations.  In this case, NAMSA can assist in the common procurement of spare parts and maintenance.  By consolidating various nation's gear together, NATO can get a better deal on spares and maintenance than the individual nations would be able to get separately (NATO Handbook, p. 308).
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Figure 1: NATO C3 & Supply Organizations
These three organizations, NC3A, NACOSA and NAMSA, are all in conflict---or perhaps competition would be a better word---with each other.  NC3A does not have to go through NAMSA, the NATO supply agency, to procure equipment and systems.  NACOSA provides maintenance support for centrally managed communications, (meaning NATO-wide C3 systems,) while NAMSA provides maintenance support for everything else.  NACOSA cannot create a logistics train for centrally managed communications systems if NC3A does not inform them regarding the systems they are procuring.  Spares cannot be ordered and broken equipment cannot be turned in for maintenance if NC3A and NACOSA do not inform NAMSA and allow them to create the appropriate entries into the NATO Distributed Supply System, (NDSS).
A simple example will suffice to illustrate the confusion involved.  The airport in Pristina, Kosovo has a very primitive infrastructure.  For NATO forces to operate there, NC3A had to procure a radio system for the control tower.  This system is known to users as the "Ground-Air-Ground" (G.A.G.) radio.  The G.A.G. was procured by NC3A and delivered directly to the end user.  Neither NACOSA nor NAMSA were informed of the existence of this equipment.  Eventually this system required maintenance, but neither the supply or maintenance agencies knew the system existed.  It took time for NAMSA to create a stock number for the radio so it could be turned in and processed for maintenance.  It took time for NACOSA to figure out how best to maintain this radio system.  Meanwhile helicopter operations continued at the Pristina airfield without communications with air traffic control.  While this example may seem extreme, it is the type of problem people point to when decrying the inefficiencies inherent in the NATO structure.

Intervention Strategy.
Given that communications systems are vitally important to the operation of NATO, perhaps it would be possible to create an organizational structure to improve both the efficiency and effectiveness of provisioning NATO communications.  But to do that requires a deeper understanding of the purpose of NATO.  Once we understand that purpose, we will be in a position to suggest the appropriate changes.

The Treaty of Washington, also known as the North Atlantic Treaty, is the foundational document for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. (NATO Handbook, 2001, pp. 29, 30)  In addition to creating a common security arrangement, the treaty also created a structure for consultations between member nations (NATO Handbook, 2001, p. 30), with the intent of promoting "stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area" (North Atlantic Treaty, 1949, Preamble).  Creating stability required the preservation of peace and security (North Atlantic Treaty, 1949, Article 1).  It also required the setting up of a structure, as provided in Article 9 of the North Atlantic Treaty, to implement the common security arrangement and the consultations required to peacefully resolve disputes between nations (North Atlantic Treaty, 1949, Article 9).
This arrangement worked so well that the latter half of the 20th century saw no wars between the Western European nations.  The common enemy, in the form of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact alliance, was no doubt part of this.  But the structure created in accordance with Article 9 was also important.  As evidence, witness the wars of secession and ethnic cleansing that broke out in the former Yugoslavia beginning in 1992 and continuing through 1999 (BBC News History File, n.d.).  Western Europe also has its share of ethnic tensions and old territorial disputes
, but no wars have broken out.  Thus NATO has been successful in its mission to create "stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area" (North Atlantic Treaty, 1949, Preamble).  
As mentioned previously, Article 9 of the North Atlantic Treaty required the creation of a structure to implement the common security arrangement.  This structure is described in the following excerpt from the NATO Handbook.
"In general, subordinate bodies established by the North Atlantic Council, Defence Planning Committee, Nuclear Planning Group or NATO Military Committee act in an advisory capacity, undertaking studies of particular topics on the basis of mandates passed on to them by their parent body. Their role consists primarily of formulating policy recommendations which can be used as the basis for decision-making.

"However, a number of organisations and agencies have been established at different times to undertake more specific tasks. Located within the NATO Headquarters in Brussels or in different member countries of the Alliance, they form an integral part of the overall NATO structure. They provide a focus for specialised research and advice, for the implementation of Alliance decisions, for the management and operation of cooperative programmes and systems, and for education and training.

"Some of the above bodies are directly responsible to one parent body, such as the North Atlantic Council or the Military Committee. Others report to both, or have wider responsibilities which may involve them in managing or supervising systems or services which respond to the needs of the Alliance as a whole. In such cases their “tasking authorities” may include the NATO Strategic Commanders or other parts of the NATO structure.

"Many of the organisations referred to in this section come into the category of NATO Production and Logistics Organisations known as “NPLOs”. These are subsidiary bodies created within the framework of the implementation of the North Atlantic Treaty. Each NPLO is granted organisational, administrative and financial independence by the North Atlantic Council. Their tasks are to establish the collective requirements of participating nations in relevant fields of design and development, production, operational or logistic support, and management, in accordance with their individual Charters.

"Membership of NPLOs is open to all NATO countries on the basis of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) signed by each participating country. 

"Typically, an NPLO consists of a senior policy committee, a Board or Board of Directors (sometimes called Steering Committee) which acts as its directing body and is responsible for promoting the collective interests of the member nations; subordinate committees or working groups established by the Board, with responsibility for particular aspects of the task; and an executive agency, which is the management arm of the NPLO, normally headed by a General Manager.

"The title used to describe the overall organisational structure of individual NPLOs normally concludes with the word “Organisation” and the management body with the word “Agency”. This is reflected in the corresponding acronyms, resulting in names such as “NAMSO”, describing the NATO Maintenance and Supply Organisation as a whole, and “NAMSA” describing the NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency.

"In addition to the above, there are a number of NATO Project Steering Committees (NPSCs) and Project Offices. A “NATO Project” is a formal status, conferred on an armaments or equipment cooperation project involving two or more NATO nations, by the Conference of National Armaments Directors (CNAD). The CNAD is the senior body in NATO responsible for cooperation in the field of production logistics.

"Each Project Steering Committee is the subject of an intergovernmental agreement between participating countries, relating to the coordination, execution and supervision of an equipment procurement programme. Established in accordance with agreed NATO procedures for cooperation in the research, development and production aspects of military equipment, NPSCs report to the CNAD, which reviews progress and decides on the continuation, adaptation or curtailment of the project, and where appropriate, on the establishment of a Project Office” (NATO Handbook, pp. 305, 306).
The structure begins with the North Atlantic Council, the only "body formally established by the North Atlantic Treaty" (NATO Handbook, p. 278).  The council is comprised of representatives from member nations, and depending on the level of discussion these representatives may be ministers, ambassadors, or even heads of state.  The North Atlantic Council has created beneath it the formal organisation existing today (NATO Handbook, p. 278).
From the organizational description provided by the NATO Handbook, we can see that NC3O and NAMSO are NATO Production and Logistics Organisations.  As such, they have been granted, by the North Atlantic Council, "organisational, administrative and financial independence" (NATO Handbook, p. 305).  NC3O is run by a board of directors, NC3B, made up of national representatives whose job it is to promote their national interests (NATO Handbook, p. 183).  
In a similar fashion the Senior NATO Logisticians Conference (SNLC) exercises executive authority over NAMSO, among other things.  The SNLC is convened twice per year; it's mandate "is to address consumer logistics matters with a view to enhancing the performance, efficiency, sustainability and combat effectiveness of Alliance forces and to exercise, on behalf of the [North Atlantic] Council, an overarching coordinating authority across the whole spectrum of logistics vis-à-vis (sic) the other logistic committees and bodies of NATO" (NATO Handbook, p. 307).  The SNLC is made up of representatives from the logistics agencies and the member nations.  Once again, the job of the national representatives is to promote their national interests.
Approach Strategy

At every level we see the interests of the member nations being represented, with the resulting institutional paralysis that goes along with the necessity for unanimity.  This institutional paralysis is built into the very fabric of NATO.  Perhaps it would be prudent to determine why the organization was structured in this way and what purpose it serves the organization.
According to Chester I. Barnard (1938), "the primary task of the executive organization" is "the establishment and maintenance of the system of communication" (Barnard, 1938, p. 182).  This is done first by creating the "scheme of organization", which is the "strategic factor" (Barnard, p. 182).  The organization structure, and the personnel who fill the created positions, become the means of communication.  If follows then that if we examine the structure of an organization we may be able to discover the communications scheme behind it.  
Barnard also points out that communications are accomplished through people, and that the staffing of the organizational structure is a primary concern (Barnard, p. 182).  The problem comes with creating in the executive a loyalty to the organization.  As we have seen, the first loyalty of the executives in charge of NATO and its various organizations is not to NATO itself, but to their own countries.  Barnard states that loyalty is the key to communications because it ensures persons will submit to the organization and be responsible in carrying out its mission (Barnard, p. 183).  But executives are loyal first to their own country; loyalty to NATO is secondary.  
Organizations can offer several inducements to create loyalty.  The most important of these is prestige, followed by "interest in work" and "pride in organization" (Barnard, p. 183).  Working with NATO at a high level and in the international environment is certainly prestigious.  Certainly the work can be interesting, and people can be proud of the organization's history and success in accomplishing its mission.  All this serves to concentrate the efforts of the executive boards, and to some extent limits the nationalistic impulses of the various executives.  Thus the loyalty of the executives is divided, ensuring that NATO will be able to accomplish specific tasks while ensuring national interests are taken into account.
When discussing executive personnel, Barnard further states that "the selection, promotion, demotion, and dismissal of men becomes the essence of maintaining the system of communication without which no organization can exist" (Barnard, p. 184).  NATO does have civilian hires, and can promote, demote & dismiss them as necessary.  But NATO has no formal control over the senior executive staff.  These people are national representatives, and only the nations select, promote & dismiss them.  It is conceivable that NATO would exercise a certain amount of influence over this process, but clearly the nations themselves are in charge---reducing the NATO's control over its own communications channels.
This scenario is repeated throughout the NATO organization.  NATO is staffed through a combination of civilian hires and national positions.  The national positions are designed to be filled by military personnel selected for their rank and job skills.  NATO has no say in the selection of personnel to fill these positions.  The NATO budget is funded by the member nations, and the member nations try to limit the financial impact of their membership.  Thus for NATO it is cheaper to offer a post to the nations for a military member than to fill it with a civilian hire.  This guarantees that most of the NATO positions are filled by military personnel.  

These personnel positions are offered to the nations who then bid for them.  In order to gain a prestigious slot for a flag officer, a nation has to agree to fill a certain number of slots.
  National prestige then comes into play and ensures the continued participation of the nations in staffing the various NATO organizations.  NATO organizations are therefore staffed by a variety of people, military and civilian, from a variety of NATO nations.  
The likelihood of miscommunication and cultural misunderstandings is high in this environment.  The only solution is to use formal procedures and personal contacts.  Formal procedures are, in essence, nothing more than a description of the formal communications channel.  Certain information has to be encoded in a certain way, and then passed from one person to another until the communications process is complete.  But this formal process can be helped along through informal means.  It turns out that the relationships developed between people serve to grease the skids, so to speak.  

Formal procedures do not guarantee a result.  It is easy for steps to be missed, for information to be misconstrued, and for individuals to find reasons to avoid performing work or making decisions.  The general lack of accountability in NATO combined with minimal loyalty to the organization as a whole ensures that without a system of informal contacts, nothing would be accomplished.  
Military members are used to fulfilling their taskings.  They improvise, adapt, and overcome.  Then they are assigned to NATO and find they cannot accomplish any tasking because although they may be accountable for it, they do not own the process.  There is always one more form to fill out or one more person's approval required.  The military member finds him or herself to be powerless to push the process forward.
  Eventually they discover that personality is more important than procedure.  Eventually they learn to develop a web of contacts and associations, and that exploiting these associations is the only way to complete a tasking.
Implementation Plan

NATO was established to create a common security environment and to foster communications between the nations.  To that end it created a structure which requires maximum communication.  This structure, however, is terribly inefficient and ineffective at completing taskings.  The issue, then is not only how to reengineer the organization so that taskings would be performed more efficiently, but also whether that reengineering would help NATO accomplish its primary mission.
In any scenario, one of the options to be considered is to do nothing.  Obviously this approach has risks, since if the current situation was satisfactory we would scarcely be looking to change it.  On the other hand, we must be wary of change for changes sake, and must take into account the desired organizational outcome.  In more concrete terms, does the current organizational structure meet NATO's goals, and would some form of reengineering of the structure either assist or detract from those goals?

As the North Atlantic Treaty makes clear, the function of NATO is to create a framework for discussions about common security arrangements, (Articles 3 & 5,) the settlement of international disputes, (Article 1,) economic policies, (Article 2,) and furthering the cause of democratic principles, (Article 2) (North Atlantic Treaty).  Having created the framework for such discussions, having ensured the various organizational positions are filled, and having been successful at preventing conflicts between member nations and with nations outside of NATO, the organization can be said to have been a success.
But what about fulfilling specific tasks?  It may not be immediately obvious, and is in fact counterintuitive, but NATO is not in the business of fulfilling of taskings.  Rather, NATO is in the business of communicating about the fulfilment of taskings.  This is clear from the organizational structure itself, for no single agency or organization is responsible for an entire process.  Thus communication is required to achieve the cooperation of other agencies.

But what other possibilities exist besides doing nothing?  Modern management practices suggest the possibility of organizing NATO around certain core tasks.  For example, we could incorporate the maintenance functions of NACOSA into NAMSA, thereby eliminating redundancies and taking advantage of NAMSAs experience in negotiating maintenance support contracts.  We could take the purchasing authority of NC3A and give it to NAMSA, ensuring that NC3A could no longer purchase equipment outside NATO supply channels.  We could also combine the remaining functions of NC3A and NACOSA into one organization, making it responsible for the entire life cycle of a system.

Certainly this would seem to be more efficient.  But would it be, really?  It is important to note that there is no accountability in NATO.  The organization has no hammer.  Therefore responsibility is distributed between various organizations.  Each organization not only relies on the other, but is also accountable to the other.  Restructuring around processes would eliminate the checks and balances inherent in the current organization, and would consolidate power within a single organization.  Power corrupts.  More importantly, consolidating the authority and responsibility for a process within a single organization would reduce the need for communications between people, and would therefore appear to violate the intent of the North Atlantic Treaty.  Thus restructuring NATO to conform to modern business practices would damage the alliance.
Another more modern approach would be to use self-directed work teams to accomplish the work of NATO.  According to Orsburn, Moran, Musselwhite, Zenger and Perrin, "A self-directed work team is a highly trained group of employees…fully responsible for turning out a well-defined segment of finished work."  Furthermore, "every member of the team shares equal responsibility for this finished segment of work" (Orsburn, p. 272).  The use of self-directed teams has been shown to dramatically increase productivity.  While productivity gains of "20 to 40 percent" are normal, it is not unheard of for a self-directed work team to demonstrate a "250 percent increase in productivity" (Orsburn, p. 276).  
This is not the place to go into detail about the details of self-directed work teams, but it should prove useful to describe some of the necessary personal and organizational criteria required if self-directed work teams are to be successful.  Hackman and Oldham make the following three points when describing the three characteristics "such groups must have":

1. "They are real groups.  The group must…have interdependent relations with one another, that they develop differentiated roles over time, and that the group be perceived as such by both members and nonmembers." 
2. "They are work groups.  The group must have a defined piece of work to do…[resulting] in a product, service, or decision whose acceptability is at least potentially measurable." 

3. "They are self-managing groups.  Group members must have the authority to manage their own task and interpersonal processes as they carry out their work" (Hackman and Oldham, p. 251).

Hackman goes on to say "who is in the group" greatly affects the success of the self-directed work group (Hackman, p. 255).  Self-directed work groups often take responsibility for their own composition, making the types of personnel decisions traditionally made by managers, (Hackman, p. 256, 257).  Unfortunately, this is not possible in NATO because the individual nations control the assignment of their personnel.  Additionally, the hierarchal military rank structure works against egalitarian decision making.  

The last of the several points Hackman makes regarding group composition is that "the group should be composed to balance between homogeneity and heterogeneity of membership" (Hackman, p. 256).  Diversity enables a wider perspective, which creates better, more creative solutions.  Too much diversity, though, means that team members will have little "common ground," while too little diversity will give up the main advantage of having teams (Hackman, p. 256.)  We have previously mentioned that the member nations control the assignment of their personnel, meaning the control of diversity is not possible. 
When designing for self-directed work groups, two important questions must be addressed.  The first question is whether "Self-Managing Work Groups Fit with the People and the Context" (Hackman, p. 258).  Who are the people we are dealing with?  The NATO workforce is made up of military members from the member nations and their different branches of service.  Heterogeneity, therefore, is assured.  The limiting factor is whether the members have the cultural background necessary for work teams, and whether the members have enough in common with each other, (homogeneity,) to enable them to work closely together.

The United States non-commissioned officer is a valuable commodity.  As they climb through the ranks, NCOs gain increasing managerial responsibility.  They are expected to work with minimal supervision and to use a combination of experience, common sense, and written guidance to make decisions.  By contrast, the Warrant Officer in the Italian military is a skilled technician, not a manager.  Warrant Officers do not make decisions, they execute detailed decisions made for them and delivered to them either in written guidance or by the officers appointed over them.
These two countries, the United States and Italy, have vastly different legal systems that may serve to illustrate the vast cultural differences between them.  In the United States, everything is legal unless there is a law prohibiting it.  In Italy, nothing is legal unless there is a law allowing it.
  The United States values the freedom to innovate, while Italy values tradition and conformity.  It would be difficult to form a team made up of equal numbers of Americans and Italians, because the common ground is missing.  It would be difficult to create a self-directed work group among Italians due to the cultural disposition for all decisions to be made at the top.

Another important consideration is the tenure of the employees.  Orsburn states that "it takes a group of employees from two to five years to become a mature self-directed work team" (Orsburn, p. 277).  As stated before, the majority of the NATO workforce comes from the militaries of the member nations.  In most nations, short tours are the norm.  Americans tend to serve 3 year tours, U.K members only 2.  Italians can serve much longer, with 10 year tours not uncommon.  On the average, though, the tenure of the military member is less than the time required to make the transition to mature self-directed work groups.
While self-directed work groups are the wave of the future in modern, globally competitive organizations, they will not work in NATO.  NATO has little control over the individuals who are chosen to fill its ranks.  NATO cannot force a hierarchically organized work force into an essentially egalitarian working environment.  NATO cannot ensure the team will stay together long enough to convert to a functioning unit.  And NATO members come from wildly divergent cultures with different attitudes towards the use and even the desirability of authority.  Clearly, NATO cannot reorganize around work groups.
Evaluation Plan

We began this investigation by discussing the difficulties people face when trying to accomplish taskings, also known as getting things done.  These difficulties are created by and are inherent in NATO's organizational structure.  But we also made an investigation into the purpose for which NATO was created to determine what changes, if any, would be consistent with that purpose.  This investigation was twofold.  First we examined the North Atlantic Treaty which called for the creation of the organization.  Then we examined the organization itself to see if it'd design contained clues as to its purpose.

Our investigation determined that NATO was created to foster communications for the purpose of creating a common security environment, keeping the peace, and maintaining a stable political and economic environment.  The organization supports that purpose, as it ensures communications will be required for the accomplishment of all but the most trivial of tasks.  We conclude, then, that NATO is very effective at forcing people to work together to accomplish taskings.
But we also examined the reengineering the organization around processes, using the example of the NATO communications organizations.  An organization was proposed that would consolidate duplicate functions, possibly reducing manpower, and reducing the functional silos that currently limit the efficiency with which taskings can be accomplished.  But it turns out that this reorganization, while increasing the efficiency with which NATO accomplishes tasks, would actually reduce the need for communications about those same tasks.  Furthermore, consolidation of power in an organization with limited accountability and where personal loyalties are compromised would be unwise.
Upon further reflection it is apparent that the founders of NATO were very smart.  They understood that better communications between the nations would help smooth over misunderstandings, prevent war, and improve the lives of European citizens.  They created an organization where discussions about these important issues, as well as trivial ones, are required at all levels.  Everyone becomes familiar with each other's business and way of thinking.  Because loyalties are divided between NATO and the nations, and because an executive's prestige is tied into the position they hold, they are more likely to try and find common ground and to repair damaged relationships.

It turns out that the NATO organization is inefficient by design.  The founders created an organization where nothing was easy, thus forcing people to develop informal personal relationships if any taskings were to be completed.  These relationships, created one person at a time over more than fifty years, have accomplished their purpose of keeping the peace.  
What is necessary is to simply document the procedures necessary to accomplish particular tasks.  These procedures, or chains of communications, would tell people the types of communications required and the people to whom these communications must be made.  But I wouldn't recommend, however, that we institute any formal program to inform people why NATO is organized the way it is.  Instead, I'd make the information available and let the word trickle down via word of mouth.  After all, if the point of NATO is to foster communications, this subject would be another topic to communicate about.  This may appear to be little more than fiddling about at the margins, but given all we have learned, it is clear that no significant alteration to the NATO structure is warranted.  
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� Interview with US Army Captain W., Chief of Operations, Southern Region Signal Command, November 2000.  (Full name withheld by author.)


� This particular situation occurred in early 2002.  I know of it in my capacity as Chief of Logistics Maintenance for the Southern Region Signal Command, Allied Forces Southern region, (AFSOUTH).


� The United Kingdom maintains possession of Gibraltar, which was historically part of Spain.  Greece and Turkey are engaged in a long-standing dispute over Cyprus.  Portions of northern Italy are historically German.  Two thirds of historical Hungary are in the possession of Romania, Czechoslovakia and the former Yugoslavia.  A good chunk of Poland once belonged to Germany.


� This situation was been described to me by the former head of personnel for the Communications Division, Allied Forces Southern Region, (AFSOUTH,) Major Murphy, and confirmed by Colonel McKeown, the former Deputy Commander, J6/SRSC,.  It has come up in a variety of conversations with others.  One interesting tidbit of information is that Greece and the Turkey, who are historical enemies, bid for slots in such a way that each is able to supply flag officers of equivalent rank as heads of divisions.  Thus honor is served and prestige maintained.


� See the US Army Captain's description of the psychological stages he went through following his assignment to NATO on p. 4.


� Neighbor and Larner write of an American woman's experience in trying to open the first one-hour photo store in Italy.  Because it was the first, the bureaucrats didn't know whether it was a laboratory or a retail store.  Clearly it had elements of both, but clearly it was neither.  Resolving this issue and issuing the correct permit was a tortuous affair (Neighbor and Larner, pp. 270-271).





