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Abstract

Although the Norwegian Army once contained a praifasal Non-Commissioned Officer

(NCO) or Other Ranks (OR) structure, it was abe@lsfor reasons that did not take into account
future needs or the ultimate consequences of duahge. As the only Army in NATO at

present, that lacks such a structure, many consigdlorwegian Army to be at odds with a
world that requires a very different emphasis toddihough efforts have been made to effect
such change, various factors have contributeddatfitus quo. This study identifies a number of
factors that have played a role in shaping thegs®¢o reintroduce a professional Other Ranks
structure in the Norwegian Army today. The key ing$ indicate that political ideology is far
less influential today than has been the caserfaatly. The idea of officership as profession
appears to play a role, as do the aspects of ohipetsming and a holistic approach. The study
also shows that gradual change is now evidenttasdhierefore considered likely that the

Norwegian Army will also develop its own professab®R structure in the foreseeable future.



Summary

The issue of a professional OR structure in theAdgran Armed Forces has been controversial
for a number of years. The disbandment which waalitical decision came about largely due to
contention over ideology and class perspectives.pidiitical involvement resulted in a

prevailing perception within the Armed Forces thelmss that reversing these changes was
considered to be a task of insurmountable propwstidhe lack of a so-called specialist structure
was acceptable as long as the Norwegian Army waduging soldiers for a mobilisation Army.
With the end of the Cold War and a lengthy engagemeAfghanistan, the world changed and
the need for a professional OR structure in theadgran Army gradually resurfaced. For the
past three years, the Chief of Staff of the Nonaeghrmy has endeavoured to re-introduce the
professional OR structure. This has been a timswoing process that has required a great deal
of effort, and which has yet to see tangible rasdlhe overarching goal with this research has
been to identify why that may be the case. Thearebes therefore based on the simple
guestion: why does the Norwegian Army not haveddgssional Other Ranks structure today?
This thesis then examines the process and theusaitoces of influence that appear to be
playing a hand. Through qualitative research, liesits identifies a series of factors that appear
to be influencing the overall outcome to varyingekes. Research shows that political ideology
is far less an obstacle than was the case preyidD#her factors identified as been part of the
process include the idea of officership as a psafes which for various reasons has been less
prevalent as a concept until recent years. Thenbioa of ownership and stakeholders has also
been important, as has timing and the need forre imalistic approach. A lack of
implementation of the existing concept has alsgqdaa role, though the perspective of costs has
not yet done so directly. In conclusion it now aggethat the change will take place, though it is

premature to say when this will happen.
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1INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

In the year 2012, the Kingdom of Norway is the oztyintry out of a total of 27member

countries in NATO that currently does not have afgssional Other Ranks (OR) structure in its
Army. The current Chief of Staff of the Norwegiandy has endeavoured for almost three years
to reintroduce such a system, which in many respedimilar to that which was once abolished
several decades ago. Significant changes in thaenam which the Norwegian Army has been
used over the last ten years and the resultingrexue that the Norwegian Army has gained in
particular from its engagement in Afghanistan hiaigglighted the need for change. Challenges
that can only be addressed through a fundamenraalgehin structure and concept have come to
the fore. In recent years considerable effort lebnvested into research related to this
specific focus group. This includes a number o¥eys within affected target groups on how to
achieve such change. In an empirical survey coreduesst year amongst relevant employees, an
overwhelming majority of the respondents indicateslr desire to belong to such an OR or
specialist structure. Arguments or so-called fofoeghange have been growing, but despite
efforts over the almost past three years; no fe@hge has yet taken place. For a number of
given reasons this has thus proven to be an elgsiak This paper focuses on why that may be
the case. This therefore gives rise to the follgnpnoblem statement; why does the Norwegian

Army not have a professional Other Ranks strudincay?

The scope of this thesis is to analyze the proatagempting to re-introduce a professional OR
structure in the Norwegian Army. The intent is &detmine in particular which factors have
played a role in influencing this process and t@idxtent these factors or new ones will
continue to influence a future outcome. The thedisuse a historical perspective as a reference
for interpretation of the current context, and ei@arthe cultural and historical legacies that
appear to significantly shape today’s perspecti¥es.comparative purposes and as a further
cross reference, the thesis will also examine daimprocess that recently took place in the

Swedish Armed Forces.

! |celand as the 28th NATO member does not havaitsarmy.



1.2 Relevance

The subject is considered to be highly topical yoas it figures on the agendas of both senior
representatives of the Armed Forces as well asigahs, including the Defence Minister
himself. Current attempts to re-introduce a pratess OR structure into the Norwegian Army
have been ongoing for almost three years. Withsigame time frame, Sweden has just
completed its own transition towards the same géafen that Norway fields the only Army in
NATO today that does not have a professional O&sire, it is the object of focus as NATO
strives daily for enhanced interoperability. Evexyaxperiences in Afghanistan have only

served to underline the urgency of this potena&dm.

Multiple initial indicators point towards this press been brought to a conclusion of sorts within
the next 24 months. In January this year, the Ninigf Defence gave a speech in which he
spoke of “preparing for careers for specialistsaitgeide, 2012). This is the same terminology
as that employed by the Chief of Staff of the Anmyis attempts at reform. A number of recent
political speeches have centred on the same tajiltthe need for change as the key note. The
topic has been the subject of a parliamentarypet&ation as recently as February 2012. This
thesis attempts to provide an understanding ov#n@us arguments for and against the process
and its potential outcome and as such might prowsddul insights for military personnel, as

well as politicians with an interest in defenceatetl matters.

1.3 Terminology

For purposes of clarification, it must be undeuinieat semantically and culturally there are
some specific nuances in the terms used in thisrgapat do not translate well from Norwegian
to English. In English, the most commonly used tevday for Other Ranks is Non-
Commissioned Officer or NCO. As Norwegian officarg not technically commissioned, this
term is not entirely accurate. For practical reastie NATO term OR, will therefore be used
throughout the paper, unless as part of a direategin which case the term NCO may be used.
In Norwegian there is a differentiation betweentdrens “offiser” literally meaning an officer,
and “befal”, meaning those who command. This laten includes both officers and other
ranks, and in the Norwegian language may be usddrtote one or both categories. For
practical reasons in this paper, the term “befals therefore been translated to include both

groups. The term specialist, denoting the sameayoagehas been used deliberately in recent



years as it is considered to be more politicallyect. Although it is used with more frequency
today, it will only be referred to when part of@esific quote.

Two additional terms however; “enhetsbefal” andd@hngsbefal” which when literally

translated yield the same English word; denotedigoificantly different meanings in

Norwegian. The first indicates a “one size fit$ &kmat, where a standardised type of training
and education is provided to all officers, as adfs the concept that all officers are “built in

the same mould”. The second term describes thetypawof officer concept introduced in 2005,
aimed at providing officers at the lower levelglod command structure. The term has thus been
translated to unit officer. The unit officer exists a concept today, and it is a key part of this
thesis in that it might eventually be replaced lprafessional OR structure. Although it is
necessary to refer to the unit officer concept @xamine some of its shortcomings in particular,

this paper is not intended as an evaluation otitheofficer concept.

1.4 Research Methodology

The procedure of enquiry or research strategyhisrthesis is based on a qualitative approach
for the collection, analysis and interpretatiornhof data. “Qualitative research is a means for
exploring and understanding the meaning individoalgroups ascribe to a social or human
problem” (Cresswell, 2009, p. 4). Qualitative resbaaims at entering a social world and
describing and explaining social phenomenon byyaiay experiences, communication, and
interactions. Rather than conduct causal enquiaggccurs in quantitative research, qualitative
research focuses on the understanding of comptex@tationships (Stake, 1995). This last
parameter is crucial to the choice of strategyttia specific thesis, as the relationships between
the various players involved and the subject itsedfdecisive to its very outcome. The process
of this research involves emerging questions ama clalected in the respondents setting
(Cresswell, 2009). In this sense the respondeptbath participants and observers, where
subjective as well as objective perspectives azsgnted.

Given the history of the research subiject, it iepbally both contentious and controversial and
as such can be expected to generate subjective Waawmay be prone to both prestige and
speculation. A singular advantage of the qualieainalysis is therefore that it requires and
promotes an approach that is both critical andstioliand where differing perspectives are

necessarily balanced against each other.



Although the sample size does not support stagistieneralization, it enables a deeper
understanding of those processes and structuradystemic factors that influence learning at
individual and organizational levels. This undemsliag was derived via an iterative and critical
process of reflection on the data and relevantrthes the research has progressed, certain
views have shown themselves to be representatneefiamber of the respondents. This has

enabled the possibility to identify certain tremashe research group.

Quotations from the interviews are given in italiseoughout, though for lengthier quotations,
the text is provided with an inset instead. Thasatafions are considered representative of the
stories and cited perspectives of the participantsas such provide a common platform to

present the findings.

The information has been drawn from a mix of baimpry and secondary sources. To base a
thesis exclusively on primary sources would propéia possible, but this would fail to take into
account the results of research done by othersassdch would not have provided a sufficient
base. On the other hand, to base information gathenly on secondary sources could fail to
bring new facts to bear on the issue and therdfave less chance of providing new insight.
Additionally, it was necessary to use primary sesno verify the accuracy of secondary
sources. In cases where there are no primary soaxeglable, care has been taken to have more
than one secondary source when possible, as willcseck for the possibility that the

secondary works were not simply based on one sahaed by all.

The primary sources consist of the interviews tredues. Most of these are recorded and as
such, are considered to be formal interviews, wdsecehers which were not recorded are
considered more as informal interviews primarilyhwthe intent to provide background

information. Secondary sources were mainly hisgd@ccounts and earlier research.

The secondary sources have consisted primarilyritew material in a variety of forms ranging
from media accounts to parliamentary bills and AdrRerces implementation directives. The
material in this category is extensive and timesconing to examine. However, it provides a

necessary historical backdrop and it has also geavhew insights.

The primary research method was based on formevietvs with a selection of 15 respondents.
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Criteria for selection included a firsthand knowgedf the topic itself, but also of both the
political and bureaucratic machinations and proegssvolved. Respondents were all either civil
servants or senior military officers working in tNerwegian Ministry of Defence, the Defence

staff or in the main officer unions. Two of thepeadents were retired.

Some brief supplementary conversations with adwioespondents were subsequently

required, but were used mainly to answer specifiestjons and can therefore not be considered
as formal interviews. For comparative reasons wgpondents from the Swedish Armed Forces
are included in the material to illustrate the psges resulting in the recent re-establishment of a
professional Swedish OR structure. Some of theoredgnts had a historical knowledge of

earlier phases of the developments involving thesB&cture, whereas others were considered

to be part of ongoing processes today. Severdleofdspondents have been promoted (up to
several ranks), since their original involvementha process. For purposes of clarity, | have
therefore consistently referred to all the militaegpondents with their final or current rank.

There were varying degrees of understanding ofdpie shown by respondents, leading some to
exhibit an initial hesitancy in taking a definiteisdpoint. However, it was interesting to observe
how several became emboldened in their commenlksiméteased awareness of recent
development. This shift in approach would indidai@ although a number of the respondents
were obviously conscious of their current role, drgplayed a cognisance of political
sensitivities, a higher level of social reflexivappeared to manifest itself as the interviews
progressed. Although a form of structured intervieas therefore initially considered, it became

obvious there it would more beneficial to use aufmd interview form.

In considering the required interview strategy &audics, the option to use structured;
unstructured; respondent or informant (non-diregtimterviews (Powney, 1987) became
relevant, following the conduct of two pilot intéews, which were run before the process was
fully initiated. The pilot interviews showed thdtheough it was desirable that respondents spoke
freely, a non-directive interview became very tioomsuming and often did not concentrate on

the relevant areas of main interest.

The non-directive interview (Rogers, 1945), hasb&dicised as unsuitable for non-clinical
research (Whyte, 1984) which has led to the deveé of the focused interview. In essence
the respondents were all given a fifteen minuteghiction on the status of the subject process.
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This approach was used in order to set the stagadaespondent and to outline what was
already known. The respondents were then encoutagaukak freely both with regards to
content and structure. A limited number of direaieg@stions were provided towards the end of
the interview in order to supplement the informatibat had been provided. This was done in
the form of both prompts and probes. As such thm faf the interviews can not be defined as

directly structured, but more as focused interviews

Reflexivity was also a considered feature of tesearch. Reflexivity refers to the researcher’s
acceptance of himself as part of the research @mwient, and subject to bias, prejudice, and
preconceived ideas (Woolgar, 1988). In essencw deleel of reflexivity indicates an individual
who is shaped primarily by their environment. Casedy, a high level of social reflexivity
indicates an individual shaping their own perspesj norms, desires, etc. Although there was
therefore a risk of the respondents having somesihalar backgrounds and thus representing a
homogenous and potentially narrow perspective aiitbhwer level of reflexivity, the interviews
showed that they actually represented differingpectives, and in some cases respondents were

actually diametrically opposed in their views.

Although all the chosen respondents had links eaadlpic, not all of them had direct personal
insights, and as such some of their input was rabeeperipheral character. Respondents were
given a common background update, and were thesdaskumber of similar questions and
encouraged to tell their own stories. Question @m®ivere motivated by a combination of
theoretical concerns and stakeholder interest.dstiwases, the respondents moved into a form
of storytelling, which provided additional insigh&uch stories from respondents; “enable us to
study organizational politics, culture and charnganiquely illuminating ways, revealing how
the wider organizational issues are viewed, comatknpon and worked on by their members”
(Gabriel, 1998, p. 12). Simply put, the storytajliencourages the respondent to elaborate in
their own words and style. More often than notsbanables them to expand on their views and

is therefore more symptomatic of a high level dfiabreflexivity, as mentioned earlier.

As the data was analyzed, assumptions were quan@dhterpretations were checked with other
findings and with some peers not involved in theeezch, in order to increase the
trustworthiness of the conclusions. The researghageh adopted for this method is focused on

achieving analytical rather than statistical gelemtion through the use of qualitative methods.
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As already mentioned, a major challenge in colherthis data is that it was time consuming.
The topic of a professional OR structure itself aB® had a long and at times turbulent history
with clear political connotations. This implied peptions of political sensitivity in some of the
respondents. Additionally, a majority of the resgemnts are still active in positions where they
may not always feel comfortable being quoted ih fsdbme specific comments were also made
“off the record”. To make a quotation without idéyihg the source is not a step that should be
taken lightly, as it can weaken the ability of athesearchers to re-evaluate the data, and as
such, might weaken the credibility of the thesiswidver, where such data provides an
important degree of understanding, anonymous quoégsbe used when no other option is
considered to be available.

Analysis started as soon as collection of infororatiad reached a certain level. This had the
added benefit that a lack of information in anyaanes identified early, and could be rectified
right away by collecting other information that idanswer the outstanding questions. There
was however a risk to this approach, in that infation collected at a later stage might upturn
conclusions reached in earlier analysis. HoweWes,was not necessarily entirely negative. As
earlier assumptions were overturned (and there s@reral), this indicated that newer ones
might have more credibility. This is a central ti@f qualitative methodology, which proved very
useful as the study progressed.

Possibly the most challenging part of the effod baen to integrate the results of the analysis
into a conclusion, or a set of conclusions. The&pss, or synthesis, is one of the strengths of the
gualitative research method. The fact that inforameis collected from a rich variety of sources,
and that the focus is on the how and why, usingpbadcontext from history, culture, society,
and others, make the conclusions reliable, evireif are not always supported by quantitative
data. A general problem with this form of reseascpotential subjectivity versus the selected
field of research. Although an intimate knowledd@¢he Norwegian Army offers distinct
advantages in how to conduct the research, theHatthis researcher is a career officer with 29
years of active service in the Norwegian Army dffboth strengths and weaknesses versus the
integrity of the research and the requirement®&fbical standards. It would be misleading to
believe that a long term association with the stttjeea has not generated an established
position on the process and its possible outcomeh & position might lend bias to the conduct
of the research itself, selection of respondentsyen the choice of questions and specifically

the conduct of the focused interviews. This awasstas therefore required a deliberate,
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reflected and balanced approach to the researcegsatself. Perspectives on some of themes
that are explored, such as the idea of the Armfepsion, are other areas which can generate

bias and thus require a certain distancing frornrsthigect itself.

Some quantitative data have been used in the odse@@veral studies of the affected group in
recent years have been referred to, as they suibygoairguments for attempting to implement a
professional OR structure. It would however be mect to imply that the study uses mixed
methods (Cresswell, 2009).

This thesis has been registered with the Norweg@al Science Data Services (NDS). This
implies that the research is subject to reviewroidication by the NDS in order to ensure full
compliance with established rules on the condueingpirical research. There is a specific focus
on research and privacy. The Data Protection @ffiar Research works in compliance with the
Personal Data act and regulates research ethwslbas the use and processing of sensitive
personal data ((NSD), 2012).

The structure of the thesis has been based onlisktal a historical setting as a backdrop for
the current situation. The current situation isitb&plored through describing the Norwegian
Army of today, further describing the forces fomaolge and then comparing this process with a
similar process that recently took place in Swedérw. research has then primarily been centred
on a series of interviews that have given risesttain findings in the form of factors identified
as having or not having influenced the processiahge. The main findings show why certain
factors have so far prevailed as obstacles to @&hdng also how change is gradually starting to
manifest itself over time. The presentations ofttiesis are laid out with the following structure;
Chapter One outlines the applied research methodology.
Chapter Two provides a brief history of developments relatethe professional OR
structure in the Norwegian Army, with a summary emthe titleKey aspectsThis is
provided as a base reference in order to offetttetenderstanding of the context.
Chapter Three looks at the current situation and then has twibtadal sub-chapters,
examining thd=orces for changand the so-calle8wedish processvhich also serves as
a comparative reference.
Chapter Four titled Explaining the status quoontains the factors that have been

identified as influencing the process. These ingjube idea of a profession, political
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ideology, ownership and stakeholders, timing, askiolapproach, an incomplete
implementation and finally the issue of costs.

Chapter Five provides a conclusion with a brief perspectivenrat the future might
hold.

2 A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE NCO

2.1 History shaping today

In order to fully comprehend today’s perspectivasagossible professional Other Ranks
structure in the Norwegian Army, it is necessaryeiew the historical developments and more
specifically the gradual evolution that has reslultetoday’s structures and status. It is also
necessary to provide an overview of how these pées are situated in the greater context of
what may be described as an enduring cultural iegaganded security policies and changing
political environments and cultures. It is espdgistlevant to note that throughout this entire
period of time, the Norwegian political authoritiescooperation with the military have

repeatedly revised existing arrangements involtegNorwegian Army’s officer structure.

Influenced by various special interest groups,aquérceptions and beliefs and by a desire for
an effective defence organisation, the Norwegiatigment has constantly engaged in what may
be termed as adjustments to the conditions thatatsgthe employment of officers in the
Norwegian Army (Grimsg, 1995). “With regards to edtion, it is clear that in the military, as
with all other occupations, one must provide défgreducations to those who are to fill higher
positions, versus those who initially will do lowlerel work”(Norwegian Defence Commission
of 1920) (Moe, 1986, p. 122). “Neither socially rmailitarily is there any difference between
NCOs and officers, that justifies the need to nama divide between these two classes of
officers” (Parliamentary bill 33/1926) (Moe, 19§6,122). As Moe notes “these two quotes
clearly illustrate the dilemma that has preoccupedNorwegian Army since the beginning of
the last century and which has been called “enkb&$lor the standard officer, as in one
standard of officer to fit all jobs “(Moe, 1986, 22).

As we will note, the Norwegian Army’s organisatiand rank structure has been subject to a
never-ending series of changes, in a processtilidtisdamentally affects it today. As with

most European countries at the time, Norway was aufject to international trends and
influences including social liberalism which emetge the nineteenth century with demands for
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social justice and real freedom for all. This cdntted towards the Norwegian people as a whole
developing a strong desire for political and indiwal freedoms.
As a consequence, this desire also manifested wtgbin the Norwegian Army and more

specifically within the existing OR or NCO structuat the time.

As a key representative of this specific group,rdrk of sergeant was in many ways on a par
with the privates at the lowest end of the hiergréhle wore the same clothing and equipment
and carried the same arms as them, and he ate saitie table” (Jakobsen, 1994, p. 3). The
sergeant was quite simply a private with a rankereEm the context of the broadly impoverished
conditions existing at the time, the NCO had a tyegaduced professional, financial and social
standing (Helberg, 1971) and there was a consaat bf frustration expressed vocally through
the NCO ranks. In 1845 the authorities establishedmmittee to review the conditions of the
NCOs (Grieg-Smith, 2007). Their recommendation paslished a year later, but although a
majority recommended no changes, representativikgahinority were highly critical of the
existing conditions for the NCOs and described tlasma legacy of the feudal ages. It would

take another forty years before the issue wasdaigain (Grieg-Smith, 2007).

In attempting to address their grievances in géntr@a NCOs established the Christiania Non-
Commissioned Officers Association in 1847. Siméasociations were then founded all over the
country over the following years. Initially the asgtions were intended to increase the
knowledge base of their members, primarily throtighacquisition of books and subscriptions
to newspapers. In 1879 a Royal decree was pasatdftbcted the NCOs service time,
promotion rights and discharge. This greatly woeskthe NCO structure yet again and it
triggered major efforts to counter it. The editadgublisher of the first NCO magazine wrote in
its first edition 1/1880, of the need for the NC©Osnite. He strongly believed that there was an
urgent need for the NCOs to endeavour for a comeaose in order to achieve acceptable
conditions and to have their basic human rightpeeted (Helberg, 1971).

This initiative by Editor, M. Tonning was part otancerted effort throughout the period of
1879/80/81 to achieve fundamental changes withrdsga the rights of the NCOs (Grieg-
Smith, 2007). The Venstre Party took up the causktlze first of many proposals was
forwarded to the parliament in 1880. The bill wabakted by parliament in 1882, leading to a
majority vote and the rejection of a counter-pr@dxy the Minister for the Army, thus forcing

the resignation of Prime Minister Daae. His Majdstiyg Oscar Il initially refused to sign the
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bill, however it did not take long for a new propbto be forwarded and following another
parliamentary debate in 1885, the King finally damed the bill and it came into effect on 1
January 1886.

A number of the local associations initiated a elfiv create a national association and'dn 7
February 1896, the national NCOs association wamsdlly established. The delegates
represented approximately 1400 NCOs, and on tgein@da, they had three key issues;
education, pensions (particularly for widows) amovsioning (Helberg, 1971). The Norwegian
Labour Party which has also been Norway’s biggastypsince 1927 was now to become a key
player involved in the developments of the Norwaghamed Forces. It was very focused on
civil-military relations which became a centralussn the political power struggle that followed
these developments (Jakobsen, 1994). The Norwégiaour Party was initially very hostile to
the whole idea of the Armed Forces. The Labounfagnifesto in 1915 demanded
“disarmament”, and in 1920 the wording insistecaacomplete disbandment of the Armed
Forces. In 1923, the party programme introduceddba of “conquering the Armed Forces from
inside”. The Labour Party, however, eventually veatkor a democratisation of the Armed
Forces and of the officer structure in particweth a formal demand for reforms published in
their manifesto in 1933 (Jakobsen, 1994). The geméea was that the officer structure should
be representative of society in general. These ddmaould continue to manifest themselves
until well after the Second World War, with demamaisa broad representation of society in the
officer-structure, being repeated at the LaboutyPanational congress in 1949 (Jakobsen,
1994).

Following the First World War, a civil defence cornssion was appointed in 1920 to reorganise
the entire Armed Forces in general and the offstercture in particular. Its recommendations
were forwarded in 1924 and one of the recommenasitivat were passed in yet another
parliamentary bill in 1927 was that all professioN&0Os were to be given officer-rank. The bill
which was also named BO (Befalsordning) or Officecheme of 1933, was to differentiate
career officers who had passed through the Milifscgdemy, from conscripts who had

completed NCO training.

This second category was intended in point of taceplace the former NCO structure. When
these changes came into effect in 1934, they eftdgteliminated the existing NCO rank

structure. Based on egalitarian principles, thenhtvas simply equal opportunities for all. Yet,
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again the reforms were incomplete and a greatafdalstration permeated the ranks of the
armed forces between 1927 and 1934. (Moe, 1986).

It is also important to note that these changeg wepngly influenced by the so-called
“Menstadslaget” in 1931, where the government uset Norwegian police and the Armed
Forces against striking workers. Although the Armredces themselves played no real role, the
consequences would, however become part of thegablideological legacy that, as we will
note later, has since played a central part in Mgran political perceptions of the role of

Norwegian Armed Forces.

Unfortunately, the BO of 1933 did not appear to kvas intended. The two classes of officers
remained strongly divided despite repeated eftortmify them, including the establishment of
common officers messes during exercises (Moe, 1986he outbreak of World War Two, the
Norwegian Army consisted of two levels within thiicer structure and a separate NCO
structure (Moe, 1986). The Second World War wag tdsnfluence the structure of the
remaining Norwegian NCO ranks, and experiences both the British Army and the Royal Air
Force in particular became a benchmark for martiiage Norwegians who served in these
organisations during the war. The Defence Comnmissfd 946 wanted to maintain the structure
based on the officers scheme of 1933, but the gadgorwarded by the Ministry of Defence
was not sanctioned by the parliament, and the prolof a differently tiered system persisted
(Moe, 1986). The post World War Two period also sagvestablishment of a number of

different officer unions, representing the varisesvices.

A number of new challenges presented themselves Wbeway joined NATO in 1949, and two
factors in particular helped accelerate additi@manges to the existing officers’ scheme. Firstly,
the defined threat was from the North, whereadthlke of the population was situated in the
South (Hgibakk, 1995). The Army now needed to péfsters to new and distant locations.
Secondly, a Norwegian membership of NATO compdifedneed for an urgent and dramatic
increase of knowledge and skill sets in the Armert€s, as Norway adopted NATO standards
and procedures. The extensive provision of Amerioditary equipment in the form of new
aircraft, vessels, vehicles and weapons systerosat#tributed to a significant amount of
training of Norwegian officers in the United Sta{€simsg, 1995). Both of these factors were
central as further changes took place in the 1956idls,the Norwegian Ministry of Defence

forwarding amendments in 1952, basically differatiig requirements for the teaching of
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different categories of officers and eventuallyfelént career categories.

The proposals which included contracting officard &ICOs in order to fill out structural
requirements in the new organisation, met with sistance from the dominant officers union,
Norges befalslag. The union was again both criacal strongly opposed to these changes,
which it felt still did not reflect the egalitariginciples that ought to be applied across the
officer structure, irrelevant of rank (Jakobser940

The 1950s and 1960s were characterised by an @dergion of officers which had not been
anticipated. The existing structure was not deslgnaeceive them and promotion was to a
large extent based on seniority, resulting in maiifigers having limited prospects for

promotion. This factor combined with an expansix@igh in industry and the private sector

with many well paid civilian job opportunities, téed in an exodus of officers from the Armed
Forces. In 1957, parliamentary proposition nr &téfore further addressed the issues of
promotion and careers for officers. A key aspect again the posting system that would compel
officers to serve in locations against their wilhis new change reinforced additional frustration
and resentment within the officers’ cadre. A Rdyatree on 2 September 1960 established a
committee to review all aspects of the officerg’esas and conditions of employment. The
committee put forward a series of recommendatinri®©62, which were eventually incorporated
into another parliamentary proposition nr: 4 (1%%)- The Ministry of Defence had also
included requirements to harmonise the Norwegiane® Forces rank structure with NATO
structures (Jakobsen, 1994), but not all the praigsasere accepted. On 13 June 1966,
parliament approved yet further changes in the fofiyet another BO (Befalsordning) or
Officers Scheme. This was a reinforcement and esiparof changes implemented in 1957,
though they had to a large extent not come intoef@reviously due to strong resistance from the
officer unions. Following the introduction of th€dDBn 1966, there arose a continual need for
further amendments and adjustments to problemregeen in the original proposals

(Hagibakk, 1995).

This again resulted in a great deal of frustratind although the changes patrtially did away with
some of the conflict between the different tierofiicers in the army, differences remained.
Events showed clearly that the officers schemed8B81which was the basis for later changes,
had in the long term not been beneficial to thewdmian Army (Moe, 1986).

In 1973 a new committee was established to revigyerences with the officers’ scheme of
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1966. The committee, named after its chairman EAgdreassen, took 9 months to come up
with recommendations, but it was strongly dividedts views, as was the Defence Committee
which debated the recommendations, with a minatityngly opposing the recommendations of
the majority. As one member of the committee higitied; “personally, | find the whole concept
of this proposed structure to be fabricated an@faoaistic, and reminiscent of a caste
system”(Jakobsen, 1994, p. 32). The recommendaftionsthe Andreassen committee were,
however, implemented in 1975 as parliamentaryiilll43 (1975-76) and the last vestiges of
the professional NCO structure were finally remowsithough the intent of this last bill was to
even out perceived distortions and establish agre@gree of fairness, additional problems
now arose. A certain category of officers had 3clea for promotion to the next rank. This was
considered to be unfair and stigmatising. Parliaamgrbill nr. 170 (1980-81) was therefore
produced in order to make further amendments aecifsgally in order to remove limitations on

options for promotion.

Thus seven years and several parliamentary propositater, and due to constant frustrations in
the officers’ structure and extensive empiricabegsh conducted in 1975 and 1976 on the
officers conditions of employment (Hgibakk, 199t another parliamentary bill nr. 76 (1982-
83) was developed addressing the need for a coen@eision of the existing rules. It was clear
that the changes made in 1975 had not solvedepribblems, and indeed had contributed to

quite a number of new ones (Hgibakk, 1995).

The results implemented in 1983-84 were termedRinased Officers Scheme (RBO) and
addressed all three areas of education, postirdgpramotions. The Ministry of Defence
established a new working group in 1988 to revievexisting career officers’ law which
provided the officers with unique terms of employmespecially with regards to discharge from
duty. A recommendation was forwarded in 1990, &l not trigger much debate in
parliament, as the general perception was that RBOthe problem and not the laws (Grieg-
Smith, 2007).

The 1980s were marked by a difficult economic eriacreased unemployment. One
consequence of this was a significant increasea@mumbers of cadets joining the Military
Academies. Foreseeing a need to provide adequatbers of officers for the mobilisation

army, the Norwegian Armed Forces increased thedditee intakes for a several years, resulting

in a substantial increase of the number of cartfeeos through the 1980s. A Defence
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Committee in 1990 proposed further changes toitjiesr of career officers and in 1992 a white
paper nr. 16 (1992-1993) proposed yet anothericevdd the existing RBO (officers scheme)
(Grieg-Smith, 2007). As the 1990s drew on, the eqasnces of the multiple changes to the

officers scheme over the last two decades becamdaest

Two issues were of particular concern to the Migisf Defence (Rgksund, 2012). Firstly there
were far too many officers at the mid to senioelsyand secondly there were clearly not
enough officers or ORs at the junior levels intduek structures. In 2001 parliament debated
parliamentary bill nr. 45 (2000-2001) Restructuragighe Defence 2002-2005. This was to
include a thorough revision of the RBO. In 2002 y#cl Arne Rgksund led a committee that

was tasked to examine alternatives to address thvesgrimary concerns.

The recommendations put forward by this committeBecember 2002 were very clear and
strongly recommended the reestablishment of an N@@ture of sorts. The latest proposal,
which was described in parliamentary bill nr. 42¢2-2004), and which aimed at providing the
armed forces with specialised skills, experienag @mntinuity at the lower levels in the
organisation, did not go quite so far. One of treemaims of the original study, however, was to
introduce a lowered retirement age in order to dadienewed build up of older personnel in the
rank structure. This was a system typically foumdther armies, where British and American
ORs could retire with a pension after 20 to 30 yedirservice. Due to the ongoing pensions
reform however, that was intended to increasedtiement age across society as a whole, a
lowered retirement age for certain groups was caned politically unacceptable. A proposed
solution therefore was an age limit for contracedvice, initially put at 35 years of age. In lieu
of being actual ORs, the model was still basederofficers coming through the standardised
basic officer education training (GrunnleggendeaBeftdanning or GBU). The group was called
Avdelingsbefal or unit officers. The officer uniosgongly resisted the proposed changes
regarding an age limit, as this in their opinionulgblessen the rights of the individuals involved,
specifically denying them a right to a full careler2005 the changes were implemented in a

new Officer’'s Scheme called BO 05.

It is worth noting at this point that the Chief@é&fence until 2009, General Sverre Diesen, who
worked extensively to reintroduce a professionalsirigcture was to a certain extent derailed in
his efforts. In conjunction with an ongoing debatefurther changes to the officers’ scheme, the

parliamentary Defence Committee introduced an amend that was intended to remove the
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officers’ so-called “stillingsvern” or protectiorgainst discharge from duty. This pertained to the
officers rights versus termination of their emplamh The proposal was initially not supported
by either the Ministry of Defence or the officersans, with the latter strongly resisting the

idea. This proposal came into effect in 2004 whid tesult that officer unions strongly curtailed
their cooperation with the Chief of Defence, whaheg time was General Sigurd Frisvold. The
amendment was overturned again in 2006, but theadawas already done, and the new system
of unit officers with contracts until the age of, 3#as the closest that General Diesen came to

fulfilling his vision of a professional NCO structu

The implementation of the unit officer concept 003 was considered by many to be less than

successful. The Ministry of Defence then conduete@valuation of the concept in 2009,

concluding;
Random attrition and low average age of officers/thacome a problem, thereby
undermining the academic requirements for speaitatia that the Armed Forces
require of their personnel. There are challengkga® to employment, such as age,
salary and bonus. There are structural issues imgpé&tiplementation. There are also
challenges related to skills and career plansvasiblility and recognition. The report
does not provide depth in reviewing the reasonstliese findings. It does state
however that the lack of a unified concept for timé officers’ scheme is a problem.
Moreover, it highlights a certain lack of resourgespersonell management, poor
structural conditions, and high level of ambitiorthe military in relation to available

resources (N. M. o. Defence, 2009, p. 5).

Several sets of empirical research done by the Bgiam Army in 2008, 2009 and 2010
culminated with a study in 2011 that clearly refiteta degree of dissatisfaction amongst the
affected ranks (Kristiansen, 2011). In 2011, Brigadnda of the Defence Staff was tasked to
further review how the system could be improvedrupithin its original parameters. The
group’s findings were presented in January 2012sbence “the recommended measures are
intended to ensure that unit officers are giverota@ble conditions, so that the Armed Forces
have the special competencies that we require’laggu Brigadier Anda. “The measures are
furthermore aimed at a broad spectrum within pexebmanagement areas, including

recruitment, selection, development, safeguardithcareer change”(Birkeland, 2012, p. 1).
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2.2Key Aspects of history

In reviewing what has taken place over the pastybés with regard to the Norwegian Army’s
officer structure and in particular its NCO struetuit is possible to identify a number of fairly
singular characteristics and trends. Firstly, asdearlier in this text, the Norwegian political
authorities clearly appear to have taken a keamast in the conditions relating to the officers
structure. The number of committees, parliamentdnye papers and parliamentary bills to be
produced on the subject, might be considered asiaking in any context. In the period from
2000 to 2012, a total of no less than 80 parliaargrills were produced regarding the
Norwegian Armed Forces. On average this amourasmost 7 bills per year
(www.regjeringen.no, 2012b). Although a numberhase relate to annual defence budgetary

issues, etc, a significant proportion is focuseghersonnel-related matters.

The political involvement is indisputable; howevtedoes raise the question of why that is the
case? This can in part be explained by a stronglyeelded tradition of egalitarian rights as
being the main reason. The tradition itself is amed in various historical shifts including a
gradual replacement of the existing civil servitaesin the late 1800s, with a new citizen based

multiparty state, that came to represent a broaltii@iclass (Grieg-Smith, 2007).

Another interesting factor is the type of change®ived. Almost the entire list of changes
consists of amendments and adjustments to exiatiaggements. Although as we have noted,
significant adjustments were made in 1930, 19685Xthd 1983, each one was typically
characterised by adjustments to a previous regidne.can reasonably argue that not one of
these represented a genuine transformation or foedtal change. It would appear that despite,
or possibly due to a constant debate of opiniomiscaninter opinions, political bartering has
been the norm, and the results more often thahans been characterised by lesser reaching

compromises.

The reasons for change would initially appear téabgely driven by one major influence in
particular. Although shifts in security politicscfluctuating economic eras have clearly played
a role on occasion, changes for the most part $se@mnsist of attempts to improve or amend
the terms of employment for the officers and NCBgibakk, 1995). Nor do the finances of the
Norwegian Armed Forces seem to have played a malpi(Hgibakk, 1995). The key driver
behind this force for change however, seems cléarave been the officer unions. That is not

to say that societal changes have not played apavell. As we will note later, in keeping with
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an established political ideology that demands tf@tNorwegian Armed Forces reflect the
society that it is part of, evolutions in sociegvk typically been reflected within the uniformed

ranks as well.

3 CURRENT SITUATION

3.1 Norwegian Army of 2012

The Norwegian Army is undoubtedly in a state ofrdeatoday, but opinions differ on how far
this potential transformation can be carried thioukhis chapter will examine where the Army
stands today and highlight in particular who is@zhting such change. The current Chief of
Staff of the Norwegian Army is one such promineoice. The arguments for change are
manifold and to a large part due to changes inreatgparameters. These arguments will be
examined in detail below. Once a clear pictureldesn established, this chapter will then outline
the so-called Swedish process which is in many waysparable to events now taking place in
Norway. This in turns sets a possible bench markdsv change may be achieved. Major
historical and political changes over the last tlgades have set in motion a process of
transformation within the Norwegian Armed Forcesné@Eamental change, both structurally and
culturally is still underway, although it can begaed that the latter has seen somewhat less
progress. These changes have been a catalyst ithidMorwegian Army in particular, uses its
personnel. In order to fully understand this precasd the incentives for change, it is necessary
to examine the position of the Norwegian Army tadahat has driven the need for change
today and how has this happened? Through provalngnswer to these questions, it is possible
to identify how certain factors and parametersigitaencing the process of re-introducing a
professional OR structure. A further analysis @fsth factors will thus offer an insight into the
variables that are in play in this process. These@ables which appear to fluctuate with shifts in
societal trends therefore appear to regulate thk@ome of the process itself.

So where does the Norwegian Army stand today?

3.2 External Parameters

The external parameters have changed fundamerRallgmeters such as a deep-seated shift in
security policies abroad in recent decades have adey influence. Thus one might say that the
end of the Cold War and the associated bi-polaurggcsystem has had a profound impact on
Norwegian security policies and in extension thistdd apply to the officers’ structure as well.
One of the main consequences of this shift is Hage in our perception of security (Blease,



24

2010). As Chris Donnelly so succinctly states;dgkstanding armies, territorial defence, and
hard geographical lines of confrontation charasegtithe geostrategic situation before 1989.”
During the Cold War, “the terms “defence and ‘sa@guwere nearly synonymous.” (Donelly,
2004, p. 42)). This is no longer the case for ncosihtries in the Euro-Atlantic region, where
security is primarily “measured in non-militarynes and threats to security are non-military in
nature”. The growing recognition that security lsoacentral to effective and sustainable
development has been very significant for Norwediareign and Security policy in particular,
and the realisation that “development without si¥zis not possible; security without
development is only temporary” (Benn, 2004, p. ds hlso gradually been absorbed into
Norwegian security policy. On the other hand Nonaaglefence policy is still solidly anchored
in such principles as conscription and as also imeed previously, the perception that the

armed forces are a reflection of society with whitdias deeply embedded and intimate links.

As the security environment underwent a significamnft and NATO metamorphosed “from a
passive Cold War alliance into an active politigatl security actor on the world stage” (Blease,
2010, p. 3), so Norway’s security policies evohasdwell. However the basic priorities of
Norwegian security policy remained unchanged. NAGd the United States continue to be the
cornerstones of Norwegian security, though therpatars themselves for this security have
undergone fundamental changes over the last 28 yBgarga, 2010).

As a result of these changes, the Norwegian Arnoedds have been transformed from a
traditional mobilisation homeland defence forc@iatmodern flexible instrument of security
policy. External change often manifests itself vatheed for internal change and adaptation to a

different set of circumstances.

For a system in which military culture may be rabie the Cold War world of
territorial defence and the detailed supervisioa agbnscript based system, this can be
a challenge for the officer structure: to rely orra@npetent NCO cadre in order to
refine military judgement and action at the proi@sal executive level (Dandeker,
2012, p. 23)

When Major General Opedal assumed his currentiposas Chief of Staff of the Norwegian
Army in 2009, he made clear his intentions witharelgto the requirements for a professional OR

structure. In a speech he spoke at length abatneiudeveloping the unit officers into a
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specialist structure or sergeant structure (Ope@fdl)). Under his tenure a significant amount of
effort has been expended on empirical studiesderao argue for and justify such a change. His
perspectives are reflected in what he describéssagoal to establish a comprehensive or
holistic system for developing and maintaining splest competencies in the Army (Opedal,
2011a). His main argument is that in transformiognf a mobilisation army to a rapid
deployment army, changes in personnel and competmeas are decisive.

A consideration promoted by Dandeker in this cohiexo ensure that reflections on officer
Professional Military Education (PME) are conneactgtth the wider organisational context of
the All Volunteer Force (AVF), especially the raEORs (or NCOs as he calls them). For
officers to focus on their own professional conepet it is essential that, in an AVF, a cadre of
NCOs or ORs is created who are able to supervise odnks and deliver sub-tactical effects
(Dandeker, 2012).

FurthermoreQpedalclearly differentiates between what he calls teeegalists and the
specialists, emphasising the need to provide eaigfgory with a distinct set of competency
perspectives, conditions of employment and seledrderia (Opedal, 2011a). In elaborating on
a specialist structure, General Opedal associaigslbsely to the concept of a profession. Thus
despite a major transformation of the Norwegian YAower the course of the last two decades,
some fundamental changes including the re-estaiéshof a professional OR structure have
yet to be implemented. The status quo in this eréawever now been challenged from a
number of different quarters. From a former Chiebefence to the current Chief of Staff of the
Army and even from the affected group themselvetamour for change is now being heard.
This thesis will examine those forces for changs aaditionally review the Swedish process to
achieve the same goal. This process itself wilhighlighted and used to further inform the

discussion later on.

3.3 Forces for change

Having addressed the status quo of the NorwegiamyAoday, it is necessary to examine more
closely the forces at play, both for and againaihge. As a long-time driving force for
transformation, it is instructive to refer to tlerher Chief of Defence, General Sverre Diesen
who has argued both passionately and eloquentlsuicin change. From an early stage in his

professional career, Diesen was shaped by his iexjgess with the British Army. As a young
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officer serving with the British Army on the RhimeGermany, he experienced first hand how a
professional OR system functioned. Both then atet,lduring his year as a student at the
British Army Staff College, he came under the iefige of an Army system with a long history
and traditions anchored in a professional OR gtrectAlready as a Battalion Commander, in
1995 he foresaw that change was afoot and arguddtigufor a change in the existing system

and structure.

As he points out, there are two fundamental diffees today versus most of the period

following the Second World War:

First, we have changed from having to produce gelaumber of reserve officers for a
mobilisation army, to having to produce professideaders and instructors for the
grassroots level of a standing and rapidly depl®yadwrmy. Second, with the
engagement in Afghanistan over the last 10 yehes Army is now directly involved
in real combat operations, which means that theedor dysfunctional or inadequate
leadership at this level is paid in blood (Dies2®i1).

An expeditionary army requires a very different amare professional skill set in its officers and
ORs, with a radical shift towards quality versusugfity. Combat experience in Afghanistan
serves to highlight the criticality of these vekylissets. We will note later that this overall &hi

is fundamental not only to the role, but also ® slcietal perceptions of the Army.

The arguments for implementing a professional Q&ctire appear to be numerous, and the
Chief of Staff of the Norwegian Army has worked egeically to justify what he describes as a
crucial need in this respect. The reasoning anid log posits would seem to be widely shared by
others and significant amounts of research andrgapstudies underpin his position. Before
considering the overall process, we will therefexamine some of the main arguments as a

basis for understanding the rationale of the debate

An overarching argument is the phenomenon of gisatbn, with swiftly changing
technologies and demographic trends, as key drofdarereasingly adaptive challenges in
organisations (O'Brien, 2009). These challenge$franhall organisations irrelevant of
profession, but they have in common a requiremang¥er more specialist skills across the

spectrum of professions.
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For military organisations this increased complerit challenges also manifests itself in what
Dandeker has called “complex operational spaceah{f@ker, 2012). This complexity includes a
multitude of influencing parameters, but as Dandekephasises “the contemporary
understanding of professional space needs to éedlbecause of the increasingly ‘crowded
battlefield’ in which a variety of military and nemilitary actors are engaged in the field of
operations that encompasses a far broader rarggeofity objectives” (Dandeker, 2012, p. 12).
These expected challenges include the requirerndrandle a broad spectrum of what Chan
describes as “from purely humanitarian operationsoimplex war fighting scenarios in joint and

multinational settings” (Chan, 2006, p. 2).

As further cited by the Chief of Staff of the Nomgi@n Army; the NATO report “Multinational
Military Operations and Intercultural Factors” hiigihts the different national, legal and
political parameters that combined with varyingeimpretations and execution of these
parameters increases both the complexity and theresments for highly specific competencies
in the conduct of multinational operations (Ope@@ll1a). His report reinforces this with
reference to Kit and McCausland; “a context thatlies an integration of military, social,
economic, environmental and technological factorsalving military tasks, creates diffuse
borderlines, asymmetry and problems in trying &dpst behaviour patterns, both operationally
as well as administratively” (Kit, 2008, pp. 1-2YicClausland, 2008, pp. 87-89).

The importance of technology is also stressedkas dactor for military organisations, both in
concept development and transformation. Networkrzewarfare is given as an example. Both
at the individual level, but also as part of a sgsivithin the operational, administrative and
technological areas, this manifests itself in threnf of advanced technological systems with high

user thresholds that require a lengthy and resenteasive education (Opedal, 2011a).

Opedal also refers to Norwegian government polibictv has a declared intent to achieve
diversity as an established personnel policy. RiNgiis characterised as an indispensable

system characteristic in order to facilitate innova and development (Wheatley, 1999).

Opedal argues further for diversity in referringSturmberg “a too strong homogenisation of
personnel and competencies in the form of recigiitselection and education is destructive to a

system that is dependant on variety and robustr{&ssimberg, 2009, p. 882).
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In closing, Opedal notes;
A prominent trend in the Armed Forces has beemareased focus on quality as a
unit to describe the capacity and effect, versuantity. The pressing need for
quality within a broad spectrum of operations, @ased interoperability,
technologically advanced systems as well as thel f@emental diversity in the
Armed Forces, reflects a call for the developménspecialist skills in a lifelong
perspective. (Opedal, 2011a, p. 3)

One of General Opedal’s key arguments has beenl lo@isgeveral recent quantative studies of
the Army unit officers themselves (Kristiansen, 2DJAn analysis of the Norwegian Armed
Forces SAP system (Systems Applications and Preffextusing on employment posts for the
group, is also revealing (Opedal, 2011a) . As dlyadiscussed, the unit officer concept
implemented in 2005, initially allows for a servicentract until the age of 35. An analysis of the
actual time spent in service shows not only thatabrerage unit officer typically terminates his

or her contract between 26 and 27 years of agehhtthis trend is also largely representative
for all of the years since its implementation (Ogde@011a). This trend of shorter contracts is
further verified by an evaluation conducted by Nwwegian Army’s Military Academy for the
Army (Kristiansen, 2011). Svein Kristiansen hasdwgted a number of studies on the group and

his findings appear to be strongly indicative @rassing need for change.

Of a total of 60 respondents interviewed in the imesent survey conducted in 2011, a majority
also clearly pointed out why they appear to be Umgito extend their contracts (Kristiansen,
2011) .

e 94% of the respondents perceived the age limibofeéars to be unreasonable and
only 29% were willing to consider continuing withime current framework to the
age limit of 35 years of age.

* There was an overall perception amongst respondegitshe unit officers should
have their own training and education programmé&qQQ@vhich also needed to be
adapted to the practical realities and requiremefntise specialist (85%), and that
this education should be given a form of civiliamatification (89%). Implicitly
this also indicates a major technical distinctietween the specialists and so-
called generalists (77%).

* Respondents wanted a rank structure that highlighteir experience and

position in a horizontal system. 90% either waritedork within an Other Ranks
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(OR) 5 - 9 or Warrant Officer (WO) system. 82% alssponded that they had no
objections to converting from the current systeratdOR/WO structure.

* Only 4.8% of respondents wanted to retain the nafmenit officer. The rest
preferred Non-Commissioned Officer (NCO) (38.7%eaalist NCO (27.4%) or
specialist officers (21%).

* Respondents considered that wage growth to a gresent needed be based on
competence and separated from rank (81%) and tsitive wage growth was a

prerequisite to work in a horizontal career sys(8i?s).

In summarizing his findings, Kristiansen highligtite
The Norwegian Armed Forces has launched a stratelgyild a structure of Non-
commissioned officers (NCOs). The plan is to caittthe NCOs up to the age of
thirty five. At the end of this service they wikeeive compensation equal to two
years salary. This paper builds on the results otayear project that inquires
into conditions for retaining NCOs in the Norwegiarmy. The evidence from
this project shows that the NCOs on average teneatce the Army at the age of
twenty six. The consequences of this early retirgnmeze a loss of critical
competence and a need to graduate an increasingenwhofficers at the basic

training schools.

The results of the project point at the requirerndat career paths that facilitate
the NCOs learning and personal development thrautgthe contracting period.
Hence, the Norwegian Army needs to pursue work itiomg that promote life
long learning and develop an organizational cultiivat allows the NCOs to
become recognised experts within their professiansatisfy these demands, the
Army needs to develop the characteristics of aniegrorganization. Based on the
empirical data the article concludes by outliningnadel that responds well to the
Army’s present challenge of retaining NCOs throughtine contracting period
(Kristiansen, 2011, p. 1).

It is now obvious that multiple forces for changee at play. Shifting security
parameters that have significantly adjusted thétipal context have been a driving
force. This has impacted directly on the use of Mwewegian Army, thus directly

influencing its role and capabilities. Globalisatiwith its accompanying demands for
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adaptation to increased complexity and leaps ireld@ing technologies have all
exerted their influence. The resulting need forligpa@ersus quantity is overarching,
and the affected group are themselves clamouringtange. This is in effect, the
essence of the problem, the arguments for chandehaw these may or may not
prevail in the face of other forces at play. Thegess itself is dynamic and subject to a
constantly shifting array of both internal and em& factors. In attempting to
understand how the process may or may not moverttsngs completion, and why
these forces for change have not yet prevaileds therefore necessary to identify
which factors are at play and how they exert tbein influence. For additional clarity
however, there are insights to be gained from veivig a similar process, namely that

which has recently taken place in the Swedish ArfFades.

3.4The Swedish process

In reviewing the possibilities for change in theriNegian Army’s organisational structure, and
in particular the options for re-implementing afessional OR structure today, it is instructive
to look to Norway’s closest neighbour Sweden. Simid Norway, the Swedish Army formerly
had a professional OR structure, which was evelgtablished in 1972. Sweden however
reintroduced its own professional OR structureQa®, as part of a sweeping reform of its
Armed Forces and a transition to an All Volunteerde (AFV). Norway and Sweden have a
great deal in common, both historically, culturalyd politically. With common roots, a
common legacy in the Scandinavian heritage and camaiity in identity and political history,

Norway even gained its independence from Swedés@5.

For decades, changes implemented in Sweden weselglatched in Norway and in many
cases came to influence similar changes in Norwhg.principles of egalitarianism that are so
deeply entrenched in the Norwegian mindset, ardaimpresent in Sweden, although it can
also be argued that Sweden to a slightly greatengéstill retains some traces of its past class
society.? Historical events such as the earlier mentionedriMad slaget” which took place in
Norway in 1931 and which deeply affected natioreakpectives on the organisation and use of

the Norwegian Armed Forces, also took place in &ndtle same year. In Sweden they were

2 Many Swedish families of the so-called nobilityllgipenly maintain the traditions associated witait family

coats of arms and cultivate their family legacidar@l af Segerstad, 2012).
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known as the Adalen riots, where Swedish soldiensadly shot and killed a number of
demonstrators. Historical and incremental changéisa Norwegian officers’ employment

conditions have thus often closely reflected singl@anges in the Swedish Armed Forces.

In 2005 the Swedish Armed Forces produced a réporsvarsmakten, 2005) that paved the
way for a major reform of the Swedish Armed Forited was implemented in 2010. The
Swedish approach reflects a number of parallels thié endeavours currently being attempted
by the Norwegian Army staff, and it is thus infortiaa to review their identified success
criteria. As was noted by Colonel Johan Folstad) whas central to implementation of the
Swedish process, a key strategy was to avoid ufowes on the discussions surrounding the
OR'’s as a term, but rather anchor the whole proicette need for a discussion on competence
in general. Folstad described how there was amnrdd opinion within the Swedish Armed
Forces of a generally very poor level of specidisiwledge of systems and functions, but an
abundance of general knowledge particularly atéridgvels within the organisation (Félstad,
2012). It is interesting to note the similaritythee challenges facing the Norwegian Army today,
as has been highlighted repeatedly by the Norwe@raef of Staff of the Army (Opedal,
2011a). Once this fact was accepted as a truthdoyngjority, the next step was to introduce a

competency system that would seek to rectify timisalance.

Previously under the Swedish “enbeféalssystemetihdrofficer system, there had been at least
three separate organized attempts to develop leoibrgl and specialized knowledge in the
existing officer structure. As Folstad pointed d\itfe were able to prove with statistics that all
of these attempts had failed. We were also abpedwee statistically that comparable countries
such as Denmark and the Netherlands had been moressful in their efforts, with Norway

unfortunately, being as bad as Sweden”(Folstad2201

On this basis, and as a third step, the aim wastthelarify these new specialists' careers and
status in the Armed Forces. The effect was thearsed. Instead of being afraid to associate this
skills group with the negatively charged term N@®ecame a positive and necessary step to
develop a separate category of officer.

The name specialist officer was specifically chaseorder to avoid a class debate centred on
negative connotations associated with the term N@@he ongoing debate, a number of useful
comparisons were made with other professions, asdfealth care. In short, it was argued that

all professions including the Armed Forces need®t bcademically based competencies as
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well as skills based on specialized knowledge aqpeeence. All industries make a distinction
between these categories, so why not the ArmedeB®@rto further clarify this, Sweden
introduced three distinct military personnel ramakegories. The ranks are now more similar to

the ranks that existed in Sweden before 1972, sathe adaptation for cooperation with NATO.

The opposition to this process came mainly fromtthée unions, but this was handled through
frequent, clear discussions based on facts andefigand with the right arguments at the right
time. One key adjustment was made in this respath the officers and the specialist officers
have an interim employment agreement in the sanmmenas before and the collective term for
these two categories is career officer. As hadtem ®een the case previously, Sweden has led
the way in adapting reform, and it remains to lenséthe Norwegian Army can follow through
in a similar manner. Although there are a numbaetistinct parallels, there are, however, also
some significant differences in the two cases oé@m and Norway. These may appear to
highlight the factors consolidating the status guiblorway.

In the Swedish Armed Forces, the process was aretrapsive effort, initiated at the top and
involving the entire Defence Force. Contrast thithwthe Norwegian case, where only the Army
is currently involved and not the other servicesspite initial efforts to introduce the issue of a
professional OR structure into the Chief of Defea&efence Review for 2011, the Chief of

Staff of the Army was initially unsuccessful in garing support from the Navy and the Air

Force (Kulseng, 2011). The Chief of Defence himbkal yet to endorse the concept and as such,
the effort cannot so far be considered a jointisergne. As we will note later, this fact has also
been seized upon by one of the main officer uniaagn argument for not supporting the

initiative.

Another important consideration when comparing3hedish and Norwegian processes is the
different parliamentary constituency systems intthe countries leading to differences in the
regulation of the political power structure. Noase Sweden has chosen a different management
system for decisions around the development ohge®f societal issues, with less political
micromanagement, but where professional bodies mmre control. This last point, as we have
already noted, is considered by some to be crutehabling reform of the rank and pay
structure, and where change in Norway is very ndegendant on support from the
aforementioned Ministry of Government Administratikeform and Church Affairs

(Fornyings-,administrasjons- og kirkedepartemerED).
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A third issue that we will also note later, is thia main officer unions in Sweden merged into
one union some years before the process star@daaden. This simplified negotiations for the
Armed Forces, and did not become a point of reactivhich as we will note later, has been a

factor in Norway.

Paradoxically, an interesting aspect in the Swepliskess is the influence of NATO.

NATO has established a standardisation documenhséeks to implement a standardised system
in the military rank structure of the member nasigNATO, 2010). The rank structure
specifically outlines a system for NCOs or OthenkRa(OR). Norway, as a member nation, has
ratified the document, but is today the most dieatgountry with regards to a comprehensive
OR rank structure. In line with its historical pi@n of neutrality, Sweden is not a member of
NATO, however it is a very active member of NAT®artnership for Peace (PFP) programme
and has in an effort to enhance this cooperationed purposefully to implement an OR rank

structure that reflects NATO’s rank structure desig

The Swedish process clearly has many parallelsatovthich is currently taking place in
Norway. It thus serves to illustrate both somehefpotential pitfalls and some of the catalysts
that appear to be influencing the Norwegian proteday. A number of relevant comparative
aspects from the Swedish process will thereforedeel to highlight and provide additional

insight later in this analysis.

4 EXPLAINING THE STATUS QUO

Based on the interviews and the ensuing analydiasi been possible to identify a specific group
of factors that appear to be at play, exertinghdinénce in the ongoing process, as well as
contributing towards a relative standstill. Thigtpm of the study will therefore list and
elaborate on these factors in order to addressitied problem statement. These factors though
identified distinctly, also overlap to some degike such they provide a platform, where some
factors not only directly influence others, busmme cases pose a form of requisite for further

momentum.
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4.1 The idea of a profession

The general perception of the officer’s role asga profession is central to the understanding
of how that role can be allowed to adjust itseli@anging times. There are two distinct
dimensions to this perception. Firstly there isittternal dimension, as in how Norwegian
officers perceive themselves. This is importanaagacceptance of a status quo by the officers
cadre, directly impacts on a desire (or lack thgrew change. If the officers are satisfied with
their status, then there is obviously less reasoctiange. The second dimension is how the
officer’s role as being a profession is seen fraitside, in particular by those who might
influence change. If those who influence policyjragovernmental bodies, see no reason for

change, then change may be more difficult to achiev

As we will note, the idea of a profession in thenMegian Army, as in any military organisation,
is linked to another identity, namely that of thrganisation itself as a bureaucratic structure.
Part of the argument for establishing a professiGastructure is therefore rooted in a debate
on the idea of the profession, and as such weswitly this aspect more closely in order to

understand the different rationales that are agplie

Over the years, extensive research has been foousthe officer’s profession. Although most
research appears to have been done on the offierselves and not the ORs, “recent research
(Prandstaller, 1997) would indicate that NCOs amesalered by some to be a semi-profession,
now it seems, at least in all the developed coesitto have completed the historical process that
has led them to be considered a profession” (Gaf@007, p. 219).

As Caforio also points out;

Indeed, NCOs no longer fit the mould of the sergetire eighteenth-century
“serra gente” whose main task was keeping squadsldifers united and in close
ranks in combat. Today’'s NCOs go through a traingmgcess that in many
countries leads to a university degree and acaieeialisations that enable them
to master a sector of activity that, in complexapd importance, can be
considered the equivalent of what is entrustedjtmr officer (Caforio, 2007, p.
219).

As we have already seen, the rank structure itNtrevegian army does not necessarily fit this

mould, and when Caforio refers tall‘the developed countries”, Norway clearly appears t
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stand out. For practical purposes therefore irctminued discussion of the officers’ profession
and the Norwegian Army, we will equate the rolefficer to that of NCO or OR, unless

otherwise indicated.

Of the most influential contributions to the debaiethe officers’ profession, Samuel
Huntington (1957) and Morris Janowitz (1960) arg@aiticular note. Huntington defined a
profession in the strict sense: expertise (acquhemlgh prolonged education and experience),
responsibility (towards the society at large) aarporateness (as self-awareness of the
professional group) (Huntington, 1957, p. 8). Heterthat a profession is a peculiar type of
functional group with highly specialised charagtes (Huntington, 1957). Caforio’s conclusion
is that the profession of officer today has alethattributes of a profession; “in contrast to
ancient times, as professionalism distinguishesrtitigary officer of today from the warrior of

previous ages” (Caforio, 2007, p. 124).

The perhaps most fundamental thesis of Huntingtbotk The soldier and the state the
declaration “The modern officer corps is a profesal body and the modern military officer is a
professional man” (Huntington, 1957, p. 7). Althbube book was written with the United
States Army in mind, the principles are of coungpli@able to the Norwegian Army, as a
comparable basis. As we will note later howevenvémgian cultural and political heritage do

provide a basis for a different perception of thke 1of the Norwegian officer as a profession.

Janowitz, as quoted by Cafori, uses five attribtwedefine the professional, namely a core of
hard to master, socially important skills, an owgamisation, autonomy or self rule, a code of
ethics and a system of compulsion (Caforio, 208&yording to Janowitz, although autonomy is
lacking, the other criteria provide a basis forimiefy the officers’ lot as a profession and in
essence the officer is defined as a professiohake therefore accept that it would be natural to
consider serving in the Norwegian Army as a protessve may then attempt to further
examine the idea of the officer’s profession amemtral dilemma linked to its role in

Norwegian society in particular.

In researching the theory of modern professiongthen prominent researcher on the Army, Don
Snider, posits “Thus, as a producing organisati@Army could be recognised as a business, or
a bureaucracy, or a profession, these three beées types of producing organisations most

commonly found in western capitalistic democracigsiider, 2005, p. 13). He also describes
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the most critical challenge to an Army in its triéiog, as reinforcing the professional nature of
the institution and to provide the opportunity ftsrsoldiers to be members of a profession- the
Army profession. “The Army is neither a public sedbureaucracy manned by civil servants nor
is it a business with employees. It has been arst pantinue to be a profession, one in which
military professionals serve with deep pride anthense personal satisfactiof8nider, 2005, p.
441)

It is important to emphasise that the aspect ofsiten is also key here, as the Norwegian Army
as part of the Armed Forces, has since the yeds, 2@&n undergoing the greatest public
restructuring ever undertaken in Norwegian his{omg Eriksen Sgreide, 2010). As Snider also
points out however, the Army is not a business/a$ established to achieve operational
missions (Snider, 2005). Herein may lie part of¢hex. In all societies military organisations
today are thus embodied with primarily two compgiichentities. Don Snider further speaks of
the “natural tensions within the Army’s dual chdea¢ (Snider, 2005, p. 9).

In Snider’s understanding of the Army professiomdescribes;

Predominantly, the Army is a profession focusedleveloping and adapting its
expert knowledge, in other situations, generallyagiministrative, logistical,
educational, and headquarters contexts, the Arnayhgerarchical bureaucracy
focused on apparatchik-type work familiar in anygk organisation in the
western world today. In this world, the watchwoscefficiency...while this dual
nature is unavoidable and healthy for the natiboam be cause for considerable
tensions, both for the individual profession and tlee institution as a whole
(Snider, 2005, p. 14).

The challenge thus for any Army if it is to contanto develop its expert knowledge, is to keep
these two natures in balance, but with professiatominance over the bureaucracy “in all areas
except those very few that are intrinsic to angdaorganisation” (Snider, 2005, p. 12). Snider
underlines that “professions excel where bureaigsaan not, namely in the creation and
adaptation of abstract expert knowledge and itéiggion in new situations”(Snider, 2005, p.
15).
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To what extent might this dilemma apply in Norwdy@ne of his most recent studies of the

Norwegian Army’s unit officer concept, Svein Krastisen (Kristiansen, 2011) quotes Snider in

exemplifying this dilemma further.
Maintaining an appropriate balance between the Agnwo natures is thus ever
elusive; at any time, bureaucracy can come to pnétite over profession. The
result is an army whose leaders, self-conceptssides, and organizational climate
for soldiers reflect a high degree of bureaucrawny efficiency rather than military
professionalism and effectiveness. In the bureayconaode, the self-concept of the
Army’s members is likely to become one of “empldyeehile in the mode of a
calling their self-concept is one of professionaistdrically, militaries that do not
resolve this tension in favor of their professioiantify can experience the death of
their professional character. As their bureaucratiture comes to dominate, they
cease to be a profession and become little more #ra obedient military
bureaucracy, treating their officers and soldiessbareaucrats” (Snider, 2005, p.
15).

For the United States Army, many would counter Hhegter size has been a prevailing reason for
such developments. In Norway, however the reasgnbadound in the unique and strongly
egalitarian Norwegian tradition. As we have alreadted, the officers’ unions have traditionally
exerted great sway on developments in officerssqamel-related matters. The two main officer
unions today both belong to the largest natiort@bla or trade unions. A driving principle still
reflected in their manifests today, is the consteagd for comparison with other government
employed groups. This is typically worded as arme®i have the same rights, the same security
or the same predictability as other government eygas (Solberg, 2012a). One might say that
the concept of equality is overriding. Based orséhdocumented influences that the officer
unions have historically exerted and the fact tvatr 10,000 officers (Aas, 2012) of the
Norwegian Armed Forces are registered as due-pagemgbers with the two largest officer
unions today, it may therefore be accurate to asghiat a majority of officers in the Norwegian
Army today, consider themselves first and forenagsstate employees and thus in extension,
members of a government organisation and bureayaiad only secondly as members of a
profession.

It is worth noting that Huntington also observeditttofficership is a public bureaucratized

profession” (Huntington, 1957, p. 16). Huntingtdsoeargued thahistates where the priority is
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ensuring that the military conforms to wider sosalues, there is a risk that the consequent
politicisation of the profession makes it impossifdr full professionalism to develop. The resslai
shift away from objective to what he calls subjegttivilian control.Although at this point it

would be tempting to contend that bureaucracystata has prevailed in the Norwegian Army
and argue that it has clearly negatively influenite@fficiency, this research is not about the
extent of that influence. The point here is theggahacceptance both within the Army itself, and
more importantly within public perception that themy is first and foremost a bureaucracy and
that it should be regulated as such. This is eapigcelevant when one sees how some aspects
of the officers personnel-related matters are wgd| not within the Ministry of Defence, but
within the Ministry of Government AdministrationeRrm and Church Affairs (Fornyings-,
administrasjons- og kirkedepartementet (FAD)),alithas an overall responsibility for

reforming and regenerating the public sector (wwgjgringen.no, 2012a).

According to the former Chief of Defence Generatgain; based on his personal experiences
whilst serving as the Chief of Defence, this mnyistepresenting the Government in the role of
employer had a decisive say on regulating issuels asl salaries, retirement age, etc. This
perspective is echoed by the Personnel DirecttdteoNorwegian Defence Staff, Tom Simonsen,
who however highlights that change is now afooin@isen, 2012). The principle is based on
the understanding that all government employeesldlatmme under one standardised system in
order to achieve overall goals of efficiency andaiy. The system does not take into
consideration the fact that efficiency and effestigss are not one and the same. The whole
concept of implementing a professional OR systasesassues whereupon salaries may have to
be separated from rank, and where a senior OR m#ybe subordinate to a junior officer, may
also actually earn more. This could be highly peoftic for a system, primarily based on the
idea of “one size fits all”. Professionalism asoaaept is now starting to manifest itself, but is

clearly still been challenged by bureaucracy ahalev

Secondly, the issue of a special age limit for@fs, with the possibility of retiring at 45-50
years of age (as is very often the case, in otherés) would also most likely be a major
challenge for a ministry that is currently endeavmgito raise the retirement age for all
occupations irrespective of role or professiorgéneral, this would imply that FAD might be
compelled to depart from the Norwegian principl@tiémpting to create rules that apply
equally to all those employees who are consideaetlgh the state administration. Furthermore

create an acceptance for the understanding thatitiiary should have completely separate
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provisions in a number of areas, even when thelatadhe general rules and principles. In other
words, a discussion of specific issues to inclualgalls, retirement and pensions, will have to

involve a ministry that prefers to think of the Ayras a bureaucracy (Diesen, 2011).

4.2 Political ideology

An oft-heard view expressed by many officers inNtmewegian Armed Forces in everyday
discussion is that the functionality of the profeaswill often be subject to the whims of

political machinations. Political intervention imet Norwegian Armed Forces over the past 30-40
years has certainly been commonplace. As Huntinigésnhighlighted, this is also a core idea of
civil-military relations in most democratic courgsi. Several examples can be used to illustrate
this perspective. As already highlighted in thisdst the abolishment of the professional non-
commissioned officers’ (NCO) structure was clearistrongly politically motivated decision to
eradicate perceived class differences and as suasia direct consequence of a prevailing
attitude in a Norwegian society rooted in egal@arprinciples. “The practical implications were
never really understood or even fully consideres.t8day Norway fights shoulder to shoulder
with allies in Afghanistan using inexperienced 2@yold NCOs to lead, where other nations
use experienced 30 year old professional NCOs"9é&ie2011).

It can be argued that this is an example of howeggeions of societal norms have impacted on
the structure and culture of the armed forces.ay miso reflect a deeply seated conviction
amongst Norwegian politicians that the NorwegiamAd Forces were first and foremost
expected to be a mirror of society, and that fumgtlity as a security policy tool may therefore
have had a lesser imperative. Huntington specificiscribes the so-called responsibility of
officership in which the expertise of the officerposes upon him a special social responsibility
(Huntington, 1957).

In the mid 1980s, the then Norwegian Chief of De&erGeneral Bull Hansen publicly expressed
concerns with regards to the existing defence hbisdgte highlighted significant funding
discrepancies versus the ambitions of the NatiDetnce Commission of 1974. This stated
position exposed him to severe criticism from th@ister of Defence at the time, Johan Jgrgen
Holst, who signalled that he had no right to quespolitical decisions. Although the issue was
eventually resolved when the parliament establishatithe Chief of Defence not only had a
right, but also a responsibility to voice his psd®nal concerns, it highlights a reoccurring
perspective from the political levels.
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In 2003 the Norwegian central defence organisatias thoroughly restructured. An Integrated
Strategic Leadership was established. The ChiBledénce and the parts of the High Command
involved were integrated with the Ministry of Deéen(Bjerga, 2010). This structural change has
enabled a tendency towards political control watkale that previously witnessed, and can be
seen as yet another example of the political lesddercontrolling the internal development of
the military establishment at a level that actuatipedes its cultural transformation. This form
of political intervention was again seen as symgtiierin a system that had been subject to
political focus for decades.The involvement of pcidil ideology in the control and processes of
the Norwegian Armed Forces was therefore considematural and ever present factor, but for

many of the officers this was also synonymous witfusion and interference.

As we have already noted, the debate on the pisams of the NCO structure was more about
the stigma of the Norwegian word for NCO whichitsrally translated as under-officer, than its
actual functionality.

The name was in itself perceived as demeaningtasiéarly implied a sub-class of officer,
denoting a former class system. Semantics as sawhtherefore played a key role in today’s
perceptions and efforts to reintroduce a new peidesl NCO system. Both the Swedish Armed
Forces and the current Chief of Staff of the NonargArmy have studiously avoided the term,
preferring instead to call the new structure, aghist structure, which is considered far more
politically acceptable. A relevant question todagrefore is; whether political ideology still

really plays such a significant obstacle as somglavappear to believe?

The political establishment has however shown soeeest and during the last three years
there have been at least three separate enquoraglie Norwegian parliament to the Ministry
of Defence as to the status of this process (Kgls2d11). In 2010, the opposition Conservative
Party forwarded a proposal to parliament to condummprehensive review of the existing
officers scheme, but the proposal was rejectedhéygovernment parties (Ine Eriksen Sgreide,
2012). As the leader of the Parliamentary Commiibeé&oreign Affairs and Defence has
recently stated; “it now appears that all partiessupportive of real change which can have an
impact on the Armed Forces” (Ine Eriksen Sgrei@d,22.

Some recent political perspectives have also bemrided through the media, and in Nov 2011,

Laila Gustavsen, a member of the Norwegian Parlmrang Standing Committee on Foreign
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Affairs and Defence, and a representative of tHsoua Party, provided an interview to the
conservative publication Minerva (Butt, 2011). isalissing the existing unit officers’ structure,
Gustavsen clearly states that “time is ripe foe\aawal of the system”. At the same time though,
she thinks “it is legitimate to argue that a nomeoaissioned officer system is not adapted to a
Norwegian reality”. She underlines however thatrtte@n problems are the fixture between rank
and salary, and that the system in itself is tgmlriShe believes that there is a lack of
opportunity to have horizontal careers. and “th& important that we manage to take care of
those who want to be leaders.” (Butt, 2011). Gustavagrees with the former Chief of Defence,
General Sverre Diesen, in that the “system mushlaaged” (Butt, 2011). She acknowledges,
however that ideology plays a role and that thigss and foremost about politics. She agrees
that there are differing opinions about what sysigivest, and that it is therefore up to the
politicians to make the necessary decisions. “hany concerned about the fact that we are
talking about the workers in the Armed Forces, ¢hwbo are good at their profession. These are
people who we must manage to look after’(Butt, 90$he also concurs that the Norwegian
Armed Forces must reflect developments in societg.likely that here in her final point, we

may find the reason for a shift in perspectives.

Gustavsen’s support for changes in the current ArRaces rank structure is also echoed by
other politicians. Tore Nordtun, a seasoned Lalpalitician with 20 years as a member of
parliament, has argued repeatedly for the needucin change. In February 2012 he elaborated
at length on how the Armed Forces were losing ettidnd competent employees from the unit
officer structure, and how this was both costlyhte Armed Forces and undeserved for the
officers involved (Nordtun, 2012b).

Although a perceived inability to implement chamgeecent decades, has traditionally been
associated with concerns that the subject wasaliically palatable, these new perspectives
from the political levels themselves would seerbaandicative of a significant change in
ideological positions today. If these signals carseen to be representative for the political
structure, then contrary to contemporary wisdorhenofficers’ structure today, political
ideology is certainly not an obstacle to change.

In fact, on the contrary, arguments appear to tatlin favour of political ideology, the unit
officers are deserving of a full career, on a péin wther career officers. Equality and
egalitarianism are the motivating principles. Tihigtself as part of a political ideology might

appear to be a driving force for change.
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A claim also linked to ideology, may be that thedie unions themselves maintain robust links to
certain political parties. The position on egaldaism has for example also been reflected from
one of the main officer unions in particular. TheriNegian Officers Union (NOF) which has
historically been seen as hostile towards effart®introduce a professional OR structure, has in
its national manifesto of 2010-2014 stated unedqailg that it will work towards a new

officer’s scheme, but one still based on the tradél and single “one size fits all” officer system
(Norges Offisersforbund, 2010). As noted earliee, tinion’s reservations towards a perceived
two class system of officers has a historical lggaoted in an enduring struggle to achieve
equality for its members. Peter Andre Moe, who sérfor twenty years as both the NOF union
leader and as a senior labour union representatiperienced first hand the discriminatory
culture that existed before the former professidd@D structure was abolished in 1975. He was
a product of that generation, shaped by that edldharhad a very strong stance on the
inequalities that he had personally experiencedréBen, 2012).

The new NOF union leader Egil Andre Aas, who wasteld in 2010, inherited the legacy
reflected in the current NOF manifesto. He provjdesvever, a very positive and constructive
outlook on the potential for change, and is celyanot adverse to a two tier system (Aas, 2012).
Based on his visits to a number of Norwegian Armig) and on conversations with serving
personnel, he openly acknowledges the need forgehdrut at the same time underlines the need
for predictability for those very same personnithére is to be change, those affected must
have the possibility to see what lies ahead intarg@l career path. Aas further describes that
this is not an obstacle with the trade unions,hendontrary, the argument that all levels of
officers are deserving of a full career is fullydenstood and well received in the main labour

union, where Aas also sits as member on the cesunaimittee, (Aas, 2012).

The reasons for this shift are likely multiple, lome might argue that changes in society as a
whole have triggered a shift in perspectives inegah The issue of a class society as a divisive
factor has long since been removed from the paliagenda as a catalyst for driving reform.
Egalitarian principles that now form a common bas®ss the Norwegian political spectrum do
not appear to be linked to a higher political agend the same extent as has been the case
historically. It has to be said, however that theme some notable exceptions such as the
promotion of gender equality in the Armed Forcesy Aitizen is today entitled to apply to join

the Norwegian Armed Forces. Senior officers’ rathkeg were once considered a prestigious part
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of the civil service and were also associated witiertain social status, no longer hold that
position in today’s society, and are thereforearmer symbolic of a separate class. In fact, it
might be said that serving in the Armed Forcesyasgaarely associated with status or prestige
and few senior officers wear their uniforms in palbday, unless compelled to do so.

The Armed Forces as an institution has thus effelstibeen decoupled from the stigma of
representing a class society today, and it woupskapthat the pendulum has swung in the

debate on how to achieve egalitarianism.

Another influencing factor is the relatively largember of particularly younger Norwegian men
and women who have served with the Norwegian Arfmdes in Afghanistan in recent years
and who represent a not-insignificant source afjimsamongst the Norwegian people as a
whole. In the period from 2001 to 2011, no lesaitha00 Norwegians served in Afghanistan
(Hougsnees, 2012). This group with its first-handwiedge and opinions on the Norwegian
experience in Afghanistan has shown that it camtéaath influence and demands that have been

reflected both in the Norwegian media, as wellhasugh political parties and the trade unions.

As the leader of the parliamentary committee farekm Affairs and Defence emphasised in a
recent article in one of the officers magazinesgardless, at the political level we must now
dare to do what it takes, and to venture beyonebai® that sometimes paralyzes this discussion:
namely the question of the name - which is substiiytess important, but which appears to
carry a significant symbolic weight” (Ine Eriksem®8ide, 2012). If this shift in ideology as a
force for change can be considered a finding, thisrsignificant in that it no longer represents
an obstacle. One interesting perspective fromwiiais the observation that a majority of the
respondents from the interviews appeared to be areof this political shift. Only one of the
respondents was familiar with the interview givgnGustavsen (see above) two months earlier
and in general there appeared to be a percept@dmpdiitical ideology might still be an obstacle
to change. Although at least one respondent was righat he believed that the political levels
would be supportive of change (Thorsen, 2012) aostmof the respondents were understood to
be well placed at senior levels in the organisatiod therefore in a position to grasp such
changes, this did not seem to be a prevailing pdiaie There are several reasons for this, but
one in particular which is reviewed below is thenarship and stakeholder aspects of the

process itself.
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As has already being mentioned, the Afghanistare®epce has played a role, and this has at
least contributed to a weakening of some of thegeed obstacles to change. The influence of
the Norwegian Army’s experience in Afghanistan pkyed a significant role in the perspective

of ownership and stakeholders and as such pavesahéor next factor for analysis.

4.3 Ownership and stakeholders

For some years now the idea of a new professioRast@ucture has been driven from within the
Norwegian Army itself. The Norwegian Ministry of [2mce has not involved itself other than to
review the earlier mentioned unit officer structthiat was introduced in 2005 (Kulseng, 2011).
Some support has been provided to the Chief of 8tdlie Army, but the main effort has been
outside the Ministry of Defence. Although all trespondents were fully aware of efforts by the
Chief of Staff of the Army to re-introduce a pragemal OR structure, most of them did not
appear to have any direct involvement or to beqgrealty engaged in the process. As was
pointed out by several individuals, there were mber of obvious reasons for this. Primarily
this lay in the fact that the process was cleaotyawned either at the Chief of Defence level or
by even the other service chiefs. Although sevefréthe respondents believed that the Chief of
Defence personally supported the idea, he had pomb publicly endorsed it nor made any
efforts to identify himself with either the processthe declared end state (Kulseng, 2011).

As such, the effort was to a large extent seen“aae&man show”. The Norwegian experience
in Afghanistan, where the Army in particular hasriea the burden of the task, serves to
highlight this perception of imbalance. This imbrada stands in direct contrast to the Swedish
approach which was fully owned and openly suppditau the top by the Swedish Chief of
Defence (Foélstad, 2012).

This very point was also expanded upon by the ul@ader of one of the main officer unions,
BFO, who highlighted that the initiative was natially backed by the other services, i.e. the
Norwegian Navy or Air Force, and as such was meooblpmatic for the union to endorse as
prioritised initiative (Solberg, 2012b). This wdsaconfirmed in that attempts by the Chief of
Staff of the Army to include the item in the Cha#fDefence's Defence Review for 2011, were

initially not supported by the Navy and the Air Ee(Kulseng, 2011).

The Air Force has currently indicated that for ginesent it prefers to work with the existing rank

structure system, which in its opinion has the pugtto be further improved. They would also
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prefer not to introduce two separate officer stites as this would not necessarily be supportive
of the way they operate today (Kotte, 2011). Thesspective is in direct contrast with the

official Air Force position in 1975 when the Andssan-committee moved to abolish the
professional NCO system. The Chief of Staff of AweForce at the time, wrote a letter to the
Ministry of Defence in January 1975, where he adgioecefully against the proposal to do away
with the existing structure (Jakobsen, 1994).

This point is particularly revealing of how positmay change over time as an adaptation to
new structures results in a new way of doing bussirvehich then becomes the norm. The Air
Force has, however, underlined that it is not a/&ysa discussion on other possibilities in the
future (Kotte, 2011). From these arguments it wagldm obvious that not all the three services
have the same level of incentives for reform, whilctstrates that the concept currently does not
hold a broader appeal outside the Army. The Arng/thas been compelled to initiate and run
the process on its own, without the necessary leroggaectrum of stakeholders that would have

enabled a greater degree of momentum.

As one representative of the Army staff pointed satneone had to start the process and if
necessary “go it alone” until this process pickpdhe required momentum (Garang, 2012).

It therefore seems clear that as an insular pttiatidea of a professional OR structure has until
now not had a broad enough anchorage. The idemloé@ding the requirement in a wider need,
will obviously expand its appeal, and give it apoi base with a greater degree of impetus.
Support at the top, linked to the approaching rafon PME will likely serve purpose and
provide the necessary drivihis thesis will therefore examine the idea obéstic approach as

a separate factor later on.

In summary, although there appears to be a praggderception amongst some that can be
described as “we’re not for, but we're not agagiditer” it strongly suggests support for the idea
of a broader base of stakeholders that can bedernesi a relevant factor and that clearly appears
to weigh-in. The argument of not been either foagainst, is to a certain extent also linked to

the view that the existing concept still desereebe fully implemented, before moving on.

This factor is explored in more detail below. Tt new concept requires greater mass in order
to achieve the necessary acceptance and conseilyeht required momentum is equally

obvious. If this can initially be achieved through increase in lateral support or through a top-
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down drive is not yet entirely clear. An additiof@ttor, however that appears to be playing a
role is timing. A convergence in time of multiplewelopments may now represent what
Malcom Gladwell describes in his bestseller “Thppiing point” as “that magic moment when an
idea, trend, or social behaviour crosses a thrdskipk, and spreads like wildfire” or what he
also defines as “that critical mass” (Gladwell, @0p. 4). Timing is thus identified as the next

factor potentially also influencing several of faetors that have been identified.

4.4Timing

As has already been highlighted, the fundamentélisiNorwegian security policies over the
last two decades, and the consequent need to detiaa part of NATO's operations in
Afghanistan has had a very direct impact on thénginfor the Norwegian Army. As the Chief

of Staff of the Army has argued, the Norwegian Arnayg been at the forefront of experiencing
first-hand the transformation from a mobilisatiom#y to a rapid deployment Army, and then
been actively engaged in combat operations. Thadban a catalyst for change in the
requirements for a more specialised and profeskammamand structure particularly at the lower
levels of Army units, where combat is literally exg@nced first hand. This imperative has by
most accounts not been so urgent for the Navy anBadkce, but they, too, appear to be starting
to respond positively. Timing then becomes a végialbinfluence and it is therefore necessary
to examine how this has affected the entire process

The timing of potential shifts in political perspiees can certainly be said to be have played a
major role in the outcome. As we have already ndtediever, timing also plays a role in other
areas. Timing is as much about a convergence diptauprocesses, as it is about the occurrence
of a single event or happening. This is exemplifrethat although the occurrence of a single
event may not in itself herald change, multipleuwwoences happening simultaneously may often
do so.As one respondent pointed out; major chasgéen dependant on external factors
necessitating such change, where a sense of urgemgyrive actions (Sggaard, 2011).
Examples of such external factors might be sigaiftaeductions in available Defence budgets

or major shifts in security perspectives.

Sggaard described a parallel from when the tramsfbon of the Norwegian Armed Forces was
initiated in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s. Tdnos/olved were driven by a sense of urgency,

after a number of years marked by failed change esentually the entire organisation appeared
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to rally to the cause (Sggaard, 2011). Althougerghasised that this was not necessarily his
personal opinion, in today’s Ministry of Defenceté had not yet appeared to be a similar
perception of urgency or of a pressing need fonghaof the personnel structure and as was
often the case in an organisation such as a @wice or bureaucracy, there might even be a
tendency for the “tyranny of status quo” to extésdyrip. Typically the default mindset was; if
there was a perception that the system worked,imfgst effort in attempting to implement
change? The “burden of proof normally rests whthse who want change”, and as such it was
therefore up to them to impress this need on tgarosation as a whole. Typically, what was
needed to create change was a “few select and abedivloers who could drive the process
along”(Sggaard, 2011).

A somewhat differing perspective on timing has hesvealso been offered. One respondent
highlighted that in difference to many other NAT@mbers, the transformation of the
Norwegian Armed Forces had taken place at a faahy stage, and certainly well before the
onslaught of major fiscal constraints that otherams were now experiencing. The Norwegian
Armed Forces had thus proven that they were camdldagaging in transformation, without the

pressure of an external influence (Thorsen, 2012).

Timing has however played a role in other arenasdle clearly influencing a potential
outcome. The two main officer unions which togettegresent approximately 10,000 members
(Aas, 2012) are both linked to trade unions, bubpposing sides of the political spectrum. In
recent years there has been a concerted efforvtiyumions to merge into one main officer
union; however this has proven to be a challengengheir differing affiliations. It should be
noted that this particular situation is comparatkh that of Sweden, where the two main officer
unions, merged more than a decade ago, thus sttgrggene for a convergent effort in the
Swedish Armed Forces process of establishing a&gsainal OR structure. For the Swedish
process, the timing of this event quite obvioushypd an outcome in the overall process
(Axelsson, 2012). Although dismissed by one uneader (Solberg, 2012b), some respondents
indicated that the issue of a professional OR &treacould potentially complicate the process of
merging into one officer union, thus making thefpssional OR structure process a lesser
imperative. Certainly, although the two main uniappear to have very differing perspectives
on the subject of a professional OR structurey theclared intent to merge and the timing of the

process itself has had one positive initial outcamehe process.
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During the process of attempting to implement dgesional OR structure, the former Chief of
Defence, General Diesen, found that the Ministrgoffernment Administration, Reform and
Church Affairs was unwilling to endorse the procd3igsen, 2011). As already mentioned, the
Ministry was important in that representing the &uwwnent in the role of employer, it had a
decisive say on regulating issues such as salag@®ment age, etc. Personnel Director of the
Norwegian Defence Staff, Tom Simonsen, says thatydar for the first time, the officer unions
have both agreed to endorse a proposed salaryrsyisat would open for two parallel salary
structures in the Armed Forces in the future (Siseor) 2012). This is a key step towards
establishing a professional OR structure in thatoitild allow for differentiated but parallel
salary systems at different rank levels. The flaat the officer unions concur is crucial in that
the Ministry of Government Administration, ReformdaChurch Affairs was previously
unwilling to endorse the process given their latkrdorsement. It is thus expected that the
Ministry of Government Administration, Reform ant@ch Affairs may for the first time
endorse efforts to restructure the salary systeus, paving the way for potential follow-on
changes in the rank structures. So in essenca) giat the unions are cooperating in efforts
towards a hoped for merger in the future, timing peoven to be key to current progress in the

overall process.

One interesting view on timing offered by severfahe@ respondents concerned the next
parliamentary general election which is schedutedSkeptember 2013 (Thorsen, 2012). There
was an expectation that a potential shift in goregnt might herald a sea change in political
perspectives and as such set the stage for a fierdahshift in policy toward the Armed Forces.
Timing would therefore be of the essence for tloegss to run its full course. As already noted
however, recent positions provided by politicalresgntatives from the present government, do
not suggest that this is a prerequisite for chghgedtun, 2012a). Multiple indicators from this
study indicate that the political dimension is onder such a dominant factor as may have been

the case previously.

4.5 The holistic approach

In considering the OR process, we have seen tigtipiece of a bigger picture impacted by
timing and ownership.As already highlighted, theolehdimension of ownership or stakeholders
is central to the success of a process and thisaslinked to the OR process as a part of greater

reform. In the Swedish process a key factor watsithplementing a professional OR structure
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was only a lesser (albeit important) portion odarkeaching reform that focused on overall
competency in the Armed Forces in general.

Interestingly, this would now appear to be happgmirnthe Norwegian Armed Forces as well.

In December 2011, a pre-study on competency iiNtrevegian Armed Forces was completed
by the Ministry of Defence and this appears toosgta course for a potentially far-reaching
reform in many areas (M. o. Defence, 2012). AltHoadgollow-on main study is yet to be
completed over the coming year, the Minister ofddek has already stated his intent with
regards to this review. In his new year’s speechigklighted that since the transformation of
the Armed Forces, initiated after the cold warjsihow obvious that the personnel and
competency areas have not yet been the subjeatahprehensive and systematic review” (Bart
Eide, 2012). This was an issue that would havehdsity. He added “I also see that in a
Defence Force with a high demand for expertiss, iecessary that we prepare for a career as a
specialist” (Bart Eide, 2012).

Based on the initial findings described in the pigdy report, and the Minister of Defence’s
speech, it is therefore more than likely that Norwaay now follow a course already set in
Sweden. Although the Chief of Staff of the Army Imasv worked for several years on his
programme to reintroduce a professional OR strecindications are that momentum may now
be gained through timing and a greatly increaseplesdeof stakeholdership at the political levels.
In his arguments for change, the Chief of Stafthef Army refers repeatedly to the heightened
requirements for competency, which in this contexthat Dandeker has described as
Professional Military Education or PME. In discuggsimilitary professionalism in the 21
century, and listing the challenges and potenéisponses, Dandeker’s key parameter is PME
itself. As he notes; “the new force design and wakeurity context pose challenges for the
military profession; these include how best to eashat the system of professional military
education is fit for purpose: that is, to deliviee kind of officer needed for the 21st
century’(Dandeker, 2012, p. 2). This has been anaomchallenge for Armed Forces that are
transforming themselves. This line of thought meskell with that of the Chief of Staff of the
Army, but with a singular difference. PME is theimaffort and a professional OR structure
therefore becomes just a piece of a bigger picture.

A key challenge for the Norwegian Army in includitige specific requirements for a

professional OR structure into an expansive andriatly far reaching reform is first and
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foremost the time required. Although estimates exjgbctations appear to vary with regards to
the required timeframe for implementing a profesal®R structure, a number of the
respondents agree that estimates are difficulttHaitintroducing a major reform in PME could

take from anywhere between two to four years (Témr2012).

This timeframe would necessarily include the pcditiprocess in addition to the required study
and follow-on recommendations. It is also unclé#ne Chief of Staff of the Army would find
such a delay acceptable, given the pressing needhémge currently felt in the Norwegian
Army today (Opedal, 2011b). Several respondents laéso clearly indicated that a holistic
approach is what is required now and that attetgptstroduce reform piecemeal will at best be
problematic (Solberg, 2012b). At least one of tfiie@r unions has stipulated that any new
reforms must be holistic in their approach and emuass all the planned potential changes for
officers in the future (Solberg, 2012b). This sugjgehat in order to have any chance of
achieving success, the introduction of a profesgi@R structure requires a holistic approach.

4.6 An incomplete implementation of an existing process

When the new unit officer concept was introduced005, expectations were high with regards
to possible results. With an implementation dinextieleased in December 2004 (N. M. o.
Defence, 2004), the Ministry of Defence outlinedumber of parameters and expected
standards for the concept. Although some lateicisihs have been justified, and both the
Ministry of Defence and the Defence staff (Birkela@012) have highlighted shortfalls through
their evaluations (N. M. 0. Defence, 2009), theme &lso been a prevailing perception amongst
some (Frantzen, 2012), that the concept was nellgrifplemented as intended, and that it was

therefore deserving of a proper effort, beforetfartreforms were introduced.

Several of the respondents, including represemsifirom all three of the officer unions, echoed
this very argument (Aas, 2012). Although the reasgimen, varied somewhat, respondents
indicated that the military organisation as su@d heither exploited the full potential that the
concept offered, nor acted steadfastly in impleimgnt (Frantzen, 2012). One former battalion
commander explained how; given the option to reafficers under the unit officer concept or
to sign them up under short term contracts, therg avtendency to opt for the latter, as there
were concerns about funding for salaries not bairaglable in the future. He further reflected

that in retrospect this should not have been aeron but in managing budgets at the unit level,
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in a climate of fiscal restraint, it was betteb®safe than sorry (Frantzen, 2012). Although the
concept was intended to significantly reduce thmlmer of short term contracts, in favour of an
increase of unit officers, results over the fimwfyears did not reflect this shift (Frantzen, 2012
Respondents acknowledged that a lack of implementaft the existing concept, both at the unit
levels as well as centrally, had served to undezmgmpotential. Several respondents thus
attributed a perceived lack of willingness at thaistry level towards implementing a new
reform, to further expectations of the existingagwt. As was pointed out; why introduce a new

system, when the current system has not been pydged out?

With the results and follow-on recommendations fiibin latest evaluation of the unit officer
concept published in January 2012 (Birkeland, 20it# obvious that until a new system is
introduced, efforts will still be made to enhanke turrent concept. As already noted, there are
several potential reasons for this, but given thatunit officer concept was formally established
through a parliamentary bill (Parliament, 2004ye3al respondents have commented that a
political decision implies a demonstrated committr@mbehalf of the Armed Forces in
attempting to implement it, before asking for yeb#her decision. To do otherwise would draw
unnecessary questions and could be a potentialremsbenent for the Armed Forces, something
that the Defence management is unlikely to allowe ©@an therefore again argue that the timing

Is not right politically, but for a very differen¢éason.

Respondents from both the Defence Ministry andXétence staff highlighted that there was a
prevailing perspective that the Chief of Stafflod tArmy, had not fully exploited the

possibilities in the existing concept, and thatAney staff was too quick to see limitations,
before attempting to find solutions that were algeavailable (Thorsen, 2012). Thus, although
one can therefore argue about the various reasom®f fully implementing the existing

concept, it appears that the current conceptsesdstand untried potential is still reason enough
for some to hold off on working towards a complgtedéw concept. This justification also goes
some way towards explaining reluctance or in soases even a perceived lethargy at the

Ministry of Defence level, in working towards a nesform.

4.7 Costs
In the underlying arguments for reform, the isstiecst has only been mentioned peripherally.

The costs of PME are however intrinsically linkedhe field of human resource accounting, in
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which extensive research has already been cond(€testtio, 1991). The argument of cost has
as yet, not figured as a prominent part of the @&ture debate and none of the respondents
appeared to have any direct empirical perspectiMes.Ministry of Defence has only recently

attempted to quantify the overall expenditure thdinked to developing and maintaining PME

in the Armed Forces (Thorsen, 2012), and accurgtieds are still not available.

Although the arguments have to a far greater extenised on PME, the Army staff was

initially questioned as to the overall costs of iempenting a new rank structure (Rgnn, 2012).
Representatives at the Ministry of Defence hadyearlin the process, aired initial concerns
about the possible costs of implementing the cedlistructure. The concerns related to the costs
of committing to providing a career for those beydine age of 35 years. As already mentioned
earlier in the study, and as was pointed by at leas of the respondents, the initial study led by
Admiral Rgksund in 2002, had two separate but lineals; one was the overabundance of
officers at the mid to senior levels, the other wWesslack of officers at the lower levels
(Reksund, 2012). A point highlighted by two of tiespondents was that in his current efforts,
the Chief of Staff of the Army may be focusing akhentirely on the latter (Rgksund, 2012).
Although it can be argued that rectifying the oreeyraventually lead to a natural change in the
other, it is obviously a long term project that nieeyvery costly in the interim. These arguments
compelled the Army staff to initiate a researchjgebin collaboration with the Norwegian
Defence Research Establishment (Rgnn, 2012).

The goal of the project has been to quantify tregscassociated with losing PME (Rgnn, 2012).
The rationale is based on the idea that overatscggent on education and training of personnel
are not fully recuperated in that the relevant eiygés leave the Armed Forces well before their
service career is completed. The consequencetaetially a huge drain on existing resources.
Although the project has not yet been completadalriindings are strongly supportive of

similar studies in the private sector, where thg&gument is that a high turnover of personnel
is extremely costly (Rgnn, 2012). Simply put, then&d Forces are ridding themselves of
valuable and very costly PME before it can be fulijised (Thorsen, 2012). As one respondent
emphasised; “recruiting is one of the most costlyvdies one can engage in, and it is therefore
difficult to understand how anyone can question the planned new structure is going to be

more expensive than the current concept” (Thordeh?2).
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In one of his most recent decision memos on impieimg reform in the OR structure, the Chief
of Staff of the Army argues the case for signiftcemst savings; in the longer term, citing that
significant economic gains are to be expected (@p2@11a). The Ministry of Defence’s new
pre-study on competency (M. o. Defence, 2012) igbld the risk of competence or PME being
a scare resource in the future, and the crucikhtie between investments in competence and

equipment, as a prerequisite to producing operaticapability (M. o. Defence, 2012).

This statement goes a long way in defining the e&hat needs to be placed on competence or
PME. One might therefore naturally assume that @osé has been given a convincing price tag,
it will be put forward as a key argument for chanQests openly represent differing
perspectives, with the costs of competence loss faatored against the interim costs of
extending careers for unit officers beyond 35 yedmge. The time frame for costs therefore
becomes a factor, with the shorter term costs pétsd against the expected longer term costs.
Although it can be expected that costs may plagyagtgument in driving through change at a
later stage, no figures as yet appear to be availals the whole debate on costs has yet to
surface, and given the fact that it has not yehlspecifically addressed as the subject of a
guantative study, nor publicly raised as an argupiba issue is therefore still expected to be the
subject of considerable debate in the future. duisently unclear as to what the reasons for this
are, but this is most likely linked to a lack of tgpdate empirical evidence, pending further

studies. Timing clearly appears to play a rolehis airea as well.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In attempting to draw conclusions from the reseaaatumber of aspects stand out directly.

What many career officers still consider a majostable to change, namely political ideology,

no longer appears to be a genuine impediment. Tiraes changed, as well as attitudes. The
relevant political establishment clearly displaysragmatic perspective and in those areas where
such an attitude counts, there is open suppodifange and, remarkably, for reasons that are
ideologically correct. The applied logic is conveend as has been pointed out repeatedly, the
group that is directly affected by such changeesedving of a professional career. As this
appears to be the case, and the political tideaappe have shifted, it would seem apparent that

this is no longer a ground that needs to be foaght, or even one that triggers concern.



54

The idea of a profession versus bureaucracy ilNthrevegian Army has, as in other countries,
been a basis for concern amongst an increasing ewohlofficers. There is evidence to suggest
that this too has been an obstacle to reform,easdHl-perception of belonging to a bureaucracy
has being well entrenched, not only in the Armglftut also in society as a whole. The
perception of a profession appears to be graduadlyifesting itself as an awareness amongst
Norwegian Army officers. It can also be argued th& gradual change is to a large extent due
to the Norwegian Army’s Afghanistan experience awerlast ten years, which has also
included a direct exposure to other professionatystructures. Indications are that if there is
an overall acceptance of the idea, first in the Arthen in the Norwegian Armed Forces as a
whole, it may contribute to a different perspeciivesociety in general, to include the political
levels. This can then be expected to facilitata@eptance of a professional OR structure. It is
however difficult to approximate when a real sbiftgroundswell may occur, or to what extent it
may exert an influence. As we have already notgalitical acceptance of the need for
specialisation as well as trends and developmardediety in recent decades, indicate that this

now is likely only a matter of time.

Timing now seems to be an important factor linkethe re-introduction of a professional OR
structure. Timing and opportunity are as much alatgnvergence of multiple processes related
to the efforts by the Chief of Staff of the Armyh&timing, versus a focus on PME, also appears
to coincide with shifting attitudes accumulated oW past ten years, from the Norwegian
Army’s Afghanistan experience. This point has iditidn appeared to help sway the Norwegian
officer unions, who are considered to be a key eldrto progress in this process. Timing has
additionally played a role in efforts by the offiasnions to merge into one body. Although some
still contend that a planned merger might be rodkethe re-establishment of a professional OR
structure, others do not concur, and some posgififeets have already been seen. As already
noted, the two main officer unions have both agffeethe first time to support a proposal from
the Norwegian Defence Staff to establish two pafaklary structures in the Armed Forces. This
parallel pay structure potentially lays the foumaiafor establishing a professional OR structure.
As stated above, this consensus from the officemsimay thus be the prerequisite for the
Ministry of Government Administration, Reform anti@ch Affairs (Fornyings-,
administrasjons- og kirkedepartementet (FAD) topsut the initiative for the first time. Timing
may now play a role in the Army’s possibilities fyarnering support from the two other services
and eventually the Chief of Defence himself. Thipmort, though, will necessarily have to draw

away from the ongoing unit officer process that ¥eamally introduced in 2005.
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A prevailing perception that the existing unit offr concept was never fully exploited still
remains. Although the Chief of Staff of the Armyshattempted to build his ideas on it, it is still
considered by some to be the viable alternativeepoofessional OR structure, and as such it
undermines potential support for his suggestedtiies. However, an accumulation of
empirical evidence in recent years suggestingtthgtcurrent unit officer concept cannot
succeed, serves to emphasise the need for anatiternt is likely that efforts to realize the fful
potential of the existing unit officer concept ntag continued, until the alternative gains enough

momentum.

Costs have traditionally been an important faatahe debates on reform and restructuring,
particularly in times of budgetary constraints. &hen the findings in this thesis, they appear
however to have played a lesser role so far irptbeess of attempting to re-introduce a
professional OR structure. Although initially cotstied to be a significant factor, a lack of up to
date quantitative research has most likely resultedlack of arguments thus far. Some research
is currently underway, and it is expected that enad may be put forward as the debate
progresses. The debate on costs can also be expectentre around two main positions of the
pros and cons. The potential opponents of reforiikely argue that the costs of providing a
career commitment to the professional OR structulidoe prohibitive, whereas the arguments
for, will contend that the loss of competence amibh turnover of personnel will be too costly
to sustain. This last approach is directly linkedHe ideas of Professional Military Education or

PME, which are considered to be central to a reforncess.

Reform of PME which has started to gain noticeamdenentum over the last year is considered
to be a key factor in enabling the establishmerat pfofessional OR structure. Recent PME
reform was central to significant changes in thecstire of the Swedish Armed Forces, and may
thus be considered a pointer in the Norwegian m®d8eneral perceptions of the increasing
importance of specialisation and competency caexpected to be an important driver in the
Norwegian Army’s process of establishing a profasal OR structure. This is especially true,
given the Minister of Defence’s recent statemealsting to the priority of this effort. The
expansion of the recent pilot study on PME in tluevikegian Armed Forces also opens for a
holistic and all encompassing approach which in greatly expands the potential for an

increased ownership and stakeholder base.
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The prospect of a broadened ownership or stakehbe for the process is also obviously
important. The perception that the Chief of Stdffhr@ Army has necessarily had to engage in a
“lonely struggle” is felt by many. This has dirgctinpacted on his ability to rouse followers to
his cause. What appears to have been an openflaokmort from the other services as well as
the Chief of Defence, may be said to have hampaedfforts to gain momentum. The potential
for expanding the support base may be directlyelthto a more holistic approach and a focus on
a PME reform in general, where a professional @&csire may be just one piece of a bigger

picture. In this sense, the Swedish process sasramoteworthy example to follow.

Overall, the findings in this research stronglygess that a professional OR structure is likely to
become a reality in the Norwegian Army in the fexesble future. A convergence of multiple
developments in recent years supports this idea.€kpected time frame required to implement
such change is still difficult to assess, but orptmistic note it is possible that, with the
present momentum for change it may be introducédinviwo years. Political machinations and
bureaucracy could delay implementation by a yedawor but mounting evidence indicates that
change will occur and that the more optimistic tifreane is probable. It may, however, depend
on a wider acceptance of the need for change aaroamber of areas, and that the proponents
for establishing a professional Other Ranks strnectvithin the Norwegian Army are able to

exploit this window of opportunity as it crystads.
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Annex A: List of key respondents

Aas, Egil AndreNorwegian Army officer and union leader of Nor@effisersforbund (NOF)
Axelsson, Bengt, Brigadies; senior Swedish Army officer amtkad of the Directorate for
Officers Academic Education at the Swedish Nati@efience College. Axelsson was a central
figure in the reform process that also involvedlelshing a professional OR structure in the
Swedish Armed Forces.

Bremerthun, KnutNorwegian Army officer and union leader of Krigetdutdannede Offiserers
Landsforening (KOL).

Barresen, Jakob, Commodore (F)rmer senior Norwegian Naval officer. Since f@drement

in 2000, Bagrresen has been very active as a milttistorian, with extensive debating
engagements on current Defence affairs in the paloéina. He has published a number of books
and articles both internationally and in Norway.

Dandeker, Christopher, Professor; Ac®&fessor of Military Sociology in the Departmerft
War Studies, King’s College London and Co-Direcking's Centre for Military Health
Research, Department of War Studies, King's Colleyelon. Dandeker is a leading authority
on Professional Military Education (PME), as wellauthor of “Military professionalism and
professional military education in the 21st centting challenges and potential responses”.
Diesen, Sverre General (Rgrmer Norwegian Chief of Defence and an activeppnent for
change.

Folstad, Johan, Colongh Swedish Army officer and current ACOS J3 in$weedish Defence
Staff. Folstad led the committee that examinedodgrsonnel reform of the Swedish Armed
Forces in 2005, which was implemented two years ago

Frantzen, Henning, ColoneNorwegian Army officer and Head of the Departmaiilitary
Studies at the Norwegian Defence University Collégantzen was formerly a senior staff
officer at the Department of Defence Policy and ¢-Germ Planning at the Norwegian Ministry
of Defence, as well as Military Assistant to thenfier Chief of Defence, General Diesen.
Nermo, Bjarne, BrigadierDeputy Director General of the Department of De&Rolicy and
Long-Term Planning at the Norwegian Ministry of Bete.

Opedal, Per Sverre, Major Generalyrrent Chief of Staff of the Norwegian Army.

Raksund, ArnérRear Admiral (R)currently Secretary General at the Norwegian Migist
Fisheries and Coastal Affairs. A former senior nafcer and Director at the Norwegian
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Ministry of Defence, Rgksund led the committee nazed to proposing a new OR or specialist
structure in 2003.

Simonsen, Tom, Directoniead of personnel in the Norwegian Defence Staff

Solberg, EivindNorwegian Air Force officer and union leader of &efs Fellesorganisasjon
(BFO).

Sggaard, Fridthjof, Director Generain charge of the Department of Management and
Financial Governance at the Norwegian Ministry eff@nce.

Thorsen, Jens Thorleif, Brigadiecurrently acts as Director General at the Norwedfnistry

of Defence in charge of the Department of PersoaneélGeneral Services.



