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Abstract

International Defence Cooperation (IDC) is ofteegamted as one of the solutions to the
budgetary problems western European states face miaetaining their armed forces. IDC
is a defensive strategy, chosen by lack of oth&pbog. In reality, IDC is as much a problem
as it can be a solution. This thesis investigdtései need to uphold national sovereignty and
a lack of international trust are among the factbes hamper states to come to more and

closer cooperation and how this mechanism influgmternational defence cooperation.

After a short analysis of the nature of problemsIDC, the role of trust and
sovereignty is explored in three different wayssginine cases of IDC are investigated by
analyzing the treaties, MoU’s and agreements thiahdlize these multinational initiatives.
Secondly, interviews were conducted with officersrking at ministerial and defence staff
level. Third, theory from the field of internatidneelations was studied to assess if the

findings on IDC are in line with theory from otheglds of international cooperation.

Most West-European states accept the necessityD@f. IHowever, effective
cooperation is not possible without giving up, aadt parts of, national influence and
sovereignty. Governments are reluctant to do swesthey wish to maintain control over
their armed forces. One reason is domestic pdliicaountability for military actions. The
second reason is that governments cannot fully éash other. They can be forced to change
earlier decisions on cooperation or be changed sbbms. States therefore wish to maintain
flexibility and autonomy in their cooperation andoal dependence on other states. This

leads to suboptimal organization of internatioraperation and multinational units.
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Summary

International Defence Cooperation (IDC) is ofteaganted as the new solution for an
old problem. Most European states are not ablediotain a complete and balanced national
defence organization. Flat or decreasing budgetspnbted with increasing costs of
equipment and personnel, lead to restructuringdownsizing. This problem has however
existed for many years, and so has the thoughtoskrc cooperation on defence issues in
order to achieve savings and synergetic effectsedhty, IDC is a difficult process and there
is no overarching plan or roadmap to steer the mzsf binational or multinational
initiatives, resulting in a complex and diffuse ustures, overlapping and interrelated

initiatives and competition for influence.

This thesis investigates if a lack of internatiotraist and the need for upholding
national sovereignty can explain limitations andigpems of IDC, and if other factors have
to be taken into account. After a preliminary asaly of problems related to IDC, the
founding documents of nine existing cases of IDGenanalysed in order to establish to
which extent states are willing to give up contodler their armed forces in favour of
international cooperation. Interviews were conddéteorder to achieve insight in the role of
trust and the mechanisms leading to IDC. Thirdig, findings were placed in the theoretical

perspective of International Relations theory denmational cooperation.

The document analysis indicates that states nestianisms or guarantees to control
the balance between sovereignty and dependencye Meoent agreements contain clauses
and articles allowing states to withdraw or to alssfrom participation. Sovereignty is a key
factor in military cooperation with other statesterviews connected the factors of trust and
sovereignty to domestic political accountabilityov@rnments are responsible for the
decision to use military power and the actions hadirt military forces. In non-existential
conflicts these decisions are often disputed dap@dlst or politically controversial.
Democratic governments depend on popular suppedisidns on the use of military force

are strictly national decisions and should nothgeresult of international obligations.

As a result, IDC projects are organized in a weat ach nation can decide to pull

out or abstain from participation in certain acfiofhis mechanism prohibits specialization



and the economy of scale that could be achievetates were really willing to trust each
other. In other words: sovereignty comes at theepoif less efficiency. Vice versa: increased
multinational effect and efficiency means that etabhave to be willing to give up parts of

their independence.

Trust has a second role when discussing multinality of armed forces. In order to
achieve their missions in dangerous situationsitanyl at all levels have to be able to trust
each other. When states impose caveats on operatiander to limit the risk either for the
soldiers, or for the domestic support to the missibey restrict the freedom of movement of
their forces. The willingness and ability to shas&s is however an important factor to build
up trust among military forces of different natiorighis psychological mechanism has
implications for organizing IDC. The military hate be able and willing to cooperate with
their partners for IDC to be sustainable and eiffectTheory from the field of International
Relations supports the empirical findings and #lation between cooperation, dependence

and trust.

What are the consequences for IDC? Firstly, oneuldhtbe modest regarding
expectations of IDC. When states choose IDC asanst® uphold their defence capability,
they have to realize it comes at a price. States,tlaus governments, aspiring IDC have to
be willing to accept compromises and become depgnoia other states. Secondly, it is
possible to come to effective forms of IDC, butmeans building flexibility into IDC, for
example by organizing multinational units in modul8uch a solution does however reduce

the synergetic effects of cooperating internatiynal

International defence cooperation is still conseden second choice compared to
national solutions. There is a political scepticigmwards IDC, since it means compromising
and losing parts of sovereignty. In absence ofradieves, states will have to find a way to
cooperate and trust each other. To achieve suctéB§}, a state depends on a reputation as
trustworthy and politically reliable partner. Trust built by bottom-up acceptance and
willingness to share risks. Top down, trust is rhaibuilt by reliability and successful
previous cooperation. Trust can be a catalyst,igathb synergetic effects in multinational

cooperation. The absence or breach of trust igcdiffto overcome and hard to compensate.
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1. Introduction

Many European states will in future not be ablen&intain a complete and balanced
national defence organization. International dedec@operation (IDC) seems to be the new
miracle drug for the suffering western defence camity. By closer cooperation in the
development and purchase of equipment, huge sawvitisbe realized. States can
supplement each others’ defence capabilities altélctiwe solutions will also allow smaller
states access to strategic transport and highweealpons. IDC will lead to increased output
on a smaller budget. At least, that is what visignaaders and European ministers of

defence tell us.

Grete Faremo, the Norwegian Minister of Defenceendly stated that: “Increasingly,
we acknowledge that most countries are no longkr wmbuphold a full range of military
capabilities. This invites increased multilateraloperation, to derive new strength from
mutual efforts” (Faremo, 2011b). Yet, if this foraf cooperation is so logical and will
deliver such excellent results, why was it not dgears before? Why have states been so
hesitant and why have the many material initiativesdly ever delivered satisfactory

equipment in time?

Today's armed forces, especially in Europe, areagly more internationally
orientated and organized than ever before (Ulrik2807). Despite this internationalization,
politicians as well as academics still claim th&Cl is dysfunctional, that it leads to
disappointing results and a duplication of defeasgets (Solana, 2003). Furthermore, IDC
initiatives can be perceived as competition forsBrg security organizations like NATO
(Petersson, 2010).

IDC seems to be surrounded by contradictory viemg @posing opinions. Why is
IDC in practice so difficult? Is it possible thataek of trust and the necessity for sovereignty
in practice are the limiting factors for furthetagration and cooperation? The statements by
the French President Nicholas Sarkozy and thesBrRrime-minister David Cameron on the
occasion of the recent resumption of the Anglo-Enedefence cooperation give reason to
believe so. This initiative, aiming at practicalfelece cooperation at various levels, shows

that even two of the biggest states in Europe aannmaintain their defence structures
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nationally. Both saw themselves forced to defend thitiative against critics. David

Cameron says that: “It is about defending our maionterest. It is about practical, hard-
headed cooperation between two sovereign courit(srns, 2010). On the same occasion
Sarkozy declared that this agreement shows “a levielist and confidence between our two

nations which is unequalled in historyibid.).

Sovereignty and trust apparently play an importatg when states consider defence
cooperation, but do we really trust another st&te® important is it to be sovereign and
independent? Is this in line with what can be etgubaising theory from international
relations (IR)? And which impact does this have defence cooperation? This thesis will
analyse empirically and theoretically how far trastd sovereignty influence IDC, and if
other factors have to be taken into account as. Weill lack of trust and the requirement for
sovereignty negatively influence IDC, the implicais could be serious. The armed forces’
task of serving the state by maintaining its sogeity would prevent deeper international
integration, a better use of resources and be#tfande cooperation in general. Could it be

that IDC is at root unnatural, leading to equivastalutions or ambiguity?

This thesis builds on the rather non-controvensiamise that armed forces first and
foremost answer to their national state authofityeach [officer] remains linked to his or
her paymasters at home. The more senior the qffitber more must the national link be
expected to be open and working” , Sir Rupert Smitbte when describing multinational
planning and cooperation (Smith, 2006, p. 314%tdtes really do not fully trust each other
and sovereignty is more important than effectingpsration, this should be visible in
current forms of cooperation. The empirical parnsists of a descriptive analysis of
founding-documents in nine cases of defence cotiperand interviews with four high-

ranking officers responsible for implementing IDGanisterial and defence staff level.

Subsequently, the findings will be compared to them international cooperation
from the field of International Relations (IR). Wil IR, questions regarding state interest,
security, conflict, competition and cooperationwetn states are studied from multiple
perspectives. Can existing theory from IR contebiat explaining how trust and sovereignty
influence IDC? Answering this question could cdmite to explaining the findings, place

them in a political perspective and assess thenpatdor generalization.
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1.1 Research question and scope of the thesis

This thesis is based on two assumptions. FirsB{; ks it is conducted today does not
deliver to the expectations of its full potenti@kecondly, armed forces serve foremost their

own state. Using these two starting points, thiewahg questions will be investigated:

Can a lack of international trust and the needdpholding national sovereignty explain
limitations and problems of International Defenceoperation? Do other factors have

to be taken into account?

The following sub-questions will be used to invgate the research question and place the

findings in an International Relations perspective?
— Is IDC really a problem area?
— Do documents concerning cases of IDC show howt&es trust each other?
- What effect do trust and sovereignty have on def@ooperation?
— Which other factors could explain limitations inGD

— Are the findings in line with existing theory frollR and do they have a more general

value for IDC?

- What are the consequences for defence cooperatigenieral ?

The intent is to explore the effects that the Mfeedovereignty and trust have on defence
cooperation. These effects should be better rezabgte at the lower service and unit levels,
where less political influence is present. Hentwiili be necessary to look into the military
organizations at a deeper level than the top letath is usually discussed when addressing
cooperation between states, as at NATO level. Towxreforms of cooperation at the

“service” level, between armies, navies and aicdsrfrom different states will be explored.

The research is limited to forms of cooperationpeace-time, although the traditional
difference between peace and conflict seems toda&ening during the operations currently
being conducted. Second, this is not a study diestaehaviour considering military

operations (Ad Bellum) or already at war (In Belll)is not a study of coalitions conducting

military operations, but a study of states and arfoeces preparing to do so.
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The third limitation concerns the cases that wandied. Only Norwegian and Dutch
officers were interviewed and the cases were ldnitethose where at least Norway or the
Netherlands were a partner. The majority of thesasclude both. The research is limited to
western states; more specifically states within [DA®r the Partnership for Peace (PfP)
related to NATO. Finally, this is not a historicsiudy: all the cases are actual current

partnerships or forms of cooperation. Some are stilin the prepatory phase

1.2 QOutline

This thesis is structured in the following way. @tea one introduces the problem,
presents the research question, the build up,dtmaits and the reasons to apply a theoretic
perspective from IR. Chapter two will present thetimodology used for the research.
Chapter three discusses IDC and civil-military tielas. It gives reasons for the assumptions
that IDC is a problem area and that there is aedlekation between the military and political

aspects.

Chapter four first presents which mechanisms stagedo regulate trust and sovereignty
in defence cooperation, followed by an analysisvatten sources like terms of reference
(ToR), memoranda of understanding (MoU) and treatiedd DC projects in order to establish

the presence or absence of these mechanisms.

Chapter five presents the results from interviewigh weading military officers
responsible for implementing IDC, with the intenf oompleting the documented
information. Chapter six presents theory from IRioternational cooperation in order to
establish the relevance in a more general persgeati international cooperation and assess

the potential for generalization. Finally the carsibns will be presented in chapter seven.

1.3 International Defence Cooperation & International Relations theory

There are numerous factors that influence sucaefslare in complicated areas like

IDC. One could analyze IDC from the management sidéhe cultural side. Why choose

! The Strategic Air Command (SAC) in Hungary, intenttedperate C-17 strategic transport airplanes,astablished in
2008 and the first aircraft was delivered on 2% 2009.
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trust and sovereignty and use international refgtias main tool to study it? The most
straightforward way would be to make a comparisbib€ projects and analyze what went

well and what went wrong. The question would bewsych criteria. Furthermore, most

involved are not interested in documenting andutismg failure and everyone has his own
definition of success. Therefore such an approactldvbe cumbersome and probably not
achievable within the available timeframe. Furtherenthe scope of such a multidisciplinary
study would be too large. It is therefore necessachoose a different approach. The choice

to use IR theory is made for of several reasons.

Trust and sovereignty have been studied within ftblel of IR studies on state
behaviour. Military services act on behalf of thatates. When the military work
internationally, one can therefore reasonably asstimat the mechanisms of IR will be
visible between military services as well. Secoti#, close relation between military and
their state gives reason to believe that the ouéconeffects of IDC are not likely to exceed
what the state “allows”. Inversely: however smasgneficial and well managed an
international military project might be; if it bres with fundamental rules of national and
international political logic it will not succeedt is therefore so that one will have to
establish if IDC is likely to be subordinated te teame logic as international relations in
general? If so, one also has to investigate theeis$ optimizing results and the chances for

Success.

A third argument to investigate IDC through thedef international relations is the
increase of internationalization and the attemptadhieve a further integration in Europe.
The efforts to come to a common European Secunity Befence Policy (ESDP) and the
enlargement of NATO with new member states, bodll ® an enhancement of interaction
at the military level. Frédéric Mérand descrildgs &s “...a political revolution which forces
us to rethink the national state-armed forces naxwalsmore broadly the interplay of national
identity and the state” (Mérand, 2008). Using IRdty, we might be able to analyze what
implications the attempts for deepening politicgkegration will have for the armed forces,

and vice versa which political conditions have ¢onbet for military integration to succeed.

The increasing multinationality during NATO- andher missions is a fourth
argument for looking at military cooperation from mternational relations angle. On the
ground, in the air and at sea, military forces frdozens of nations work together on a day

by day basis. Amongst the effects will be a bottgmacceptance, appreciation and increase
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of multinationality, as officers rise through trenks. A significant change has occurred in

this area during the last decade.

Previously, countries contributed to missions witatively autonomous force
packages, in “national” areas of responsibility, nosupport and procedures. With the
increase of distance and costs, and the simultanesduction of the defence forces in
Europe, more and more states revert to smalleribatibns, which consequently work with
military from different countries at a lower levéhstead of contributing with a complete
army field hospital one now can find situations wehe patient is transported by an
American helicopter, treated by a German surgieaht and nursed by Lithuanians in a
Dutch managed field hospital guarded by the AfgNational Army. Multinationality has
become a fact of life at all levels of military @pgons. It is hard to imagine such

cooperation when these soldiers do not trust etwdr.o

IDC is perceived by many as a problematic field.b&st it is difficult to achieve
concrete results. Simultaneously, many have higieetations of IDC and present it as an
inevitable future prospect. Insights and knowledigen IR can probably explain at least
some of the problems. Within IR, trust and soverigare factors known to restrict, or at
least strongly influence, the effects of cooperati@tween states. Achieving insight in how
sovereignty and trust influence IDC can theref@®e two purposes: it can explain some of
the problems in IDC and secondly it can help teessdow far IR theory can be used to

analyse IDC.

2 MG M. de Kruif, Royal Netherlands Army
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2. Methodology

The purpose of this chapter is to present the mathodological considerations in the
study. Section 2.1 contains a brief overview ofrbgearch design. Section 2.2 addresses the
used literature and data analyses. In 2.3 the pmisiderations regarding the interviews will
be presented, while section 2.4 discusses the asand evaluation of the collected data.

Finally I will discuss my own role and its relevanor this study in section 2.5.

2.1 Research design

This study uses a qualitative deductive approactieasribed by Jacobsen (Jacobsen, 2005)
and is of a qualitative nature. It starts with geesonal observation that international defence
cooperation in itself seems very logical, but ofthmes not deliver the expected results.
Theory on more general cooperation between statefescribed in international relations
theory might deliver an explanation for this. Irder to select relevant theory and focus the
study, a broad research question and a set of sestigns were formulated, which guided

the collection of data (Creswell, 2009).

One of the risks connected to this approach is dm& only looks after for that
confirms the expectations. In order to avoid thig) methods of data collection have been
used: official documents and interviews. During ithterviews the research question as such
was not explicitly named or discussed. Some ofdghestions during the interviews had
elements from the research question as a themehéubterviews were deliberately set up

and conducted very broadly.

The study is structured in three main steps. Fi8g assumptions have to be
justified: IDC often does not deliver its full poteal and military serve first and foremost
their own state. The second step is to investityatt and sovereignty in official documents
and with interviews with high ranking officers resysible for coordinating IDC. Third, the
findings are related to the relevant mechanismsdymémics from international relations
theory. In this way the relevance and the potembiageneralization of the findings will be

assessed.
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2.2 Written sources

This study is based on academic literature, offid@uments and documented interviews.
As often with an exploratory study, not much safentiterature has been written on the
topic itself (Creswell, 2009, p. 26). Preliminarjudy indicates that at least part of IR
literature can also be used to explain phenomerhberdifferent, but related field of IDC.

Own experience working in international defence pmyation has triggered curiosity
regarding trust, sovereignty and their effect o€ lDVithin IR theory, these two factors are

recognized as two important factors in the relaibatween states.

Which academic literature one chooses the basis lpasfound impact on the study,
especially in a deductive research design. IDC enrsccooperation as well as competition.
Furthermore, especially studying IDC between NATQrdries, one is often confronted with
the presence of a big partner, the US. On otheasiaus, similar sized states cooperate
without a dominating partner. For these reasora/élthosen to use theory from three main

schools within IR: Realism, Liberalism and Inteioaal Societs.

Kenneth Waltz's neo-realistitheory of International Politicsntends to establish
general patterns in the behaviour of states. Alghouritten in 1979, it is still seen by many
as a cornerstone work on the relations betweepsst&obert Keohane'After Hegemony
presents a more liberalist view of internationabmeration in absence of a dominant partner
and finally, Ken Booth and Nicholas Wheeler repn¢sthe third school within IR;

International Society.

The documents analysed are the “founding docurheftsine forms of IDC. They
come in the form of international treaties, Memalamf Understanding (MoU), Technical
Agreements (TA) or bilateral documents without sfpecstatus. With the exception of
certain commercial paftsthe documents are public and unrestricted. Thetmecent

available versions have been used.

% Jackson and Sgrensen also recognize a fourth Iseftbin IR: International Political Economy (IPEJhe single sided
focus on economic relations and welfare makessittiwol less suited to analyse defence cooperation.

4 Parts of the SAC / C-17 MoU are restricted for caroial reasons
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The studied documents do not provide insight imatibed initiatives or projects of
IDC. They are therefore not representative of #ifrapts or initiatives regarding potential
IDC. In order to compensate for this, a second oweHnd second set of data were necessary.
This was realized by interviewing four high-rankiafficers working with IDC at defence

staff and ministerial level.

2.3 Interviews

The intent of the interviews was twofold: they pd®/general insight in the field of IDC and
give a second source of data besides the docunmahgsas. This enables confirmation,
differentiation or negation of the findings fronrsti analyses as described by Jacobsen
(Jacobsen, 2005, p. 229). Furthermore, intervierssige the possibility for more in depth

insight into the mechanisms behind IDC and poténtdfer new views.

The decision to interview four high ranking offisaxorking in the defence staffs and
ministries of Norway and the Netherlands was madefactical as well as methodological
reasons. Through existing channels or previousierneos they could be approached without
going through too many formalities. Furthermoregsth officers all bear responsibility for
implementing IDC or are highly qualified becauseeaperience, and could therefore be
expected to be able to provide valuable in degtbriation, also into cases that did not lead
to formal cooperation. Only military officers weneterviewed; no civilians. This can be

perceived as a limitation.

Three of the four interviews were conducted acemydio an interview protocol
(Creswell, 2009, p. 183). This resulted in veryrop@erviews. On occasion the questions
were formulated in the form of controversial sta¢ems to which the interviewees were
requested to react. One officer preferred to gimiefing, followed by a discussion. Three
of the four interviews were recorded and transctili@ne officer did not accept the use of a
dictaphone. Two of the interviewees requested Inisig the transcription. One officer
denied publication in the original form becausehaf possibility of misquotation or abuse of

statements made during the interview.
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2.4 Collection, evaluation and analysis of the data

The collected data have not been interpreted puslyi@and were collected for the purpose of

this project. They can therefore be categorizegrimsary sources (Jacobsen, 2005). For the
analyses of the “founding documents” the most reaed updated versions have been used.
Nine projects, partnerships or initiatives of IDCere analyzed. The analysis of the

documents focussed on a small number of factoaseetito trust, sovereignty and autonomy.

The documents themselves provide only very limitesight into the decision-making that

has lead to the cooperation. They present onlfilaéresult.

The interviews, primary data, offered the pos#ibfior an in-depth insight into the
mechanisms behind IDC. In this way they compentatéhe lack of in-depth insight from
the studied documents and contribute to a validatibthe results. The interviews were
structured to determine the mechanisms behind IBxCta discover which roles the factors
of trust and sovereignty play. The analysis ofitlterviews was conducted by categorizing
the answers in a matrix (Creswell, 2009, p. 21@JefRant quotes and answers were grouped

according to the questions that were developedswer the research (sub) questions.

The different purposes of the documental analyséstlae interviews, as well as the
fact that they investigate different data, arergmsons for presenting the findings according

to the source and method.

2.5 Own role and views during the research

| have been involved in IDC for several years aadehborne responsibility for forming and
the implementation of the cooperation between tbevdgian and Netherlands’ armies. This
has had an effect on this study. Firstly it hasugriced the choice of the subject and the
desire to explain why it can be difficult on ocaasito implement something that on first

glance seems so logical. Secondly it has helpegditoaccess to the interviewees.

As a result, the example of the Dutch-Norwegianpewation was frequently used
during the interviews; especially the topic of ttadled “package deal” was cited by all

interviewed, when the role of trust was discusgdthough this example is used during this
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study, it has not received extra value or mearsimg;e it was probably a result of my own

background.
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3. Background

The intent of this chapter is to achieve insight and especially the challenges it faces.
Using a model from the Norwegian Defence Staffwill address IDC from three angles:
security policy, economic and military. In this waywider background will be created

against which the narrower focus on trust and sagety will be placed in perspective.

Secondly, this background chapter will addresge¢tetion between armed forces and
the state. What is the role of armed forces? Whpatlitical implications does

internationalization have and what are the consscpsefor IDC?

3.1 International Defence Cooperation: What is the protlem?

Defence cooperation has existed for many yearsergef staffs and ministries have
developed methods and structures to manage thlesnaitonal cooperation and the many
influences affecting it. The model in use with therwegian Defence Staff illustrates which
factors influence IDC, by grouping factors into searelated to defence and security policy,
to economic factors and to military requirementhisTsection will discuss all three and

present examples from practice.

® This model was presented by MG Knutsen, Advistaritational Engagement, from the Norwegian DefeSteds.



22

Political Factors Sustainability
Trust
Defence & Security Military
Policy Requiremeny

Domestic Factors Interoperability

International
Defence

Cooperation

A

Increasing Costs /_\ Decreasing Budgets

Economic

Qctcy

Economy of Scale

lllustration 3.1: Factors influencing IDC

3.1.1 Defence and Security Policy

The first group of factors is related to a statkefence and security policy. In order to
cooperate successfully, a shared view on the dgcsituation will be very beneficial.

However, this is not always so.

The change from a bipolar world to one of multigrdy after the implosion of the
Warsaw Pact has had substantial effects on théamgiland on the ways they cooperate. The
stability provided by the Cold War provided a backmd against which coalitions were able
to optimize their capabilities. However, at the dewf the forces themselves, nations

operated independently (King, 2010).

The reorientation of the US after 9/11 and the mabs®f an existential threat changed
the nature of military cooperation towards an efformaintain a credible defence capability.
“As a result of strategic and budgetary pressdoeses now cooperate with each other at the
lowest tactical levels while on operations; multioaal battle groups and even companies
have become commonplace.” (King, 2010, p. 52)l, $tihtes perceive the changes in the
security situation in different ways. These diffezes have an impact on the doctrine,

structure and modus operandi of the armed forc#iseofespective countries.
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In cases where military power was employed, it imd'svars of choice”, not in “wars
of necessity” (Osinga & Lindley-French, 2010). Sostates have therefore chosen to
organize their defence forces for mainly expeddigntasks, while others have a general
domestic emphasis. Even within the Nordic regionagea seemingly homogenous for many,

security perceptions differ substantially accordimgiakon Lunde Saxi:

“There is, however, no shared Nordic view on ‘haeturity’ issues in the Nordic
region itself, which suggests that a joint secuatyd defence regime aiming at
something close to a Nordic alliance may find tdh# succeed.” (Saxi, 2011, p. 4)

These domestic perceptions influence the way stdtage their security policy. This
contributes to creating dilemmas concerning the,requipment and main task of the
defence organizations. Other domestic factors,lbkal employment, protection of national

defence industry and national pride can enhanseptioicess.

Not only the strategic environment, but also thg tiee military operate has changed
substantially since the end of the cold war. (M#tl& @sterud, 2007). Especially the
Western military have increasingly been involvedoperations other than traditional war.
Furthermore the environments and the countrieshiclwmilitary forces operate, as well as
the intended outcome of their actions have chargiguificantly (Smith, 2006§. These
changes in operational patterns and locations oflicohave had a profound impact on the

security policy of states and also on IDC.

More complex tasks are conducted, often deephgrated with military form other
nations. This does not only affect on the lowertitat levels. It also requires more
international consultation and coordination at piaditical, the strategic and the operational
levels. (Matlary & @sterud, 2007).

3.1.2 Economic factors

Within the used model, the second angle to looKDdE is from an economic
perspective. IDC is often cited as one of the wayachieve budget savings. Politicians as

well as military services say that internationabperation will lead to a better output, or

6 Although Smith himself describes this book asiteRrpretation rather than an academic monograph?s gained the
status of a standard-work concerning the employroentilitary power..



24

lower national costs. This view was also statedhgyNorwegian former Chief of Defence
Sverre Diesen (Diesen, 2010). IDC is consideredpfatential budget savings not only in
Norway. The Netherlands Ministry of Defence haergly conducted a study into IDC with

the sole intention of saving moriey

Under certain circumstances IDC probably can leaa more efficient use of defence
spending. It is however not a given that IDC walvie this effect. The following paragraphs
will discuss the difficulties related to defenceupling and achieving economy of scale by
IDC.

Defence planning and defence budgets

In 2009, the countries of Europe spent around 2li0rbEuros on defence (SIPRI,
2010). This huge sum is however composed of alh#t®nal defence budgets and includes
huge overlaps. States do not seem to be prepareddaal solutions like the functional
division of tasks when it comes to security andedeé, although discussions have been
ongoing since the seventies. States claim they ¥eaathieve a better use of resources by
coordinating their defence spending, but simultaseeant to keep central elements under
national control. The current Norwegian strategafedce concept describes this very

accurate:

“Multinational military cooperation is [therefor€pnsidered as a crucial instrument
to develop and ensure the defence capability oNiievegian Armed Forces. At the
same time, it is important to ensure national adntyver crucial operational
capabilities...” (Forsvarsdepartementet, 2009)

States wish to have control over critical capabsitnationally. Critical capabilities
are quite often among the most expensive capa#ilifrhe increasing costs of acquiring and
maintaining defence equipment, combined with destngabudgets, will lead to a situation

where smaller states can only afford very smalkedeé forces and will lack substantial

" The responsible officer, Cdre. Sijtsma, is onenefinterviewed for this study.

8 Command and control systems, intelligence systathsnced weapon systems, etc.
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structural elements The alternative would be to have less nationatrob, but to have it

over a substantial larger and balanced interndtimganized defence forte

The defence planning process is dysfunctional. 6gean states, especially small and
medium-sized states, stand to lose if this bottgnpocess continues” (Matlary & @sterud,
2007). A top-down approach would however mean sketes would loose control over parts
of their defence spending and seems highly unliketiiout a form of political integration

and combined decision making.

Efforts to come to a better, more efficient orgatizn and tuning of defence budgets
within the EU and NATO has been going on for yealthough without great success
(Wogau, 2003). Also individual states have undemial number of initiatives, like the
example of France and Britain described earliee @llobal economic recession of 2008 has
even put more stress on the already tight defendgdis in many more European states, but
this has not lead to drastic changes in the orgéniz of armed forces like role

specialization or complete abolition of servicesstates.

Materiel cooperation: expectations of economy of ate.

Multinational development and purchase of defermqpgpement is often named as a
way to save money; Official Norwegian governmental policy statestttie highest savings
can be expected if countries develop their oparaticapabilities towards system-likeness

(Forsvarsdepartementet, 2009).

In practice this has proven to be very difficultateés are very keen to protect their
defence industry and respective defence matemganizations still intend to procure mainly
nationally. Despite more progressive forces, sedim potential benefit of opening the
international market, states can still ignore thaabtricht Treaty rules on a single market and
competition when it comes to the “...production oftmade in arms, munitions and war
materials.” (Merrit, 2003, p. 235).

® Examples of this are the abolition of maritimerpbaircraft or main battle tanks (The Netherlgnaisthe lack of air
defence units in the Norwegian Army

10 Based on an interview with Brigadier Solberg, Negian Ministry of Defence.

11 Information MG Knutsen
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A second mechanism that could lead to savingsape&m@tion on the development of
new defence equipment. This can be achieved byupnog larger numbers of similar
equipment and smart solutions for maintendhcelowever, countries that embarked on
developing multinational products face problems likadequate performance, delays in
production or excessive increase in price. Otheblems include a lack of standardization,
different doctrines leading to different demandseguipment, the protection of national
developed knowledge etc. Furthermore, in ordeoiotly purchase military equipment, all
partners have to be in the same phase in'fino one is willing to replace expensive

equipment when it is still functional and econorhtcause it.

The project to develop a new NATO helicopter, tHe-80*, will illustrate some of
the problems. The project started in 1985. Franéest Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and
the United Kingdom jointly intended to develop a NA battlefield transport and anti-
ship/anti-submarine helicopter. The delivery of tieéicopter was delayed by several years. It
turned out to be more expensive than expected aesl bt deliver the expected results. And
although the NH-90 is considered by some a suaggssnore than 500 ordered worldwide,
the original reasons to develop the helicopter imationally, interoperability, lowering unit

costs and reduction of life cycle costs, did notarialize (Uiterwijk & Kappert, 2010).

In 2008, after strong oppositional pressure, theDGtate secretary for Defence Jack
de Vries atmitted to the Dutch parliament that.de. samenwerking tussen Europese
industrieén en de partnerlanden weerbarstiger iis afa het eerste oog lijkt™>' (Staten-
Generaal, 2008). Also in Norway the repeated delagge caused increased costs for
maintaining the predecessor of the NH-90 longemn thidended. The original contract

foresaw delivery between 2005 and 2008. The findt90, for testing purposes only, was

12 A large part of the costs of new defence equipraemtdeveloping costs. Increasing the numbersthélefore lead to
lower development costs per item. Maintenance eaorganized more efficient, for example by havingy@ne in stead of
several locations.

13 Interview with MG Knutsen

14 NH-90 Multinationally developed “NATO" helicopter

15 _thatthe collaboration between European industries haghartner nations is more difficult than it apgear
at first glance. Translation by author
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however not delivered before the end of 2010. (dapartementet, 2010) and the first
“production-helicopter” is expected in spring 2QHannestad, 2011).

Notwithstanding occasional successes, like the mehte-16 cooperation within the
European Participating Air Forces (EPAF), or therinational pooling of gas-turbines for
helicopter$®, the development of common equipment is very hard in practice it is

difficult to achieve financial or operational beintt

3.1.3 Military requirements

The third source of influence on IDC in the modshtes to military requirements. Often the
military are the ones confronted with the task oftipg IDC into effect. The first important

precondition to achieve the effects of IDC is trweghich shall be discussed first. Secondly,
the sustainability of IDC will be discussed, sincternational cooperation is often a matter
of many years and long lasting projects. Finalgréhwill have to be a clear added value in

the cooperation, not in the least for those thatadly have to conduct it.

Trust

The use of armed force is usually seen a meanasbfrésort, and only justified when no
other tools, like consultation, diplomacy or ecomosanctions have worked. Military power
is the states’ final resort (Johansen & Staib, 200Ehis means also that military
organizations have to be able to face and managertsks when employed. This does not
only bring high personal risk to those working e tarmed forces, but it also means that

high stakes are at risk when a state decides tthasailitary.

Military organisations are so-called “high reliatyil organizations”. Literature on
high reliability organizations emphasizes the c¢ozabf a culture of reliability within the

operating units (Bijlsma, Bogenrieder, & Baalen,1@D During operations, military of

18 1dem

7 In order to achieve real synergy one also hagtwilling to accept equipment that is “good enoughti not necessarily
want “the best or perfect”. Development of too mdifferent versions of the same vehicle, ship tieosystem will lead
to loosing the synergetic effects of producing baging larger numbers. During the development ef'ATO-frigate”,
which was intended to become a standard naval Messse with eight nations, arguments arose caricgrthe usability,
the types of weaponry, the design etc. In the badtiginal thought of common development and adhgeeconomies of
scale were left and all countries pursued their pragrammes.
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different countries do not, or hardly, meet befibrey actually find themselves in operational
situations. Becoming effective requires multinaéibpartnering and building up trust. This is

a time-consuming and difficult process for whick tlecessary time is not always available.

“Organizations and people often tend to trust thmartners on the grounds of
previous experiences or reputation. When partnfens,instance, can rely on a
trustworthy reputation or satisfactory and pleasamaperation in the past, it is likely
that they will trust their partner in future sitigats. A lack of experience or a bad
reputation, on the contrary, may negatively infleceethe level of trust partners have
in each other. Experience and reputation, or tlo& thereof, therefore seem to
determine the initial positions of alliance parsigiBogers, Dijk, & Heeren-Bogers,

2010, p. 165).

When states decide to cooperate on defence ingatesm, the military have to be
able to trust the partners with different natiomedi, since their lives may depend on it (King,
2010). Special attention has to be given to padalitienitations of military freedom of action.
Political caveats can limit the military freedom aaftion, which again leads to loss of trust

and frustration at working levél

Sustainability and added value

Structural IDC in practice has to be sustainablerdang periods and the benefits of the
cooperation have to outweigh involved extra co&ts€omplicating factor is often that the
costs can be easily measured and quantified wialdénefits of the cooperation can be very
hard to measure. How does one for example quaimdseased interoperability with the
armed forces of a partner? Or how does one med#serreffect of an additional officer in a
NATO staff?

Expectations of benefit need to constantly outwesigbrt term costs and scepticism.
If defence units are tasked to participate in @erimational project but do not experience

sufficient benefits themselves, the cooperatiomas likely to survive since the unit will

18 Information MG de Kruif, former Commander ISAF RCtfo
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gradually loose interest and not give prioritylie task®. The cost-structure of implementing

IDC is an important factor to consider when plagramd implementing IDC.

Interoperability

Military operations require many different sortscafpabilities and units. Very few states are
still able to operate completely independently grdvide a complete force-package.
Countries therefore have to be able to deliver dempntary contributions, so that the total
force can be effective. Units from different nasdmave to be interoperable when it comes to
communications and command and control. Interopldsabis however more than
implementing technical solutions. It also requicetfural interoperability with elements like
a common doctrine, language and will to cooper@eating such interoperability is a
lengthy process and a commitment for years (Mér2068). Choosing structural partners

makes interoperability easier, but reduces fleiibil

The decision to be interoperable with forces offeeient state is usually a choice the
smaller partner makes, in order to become inteedperwith a bigger partner. It is more a
matter of adapting than coming to real cooperatioteroperability as such therefore does
not necessarily lead to immediate savings. It mey®n cost more to become interoperable,
which is an impeding factor especially when theestation of IDC is that it will lead to

savings.

Interoperability can also lead to choosing specéguipment, like choosing a
common fighter plane. Such equipment is often ie s decades. Choosing partners for
interoperability is therefore a long term choicel &xas to be closely linked to the foreign and

security policy of a country.

3.1.4 The positive side

IDC is not all about problems and failure. In tlastldecades, military forces from
various nations have cooperated well during nungeraissions by NATO, EU or the UN.

Air forces of several NATO members flew integrat@issions over former Yugoslavia,

% The position for a Norwegian officer stationedhas Swedish defence college was cancelled becduisis oeason,
despite the intent as formulated in the NORDEFCOeagesnt.
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multinational naval units have conducted many noissiin the Mediterranean Sea and the
Indian Ocean and currently 47 nations contributéSIAF?°. At the technical and tactical
level soldiers find solutions to “make it work”. da&-General Mart de Kruif, who
commanded the Regional Command in southern Afgteani®r a year, described it in the
following way: “...at the technical level, in opematis, we crossed all the existing lines of
cooperation”’ When soldiers have to cooperate, they can. Atebhbrical and tactical level
multinational cooperation has become a fact of ide the majority of the soldiers and

officers.

3.1.5 IDC: a preliminary conclusion

IDC is often presented as a solution to nationglbdity-shortfalls, a way to save
budgets or to increase collective security. Usimg ithodel as presented by the Norwegian
defence staff, three viewpoints: security policyngiderations, military requirements and
economic factors, were used to achieve insighhénproblems connected to IDC. The track
record of IDC can be described as “mixed” at bEXE is not the simple, quick-fix, solution

as it is sometimes presented.

Political diverging views on security in practiceanc hinder integration and
coordination. They lead to different main efforthscord on defence planning and the
multiplication of capabilities. IDC is often namasd possibility to achieve economic benefits
in procurement of equipment. In reality it is howedifficult to achieve savings and practice
lags behind the expectations. Higher developmertd-tensaction costs, diverging views on
equipment and the protection of national defendesitries are among the hampering factors.
As a result, projects are delayed, turn out to neqeensive, do not deliver the necessary

guality or partners withdraw from the project.

The military requirements are the third factor take&to account. Soldiers have to be
confident with the increased multinationality. Thiggrally have to trust their colleagues,
since their lives and the accomplishment of thegsion can depend on it. Furthermore there

has to be an expectation of an added value withé@sonable timeframe.

20 SAF International Security Assistance Force ighnistan
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Military of multiple nations seem to be able to rmage multinationality during
operations quite well. At the tactical level thepdf solutions or ways around problems
caused by their different nationalities. This giveason to assume that persistent factors

limiting or hampering IDC have to be present atghbgtical or strategic military level.

3.2 Civil-Military relations

This study relates defence cooperation to intevnati state behaviour. Although
most consider it normal that military act on belwdlf state authority, it is necessary to look
at the relation between the state and its armeaxe$oMWhat is the nature of this relation and

what are the consequences of internationalizatordntrol over the armed forces?

3.2.1 The Sovereign and the Sword

Very few states do not have an army or form of arfweces (Jackson & Sgrensen, 2003).
Why they so important? The world is anarchic; nghler worldly power exists above the
state. In order to protect themselves and enfdrei tights, states can make use of force and
therefore need armed forces. In his concept ofghbeial contract” the seventeenth century
philosopher Thomas Hobbes describes how the pé@ule “liberty for safety”. In order to
avoid chaos, conflict and war, people transfer tiight of governing themselves to the
sovereign (Born & Metselaar, 2010). The sovereiga the duty to maintain law and order
internally and to defend the state against foraiginusion. The sovereign is also the

“supreme commander of the army” (Encyclopaedia Bnitza, 2011).

Today, as they have done for centuries, soldienedéeir state, to protect it against
adversaries. The methods by which the individuédiso was tied to his, and occasionally
her, master have differed. What did not changbkaddct that these soldiers fought on behalf
of their recognized authority. Their basic taskpobviding security for the state has not
changed considerably during almost two millenniabbes was later criticized because of
his one-sided emphasis on security. The more modegciologist Max Weber also
emphasizes the role of security when he defingata:SA state is a group that can claim the

monopoly on violence within a certain area” (Moell& Soeters, 1999). Traditionally as
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well as in recent times, the armed forces have beéenstill are an essential element of the

State.

3.2.2 Control over the armed forces

The armed forces and military in the western wdedve their legitimacy from the state and
they operate on behalf of the state. The applicatiomilitary power is usually seen as the
state’s ultimate means of exercising power (Johads&taib, 2009). As a consequence, all
actions undertaken by armed forces are usualljpatéd, or connected to, the responsible
state. In democratic states the political leadershiplaced above the armed forces and has
final control over structure, maintenance and us&ée armed forces (Born & Metselaar,
2010). The governments bear the political respadlitgilior the actions of the military and

armed forces can only operate with political apptov

The way governments organize and control delegatgd performed by the military
can be roughly divided into three basic forms (ibithe first form is total control and full
centralization of authority. The commander in theadf* has to receive permission for all
decisions. In practice this form is very hard toe usecause of the overloading of
communication systems and unacceptable time delys.second form is negation. The
commander has full authority to take decisions mithis mission, but certain actions are
specifically forbidden. He has to receive permigsior actions that exceed his mission or
given boundaries, the so called caveats. This ipeaid often used when the military perform
tasks or missions under the command of an orgaoizéike NATO or the UN. The third
form is the near absence of all control, where cbmmmander receives total freedom of

action, but with a defined mission or objectives.

The political leadership has to decide which atthaevill be delegated to which level
in which situations. Given the fact that situatiamsnilitary conflicts can change quickly, it
IS common practice in many countries to developtaot“Rules of Engagement” for various
situations. These describe what authority commanklave in different situations and down

to which level responsibilities and decisions cardblegated.

2L Or otherwise engaged in performing his task
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In practice, the military need freedom of actionb able to fulfil their tasks. How
much freedom they receive is a political decisi@m the one side the need for political
control, enhanced by near-real-time media covéfaged internal political controversies,
can lead to a tendency towards maximum controlnaicdo-management. On the other hand,
factors like chaos, bad communications and th@mrstof the adversary necessitate freedom

of action for the military commander at the lowesssible level.

This dilemma is not solved easily. Internationadperation complicates clear lines of
responsibility even further and can even be peeckas a threat to state-authority. On certain
cases armed forces can be placed under the commhandifferent nation. This complicates
implementing the political responsibility, espelsiakhen these forces undertake politically
sensitive actions. Domestic popular support, otebethe lack of it, can cause governments
to restrict the freedom of action of their militapnd keep them under tight control.
Governments can even be forced to withdraw theice® because of domestic political
pressure (Matlary, 2007). International obligationan thus reduce the freedom of
governments domestically as well as the much nedédmmtiom of action of the forces
conducting the mission. As shown in the first mdrthis chapter, such caveats can lead to a

lack of the much needed trust between the milibdugifferent nations.

3.2.3 Internationalization of armed forces

The military more and more have to cooperate whil military of other nations.
Sometimes this even includes former adversarieswashave witnessed when former
Warsaw-Pact member states joined NATO. “More thay &me in history, military
integration in Europe has deepened and widenech tonarecedented leveljccording to
Ulriksen (Ulriksen, 2007). In today’s Europe, witha clear and present external threat, a
large number of political and military leaders aneprinciple, willing to give up a traditional
key-element of their state identity: the link beémenational defence and the state (Mérand,
2008).

22 Also known as the “CNN-effect”: military actionseashown back home out of the original context aamilead to strong
reactions and political intervention in militaryenations.
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Also according to Jackson and Sgrensen a changeagrring since the mid-
twentieth century. They claim that the developmeéhésinstitution of the “state” has gone
through has had an effect on the way that it dedls security (Jackson & Sgrensen, 2003).
It includes a change in the perception of sovetgigind autonomy, two fundamental
principles connected to statehood. These develomeave had their impact on the

structure of the armed forces and the way theyatper

During the Cold War, international cooperation veasnmon. In reality however,
most armed forces worked largely independently feaoh other. Especially on land, armies
hardly mixed below the level of (nationally orgaguly corps. There was very little actual
cooperation at the tactical level. This situatidrarmged drastically as of the mid-nineties.
Multinational formations emerged and forces coojgelat very low tactical levels during
missions in the Balkans and in Afghanistan. “Todayiultinational forces are characterized
not merely by strategic alliance but by close coafen in-theatre at the tactical level”
(King, 2010). States have come to depend on mtihima cooperation. International
cooperation is hard to imagine if states do notmanthemselves to the promised tasks and

accept less national influence over their forces.

3.2.4 Political implications

The political leadership is responsible for actiafigheir armed forces. In western
democracies, democratic chosen governments besar rédsiponsibility. The patterns of
conflict have changed from defence against an enxisl threat to expeditionary,
multinationally conducted “wars of choice”. For avgrnment, participation in such conflicts

requires domestic political support.

To keep up political support and appease politigaponents, governments are
inclined to keep tight control over their forcesdarestrict certain actions by imposing
caveats on the freedom of action of the forcesti@rother side, IDC is complicated if states
do not commit themselves also to the difficult drigh-risk taskspacta sunt servanda

Furthermore, governments have to accept that stages or multinational commanders task

23 Agreements must be kept
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their forces. If states take IDC seriously, theyehto be willing to accept reduced influence

over their military.

3.2.5 Civil-Military relations and IDC: a preliminary con clusion

The second part of this chapter addressed theadpetation between a state and its
armed forces and the relation between IDC and doeneslitic support. Sovereignty,
autonomy and political accountability on the orsesand internationalization of defence on
the other side do not necessarily pull cooperatiothe same direction. On the contrary,
domestic political factors can even hamper and somes stop further defence integration.
IDC, both Ad Bellum decisions as well as decisiforspermanent peace-time cooperation,
restrict the political freedom of governments. tites decide to cooperate they have to be

willing to give up parts of their sovereignty.

3.3 Conclusion

This chapter has shown that IDC is not the easytisol as it is sometimes portrayed.
In practice, IDC is perceived difficult and face=isus challenges and limitations. Among
the challenges are transactional costs, divergiegs/on the right security policy, protection
of industrial interests and the complications ofihg to compromise with multiple partners.
Furthermore, the military requirements have todien into account, among which trust in

partners is essential.

Progress can also be observed, but mainly in stippaand logistical parts of the
organization and in fields where purchase or dgpraknt of capabilities are impossible for a
single state. There are indications that at thatesjic and political levels, establishing
effective and efficient IDC remains difficult, whilat the technical and tactical levels,

soldiers find solutions and are more internatiasaithen ever before.

States, their political leadership and the armedef® have a strong relation. Armed
forces exist to protect and serve the state byicarout orders of the government. Domestic
political factors, especially governmental accobiiity, can increase the reluctance to
commit forces to international operations or orgarnforces multinationally. On the other

hand is IDC necessary if states want to maintaisedous military capability and
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international influence. Which arrangements statake to solve the dilemma of sovereignty
versus cooperation will be investigated in chafer. The international dimension of state
relations and the close relation between the statethe armed forces gives relevance for

studying IDC in an IR theoretical perspective, dslve done in chapter six.



37

4. Trust and sovereignty in practice: nine cases of 1D.

Trust and sovereignty are relevant factors in I3@ates can face a choice between
keeping full control over their military or incress effectiveness. The price of increased
effectiveness is giving up parts of sovereigntyat&t are only willing to do so if they trust
each other. This chapter examines the “foundingudeents of nine cases of military
cooperation in order to establish if a pattern banrecognized in how states in practice

handle sovereignty and tr&&t

The cases are similar in their intent: to produteréased operational capacity by
international cooperation. They vary regarding Imed servicé’, age, main mechanism and
participating nations. Some are “standing” arrangiet® including peacetime co-location and

cooperation and others are “on order” arrangenetige only after a political decision.

First the ways and mechanisms which states useotmafize their defence
cooperation will be presented. The second parthvelthe actual analyses of the cases. Each
case will be introduced with a short descriptiomirgg a short history, the intent of the
cooperation and the main mechanism by which theetkgffect should be achieved. The
findings will be presented in an overview, afterieththese will be analysed. Finally the

conclusions will be presented.

4.1 Formalizing international defence relations and ageements

The first form of official agreement between statethe treat§. In most countries treaties
have to be ratified by parliament. Agreements of I€an be formalized through treaties.

The treaty on the establishment of the First GerMatinerlands Corps in Mlnster, between

24 International Treaties, MoU's, TA's, etc.
% Army, Navy or Air force

26 The Encyclopaedia Britannica defines a treaty‘asontract in writing between two or more paiiti authorities (as
states or sovereigns) formally signed by represieataduly authorized and usually ratified by thennaking authority of

the state.” (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2011)
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the Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlandd #re Government of the Federal

Republic of Germany is an example of such an ageaefiGNC Corps Agreement, 1997).

A second form of formalizing agreements betweearmdtional military partners is
the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU). MoU’s aresléormal than treaties but can still
constitute a binding agreement. In general, MolWsndt need parliamentary approval and
can be negotiated and signed at a lower level agaministers or chiefs of defence. This is
the most common way to formalize IDC. MoU’s can sigplemented with technical

arrangements (TA’S).

Besides thavay agreements are formalized, there is also an utaahelisg to arrange
what can be agreed upon when it comes to command aytharorder to determine what

authority military commanders

COMMAND RELATIONSHIPS have’ and to COOI'dInate thell’

& actions and fulfil their tasks,

The following definitions can be derived from these criteria:

standard command relationships

FULLCOM Unlimited authority to employ units for any purpose.
OPCOM Authority to use units for any purpese, but on the assumption that have been developed W|th|n
the duration of the operation is limited. Parts of the attached unit
nay also be employed for separate missions. H
EAe 03 U e O P i . NATO. They give commanders
OPCON Units may be used for any purpose, subject lo certain restrictions.

These specilic restriclions may also relate to the imescale (duration

of the hostilities or part of the operation). The use of the unit is in the aUthority to give orders and

any event limited, as it must be possible to withdraw the attached

unit at any given moment for a new mission with another unit or instructions to aSSIgned units
with its parent unit.
| racom The unit to be attached is used to carry out orders which it has (Konlnklljke Landmacht 2000)

already received (for example from the higher unit or its parent
unit}. The receiving commander may be in charge of carrying out

these orders and assign (sub-jtasks accordingly. These Standard Command
TACON The unit to be attached has already received its orders from its . i
parent unit. The receiving commander may only give further orders relatlonShlpS are also used when

1n respect of manoeuyres, area planning and local protection.

military forces of various nations

lllustration 4.1: Command relationships
work together.

The most inclusive form is full command: unlimitadthority to employ units for any
purpose. The lowest form of formalized command ti@ship is tactical control: a
commander may only give orders concerning the dpatidn of movements and local

protectiorf’.

2 |n the light of this thesis only the command rielaships are named. MoU’s can be used however mhrmore than
these command relations. Basically anything (intéonal) partners want to make an agreement on eandntioned. It is
a “gentlemen’s agreement on paper”.
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The following indicators are chosen when analyzimgt and sovereignty in IDC:

— The level at which the agreement is formalized @oment, Ministerial level,
Chiefs of Defence, staff officer / desk level). Thigher the level, the more binding it

becomes.
— The way these agreements are formalized (Treaty),M@ or other).
— The level of command authority that is or can bedea over.
— The caveats that states include.

Analyzing what the partners want to achieve andtwhay have agreed on, can
provide insight into how states balance sovereigtg increased effectiveness. It is not
necessarily so that the agreed mechanisms arenth@mes or the best objectively possible.
What matters is if the involved parties agree that arrangements will work for them on

matters of sovereignty and control.

Documented information from other sources, butaliyeconnected to the case and
providing additional insight especially about trastd sovereignty will also be used. This
provides additional insight which in mechanisms candition behaviour, especially where

states are willing or forced to break an agreeméthta partner.

4.2 Cases

The following cases will be examined: the multinaal E-3A “AWACS” programme
(1978), the Belgian-Dutch navy-cooperation ABNL 759 The First German-Netherlands
Corps Staff (1997), the multinational European iBigiting Air Forces Expeditionary Air
Wing (BEL/DAN/NLD/NOR) (2004), the British-Dutch Aphibious Force (UKNL
AF)(renewed 2005), the Norwegian-Dutch Army Cooperalnitiative (2007), the Strategic
Air Command (2008), the Nordic Defence CooperatitfORDEFCO) (2009) and the
European Air Transport Command (EATC) (2010).
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4.2.1 AWACS / E3A cooperation

In 1978, eleven NATO countries decided to purchese operate a fleet of Boeing E-3A
airplanes, later known as AWACS. Basically theseflying radars and air control stations.
This capability was necessary to counter the thoéddw-flying aircraft in the event of an
attack on Western Europe. The 17 NATO-AWACS havenhbesed during all major NATO

operations, including control of US airspace a@rl.

Purchase of AWACS by any single NATO nation, ottiian the US and the UK, was
too expensive. Therefore a program was developedotnbine efforts and acquire a
commonly owned and operated fféefThe systems are operated by mixed crews withrdega
to nationality. The agreement was signed on theisteinal level with a multilateral

memorandum of understandffig

The AWACS is the largest commonly funded acquisitmrogram undertaken by
NATO and is the only NATO owned operational forcaieh is fully integrated into the
command structure. Operational command of the isnivested in the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR), while the Force Commaafithe AWACS-unit exercises
day-to-day Operational Control (NATO, 2011).

The use of mixed crews has on several occasiodsttedifficult situations. In 2003
Turkey requested AWACS surveillance of its bordéhwrag. NATO, including the German
government agreed and AWACS systems were deplayethe premise of “routine flights
at the Turkish border”. The German parliament alggeagainst this decision at the German
Federal Constitutional Court (Bundesverfassungsggri2008). The court ruled that the
German government did actually need parliamentapraval for the deployment of the

AWACS-crews. The verdict was, inter alia, basedh@nfollowing considerations:

“German participation in the overall strategic diren of NATO and in decision-
making as to specific deployments of the alliarscquite predominantly in the hands
of the Federal Government.(...cont.) But the freediirnthe Federal Government to

28 See also: Tessmer, Arnold Lee . The Politics of pammise: A Study of NATO AWACSWashington: NDU Research
Directorate, March 19, 1982.

29 The MoU is partially classified and available witte author
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structure its alliance policy does not include deeision as to who, on the domestic
level, is to determine whether soldiers of the Baswaehr will take part in a specific
deployment that is decided in the alliance”.(ibid)

In March 2011, again domestic German consideratitlasnpered coalition
operations. Initially, Germany opposed NATO actiagainst the actions of the Libyan
regime of colonel Khadaffi. NATO however needed &WACS to enforce the no-fly zone
and to direct its own air forces. As a result Genndecided to increase the contribution in

Afghanistan, while simultaneously abstaining froamtipation over Libya.

“Defence Minister Thomas de Maiziere confirmed tGarmans would be withdrawn

from AWACS reconnaissance aircraft over the Mediteean but denied this was a
direct exchange. De Maiziere restated Berlin'sruag®ons about the Libyan mission.

Taking part in AWACS operations over the Meditegan -- which would aid strikes

on Libya -- would require a mandate from the Germpariiament.” (Stamp, 2011).

The AWACS cooperation exemplifies how cooperatietween many smaller states
can lead to generation of a collective good otheewinaffordable. It also shows that national
considerations, whether legal or political, can éha negative impact on the operational

effectiveness of coalition owned and operated ayste

4.2.2 Admiral Benelux, ABNL

The Netherlands and Belgium have integrated lay#spof their naval capabilities. The
original BENELUX cooperation from 1944 received newmentum in 1995 when Belgium
and the Netherlands agreed to place their navatsagsder one unified binational command
in peace-tim&. An agreement to do so in wartime had existedadysince 1975. The intent
was to increase the operational output by a betterof available resources and avoidance of

unnecessary duplication of effort.

The operational headquarters is binational and ey officers from both nations.
Both countries decided to align their courses aaiding, to operate their fleets combined, to
increase cooperation on materiel and logistics andlign programs of purchase and
building. In practice this has led to a far reaghspecialization. For example has the

Netherlands’ navy become completely dependant erB#igian knowledge concerning sea

30 Flying and sailing assets under command of NAT®excluded.
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mine operations and the Belgian navy has becomendigmt on Dutch frigate training. A
second example is the better use of available dpke capacity. Belgian helicopters can be

stationed on Dutch frigates for missions and vieesa.

The agreement was signed on governmental levehigtars of defence) and
formalized in an “agreement”. In peacetime, theetssare placed under Operational
Command (OPCOM) of the ABNL. Tasking to perform @i®nal missions remains a
decision of the national governments. The ABNL lacpd under direct command of the
Belgian Chief of Staff of the Navy and of the Dutcbmmander of the Navy for training and
producing units in case of a jointly decided operatin case of national operations the
ABNL is under command of the respective commandemf either Belgium or the

Netherlands.

The ABNL is organized in a way that it remains gibke to perform strictly national
tasks independent from the other state. In pradimeever, the navies can hardly exist
without each other anymate “Despite this far going integration and depeneetiis does
not mean one can speak of one navy. The politieaistbn to employ the armed forces is

still limited to the national governmenté(Maas, 2011).

The cooperation shows that it is possible to sgigeido a certain extent and keep
national control, provided the two states can symulze their security policy. A second
factor is the different size and influence of the tstates. Although officially they are equal,
without the cooperation the Belgian navy would haekist or have influencd It has in
practice become dependant on the Netherlands ancbtiperation is a mechanism enabling

its further existence.

31 Interview with Cdre Sijtsma.
%2 Translation by author

33 Interview with Cdre Sijtsma
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4.2.3 1 GNC Corps Staff

In 1991 the ministers of defence of Germany andNkéherlands decided to establish a
binational Corps Staff and collocated Air Operagi@entre. In 1993 the governments of the
Netherlands and Germany signed the treaty anditsiecbommander was installed on 30
august 1995. The official intent was to transfolm static and relatively slow national forces
into more agile and operational reaction units ableope with the new challenges after the
Cold War. In reality it also served as a vehiclegt@ard the available land forces against
further reductions (Deni, 2007).

The original binational corps staff has since deped into a multinational corps staff
suited for international operations with multinai@ forces under command. Germany and
the Netherlands are still the lead nations. Th@<ataff is currently one of NATO’s High
Readiness Force Headquarters and on a rotatiorsss Iperforms as Land Component

Command of the NATO Response Force.

The treaty, ratified by both parliaments, is seppénted by a specific agreement,
signed by the ministers of defence and with a EbtalJ’s to arrange details. The MoU'’s are
also signed at ministerial level, though not by meisters personally. Annex B of the corps
agreement lists an extensive number of specifibaiiies vested in the corps commander
(1GNC Corps Agreement, 1997). This list goes beytra normal OPCOM or OPCON

arrangements traditionally used in multinationaddormations (Young, 1997).

A separate Technical Arrangement concerning comnaamt control arrangements
was signed when the corps staff became a NATO ragpdoyable corps staff. Signatories
are the Federal Ministry of Defence of the Fed&epublic of Germany, The Minister of
Defence of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, the leaders, Supreme Allied Command
Atlantic and the Supreme Headquarters Allied Poviarope. In practice this means that
after a decision by the North Atlantic Council, tleerps staff will be available for
employment under NATO command (1GNC TA C2 Arrangets,e2002).

When the corps was established, both nations aewre that the right delegated
level of command authority was instrumental to aehia deep integration of the forces
under command (Young, 1997). This is reflectedrircle 6 of the treaty that establishes a

command authority that goes further than traditiddATO command relations. (1 GNC
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Corps Convention, 1998, p. 4). This so calletégrated Directing and Control Authority
vests authority in the corps commander for all $agkcept those that are specifically related

to national tasks and discipline. The authorityudes all German and Dutch subunits.

Despite all agreements, arrangements and combipectional missions, such as in
ISAF, not all goes well concerning the planningaofivities and responsibilities. Originally
the 1 GNC staff was intended to be the land compooemmand for the NATO Response
Force(NRF) -18 rotation. In 2009 Germany decidedaterally to withdraw the offer to
NATO. As a result, the corps staff would not beaat of NRF rotations again before 2015.
Since the planning for NRF was an important bugdiblock for the training and
transformation of large parts of the Dutch armyfjliated to the corps staff, after their

obligations in Uruzghan, this caused frustratiortt@Dutch side.

The army had to change substantial parts of tHaimned training and fewer funds
were available. Indirectly this would also affelse tDutch army-cooperation with NorwAy
The unilateral German decision thus caused unddsisade effects, that would have been
absent in the case of a single national headgsarercould have been mitigated by better
communication between the ministries of defenceith®&t lower levels this was certainly
perceived as a breach of trust, since substardrés pf national Dutch planning were based

on the earlier agreement with Germany on the ptanaf the 1 GNC staff.

4.2.4 EPAF expeditionary Air Wing (EEAW)

In the late 1970’s the air forces of the Netherlardorway, Belgium and Denmark decided
to cooperate on the replacement of their fightgrabdity with the F-16 fighter/bomber

airplane. This initiative, with the intent to achée benefits by economy of scale and
collective participation in the development, becdmewn as the European Participating Air

Forces (EPAF). For several decades the cooperdBurloped and did in fact lead to the

34 As a result one of the goals defined in the DiNiciiwegian ACI cooperation became impossible andifuntbr
binational training was cut.
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expected benefits. In 2001 Portugal joined the ecatpn. The method of cooperation was

so successful that the same approach was choseepfacement of the F-16 by the F¥35

The cooperation led to frequent contact between ghsicipants, resulting in
operational cooperation. In October 2002 a triovadl detachment of 18 Dutch, Danish and
Norwegian F-16 aircraft and one Dutch KDC-10 aHato refuelling plane deployed to in
Kyrgyzstan in support of ground forces in Afghaarstas part of Operation Enduring
Freedom. Not all countries participated continugusihich countries participated and

exactly with what number of planes varied over teme so did the location.

In 2004, Belgium, the Netherlands, Norway Denmarid Portugal decided to
formalize this operational cooperation in a MoU thwthe intention to have a flexible
framework for future operations. The purpose was.tanake optimum use of available and
complementary assets in order to improve capaslitsynergy, preparedness and efficiency
for deployed air operations involving EPAF membBe&EAW MoU, 2004, p. 3). In
February 2006, the Netherlands and Norway each igedvfour F-16s in the 1st
Netherlands-Norwegian European Participating Fordegpeditionary Air Wing (1
NLD/NOR EEAW), now operating from Kabul airfield isfghanistan, in support of ISAF.
When the Netherlands decided to move the F-16'shstm Kandahar in summer 2006,
Norway did not continue its contribution. For pigldl reasons Norway was not willing to

operate in southern Afghanistan.

The cooperation is not the establishment of a peemia unit, but a skeleton-
framework for composition of a unit in case thedieg states decide to participate in a
mission. The command and control arrangementssrMbU reflect the “on call” character.

Articles from the sections four, five and six oéthloU state that:
— ltis a prerogative of each Participant to defime level of participation (4.1)

— This MoU will under no circumstances preclude th#ependent execution of the
Participants’ respective national tasks as well thsir other international
obligations. (4.2)

35 Information from interviews
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— Nothing in this MoU is intended to conflict withternational law or the national
law of the Participants. In case of a conflictemmational- and national law will

prevail. (4.4)

— National contributions to the EEAW Detachment wikmain under Full
Command of the respective Partners. In principaytrfers will delegate
Operational Command or Operational Control to tperapriate international

commanders in accordance with international proeedy5.3)

— For coordination purposes, the Partners will infdha Planning Cell in writing
of any national caveats to the Rules of Engagerteerat specific operation or

exercise. (6.2)

The EEAW cooperation is an evolution of almosttthiyears of cooperation that
started with purchase of the same equipment, andith to achieve economy of scale. This
approach is generally considered a sucesarticipation in operations is however not
mandatory and remains subject to the decision pfsargle government of the participants.
The agreed command and control agreements in the kéflect this by mentioning
(inter)national law, national caveats and nationadlitical autonomy concerning
participation. The Dutch national decision to mdie F-16’s closer to the own ground

forces in Uruzghan ended the multinational coopamnatf the EEAW in Afghanistan.

4.2.5 UK / NL Amphibious Cooperation

Since 1973, a battalion of the Netherlands Maringp€ has been integrated in the British 3
Commando Brigade during exercises and real cordlications. Together, these form the
UK/NL Amphibious Force. The goal of the cooperatisrthe “provision of a coherent and
interoperable littoral manoeuvre force at the faroralevel” (UK/NL AF MoU, 2005). This
cooperation is the oldest of its kind in EuropeiriBman, 2006). The UK/NL Amphibious

Force specialises in conducting amphibious operatio

36 All interviewed agreed this model should be coesid a success, although some remarked this haseeh possible
by the fact that the US used a large number of'B-16
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Dutch Marine infantry battalions are assigned ® tH</NL AF on rotational basis
and in practice become a battalion in the 3 CommaBdgade (UK). The cooperation
between the Dutch Marines and the Royal Marineslédsto extensive integration and
interoperability in the areas of operations, tragnidoctrine and logistics. The UK and The
Netherlands have furthermore conducted a closedewiron concerning the use of naval
assets and transport in support of the amphibitersents. During the Cold War, UK/NL
AF was a part of the forces intended to operat®lAmO’s northern flank, closely allied to
US Marine forces. The combined UK/NL AF was deptbymmbined only once. In 1991
elements deployed to northern Iraq for operatiofie Sdaven, providing safety for the

Kurdish people.

The renewed MoU was signed on ministerial leve@®5. This MoU interestingly
specifically states that other states ao¢ welcome to participate. “While supporting the
development of European amphibious capability, toenplexities of coordinating and
integrating more than 2 nations mitigate againsdewimembership.” (UK/NL AF MoU,
2005, p. 7). When UK and NL elements are concesdraito the combined taskforce, the
command and control arrangements will be estaldigieeording to task, composition and
ratio of forces. The full command is with the natb Chiefs of Defence. The (partial)
command over the forces will be delegated to subatd (NATO) commanders depending
on the situation. In case of a deployment for the ®ther command relationships will be
established.” (UK/NL AF MoU, 2005, p. 10).

4.2.6 Army Cooperation Initiative (ACI)

In the late nineties and early 2000’s many cousitwere still restructuring their armed forces
and had a surplus of equipment. Norway and theeMletinds decided to combine efforts and
use each others’ surplus equipment to fill existgaps in their defence structures. This
resulted in the so called “Package Deal’. The deeluded artillery- engineer- and air

defence equipment. The package deal was part igaroeffort of both countries to enhance
their defence cooperation. The Declaration of Infeom 2002 aimed at a closer cooperation
between the armed forces of the two countries inmglall services. (DOl Norway and The

Netherlands, 2002).
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By unilateral Norwegian decision the the packagal dvas cancelled. The personnel
involved were already in place and the two chidfshe armies decided to continue the
cooperation, with the reduced ambition of operatiosooperation. As a result the
Norwegian Brigade North became affiliated to thairting cycle of the first German-
Netherlands Corps and the Telemark Battalion becaffikated to the 43 Mechanised
Brigade. In 2004 Norway contributed to the Dutcd MRF-4 and in 2005 the 1 GNC
conducted a large exercise in Norway. Althoughttital package deal failed, many projects
were continued separately. The Netherlands didhase the NASAMS system, engineer
equipment was exchanged and Norway could makefube &nowledge on RPV systems to

acquire the tactical UAV “Raven”.

The ACI was formalized in 2007 with a documenthwiit legal status, although it in
practise was seen as MoU (ACI, 2007). Signatoniedt®e army commanders. Connected to
the ACI document were seven different MoU’s. In @@he set of MoU's was replaced by a
new co-signed document (the ACI Roadmap) leadintgedormation of a combined Dutch-
Norwegian contribution to the NRF-18 Land Compon&dmmand (LCC) under the
leadership of the 1 GNC. Exchange personnel watesed in staffs and units in as well the

Netherlands as well as in Norway.

Both army-commanders were dedicated to the coaperatut stressed the need to
avoid dependency on each other. Simultaneously theknowledge that in the long run
restrictive effects may come with intensified ceerggion and deepened integration.” (ACI,
2007, p. 1). The caution has proved to be justifed¢dhange in the NRF-rotation of LCC’s
(see also par 4.2.3 on 1 GNC) and massive redusctiothe exercise budgets have led to
cancellation of the original NRF-18 goal. The fregticooperation with exercises and the
presence of exchange personnel has enabled cobt&teteen commanders at all levels of
the Norwegian and Netherlands’ armies, thus allgwuse of each others’ expertise,

capabilities and resources.

The unilateral decision of Norway to cancel the kage deal has caused
disappointment and frustration especially in theddudefence staff and ministry. It caused a
budget deficit of approximately 100 million Eurosdadelayed the introduction of much
needed systems. As a result the actual implementafiwhat later became the ACI, as well

as new initiatives met much opposition and distausiongst higher officers and civilian
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employees of the Dutch armed forces. The canaatlatias perceived as a breach of trust.

Norwegian officers were aware of this, but saw thelves faced with a political decisidn

The ACI also faced limitations caused by the lexfetooperation. In Norway as well
as in the Netherlands, decisions on budgets, regtegquipment and personnel are
increasingly taken on defence staff or ministeleakl. The freedom of action for the army-
level has decreased in the last years. The Dutelhw@®fpan cooperation, important at army
level, did on occasion not receive the same atierand support at the level of defence staff
and ministry in both countries. The presence otharge personnel was a positive factor,

enabling an enhanced quality of information andtsindines of communicatidh

4.2.7 Strategic Airlift Capability (SAC)

One of the military shortfalls in many European mimies is the lack of available strategic air
and sea transport. At the 1999 NATO summit in Wagloin the decision was made to
improve the collective strategic air- and sealdpabilities. At the Istanbul Summit in June
2004, this decision was translated into specifieagents between a number of NATO
countries. They agreed to pool their resourcespaodide NATO with the required air- and
sealift capabilities. Ten NATO countriésand Sweden and Finland began cooperation to

establish and operate the Strategic Air Wing (SA@th three C-17 transport airplanes.

The twelve partner states have jointly establistiel NATO Airlift Management
Organization (NAMO). NAMO then again has establgiiiee NATO Airlift Management
Agency (NAMA) which is responsible for building tlpe organization and the operation of
the SAC. The SAC Heavy Airlift Wing (HAW), that aclly operates the aircraft, is based in
Hungary and in operation since July 2009. Operatibave included support to ISAF,
humanitarian relief in Haiti and Pakistan and pk&aeging missions in Africa (NATO SAC,

2010). The participating countries receive a nunaféflight hours” according to the size of

37 Interview with Brig Solberg and MG Knutsen
%8 Based on interviews.

¥ The NATO-participants are Bulgaria, Estonia, Huggaithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Ramaslovenia
and the United States
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their contribution. These flight hours can be usadany purpose in support of national

requirements. The unit is multinationally manned.

The initiative for the SAC was taken at the levethe North Atlantic Council. The
MoU is signed by the ministers of defence. Conegrr@dommand and control it is arranged
that the member nationals maintain full command #rat operational control over the
participating personnel will be given to the comuiag officer of the heavy air wing
(HAW/CC). Participating nations have the right teng certain types of cargo and may
prohibit crews of their nationality from cooperainn transporting this cargo. The
participants are however expected to inform the HBW be forehand of these caveats.
(SAC MoU, 2008, p. 33).

The construction of rights and responsibilitiesha MoU allows countries to use the
flight hours according to their national prioritiaad needs, as long as this does not break
international law and does not have a commerciahin Rules and regulations have been
agreed in order to prioritize competing requests fight-hours. The HAW/CC is the
ultimate authority in de-conflicting competing tighour requests (SAC MoU, 2008, p. 34).

The SAC has been established to cater for a mueldede but scarce resource:
strategic air transport. All interviewed considerde initiative as a well functioning
organization. The partners have succeeded in edtalg a multinational unit with
capabilities that would not have been able avaldbt a single smaller nation. The high
demand for strategic air transport has furtherihagased the pressure to find a solution and
come to cooperation. The fact that two partners rave NATO members (Sweden and
Finland) has been a “problem” that could be acak@ted managed by establishing the
NATO Airlift Management Organisation (NAMO).

4.2.8 Nordic Defence Cooperation (NORDEFCO)

The Nordic countries, Norway, Sweden, Finland amdtcertain extent also Iceland and
Denmark, have on several occasions tried to coatelitheir security policies and to come to
defence cooperation. This has been difficult. Thentries have, especially during the Cold
War, had different perceptions of security, différedefence-traditions and different

memberships in international organizations (SaRiL13. In 2009, three different forms of
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cooperation were brought under one umbrella toeswe the effect and streamline the
efforts’® Nordic Defence Cooperation (NORDEFCO).

“The main aim and purpose of the Nordic defencegeoation is to strengthen the
participating nations” national defence, explorenocwmn synergies and facilitate efficient
common solutions.” (NORDEFCO MoU, 2009, p. 3). NOBECO does therefore not intend
to establish a common unit or capability. It isesgt on governmental level and the MoU is
signed by ministers of defence or foreign affains2007 the Chiefs of Defence of Norway
and Sweden (Diesen and Syrén) had already presentfssibility study on “mutual
reinforcing defence structures”, which indicategbattential efficiency benefits and increases

in operational effect (Innset, 2010).

NORDEFCO is interesting in the light of this stuolycause of the debate it caused.
The initiative is not without criticism, althoughl are in favour of cooperation and increased
efficiency. General Diesen was aware of this whemeémarked that he had doubts about the
political will to actually go so far as to closesea and disband units nationally, in favour of

international effects (Diesen, 2010).

This was not the only reason for scepticism. MagRes$ersson argued that the
NORDEFCO could be perceived as competition for NA&@d that the participating
countries might be more culturally different thagrqeived at first glance (Petersson, 2010).
Bjgrn Innset came to the conclusion that nationakeeignty would set clear limitations on
closer defence cooperation and integration (Inn2@t0). Hakon Lunde Saxi claims that
certain of the limitations could be mitigated, loly if visible and clear benefits could be

achieved and shown in order to overcome domespogipon (Saxi, 2011).

According to Grete Faremo, Norwegian Minister offéee, increased cooperation
on training, planning, exercises and acquisitionl] wontinue. A Nordic declaration of
solidarity was not an option in January 2011 (Fare2®11a). One month later however, she
stated, although such a declaration would havestmlyespect and accordance with NATO

commitments, that...

“Peace Support education and training (NORDCAP Spalment Cooperation (NORDAC)
and the Enhanced cooperation (NORDSUP)
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“We are considering to make a joint DeclarationSofidarity between the Nordic

countries, confirming the extent to which our parsips have evolved. The idea is
partly to sum up our achievements so far, partlfotmalise our mutual support of

common values and interests.”(Faremo, 2011b)

Clearly the political debate on Nordic defence @agion is continuing. The
academic debate does illustrate the relation betweeperation, autonomy and sovereignty,
as shown by Innset and Saxi. There seems to beocaiseonviction that cooperation in this
form will lead to less national control and indegence. The MoU seems to reflect this

thought when it states that...

“Nothing in this MoU will imply any obligation fathe Participants to commit

themselves to participating in certain activitiespoojects. Unless otherwise agreed,
each Participant retains the right to withdraw rat stage from activities or projects
conducted under the auspices of this MoU” (NORDERZ@QV, 2009).

It is difficult to imagine true benefits of coop&om when there does not have to be a
serious commitment and all are free to withdrawmfrthe combined efforts. Presumably
smaller beneficial effects could be achieved, lauitosis gains require serious commitments.
As long as the domestic pressure for independemeyaps, such cooperation remains
unlikely. The NORDEFCO case typifies the centr#ficlilties of IDC.

4.2.9 European Air Transport Command (EATC)

The European Air Transport Command is an evolutibearlier initiatives to make better
use of the available air transport assets of theoates of European states. The original plan
is from 1999, when Germany and France decided @aparate, but it never became effective
as a command. In 2002 the initiative was formalizethe European Airlift Co-ordination
Cell (EACC). This developed into the European AiGentre in 2004. In April 2006 a letter
of intent was signed between Germany and Frandake the step from coordination to a
real command. The EATC concept was agreed betweem&hy, France, The Netherlands
and Belgium. In 2010 the technical agreement (ToX)the EATC was signed (EATC TA,
2010).

The difference between earlier the coordinatiod #re current form, which is a
command, is that the EATC actually has peace-tiomangand over the air transport fleets.

The participants have agreed to...
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“Gradually transfer and integrate within one singhaltinational command all
relevant national responsibilities and personnel which together aflidne force
generation and the mission execution of the contbaetransport capabilities, thus
improving the effectiveness and efficiency of ttetRipants’ military Air Transport
(AT) efforts.” (Rouceau, 2010, p. 3)

The step to leave international coordination alate the air transport assets under
command indicates a high level of trust and comiogein the multinational command,
stationed in Eindhoven, The Netherlands. The reagoncome to this solution were,
amongst others, cuts in defence budgets, reducfi@vailable personnel, the necessity to
decrease the logistic “footprint” during operatioasd the need for interoperability

improvements (ibid).

The member states place their air transport plat@5 in total', under OPCON of
the EATC. The planes remain stationed on theironati bases, spread across the
participating states. The EATC assembles trangpeetls, formulates tasks and distributes
these in the most efficient way to the best suiteil At all times, the nations have the right
to revoke the transfer of authority to the EATC arldim their assets for national use,
without stating a reason (EATC TA, 2010). The EARCEiIndhoven is manned by 156
personnel of all participating states. These remeider Full Command of the respective
nations regarding individual disciplinary mattebsit are otherwise OPCON to the EATC

commander.

Besides the operational execution of air transpbg EATC also has the task to
develop policies and common standards related totransport employment, training,
technical, and logistical support. These are the cafled “functional areas”. The
recommending, coordinating or commanding authaontthis area depends however on the
functional domain or subject (Rouceau, 2010). TAE € hierarchically is placed between

the four national air force commands and the f@iromal executive air transport units.

4126 C-130, 100 C-160, 1 Airbus 330, 9 Airbus 31@G-10, 2 A319, 4 CC-601, 2 A340, 10 CASA 235 andndlser
VIP transport.
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The EATC does also face challenges. For this stbdyfollowing are interesting:
countries give different levels of transfer of aarity concerning the functional area’s, there

still is no EATC Treaty or MoU and there is no coomview on the enlargement polféy

4.3 Overview

Placing the cases in an overview gives the follgwesult:

AWACS ABNL 1GNC EPAF UK/NL AF | ACI SAC C-17 NORDEF EATC
1978 1995 1998 EEAW 2005 2007 2008 CO 2010
2004 2009
Agreement | Govt/ MoD | Govt/ Govt / Govt / Govt / Army Govt & NAC | Govt/ Defence
level MoD Parliament| MoD MoD Chiefs MoD / FA Staffs on
behalf of
MoD
Form MoU Agreement| Treaty, MoU MoU Document MoU MouU TA
at MoD Agreement
level & MoU
Command | OPCOMto | OPCOM OPCOM OPCOM/ | Situation None OPCON None OPCON for
Authority SACEUR with with OPCON dependant. Operations,
possibility | special with room | Appropriate varying for
Crews for binational | for caveats | command development
OPCON national authority will be
use delegated
Caveats Not Not Not Rules to Different Both Army | Certain crew | Not Mechanism to|
foreseen foreseen foreseen manage C2 for EU- | chiefs reservations | foreseen revoke
caveats. missions verbally because of Transfer of
Intent = expressed | national law Authority in
common necessity to case of
ROE'’s avoid national
dependencyj necessity
Permanent | P P in peace| P 0o/o 0o/o -I- P -I- P
(P)/On time, Exchange
order O/0O for personnel
(0/0) crisis
Incidents / | German Deep One-sided | One-sided | Specific One sided | Specific Academic | Development
Remarks crews not peace-time| German Dutch restriction NOR clause debate on | from
allowed integration | decision to| decision to | to avoid decision to | regarding relation coordinating
missions of prepara-| change move to participa- cancel national laws | security body to a
because of | tion. NRF Kandahar | tion by “package- | ontransport | policy and | multinational
national Ability to rotation influenced | other deal” of goods cooperation| command
restrictions | deploy Norwegian | countries
nationally continuatio Coopera-
n at Kabul tion means
dependancy

42 Spain and Luxemburg have the intent of joining aeweral other European states have signallecesitar do so.
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4.4 Analysis

The first factor analysed was the level at which tooperation was agreed or confirmed.
These vary from army—commander level in case ofAiiéto ratification by parliament for
the 1 GNC. In all cases with the intent of estdidig a permanent international military
structure but one, governmental or parliamentanficoation is present. The EATC for now
only was confirmed on behalf of the defence stdftg,the necessity for a “higher” level of
confirmation is realized. This indicates that Ingronal Defence Cooperation is a political

issue, or at least requires political approval.

The second factor of analysis was the form of dwnt used to formalize the
cooperation. In practice the Memorandum of Undeditay is most frequently used. A MoU
can however vary from a relative simple and unawarsial bilateral document to a
politically highly debated and contested internadiloagreement between large numbers of
states. In the case of the 1 GNC, the German anlkdeNands’ parliaments have ratified a
treaty regarding the cooperation, making it moremi under international law and
preventing easy changes. Although the EATC coojogras formalised only by a technical
agreement, this does not seem to affect the bpilaina operations. The form of agreement is

apparently less important than the process of arigeagreement on the contents.

The third element analysed was the level of camdrauthority over their personnel
and operations that states were willing to handr deeothers. Full command is always
retained at the national level. States are wiltmglelegate operational command or control.
The oldest three collaborations all have OPCOM gibd as default, although all have
some form of reservation or adaption. Newer forsisce 2004) seem to have OPCON as
standard, but depending on the situation this eaarbended. The case of 1 GNC is special
since Germany and the Netherlands have agreec@eatxtended command authority for

the Corps Commander.

Simultaneously with the change from default OPC@MVOPCON, the documents
start to include the formal possibility for states formulate caveats, use own rules of

engagement and possibilities to revoke transfauttiority back to national command. More
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recent MoU’s explicitly emphasize that the MoU’seanot intended to conflict with

international or national law of the participantdile this was more implicit in the earlier

MoU’s. The shift in command authority and the folied option to have caveats began to
appear after the events of 9/11, the beginning $flédl operations in Afghanistan and the
US invasion of Irag in 2003. In particular the Amsan decision to invade Iraq led to deep
and serious controversies between the US and aemoflieuropean allies like France and
Germany (Moore, 2007). The German restriction oe tise of AWACS crews is a

consequence of this division. Possibly governmbatame more aware of the political risks
of coalition operations and wanted to build guagastagainst automatic participation into
the agreements. The available documents alone fevese not enough to conclude these

are linked, since they do not state why theseicéisins were included.

From analyzing the documents one can conclude dhgparticipating states are
committed to making the cooperation work and cobote accordingly. On the other hand
one can get the impression all are looking for argntee that others will keep their part of
the deal as well. Reality shows a different practdn several occasions states were not able
or willing to fulfil their part of the agreement.e@Bnany had to withdraw their AWACS
crews from participation over Turkey for domeseasons. The Dutch decision to move the
EEAW contribution caused the termination of thenjaffort in Kabul. Norway decided in a
late stage to cancel the materiel cooperation “BgeklDeal” with the Netherlands, although
one can say this was not part of a formalized cadjms. In all three cases national interests

came first, to the dislike of the partners.

The analyzed documents in themselves do not giaelgsive insight into the role of
trust. One can explain far-going arrangements aqoirog authority of each others’ personnel
and actions as a sign of trust. An example ofiththe far-going delegation in the case of the
1 GNC, arranged in a treaty. On the other handcaneargue that “among friends there is no
need for too many formalities”. An absence of folitress and rules and faith that the right

solution will be found according to the situatiaanalso be a sign of trust.

The recent NORDEFCO cooperation stands out becatishe presence of an
academic and political debate that followed thé&ative. This debate includes the question
whether, and if yes in how far, national securign decome dependant on other states,

including non-NATO countries. Besides confirming trelation between sovereignty, trust
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and security, it is also an indication that theusieg policy “tradition” one comes from is

important in analyzing the potential for cooperatpartners.

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter analysed the question if a patteridcba established on the practical
agreements on the role of sovereignty in the faupdiocuments of cases of IDC, and if the

command relations can indicate the level of trastgartners have in each other.

The founding-documents, how these are formulated #re agreed command
relations alone do not provide sufficient insightthe role of trust. Incidents concerning the
initiatives indicate that trust does play an impatt part in coming to cooperation, or
determining if an initiative will be continued. Wther lack of trust that another state will not
fulfil its obligations is one of reasons that maiates reluctant to engage in cooperation, or
if other factors play a role will be explored fugthusing the interview results in the next

chapter.

The analysis indicates furthermore that states maedhanisms or guarantees to
control the balance between sovereignty and depegdalthough these offer no guarantee
and agreements can be changed or neglected foramsnolb reasons. States increasingly
seem to struggle with collective actions that apé mecessarily in line with their national
efforts or capabilities. In order to reserve oraley their control, more recent MoU'’s, TA’s
and other agreements contain clauses and artibtegirag states to withdraw or to abstain

from participation. Sovereignty remains a key fa@tomilitary cooperation with other states.

Third, IDC is indeed a political issue, or it caecbme one when national interests,
policies or possibilities conflict with earlier @agments. The academic debate on the
NORDEFCO cooperation is quite interesting in tlostext, especially since the dependency

issue is discussed.
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5. Trust and Sovereignty at the political-military level.

This chapter will discuss the motives and mechasisahind IDC in order to realize a better
insight into the role of trust and sovereigntyts political-military level. Four high ranking
officers working in the defence staffs and Minissriof Defence of Norway and the
Netherlands were interviewed. The officers beapaasibility for advice on IDC to the

political leadership and for implementing IDC.

The interviews were built up around general questi@garding IDC and hampering
factors and mechanisms. The interviewees were asketieir opinion on the role of trust
and sovereignty in a broader context of internati@ooperation in general. The interviews
were however not specifically tailored to the caaepresented in chapter five. Some of the
cases were discussed as examples. The researtiogasssuch was however not presented

literally to the officers interviewed in order tea@d biased answers.

First, the reasons why states want to cooperaliganty will be explored. This is
followed by an assessment of which forms of IDC kkely and which are unlikely to
happen. The motives why cooperation is unlikelyess likely to happen successfully are
especially interesting when they include trust asdr. Finding out which factors actually
work for and against IDC is the second part of tthapter. Finally the findings will be
analyzed and related to the findings from chapisus and five and the conclusions will be

presented.

5.1 Motives for conducting IDC

States do not engage in international cooperatitiowt good reason. This applies to IDC as
well. There is an agreement among the interviewbhast states conduct IDC out of self
interest. They expect a form of benefit or retuon their efforts. The forms in which this

return comes is however diverse and can differ Wighsituation or cooperation.

The first important reason to cooperate is thah#bles achieving more collectively
that the single nations would be able to attains Tdoks like a very simple explanation, but

it lies at the heart of every effort or initiativ€he mechanisms that lead to this synergetic
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effect are however diverse. They can be roughlyddil into two categories: reduced input
and increased output. An example of reducing inptlhe effort to come to cooperation in
the development and purchase of equipment. Ecoradragale can lead to lower prices per
item. This allows for example a higher output (merpiipment) for the same budget. A
second example is the SAC / C-17 initiative. Stat@sperating can afford a pool of C-17

planes they otherwise would not have been ablédocdsand operate.

An example of increasing the collective outpuhis EATC. The already available air
transport capacity of the member states can be msed efficiently when they are under a
unified command. Empty return flights can be avdidaed the mix of aircraft types allows a
more efficient use of assets by better tailoringrahsport needs and transport capabilities.
Thus the assets already available lead to a higigut in terms of effectiveness as well as

efficiency.

A second reason is interoperability with coalitipartners. This is particularly
important from a small-state perspective. When Enattates wish to participate in
international operations, they have to be interalpler with especially the larger partners.
Very few states are still able to conduct militaygerations on their own. Military from
smaller states that participate in operations térefore always do this as part of a coalition
with a bigger state like the US, the UK or FranBestate that desires to contribute with
relevance is therefore required to be interoperalite its partners. Not being able to “plug
and play” with leading nations can lead to margeadion and irrelevance. Contrary to most
other forms of cooperation this does not necesgskrdld to savings. It might even require

extra investments to become interoperable.

Interoperability with specific states is stronglgnnected to the security policy of a
state. It can encompass a choice for several decBddence equipment is generally in use
for a very long time and developing conceptualrimperability, like for example cooperation
between air forces, might even entail the educatiogenerations of pilots. The decision to

develop and maintain interoperability is therefargtrategic long term choice.
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Other reasons named for engaging in structur@l &e common security intereS}s
maintaining quality of training and professionairsiards and maintaining diverdftamong
staff. Furthermore, today’s operations in ad-hoaliions and with new partners require the
capability to adapt and be flexible in order todide to work together. At the operational,
tactical and technical levels the reality of opers is completely multinational. Officers
and soldiers need to be prepared and trained fer Multinationality has therefore to be

integrated into training programs and exercises.

Among the reasons given, the most important reémoconducting IDC is very clear
according to the interviewees: saving money. Tloee@sing costs of defence equipment and
personnel combined with flat or decreasing buddetse defence organizations to cooperate

and where possible increase their efficiency.

5.2 IDC in practice

In order to achieve insight into which factors ughce the chance of successful cooperation
the interviewees were asked if they saw any ategtswere specifically suited or not suited

at all for internationalization. The answers testhuestion varied and do not provide a clear
pattern. They do however provide the insight ttahe areas are probably more open to

cooperation than others.

5.2.1 Areas unlikely for multinational cooperation

Only three areas were specifically named as ettieedifficult or undesirable for IDC. One
of the more obvious areas is the field of intelige. Intelligence is organized mainly
nationally and intelligence results are considenationally owned. Sharing intelligence
between states has been highly problematic angtwliffor many years. Especially tactical

intelligence, necessary to enable operations dumisgions and necessary also in the light of

43 MG Knutsen named NORDEFCO in this context.

4 MG de Kruif qualified the diversity in the RC Sowstaff as a highly appreciated asset.
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force protection of own forces, should always remaider national commaftd The same
reason was given in relation to a possible intéonatization of submarines. These were too
valuable as national intelligence assets, and fibvereshould not be considered for

international pooling.

A second area given as example where internatzatadn might not be possible or
desirable is when systems are very complex, operdtigh risk situations and require a very
long time to become operational, such as operaifgnarine¥. Multinationality on board

such a platform would be too complicated.

The third area where multinational cooperation wounbt be possible is when
national laws prohibit certain actions. For exampMorway has signed the Ottawa
Convention. A Norwegian flight crew, even when @tierg a multinationally owned C-17
from the SAC, is therefore not allowed to coopefateansporting anti personnel mifiesA
second legal limitation could arise when a statesdoot allow foreign militaries to

participate in the enforcement of national soversig

In general, very few areas for cooperation arefeasible or principally closed for
cooperation, although states want to maintain thal fsay about operations with their
military force4®. The idea of which capabilities absolutely havé¢oowned nationally has
changed over the years. Multinationality has becdh@e standard in order to maintain a
credible defence capability. The development mpasallel to the decreasing budgets and
increasing cost Multinational solutions become more acceptablér he increase of the

budgetary problems: less money encourages cooperati

45 MG de Kruif

48 Brig Solberg

47 Cdre Sijtsma

8 The Ottawa Convention prohibits the production, spaot, use, stockpiling, and transfer of anti-persd mines.
49 Cdre Sijtsma

%0 Brig Solberg

51 Brig Solberg
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5.2.2 Areas likely for multinational cooperation

In certain areas IDC is more likely to become asss. All interviewees named cooperation
in the development and purchase of equipment adaious example. Simultaneously they
mentioned the problems in realizing such coopematMultinational cooperation in the
purchase of equipment can only become beneficiallifare willing to accept certain
compromises and do not insist that “their” solutisrbest. All interviewees agreed that one
had to accept a “good enough” solution and not seardy go for the best possible. If this is
not acceptable one should probably decide to orgahie development of equipment in such
a way that states can diversify some parts or nesglals was finally done in the development
of NATO frigates>?

The second mentioned field where it is logicatboperate is in operations. Practice
shows that at the technical and tactical level l@mols can be solved and a far reaching
integration is possible, despite differences intitac techniques and procedures. Even
national caveats can be overcome if states anndhese in time so they can be taken into
account in the planning of operations. Furthernaoligeminded willingness to share risks is

important to achieve mutual trat

A third logical area of cooperation is logistidgarious elements of logistics were
given as examples. The EATC was mentioned as agllertexample of how multinational
cooperation enables a better use of available ressuwhile at the same states can always
withdraw the planes they might need for strictlyioral purposes. The area of transport in
general is very well suited to cooperation. Othermis of logistical cooperation, like
maintenance and supply, could be explored muchhdurthan currently is done. A

hampering factor is the lack of standardizatioegdipment.

In areas with a higher level of standardizatioterinational cooperation is easier and
becoming more and more the rule. An example is itlegeasing use of the NATO

Maintenance and Supply Agency (NAMSA). This agesayiain task is to assist NATO

%2 Cdre Sijtsma

3 MG de Kruif



63

nations by organizing the common procurement amgplguof spare parts and arranging
maintenance and repair services. It can work ferdipport of various weapon systems of
member states. NAMSA is available when two or mm@gons operate the same system and

have made the decision to use NAMSA's supportifaest”.

Two of the advantages with logistical cooperatioa that it is politically rather
uncontroversial and that it can be easily quantifiaancially. Supply and maintenance are,
at least perceived to be less directly connectedeause of weapons. The political debate on
responsibility for the effects thus becomes lessitroversial. Furthermore, logistic
cooperation in supply, maintenance and servicesezahto direct and visible savings, which

makes the cooperation attractive.

The fourth area where IDC is likely to take plaagcessfully is in technically
advanced and very expensive and rare capabilikeslr- and missile defence, medium and
larger unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV), command @mttrol systems, guided weapons, etc.
These have become so expensive that very few stateafford the development, purchase
and maintenance alote In essence this is the same mechanism that letetdNATO

AWACS project and the SAC institutive.

The dilemma with these kinds of systems, especiaitii the weapons systems, is
that it triggers the debate on political resporigybior the decision to use them. The fact that
NATO today has ownership over a number of systeamnsdmmand and control, warning,

etc, but does not operate any weapon system dhestithis debate.

Summing up, according to the interviewees no afd®® is without difficulties or
challenges, but the fields best suited would beedhaf acquisition of defence equipment,
operations, logistics and the acquisition of systetihat are not affordable for single

countries.

54 NAMSA can also be used for services not reladesleapons, like managing field camps and senfmedeployed
forces. A study conducted by the Netherlands Def&Staff showed possible savings up to 50% comparedtional
management. Info Cdre Sijtsma

%5 Brig Solberg
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5.3 Which factors influence IDC?

In general, IDC was described as a complex ma#tethe same it was recognized as a
necessity, especially for smaller states, in otddre able to maintain capabilities, save costs
and be able to deploy for “out of area” operatiBrihere is no single answer to the question
why IDC is so complicated. The following paragrapinesent the most important favorable
and hampering factors for IDC derived from the fauterviews. They influence decision

making at the defence staff and ministerial levlkew considering IDC. These factors are

important to provide insight into especially théerof sovereignty and trust.

5.3.1 Favorable factors

First and foremost, a shortfall in necessary bupeesive capabilities increases the
willingness for international cooperation. Coopienat can make these capabilities
affordable. The flat or decreasing defence budgetsibined with rising costs accelerate the

speed and levels at which IDC becomes a realiptiom.

The second relevant factor is globalization. Thesnid affects military operations and
in a sense is “inevitabld” Missions are executed with a multitude of papéiting nations.
Also NATO missions include the participation of ANATO states from all over the world.
Furthermore the influence of civil agencies and N&@h military operations is increasing.
These factors contribute to making internationadpsyation much more normal at a lower
level. This will have a psychological effect on #meptance of international cooperation as

“default” modus operandi for the militafy

The third factor is membership of existing interoaél organizations. Although
operations can be conducted with many differentneas, the decision to start a long-lasting
partnership or cooperation is affected by the fihett a state is member of the same

international framework, like NATO or the BU Being a member of the same organization

% MG Knutsen
5" MG de Kruif
%8 MG de Kruif

% MG Knutsen
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is not a guarantee of successful cooperation, todbés make it easier to use existing
organizations, frameworks and meeting platforms. fiost member states it is difficult to
imagine starting new materiel cooperation if it Webmot be based on NATO standards.
Like-mindedness and a shared political view areortgmt factors. The cooperation within
NATO has led to a situation where most remainirffedtnces have become manageable.
Within NATO, all countries have become potentiattpars, although not for all forms of

cooperatiofy.

The fourth factor is closely related to the pregiame. Successful earlier cooperation
does produce trust in a system and in partnerssatikely to be repeated. The EPAF/F-16
cooperation was taken as a model for the JSF/Fr8feq, and with some of the same
participating partnePs. The SAC/C-17 cooperation uses a similar busimesdel as the
AWACS-cooperation did, although adaptations hadoéo made since two participating
nations are not NATO members. A previous succes$sstibry and a proven track record of
concrete results and benefits make the decisistatd a new program on the same premises

easier.

5.3.2 Hindering factors

The interviewees in general had no difficulty nagnfactors that hampered or negatively
influenced the chance of success within IDC. Theois can be categorized into technical

reasons and factors regarding content.

Three technical hampering factors were named. Tis¢ i6 the use of different
standards, leading to technical incompatibility aadtitional costs. Second, cooperation
becomes more difficult and is less likely to suctedth an increase in the number of
participants. Thirdly, transaction costs can sialselimit the effects gained by cooperation.
These costs include decreased effectiveness a#t @fs@extra coordination, language,

personnel and travelling costs etc. This explaing tertain extent why cooperation between

80 cdre Sijtsma

51 MG Knutsen
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air forces is relatively cheaper to accomplish thatween army elements. The air planes can

more easily travel the involved distances with feaditional costs.

Besides these more technical factors, the follgWour factors negatively influence
IDC. Firstly, IDC is considered a political mattéys discussed in chapter three, all military
actions are subject to political control. This doemplicate cooperation, especially at higher
levels. Structural military cooperation takes mamears to implement. Most often the
military time horizon is beyond the political foyear perspective. Governments can change,
possibly leading to changes on earlier decidforiBhis adds uncertainty to the military
cooperation efforts. Furthermore, governments deépmen domestic political support. They
therefore need the possibility to abstain from ipgoating in military actions, or even to
reverse earlier taken decisions. This mechanisnhas a strong effect on structural

cooperation. Political insecurity hampers IDC.

The interviewees in general agreed that a trulypdewlitary integration would
probably not be possible without (at least somdifipal integration. MG de Kruif observes
a discrepancy between the reality on tactical actirtical levels and on the strategic level.
At the lower levels multinational integration isfact of life, while the strategic level still
struggles with it and lacks a clear view or visimm how to handle this development. The
formation of multinational units solely based ordbetary arguments was not considered to

have a realistic chance of success.

The second factor is the protection of nationabaomy and independence. Role
specialization within NATO has been discussed fanynyears. Financially as well as
military it would make sense to develop militarypaailities multinationally from the start
and focus on only certain capabilities per $tafhe reason is does not happen is that states
want to be able to act independently. They do rentvio become dependant on other states
for deciding to and being able to use their arnwedes, even if in reality this use will always

be in an international settiffg The standard approach is therefore still thaestfirst see if

62 Cdre Sijtsma emphasized this point explicitly.
&3 Cdre Sijtsma

64 Cdre Sijtsma, Brig Solberg, MG de Kruif
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they can organize their capabilities along natidives, with international solutions as a

second option.

Independence includes the protection of nationalustrial capabilities and
knowledge. For smaller states this form of indegere is however not realistic any longer.
Most defence equipment producers have merged inf@vainternational conglomerates.
According to MG Knutsen defence procurement isatea where probably the most savings
could be accomplished. Controversially, producergehlittle to gain from standardization,
but have an interest in producing as many versudrequipment as possible. They are to a

certain extent still encouraged to do this by tagamal defence equipment organizatfSns

The third factor is of a more psychological natuvs Knutsen and MG de Kruif
both stressed the role of trust among the milifarges involved in the cooperation. They
even went so far as to state that even thoughigaliagreement on cooperation might be
achieved between partners, for the military forte®lved it is necessary to have faith in
each other and to be able to trust each other. i§hes“bottom-up” requirement from the
military side. If the political top-down guidancendathe bottom up requirement do not
match, or the military do not have faith in eachers’ capabilities, professionalism and

freedom of action, the cooperation is not likelystmceeff.

A different mechanism involving trust is that stateeed a certain “minimum level”
of trust in the potential partner(s). It does takdong time, and preferably a previous
successful cooperation to come a level of trusivallg a deeper integration. A breach of

trust will have long lasting effects on the pereeiveliability of a potential partr&r

The fourth factor concerns risk management. Syregeaking this is both a technical

factor and a factor pertaining to content. Coopenatloes in almost all cases lead to a form

% MG de Kruif emphasized the still existing roletbé military-industrial complex in this context

% Military can be faced with a situation where tiewe the will and means to undertake certain astibnt are restricted
by political caveats.

%7 Several interviewed named the failed Netherlandsagian “Package Deal” as an example. This deéahifed to
exchange superfluous and new equipment of bothtdeanin the final stages of the negotiations, mvtiee Netherlands
perceived the deal as “done” and final agreemeatfasmality, Norwegian political intervention letal cancellation. This
would have a profound and long lasting negativesichjpn the willingness of Dutch high military argpecially civil
employees in the Ministry to engage in future death Norway, especially regarding equipment.
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of compromise and a favourable outcome is therefimteguaranteed. If a state considers
cooperation, it must therefore have a reasonaldecshthat the compromise is still better
than what otherwise could reasonably be expectemthér words: it has to deliver results.
States do have a tendency to prefer a “certainfonalt solution above a “possible”
multinational result, even if the national solutismuld mean less production in absolute
terms. Since all states make this judgement, tdedcdsecurity increases and the necessary

“win-win-situation” becomes less likéef;

Summing up, a variety of hampering factors was gated by the interviewed
officers. Among these factors, trust and sovergigdy an important role but so does the
national domestic interest in protecting autonomyg @olitical accountability for military
actions. To which extent can a state be trustegbviernments change or popular support
forces a government to change political course? filn@ings support the mechanism
described in chapter three on the relation betvdesnestic political accountability and IDC.
The interview results furthermore show that altHollgC is almost perceived as “standard”
at lower working levels, at the military-strategand political level it is debatable and

controversial. It is still seen as second optiompared to a national solution.

5.4 Analysis

The intent of this chapter was to achieve a béttgght into the motives and mechanisms
behind IDC and thus a better insight into especidlé role of trust and sovereignty at the
political-military level. How far and in what waydo these influence decision making on
IDC?

States have a wish to maintain their independandyautonomy. The extent to which
this affects and limits the possibilities for stiw@l permanent cooperation is higher than
expected. Despite very high pressure on defencgdisidnd increasing costs, states are very
reluctant to give up their balanced, complete defesrganizations. Furthermore one would

expect that the practice of multinational operaievould lead to a closer non-operational

88 A "win-win” situation is one of the guiding primgies when considering IDC, at least from the Norargierspective.
(Briefing by MG Knutsen)
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cooperation. States revert to international codpmran the form of standing units only out
of necessity. And even if they manage to createikivwg system, states include mechanisms

that allow strictly national operations.

A second observation is that, with the exceptiba tew areas, almost all fields are
in principle open for cooperation. This seems tadatradictory to the first observation that
states wish to maintain their autonomy. A possaéxplanation is that the boundary for what
is an “acceptable” form or area is influenced dedwmined by the political choice of whether
a state chooses to have full control over a vergllsdefence structure, or less control over a

larger, but shared, capability.

When states choose, or see themselves forced,ofpeie they seek cooperation
with reliable partners. They furthermore prefelystsm for the cooperation that has proved
to work. Limiting the numbers of partners and chogs’like-minded” partners are other

ways of controlling the risk.

Thirdly, although political control over the armédrces is a basic principle in
western societies, it is a considerable weaknesnwhbnsidering IDC. This manifests itself
in the implementation of national laws and caveatsthermore, governments might change
political character and decide to change decisiongreferred partners and coalitions.
Without political integration, military integratiomvill be less likely to succeed. In the
absence of a coherent view and policy, IDC solegedl on achieving savings and
rationalized self interest is likely to be limitésl non-controversial areas such as transport or

logistics.

Trust as factor is more complicated to evaluate @atonomy. Previous successful
cooperation certainly helps to build trust betwstates. Also the membership of the same
organization, like NATO, can help. It is however goarantee that two states trust each
other. A breach of trust, for example by not delivg promised contributions, can have a
very negative impact on the status of a coopergianner. Most likely the cooperation will

not end, but the partner will be less attractiveutaire projects.

On the other hand it is possible to be a trustwoptrtner even when making use of
caveats or other restrictions. States have an staoheling of that, since they might be

required to act in the same way on another occaslamely notification and good



70

communication can remove at least some of therftighs with cooperation partners. Not

surprisingly, states have much to gain from beeigble and predictable partners.

Trust, although in a different form, plays a raigle “bottom-up aspect” of IDC. It is
not enough to have political “top down” guidelinéBhe people that actually have to
implement the cooperation, the military at tactiaald technical level, need to trust each
other as well. This becomes visible through a shbaeel of professionalism and willingness
to take risks. When military forces at that levavé different rules or permission on what is
acceptable this undermines the willingness to cadpeand the cooperation will not

continue in the long term.

5.5 Conclusion

The first conclusion is that IDC has to lead toacladded value in order to prevail against
the many difficulties surrounding IDC. Currentlpetmost important added value is budget
savings, as a result of increasing costs and daogehudgets. IDC can lead to savings in the
purchase of defence equipment, provided stateswdliag to accept compromises and
reduce protection of their national defence indestrThe formation of multinational units

solely based on budget arguments is not likelytsed.

Secondly, states do wish to maintain control diaeractions of their military forces
and want to reserve the right to decide on padtan in military actions. This complicates
the formation of collective multinational units afatmations. In cases where multinational
formations have been created, diverging views ahbalum” and “in bello” decisions can
lead to erosion of the collectiveness. A shared mom security policy, or even better,
political integration based on a common view withance the chance of successful IDC. In
the absence of such integration, partners will gbAeave to face the possibility that a state is

not willing to participate in using the multinatairunit.

The main reason for states to be reluctant in cibtimgp to multinational cooperation
in the form of standing units or formations, atstebetween NATO countries, seems to be
the domestic political accountability and suppofthe use of multinational units in
operations depends on the political approval opalticipating members. Since this is not

guaranteed, multinational units have to be orgahize a sub-optimal way. Essential
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elements have to be kept under “own” control, engbstrictly national operations, or with
absence of one or more partners. Politically lessasitive areas, like logistics, have a better

chance of success.

The mechanism is different with multinational nragkecooperation projects, which
leads to the third conclusion. Materiel cooperatiwii most probably only achieve a
considerable benefit if states are willing to accggmpromise solutions. The presence of a
lead nation or main contractor offers smaller padrthe opportunity to participate in large
programs and achieve considerable benefits in then fof financial savings or
interoperability. This comes however at the “cost”’making the important choice to be
connected to this main partner over a long times Thoice has to be in line with the states’

long term security policy.

Fourthly, it would be a step too far to state tihatre is a general lack of trust in other
states when it comes to IDC. There can however lerged a scepticism towards
international cooperation as such, since it meamspcomising and dependency. Trust is
built by bottom-up acceptance and willingness tarshisks. Top down, trust is mainly built
by reliability and successful previous cooperatiofhe psychological component of
cooperation and dependency should not be undemdstimTrust is a catalyst. Absence or

breach of trust is difficult to overcome.

The findings of chapter five indicate that sovenéygand trust are indeed factors that
can contribute to the explaining limitations of IDTrust and sovereignty are interlinked.
Internationally, one can never be sure an IDC earstate will indeed fulfil its obligations.
National political reasons can prohibit states fremgaging in too restrictive forms of
cooperation and encourage them in keeping theiomptopen. As a result, IDC becomes
organized sub-optimally since the remaining pagr®ve to build in the capability to act

independently.
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6. Cooperation in IR theory; motives and mechanisms

The intent of this chapter is to analyze the rdlguwst and sovereignty as described in
IR theory and to scrutinize how well the empiritatlings fit to more general interpretations
regarding cooperation identified by IR theory. Cieagive indicated that domestic political
factors have a significant impact on IDC. This ¢acwill therefore be taken into account
separately. Three important theoretical works derimational relations, each from a main

approach within IDC, will be used as referencessess the findings and

First, a short general description of states aedat tklations will be presented in order
to place IR theory in perspective. This is followggthree sections, each analyzing classic
works of recognized scholars of IR: Waltz, Keohaned Booth and Wheeler on the factors
trust and sovereignty, placing the empirical firgdinn a theoretical perspective. This will be
followed by a section on domestic influence in in&ional relations. Finally, the

conclusions will be presented.

6.1 States and their relation§®

Since the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, the statersyhas gradually become the
global “standard” way to organize our world andistyc(Jackson & Sgrensen, 2003). States
can internally be organized in different w&y$ut in general they all have the basic internal
tasks of providing security, freedom, order, justiand welfare for their inhabitants.
Externally, states are considered to be sovergiglitically independent of all other states.

States are the entities that organize life intéyreed well as internationally.

69 State: A form of human association distinguishednfiother social groups by its purpose, the estabksnt of order and

security; its methods, the laws and their enforegmiés territory, the area of jurisdiction or geaghic boundaries; and

finally by its sovereignty (Encyclopaedia Britanni2@11).

Mfe, republics, dictatorships, democracies, mdiias; one-party democracies, theocracies, etc..
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IR studies how states interact and aims to undetstiae reasons why states act as
they do and to explain the mechanisms of interactiad preferably link undertaken courses

of action to achieved outcomes. It explores motiaetions and results (ibid.).

IR scholars have also given considerable atterttonompetition and cooperation
between states. Often they have done so emphasdiffeyent core values, different
scientific methods and different disciplines. Jactksaand Sgrensen recognize four main
theoretical traditions within IR: Realism, Libesat, International Society and International

Political Economy. The boundaries are diffuse aietvs can overlap (ibid, p. 68).

L === — RIS, S ———— e —]

IR values and theories

FOCUS THEORIES

« Security
power politics, conflict, and war

Realism

» Freedom Liberalism

cooperation, peace, and progress

« Drder and justice
chared interasts, rules, and
institutions

International Society

« Welfare
wealth, poverty, eguality

IPE theories

S = S =3

lllustration 6.1: International Relations according

to Jackson and Sgrensen

The first three will be used in relation to coopienain IDC.

6.2 Cooperation in IR

Realism, especially neo-realism, seeks generalenpatt and laws governing

international relations, against the backgroundrafrchy. National security, power and state
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survival are the prime goals for states and thenmoi higher authority above the state. The
general setting in international relations is oheanflict and competition, not cooperation.

States act out of self interest, which can alsomtbat practical outcomes of state actions
trump principles and earlier agreements. Withiliseg states can cooperate, but they will

do so only out of self interest.

International Society focuses on human beings dedr tpolitical values. As in
realism, anarchy is the as general backgroundtéde selations, but International Society
emphasizes general accepted rules of behaviouods to regulate interstate behaviour.
State sovereignty, security and order are basicegal These can be achieved through
agreements and cooperation with states and intenadinstitutions. Contrary to realism, no
“general laws” are present. The actions of statesaaresult of the actions of men and
women: thoughts and actions of people shape re@ldgperation of states is the cooperation

of humans.

Liberalism within IR takes a generally positive aagtimistic view on interstate
relations. Economic interdependency and peacefape@tion will lead to progress and
security. In order to achieve security, co-bindintgrnational organizations such as NATO
play an essential rofe (Jackson & Sgrensen, 2003, p. 133). Anarchy doesiecessarily
mean conflict and also a legitimate authority caistein international relations. Peace,

cooperation and progress between democracies aomlygossible, but likely.

6.3 Realism: cooperation by necessity

In “Theory of International Politics] Waltz, explains general principles of state
behaviour (Waltz, 1979). This work has become liginfluential when it comes to
describing general principles of behaviour thategauelations between states in an anarchic
international system. Waltz is considered to b¢he.leading neo-realist thinker.” (Jackson
& Sgrensen, 2003, p. 84). The background for higysis the Cold War and a bipolar world.

L Co-binding = locking states together through bindigreements
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Waltz claims that nationtheoreticallycould be much better off than they achieve in
reality. Cooperation and the division of labour aagks would enable a better “total”
common outcome and states could enrich themselha® than they actually do. This
division of labour could actually go further thdretproduction of goods, but could include
“...some of the tasks they perform, such as politit@nagement and military defence.”
(Waltz, 1979, p. 105). Two mechanisms prevent geleand better cooperation. Firstly,
when states cooperate, they are more preoccupiadhirving relative gains, than absolute
positions. “Who gains more?” is more important tH@nll both of us gain?” (ibid, p. 105).
Second, states are afraid of becoming dependanthen states. The more a state specializes,

the more it has to rely on others (Waltz, 1979,Q8). Reliability means weakness.

Waltz emphasizes competition in the relations betwstates. Cooperation plays a
role when it comes to stabilizing the inherentlpiahistic system. A key position is given to
“the balance of power”. Factors leading to a betteance of success, which in Waltz’ view

is defined as “...preserving and serving the stdtbid, p. 117), include:

A smaller number of states in a system increasehhace for success.
— In anarchistic “surroundings”, similar units co-act

— Individual power and influence improve a statessipon and increase the chance of
success within cooperation. A more powerful state tafford” mistakes. Smaller
states have to be right all the time.

— The chance of successful cooperation is enhandibdivé presence of a “leader”.

Concerns about the loss of autonomy are the seceasbn that states do not
cooperate as much as would theoretically be passdhen only looking at “profit”. The
more a state specializes, the more it has to relyther states to supply materials and
services that it cannot provide itself. States hawedo not like being in a position of
increased dependence where they become dependatihemnstates. With the background
that the states’ first and foremost task is to mesecurity to its people, one of the least
likely areas to develop cooperation and speciatinais therefore the cooperation between
the military forces of different states. Militarypending is the insurance premium for

maintaining autonomy.
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Military cooperation can however take place, anénegsuccessfully, in fear of a
common enemy. “Alliances are made by states that kame, but not all of their interests in
common.” (ibid, p. 166). When states pool theiorgses in such a way, they do so based on
a common interest, but they run the risk of endipgvith the lowest common denominator
as basis for their actions. Thus the alliance eoime weaker. Furthermore internal alliance
politics can surface. Even the allegiance and tgyalmember states can be used to pressure

other member states and gain individual benefits.

Sovereignty and anarchy are two sides of the saome. dhe consequence of
maintaining individual sovereignty is collectiveamohy. But even in such a system states
can succeed in cooperating. Collective internatieffarts and common projects are needed
in order to solve some of the world problems lil@/grty or the proliferation of nuclear
weapons. A necessary prerequisite in Waltz’'s arsalgshowever the presence of a leader, a

powerful and dominant stdfe

At first glance, a number of Waltz's findings seémbe in line with the empirical
results described earlier in this study. On theeotiand is Waltz’'s general assumption on
competition between states, far from how many descthe current security-relation
between European states. Western states, andréonstithose allied in NATO, do not pose
a serious threat to each other. Caution shouldethes be applied in projecting Waltz’

general “laws” of interstate relations to IDC.

Four elements can contribute to explaining IDC &aglied. Firstly, states can
cooperate on even on defence, but it comes atdsieof dependence. When states face a
common enemy and they can ally with a friendly part this is an acceptable price to pay.
Many western countries have done so during the @tdd by allying with the US against the
Warsaw Pact. The cooperation-dependence relatigrelgsa a part of the empirical findings

and a serious impeding factor when considering IDC.

A second important recognition is that states cadulially achieve a more efficient

organization when they specialize, but that thedrfee autonomy and sovereignty prevent

72 For Waltz this was obviously the United States
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such a specialization. This supports the findingsfchapter five as described in paragraph
5.3.2: “states want to be able to act independeéntlyird, presence of a leader can facilitate
cooperation, provided the smaller states are wiltmaccept its leadership. The EPAF F-16
cooperation is an example of such a form of codmeraFinally, too large numbers of

participants are likely to complicate cooperation.

6.4 Liberalism: cooperation by choice

Robert Keohane is considered a main contributoa tomore liberalist line of thinking,
(Jackson & Sgrensen, 2003, p. 50), although h&deikplicitly on realistic theory as well
“...and goes beyond it” (Keohane, 2005, p. X)Aliter Hegemony, Cooperation and discord
in the world political economyhe discusses how economic cooperation betweess stan
take place in world politics in the absence of megey. “States intend to achieve wealth and
security for their own people and search for poagmeans to these endéBid, p. X).
Contrary to Waltz, Keohane claims that cooperai®ralso possible without one strong

leader-state, using international regimes and dzg#ons.

Keohane distinguishes clearly between harmony awperation. Harmony is the
absence of disagreement. If there is harmony, ss@ddenot have to cooperate since their
interests or actions do not have negative impacofioers. Cooperation is necessary when
states pursue a line of action that has, or isgpezd to have, negative effects on other states.
States have to adapt their policy or actions thhhoagprocess of negotiation in order to
achieve a situation that is acceptable for theliramparties. Cooperation does not imply the

absence of conflict. Cooperation is a reactionotaflcct or a potential conflict.

Cooperation between states is possible, also iallkence of one dominating power.

Positive factors enhancing the chance of succesg@arongst others):
— the presence of complementary interests
— states have to balance short term and long teris goa

— states have to expect a reasonably positive outcome
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- satisficind® prevails above optimizing; accepting an outcomat #nswers to

expectations is “good enough” and optimizing i®nfhot necessary
Cooperation between states is negatively influegeithe following factors:

— The pursuit of flexibility can be self-defeatingor8etimes it is better to share
information and accept obligations that restraimamg’s own freedom of action.
Not sharing information and keeping one’s optionpero can be

counterproductive.

— States have to be aware of their goal and they havghare this with their
possible partners. Even if actors have the samé theg can fail to achieve

cooperation if they are not aware of each othatgnt.

— State sovereignty prevents states developing pattevith legally binding
agreements as within a single state. Sovereigntyitsli enforceability of
agreements. Instead, attempts to “enforce” agretsmeften lead to increasing

political differences.

— Division of responsibilities within one governmemt state can work negatively.
If negotiations in complex matters are dealt withdeveral institutions of the
same government, this will often mean that oneheké¢ will have to “give in”,
standing as a bureaucratic loser. These will békeiglto be willing to bear the

cost of the cooperation and can even “sabotageivtitde effort.

— If states intend to cooperate in order to achieveodlective good”, which they
cannot achieve alone, they have to be perceived ssrious and responsible
partner. States that have acted as “free-ridergdromise-breakers will be less

likely to achieve cooperation and their goals.

Concerning trust and sovereignty, Keohane conclddaisstates have much to gain
from being reliable partners. “A reputation as anreliable partner may prevent a

government from being able to make beneficial agesgs in the future.(ibid, p. 258).

3 Searching until a course of action is found thattileast at the satisfactory level. (Jacksors&eBsen, 2003, p. 6)
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Reputation is however not enough. States have teilbeg to share high value information
with intended partners so these can assess themtions. International regimes can facilitate

this process.

Keohane’s findings largely support the empiricatifngs from the earlier chapters. It
is interesting is that from a more liberal pointvadw, it remains necessary to give up (parts
of) state sovereignty and parts of your flexibilifyyou really want to achieve results by
international cooperation. State sovereignty ascgple is undisputed, either as end or as a
means. It can however be in the states’ best otvarast to give up some of the flexibility
provided by sovereignty. “Maintaining unrestrictiéekibility can be costly, if insistence on
it makes a government an undesirable partner fberst’ (ibid, p. 259). The inverted
consequence is that the more you cooperate, diharhoice or by necessity, the more

sovereignty you must be willing to give up.

The implications for IDC are considerable. Eithestate takes IDC seriously, at the
cost of independence, or you hold to independemeck heave to limit the ambition and
expectations regarding IDC. Furthermore, intermaticooperation is usually not a one-time
happening, but often a series of occasions. Kedhaiheoretic analysis confirms the
importance of being a trustworthy partner when gigain international cooperation, as
concluded from the examples in the chapter four fared Withdrawing from cooperation
might lead to short term gains, but the price ig'®rtrustworthiness in a next round of

negotiations or cooperation.

6.5 International Society: trust as a tool

Ken Booth and Nicholas Wheeler have investigateddtes of fear, cooperation and
trust in international politics. They did so by dying the concept of the "security

"4 (Booth & Wheeler, 2008). They intend to explairti@ts from an individual

dilemma
state perspective. Giving a relatively importanerto trust and fear within international

relations also implies that they do not supportriatly rational approach to the mechanisms

"4 The security dilemma is the phrase used to dessthis mistrust and fear which is the inevitablessmuence of living in
a world of sovereign states. The “dilemma” elenusdcribes that the same weapons methods and actiedso defend a
state can be perceived as aggressive by the oppanéin that way increase insecurity (Booth & Weee?008)
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of interstate behaviour. They give considerably enonportance to the human factor in
international relations. The actions of statesadten the result of actions and initiatives by
individual human beings.

Booth and Wheeler come to the conclusion that matttwnal cooperation is
structurally fragile. They name six contributingtiars” of which two are important for this

study.

— Rational egoism:Cooperation cannot survive, and indeed flouri$ht is based
on no more than rational egoism.” (ibid, p. 131)ithdut at least some shared

values, cooperation is difficult to sustain.

— Lack of communication between states can be afgignt source of failure.

Specifically named are “...effective signalling, tsparency and reassuring
words”. (ibid, p. 135) Booth and Wheeler specifically diss this related to
“great powers”, but communication between lessatest can be equally

problematic.
On trust and sovereignty

An essential factor in overcoming fear and in inédtonal cooperation, and therefore
the key element of Booth and Wheelers’ study,ljsth?. Their study investigates if and how
trust is the mechanism that can overcome the sgailemma and enable cooperation. The

absence of trust among states can lead to secoritpetition like for example an arms race.

7S Rational egoism, future uncertainty, ambiguous yisin, ideological fundamentalism, great powerspensibility and
communication

8 Working definition oftrust according to Booth and Wheeler: “Trust exists wivem or more actors, based on the mutual
interpretation of each others’ attitudes and behayibelieve that the other(s) now and in the fitaan be relied upon to
desist from acting in ways that will be injurious their interests and values. This minimalist catiom of trust can be
contrasted with a maximalist one where actors niiytadtempt to promote ach other’s interests anides, including in
circumstances that cannot be observed. For trusetome embedded between political units, it issssary for positive
relationships between decision makers to be rdplicat the inter-societal level, and vice versegugh a mutual learning
process. Trusting relationships of either kind e possible by the following linked pairs of pedpes: a leap in the
dark / uncertainty, empathy / bonding, dependénagnerability and integrity / reliability.” (Bootl& Wheeler, 2008, p.
230)
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There is however always the dilemma of how to prietrthe actions and rhetoric of
other states. Can the other be trusted? “...by cotimgito trust, actors expose themselves to
severe costs if they are betrayed.” (ibid, p. 230n the other hand:” Familiarity would
breed trust, and when this becomes embedded tinespernicious consequences of security
dilemma dynamics would be transcendédid, p. 173). Trust, in their analysis, is noeth
way to solve the security dilemma, but to overcdheedilemma. They recognize that it is

very difficult, but not impossible, to overcome tnisst and even old animosity.

Booth and Wheeler recognize four necessary elementattitudes necessary to
achieve trust among political entities. The firttloese is a willingness to investigate new
possibilities and to accept uncertainty. Changimg’® mind about a certain group or
potential cooperation-partner is the first step mikensidering cooperation. Obviously the
difficulty of this step varies with the image onashof the potential partner. In cases of like-
mindedness and good or neutral feelings it is easieonsider such a change than it is with

former enemies.

The second facilitator to building trust is the aeipy to empathize with the potential
cooperation partner:...a capacity to empathize with the fear and sufferaigone’s
adversaries is a critical precondition for builditigust? (ibid, p. 237). This factor is
especially important when engaged in reconciliagffiorts after conflicts, but certainly also
has a role when considering cooperation in othedddi like joint projects in which every

partner has its own specific interest.

The third element is accepting the vulnerabilitifdewing from harm that others can
inflict on you. In fact you calculate they will nase the opportunity and capability they gain
by reaching an agreement with you. An interestingstjon is which safety margin you build
into your position. Building in a high safety margian be counter-productive when it comes
to building trust. It can also lead to less resutl therefore have a negative impact on the

possible gains for oneself.

Fourth and finally, partners are expected to behwatte integrity and reliability. The
partners need to have confidence that the othéngrawill do what is “right”. Reliable and
honest behaviour will lead to a reputation of twesthiness. In international relations this

can be a lengthy process. It will be complicatedthy fact that state-representatives can
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change because of internal political reasons liketiens. A second hampering factor can be
diverging views, for example by different represgines, from the same state, leading to

doubt about the actual positidn

Although Booth and Wheeler see a much closer orldtetween human interaction
and state interaction, they do share the view ititatnational cooperation is difficult and
many pitfalls exist in achieving long-lasting arndustural cooperation. The value for this
study is their concept of trust. Trust is an edaerglement in for all international
cooperation and they emphasize that “...the histdrpaditics among nations can yet be
written in terms of choice rather than tragedy, samity rather than anarchy, trust and
cooperation rather than fear,. (ibid, p. 297). Trust is a tool than can be usetivi® with

uncertainty.

This mechanism was also observed when investig#tirst) empirically: although all
states under circumstances can be forced to withdram their obligations, defence
cooperation was deemed most successful when cdmgerith like-minded partners and
building on successful previous projects. Coopenatvas also more likely to succeed when

it was based on a common vision and values, andately on short term self-interest.

6.6 National political influence and domestic factors

Chapter five indicated that also domestic fact@geha considerable impact on IDC, mainly
through democratic political mechanisms. Governsmané kept responsible for the actions
of their armed forces, which increases reluctanceetcome dependant on other states or to

accept multinational command. Can this mechanisexpéined using IR theory?

Realists have been criticized for their assumptiamsl following theories on
international relations and state behaviourarld Politics® Helen Milner comments on
the general neglect of domestic factors influendmgrnational state behaviour (Milner,

1992). According to Milner the main goals for ceggtion mainly depend on internal

" One can think of different delegations, negotigiim behalf of the same government, but havingrdisg opinions.

8 Quarterly Journal of International Relations
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domestic factors. Varying domestic social groupgeh@asons to influence the goals for the
international cooperation their state engages amestic political factors influence a state’s
international goals and behaviour. “In general, pheblem with assessing relative national
gains is that one has to add up the net benefitdifferent domestic groups to arrive at a
national assessmentibid, p. 491). As discussed earlier, national sé&gyoolicies and the

domestic economic situation do impact on defenageration. Models developed and used
by most realist scholars do not include domestitu@mce and therefore less suited to

describe international behaviour and cooperatid@. iepends on national politics as well.

Liberalist scholars in general include domesti¢desin their explanation of a state’s
international relations and actions (Jackson & Bser, 2003, p. 133). Nations consist of
many different groups of people, which have différges and different interests. Because
individuals and groups within a state can haveedtifit interests, the state-leadership has to
balance these various interests, they are not @ielpl free to act. This results in

compromises that influence the state’s internatibehaviour as well.

Keohane recognizes thafter Hegemonyacks a theory on how domestic politics and
international institutions connect. He “...did notokm how to incorporate a sophisticated
domestic politics theory into my analysis...” (Keoka005, p. XIIl). He recognizes this as
a considerable weakness. Domestic factors do plegleain international cooperation in

general and he credits Helen Milner for linking destic and international politics.

Domestic factors and national politics play a Ipssminent role for International
Society theorists than they do for Liberalists. éyhare not inclined to investigate the
domestic aspects of foreign policy.” and traw a firm line between international relations
and the internal politics of states.” (Jackson &e®gen, 2003, p. 167). In this approach of
IR, international politics and politicians are mbbsely related to national politics. The basis
for policies and decisions is rather found in val@d norms than in domestic internal

interests.

6.7 Conclusion

The intent of this chapter was to analyze the obligust and sovereignty in IR theory

and to scrutinize to which extent the empiricaldings fit to more general interpretations
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concerning cooperation identified by IR theory.v@dch meaning do the theoretical findings
have for this study? Within IR there is no unif@@herent view on international cooperation.
States can and do cooperate, but out of differerives and with different mechanisms. Al

three presented schools have useful elements.

Looking at this theoretical level has provided galions that certain empirical
findings on IDC are supported by general theorktiogights regarding international
cooperation. IR theory confirms the inverse relatietween sovereignty and cooperation
found during the empirical research. The more yoaperate, the more sovereignty you
probably will have to give up. If one wants to remaompletely flexible, one should not
cooperate. Cooperation means you adapt to each atite therefore will have to make
compromises. In terms of IDC: increased cooperatiakes the armed forces dependant on
other states. It can however enable you to befrefih extra capabilities that can become

available through international cooperation.

Second, Booth and Wheeler's observations on trugtternational cooperation are,
with certain modifications, in line with empiricalbservations from IDC. States can be
forced to come to cooperation and give up partb&f autonomy. If they have to do so, they
would better do it with states that have provedribelves reliable partners in the past. For
IDC there is however a complicating factor: althloungilitary forces and their state level are
closely connected, they are not identical. This casult in two-level negotiations and
situations, where the military are able and willlngcooperate, but the governmental level is
not. This situation is inherent to western demacstems. Political reliability and stability

will strongly influence the prospect of successiuC.

A further insight concerning the choice of parmisrthat IR-theory confirms that it is
wise to choose like-minded partners, sharing malitvalues. This seems to be an obvious
statement, however in the search for saving budge¢shas to realize that it is better to
achieve an enduring cooperation with fewer sawuingn to choose for potential high savings
in a cooperation that will not last. Cooperatiorkimown institutions such as within NATO
furthermore enables the significant advantage bhroed interstate communication at both

military and political levels.
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It is reasonable to assume that IDC is, at leastighy, regulated by the same
mechanisms that influence general internationaticls. Theorists from IR do not agree on
the role of domestic factors, especially natiorditigal factors. For IDC however, empirical
findings indicate that these factors are very raheyv Internal political stability makes a
partner more trustworthy and therefore more aitrachs partner. Shared political values
further enhance the chance of successful cooperatecreasing the chance that a state has

to abstain from using an international organizquhbdity for internal political reasons.
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7. Conclusion & consequences

In this thesis | have studied whether IDC is a fiissanswer to some of the challenges that
states and their military forces face upholdingrtdefence capabilities, or whether IDC in

itself can cause new challenges or problems.

Most states in Europe have passed the point oétuorr when it comes to IDC and it
seems that it will be around for quite some timegause “...for small and medium-sized
states the possibility of keeping a national batanmilitary force that is recognized as
credible is diminishing quickly.” (Ulriksen, 2007%. 67). This development has been
remarked in the states involved. It has inspiredimpressive number of initiatives, co-
operations, joint projects and declarations. Stilh, overarching plan, either political or
military, exists to coordinate all these effortdlanake best use of the available resources.
Despite the apparent urgent need to come to ai@oluhere are factors that prevent better

structured, deeper and easier international cobpereegarding defence.

This thesis investigated if the following questi@an a lack of international trust
and the need for upholding national sovereignty larp limitations and problems of

International Defenc€ooperation? Do other factors have to be taken adoount?
Conclusion

The first question investigated is if IDC in praetiis really so difficult. In order to establish
that IDC indeed is a challenging undertaking, ®&tifu the research question and to achieve
insight into what challenges it faces, a model gmé=d by the Norwegian Defence Staff was
used. The model uses three perspectives to orgéastars influencing IDC: the security-
political-, the economical- and the military persipee. The question whether IDC is indeed
a problem could be answered positively: IDC is pe@d as difficult and faces serious
challenges and limitations in all three areas. Thiigal analysis furthermore indicated that

IDC has become more normal at the tactical levah ihis at the political-strategic level.

What is the relation between armed forces and-statereignty? Armed forces are a
part of the executive power of the state. In westlgmocracies they receive legitimacy for

their existence and actions through political deais. Their actions are the actions of the
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state. The relation between military forces andr thiates gives sufficient reason to believe
that mechanisms influencing international politwsl also influence interaction between

military forces from different states. If armed des of different states cooperate
multinationally, they voluntarily reduce their sogmgnty; they can be placed under the
command of a coalition or a different nation oryttegherwise have to compromise their
complete independence from other states. Soveyeignt trust are relevant factors to
consider and can have substantial influence orsdineof defence cooperation, the partner-

choice and the success of the cooperation.

States do already cooperate on defence. The questiberefore relevant if cases of
IDC indicate how states solve the sovereignty isso@ in how far they trust each other.
Analysis of the founding-documents of nine caselO@f indicates that states indeed include
mechanisms or guarantees to control the balanceebatsovereignty and dependency. In
order to reserve or revoke their control, more meddoU’s, TA's and other agreements
contain clauses and articles allowing states tddwéw or to abstain from participation.
Sovereignty, in the form of deciding nationally thke use of military capabilities, remains an

important consideration in IDC.

So what effects do trust and sovereignty have dende cooperation? Incidents
concerning the cooperation-initiatives indicatetthrast does play an important role in
coming to cooperation, or determining if an initrat will be continued. The document
analysis alone did however not provide sufficierdight on the role of trust. Furthermore,
IDC is a political issue, or it can become one whmtional interests, policies or
opportunities conflict with earlier agreements. Tdmademic debate on the NORDEFCO
cooperation is quite interesting in this contexspexially since the relation between

dependency and savings is discussed.

In order to achieve insight in trust and the med@raa behind IDC, interviews were
conducted. The results confirm that states on aleae looking for new or better forms of
IDC, mainly to save costs, but on the other haedreluctant to do so. Sovereignty and trust
play an important role, but not in the sense thatrilitary do not trust each other. States
have to very careful, or mistrustful if one choo®dsnter wording, regarding other states

because of the political nature of IDC.
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Besides investigating sovereignty and trust, thesis kept the question open whether
other factors play a significant hindering role fBoIC. An important reason for states to be
reluctant in committing to multinational cooperation the form of standing units or
formations is caused by domestic political accoititg and support. Political authorities
wish to maintain control over the actions of theational military forces. Therefore they
reserve the right to decide on participation initamy actions. This complicates the
formation of collective multinational units and fieations. As a consequence, there is reason
to be modest regarding promises and expectatiamsecoing the possible gains of IDC. It is

not a quick-fix or easy solution to budgetary riestns.

In cases where multinational formations alreadyehlagen created, diverging views
on “ad bellum” decisions can lead to erosion ofdbkective effort. The use of multinational
units in operations depends on the political apgro¥ all the participating members. Since
this is not guaranteed, multinational units haveb# organized in a sub-optimal way.
Essential elements have to be kept under nationatra, enabling strictly national
operations, or coping with the absence of one orenpartners. Politically less sensitive
areas, like logistics, have a better chance ofesscdConsequently, when states choose IDC
as a means to uphold their defence capability, bi@sae to realize it comes at a price. They

have to be willing to accept compromises and becdependant on others.

Theory from International Relations was the thirdywto investigate trust and
sovereignty. Are the findings on trust, sovereigatyl domestic political accountability in
line with existing theory from IR and do they hawvenore general value for IDC? IR offers
no unified coherent view on international coop@ematibut indicates that the findings on trust
and sovereignty in IDC are not unique for defenoeperation alone. Increased cooperation

leads to less sovereignty.

If one has to maintain complete flexibility and @ubvmy this means one should not
cooperate. In terms of IDC: increased cooperati@kesn the armed forces dependant on
other states. It can however enable a state andrit®d forces to benefit from extra
capabilities that can become available throughmatigonal cooperation. This gives reason to
assume that the empirical findings on the reluaanogive up sovereignty are not restricted
to the studied cases alone, but can be appliedh®er @ases and forms of international

defence cooperation as well. Building flexibilitpto IDC, for example by organizing
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multinational units in modules, can be a prudeny tedimit dependence. It also reduces the

synergetic effects of such cooperation.

The theoretical perspective on trust as confirmpigoal observations from IDC. If
states decide to cooperate, they will always becdependant. There is no way to remove
this consequence. IDC therefore erodes state sgmgre When cooperating, states will
benefit from choosing partner-states that havegudliemselves reliable partners in the past.
Secondly, although military forces and their natiogovernments are closely connected,
they are not identical. This can result in two-lemegotiations and situations, where the
military are able and willing to cooperate, but tp@ernment is not, or vice versa. This

situation is inherent to western democratic systems

To achieve successful IDC, states depend on a agputas trustworthy and
politically reliable partners. Future IDC projetisve a better chance of success if they build
on known relations between previous partners aedpudven mechanisms. Furthermore, a
good internal national coordination between thetam} and the political authorities in a
state, so both levels have the same intent andniaitton, will considerably enhance the

chance of success in IDC.

Combining document analysis, interviews and thdéamn International Relation has
shown that, in general, European states seem vtallogg to cooperate on defence matters.
There can however also be observed a politicaltet®m towards international cooperation
as such, since it means compromising and losints pr sovereignty. Trust is built by
bottom-up acceptance and willingness to share.riske down, trust is mainly built by
reliability and successful previous cooperatione Thental component of cooperation and
dependency should not be underestimated. Trustbeaa catalyst, leading to synergetic

effects. The absence or breach of trust is diffitubvercome and hard to compensate.
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Annex A: Abbreviations

1 GNC First German / Netherlands Corps

ABNL Admiral Benelux (Navy cooperation the Nethewdis & Belgium)
ACI Army Cooperation Initiative (Norway & the Netrlands)
AWACS Airborne Warning and Control System (alsokm as E-3A

Cooperative Programme)

BENELUX Belgium, the Netherlands & Luxembourg

Cc2 Command and Control

C-17 Boeing Globemaster Il

DOI Declaration of Intent

EATC European Air Transport Command

EEAW EPAF Expeditionary Air Wing

EPAF European Participating Air Forces (F-16 @apion)
ESDP European Security and Defence Policy

EU European Union

F-16 General Dynamics Multirole jet fighter aaftr
FULLCOM Full Command

HAW Heavy Air Wing (C-17)

IDC International Defence Cooperation

IR International Relations

ISAF International Security and Assistance F¢Adghanistan)
MOU Memorandum of Understanding

NAF Norwegian Armed Forces

NAMO NATO Airlift Management Organization

NASAMS Norwegian Advanced Surface to Air Missilgsgm



NAMSA

NATO

NGO

NRF

NH-90

NORDEFCO

NRF

OPCON

RPV

SAC

SACEUR

SFOR

TA

TACOM

TACON

TOR

UKNL AF

UAV

UN

NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency

North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Non-Governmental Organization
NATO Response Force

NATO Helicopter (type 90)
Northern Defence Cooperation
NATO Response Force
Operational Control

Remotely Piloted Vehicle
Strategic Airlift Capability
Supreme Allied Commander Europe
Stabilization Force (Bosnia)

Technical Agreement

Tactical Command

Tactical Control

Terms of Reference

United Kingdom-Netherlands Amphibious Ferc

Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

United Nations
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Annex B: Illustrations
3.1 Factors influencing IDC (Norwegian Defencaf52011)
4.1 NATO command relationships (Koninklijke Landrhg 2000, p. 197)

6.1 IR according to Jackson & Sgrensen (Jacks8wi&nsen, 2003, p. 6)
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Annex C: Interviewed officers

Major General T.H. Knutsen, Norwegian Defence Staff

Adviser International Engagement

Major General Tom Henry Knutsen is adviser intdomatl engagement for the Norwegian
Chief of Defence. This new post was created in 20dlorder to achieve a coherent
approach to international relations on behalf o tHorwegian Defence Staff and the
Norwegian Ministry of Defence. MG Knutsen has heldumber of international posts and is
a graduate of the U.S. Air War College. He was Mwmwegian Defence Attaché in

Washington from 2006 to 2010.

Brigadier B.T. Solberg, Norwegian Ministry of Deferce

Deputy Director Department for Security Policy FDII

The Department of Security Policy is responsibletfe handling of questions of security
policy as well as for the Ministry’s internatiorettivities and external relations in the field
of security policy. The department is responsibletiie development and coordination of the
Ministry’s policy regarding bilateral, regional amternational security policy questions, as
well as for the development of defence-related ecaion with allied and partner countries.
Furthermore, the department takes care of Norwdgfence policy relations with NATO,

EU, UN and OSCE. From 1993 to 1999 Brigadier Sg/bsgrved in the operations and
planning braches at the combined NATO and natidd@iwegian headquarters in North
Norway. He has been with the Ministry of Defenascsi 2001. He was appointed Brigadier

and Deputy for Security Policy Department in 2008.

Major General M. de Kruif

Deputy Commander Royal Netherlands Army

Currently MG de Kruif is deputy commander of theyRloNetherlands Army. He is a
graduate of the US Army War College, Carlisle, Bgtwania (USA) and holds a Master’s
degree in Strategic Studies. He was responsiblthéformation, training and preparation of

Dutch forces designated for participation in ISAfarch 27", 2008 he was promoted to
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major-general. From October 2008 to November 20@9 commanded the Regional
Command South, ISAF. with over 45.000 soldiers frdme US, the UK, Canada, the
Netherlands, Denmark, Australia, France, New Zehl&ingapore, Romania and Slovakia.

He has a special interest in international coopmradand preparing Dutch officers, soldiers
and units for international operations.

Commodore F. Sijtsma
Assistant Chief of Staff International Defence Cexgtion, Netherlands Defence Staff

The office for International Defence Cooperatiok$)) supports the Chief of Defence, his
deputy and the Netherlands defence Staff reganditegnational defence cooperation. The
office expresses national Dutch policy in interoadl organizations and is the prime point of
contact for international affairs in the DefencafStCommodore Sijtsma has extensive
multinational operational experience. He commandadal operations in the Caribbean,
during several NATO missions and commanded the Ditaval Forces Caribbean, the
Coast Guard Dutch Antilles and Task Group 4.4. Coatone Sijtsma is in office as ACOS

International Defence Cooperation since May',28010. He is chairman of the working

group investigating increased IDC for the NethedtrDefence Forces as part of the current

restructuring project.
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Annex D: Interview questions

The intervews were conducted as open conversafldresinterviewees had a high influence
on the topics and the direction of the conversatibm avoid unnecessary diversions and
focus the attention, the following questions wesedi Several questions were however a

natural part of the conversation and thereforespetifically asked as separate question.

A. General Introduction.
1. About International cooperation in general:
a. The Netherlands / Norway are internationally ogéed. Can you name the
most important reasons to conduct IMC?
b. Which are currently the most important projects?
c. Do these live up to the expectations?
2. In which form do the Netherlands / Norway benefiini IMC? (Increased output?
Budget savings)
Under which conditions can IMC become a success?
4. Are all military area’s / fields open for coopeaat?
In which way do political considerations influens&C?
a. Top down / bottom up
b. Life expectancy government vs. duration projects
C.

B. Specific on IMC and Budget savings:

Especially driven by budget restrictions and insieg costs, IMC is often named as one
solution. Theoretically one could imagine a comgdietinternational” defence force or f.e.

task specialization.

1. In which way does IMC lead to savings?

2. What “limits” IMC in such a form ?

3. Which mechanisms are used to achieve substantialgs®

4. Are there any specific conditions necessary undechvconditions can IMC lead to
savings?

5. Strictly economically, it would make sense to leaationaldefence. Benefits of

scale would facilitate lower costs in the purchasequipment and role specialization
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would most probably be more cost effective. Why'tlawe all pool the defence
budgets and organizations?
Alliance theory states one of the reasons to cabpés that in that way states are
able to afford systems / achieve effect they caanbieve alone. Collective goods
theory. (Example AWACS planes). Defence materiglgs are increasing
significantly. Would such an “AWACS” solution be aption for capabilities that are
today still “national”.

a. Examples: Submarines? Fighter planes?

b. Why not?

c. How to avoid “free riders” & “bandwagoning”

C. Specific questions on “Autonomy” / Sovereignty

In which way does the need for autonomy and comtfillence the possibilities with
IMC?

Can one IMS deliver substantial savings withoutrgjwip autonomy or sovereignty?
Would you / NLD / Norway be willing to accept lesational control if it would lead
to increased international / combined output, avemeans giving up full control?
Political acceptance?

If yes: do you exclude certain areas or capalsitie

Can you react on the following statement?

“Without political international integration, miéity integration will not work.”

D. Trust & Control

When states have to cooperate, especially on senssues, this requires trust.

. How does one build up trust internationally? Anditawily?

Defence cooperation project do often exceed tkértiie of a government. Which

consequences does this bring?

. The more important a field or capability is fortate, the less it will be inclined to

leave it to a partner. In your opinion, are themathtions what states will be willing

to trust to others? Examples?
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E. Success and failure

1. Can you define or give examples of “failure” in IM@Vhich reasons can you name?

2. What are the most important reasons why IMC do¢slelover the expected results?

F. Which documents regulate NLD Security and Deferepolicy and in which way are

these translated into actions or measures?
G. Success or failure (and why)?

- EPAF/F16

— NORDEFCO

- 1GNC

— Army Cooperation Initiative
— Strategic Airlift Command
— AWACS cooperation.

— (UK/NL amphibious force)

Can you give examples of failures in defence caatpmr? What were the reasons?



