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Payment Practices in Multilateral Military
Coalition-Building

Much has been writ-
ten about the rise of the privatized military industry.! Yet, private companies
are not the only actors making money on the modern battlefield. National gov-
ernments are also increasingly sending their soldiers abroad to participate in
multilateral military operations, and they often receive compensation for do-
ing so. Indeed, the United States offered financial incentives and other types of
side payments to states fighting in U.S.-led operations in Korea, Vietnam,
Somalia, Kuwait, and Iraq, as well as to several participants serving in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) operations in Kosovo and
Afghanistan; United Nations (UN) operations in Somalia, Liberia, East Timor,
and Darfur; the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) oper-
ations in Liberia and Sierra Leone; and the African Union (AU) operations
in Darfur and Somalia, to name just a few. Other states, such as Australia,
Belgium, Canada, France, Great Britain, the Netherlands, and Saudi Arabia,
have engaged in similar payment practices.

Political scientists have had remarkably little to say on this issue. Realist
analyses of multilateral military coalition-building tend to focus on the effects
of military alliances, shared threat perceptions, or desires for the spoils of con-
quest.? Liberal and constructivist scholars, in turn, highlight common interests,
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political ideologies, norms, and values.® The few scholars to pay attention to
this topic suggest that these payments occur sporadically but are rarely deci-
sive in modern warfare.* Others have suggested that they are a form of dis-
guised coercion.” Policy analysts and the news media have picked up on
individual deals but never pursued an earnest examination of them.® Critical
questions thus far remain largely unanswered: Why is there a need to pay al-
lies to join a military coalition? Who is most likely to cover these payments?
Who is most likely to receive them? What type of payment schemes exist? And
do these payments increase the success of a coalition deployment? Answers to
these questions have significant theoretical and practical implications. These
payment practices challenge conventional wisdom in the field of international
relations on what processes and mechanisms matter when realizing collective
mobilization in the pursuit of security and influence. These practices also force
scholars and policymakers to revisit theories of burden sharing, a topic that
has gained particular attention during the Donald Trump administration.
What does international burden sharing look like in practice: between the rich
and the poor; the big and the small? Empirically, these payment practices are
likely to affect how wars are fought. Military forces that are not intrinsically
motivated to join a given intervention have displayed problems of commit-
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ment, cohesion, agility, and discipline.” Such payments might also affect the
prospect for peace. Strategically motivated states might be tempted to manipu-
late their engagement to extract further concessions, instead of giving their all
to end the fighting.

In this article, I analyze this phenomenon of buying allies. First, I theorize
the distribution process of these state-to-state payment practices. I intro-
duce the concept of “pivotal states,” which I define as states that care most
about the deployment and success of a particular military operation and thus
provide the bulk of the means to cover such payments. These states reason that
rewarding third parties to serve in a multilateral intervention holds significant
political benefits (e.g., greater legitimacy of the operation or financial cost sav-
ings). Moreover, I argue that two distinct types of payment schemes exist: “de-
ployment subsidies” and “political side deals.” The line between these two
payment types is sometimes blurred. Nonetheless, deployment subsidies gen-
erally defray costs that occur in direct relationship to the operation. Political
side deals, in turn, are rewards that have no relationship to the costs of the
mission per se. They include trade agreements, debt relief, and sanction relief.
Three types of states are most likely to receive such payments: (1) states that
are inadequately resourced to deploy; (2) states that are perceived by the
pivotal states to be critical contributors to the coalition endeavor; and (3) op-
portunistic states that perceive a coalition deployment as an opportunity to ne-
gotiate a quid pro quo.

Second, I illustrate this framework and typology using some of the most
prominent and most consequential multilateral military coalition-building ef-
forts since the end of World War II: the Korean War, the Vietham War, the
Gulf War, the Iraq intervention, the International Security Assistance Force
(ISAF) in Afghanistan, the United Nations—African Union Mission in Darfur
(UNAMID), and the African Union Mission to Somalia (AMISOM). The
Korean War, the Vietnam War, the Gulf War, and the Iraq intervention are
the largest and most prominent U.S.-led coalitions in recent history; ISAF in
Afghanistan is the largest NATO operation ever deployed; UNAMID the larg-
est UN operation since the end of the Cold War; and AMISOM the largest
African Union coalition ever mobilized. Thus far, research on coalition build-
ing and burden sharing is deeply divided between U.S.-led and non-U.S.-led
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operations; between operations conducted under the umbrella of the UN and
other regional organizations (e.g., the AU, ECOWAS, or the EU); and between
alliance (e.g., NATO) and non-alliance operations. In choosing these seven op-
erations, I aim to illustrate that a common payment practice exists in coalition-
building processes across time and in this wide spectrum of operations. Much
of the evidence presented in the case studies comes from archival research
at the National Archives, College Park, Maryland; the National Security
Archives; the Truman Presidential Library Archives; the Lyndon B. Johnson
Presidential Library Archives; the George H.W. Bush Presidential Library
Archives; and the Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library, as well as from inter-
views with various public officials.®

Third, I discuss critical policy implications of these payment practices. Who
benefits the most from these payment dynamics? Are pivotal states able to ex-
ploit weaker states, or do they tend to overpay coalition participants? More-
over, have these practices contributed to some of the shortcomings of recent
and past multilateral intervention endeavors? And what externalities do these
payment schemes create beyond the battlefield?

What Are Allied Payments?

The practice of paying for the services of foreign soldiers is as old as warfare it-
self.” The ancient Egyptian, Chinese, Greek, and Roman armies employed
large contingents of foreign troops. For the Battle of Kadesh (1274 B.c.), the ear-
liest battle in recorded history, Pharaoh Ramses II hired units of Numidian
soldiers.!® More than half of William the Conqueror’s army in the eleventh
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century comprised contracted forces,!' and during the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries, outsourcing and insourcing soldiers was allegedly “the big-
gest industry in Europe.”!? Across these radically different time periods,
two methods of obtaining and rewarding military manpower existed. The first
method entailed the direct enlistment of individuals who were motivated
chiefly by financial gain; their business dealings closely resembled corporate
transactions.!® The current activities of the private military industry resemble
most closely these types of public-private arrangements.'* The second method
consisted of contracting regular army units from other states. In this case, all
contractual relations were handled between states without the involvement of
a corporate entity. Following this technique, German princelings hired regular
Dutch regiments during the Seven Years’” War (1756-63),'° and the British
Empire contracted approximately 30,000 German troops to fight in the
American War of Independence.!®

This article examines this latter type of state-to-state military payment prac-
tice. Moreover, its focus is on multilateral military operations that have taken
place after World War II. Although some of the patterns I analyze might apply
to earlier times, I do not intend to make an explicit comparison. For the pur-
pose of this article, I define a “multilateral military operation” as an ad hoc un-
derstanding between two or more states that involves the deployment of
military forces to undertake a specific security-related mission. The under-
standing dissolves once that mission is complete.!” These operations can be led
by individual states, or they can operate under the umbrella of an international
organization. I exclude from my analysis the creation of military alliances in-
tended to last beyond a specific mission.!®

Thus far, little academic research exists that systematically analyzes and the-
orizes the state-to-state payments that occur in this latter type of operation.
This gap in the literature is surprising, given the ample empirical evidence
of such rewards—whether financial or other—that have been made in the con-
text of multilateral operations. In the U.S. context, the few studies that do
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look at these payments most often treat them as coercion or “alliance de-
pendence.”' Outside the U.S. context, some scholars have analyzed how UN
reimbursements affect troop contributions to peacekeeping missions.?’ Never-
theless, little attention has been paid to payments that occur outside the UN
system. This article’s objective is to fill these gaps.

Key Payment Patterns in Multilateral Military Operations

This section analyzes the mechanisms that undergird the distribution process
of payments made in the context of multilateral military operations.

PIVOTAL STATES

States hold distinct preferences with respect to most international security cri-
ses. Some care deeply about deploying a military force abroad. I call these
“pivotal states.” Politically, they organize the coalition-building process: they
recruit third parties to join the coalition.?! Moreover, once the operation is de-
ployed, they care about its success more than do most others. For some coali-
tions, a single state serves as the pivotal state. These states are often easily
identifiable: the United States led the Gulf War and the Iraq intervention in
2003, and France the multilateral intervention in Mali in 2013. For other coali-
tions, however—notably, those conducted under the umbrella of the UN or
regional organizations—these pivotal states are less easy to identify. Neverthe-
less, they do exist. For UN operations in Angola, for instance, Portugal, Russia
(the Soviet Union until 1991), and the United States took on this role; and
for the AU operation in Burundi, South Africa served as the pivotal state (see
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War (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).
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Table 1. Pivotal States in Select Conflict Theaters

Conflict Theater Operations Pivotal States
Angola UNAVEM II, UNAVEM Ill, MONUA United States, Soviet
Union/Russia, Portugal
Afghanistan Operation Enduring Freedom, ISAF United States
Cote d’lvoire ECOMICI, UNOCI France
Ethiopia and Eritrea UNMEE United States
Former Yugoslavia IFOR, SFOR, UNMIBH, UNPREDEP, United States, Russia,
(1995-) UNTAES United Kingdom,
France, Germany, ltaly
Kosovo Operation Allied Harbor, KFOR, United States, United
Operation Essential Harvest Kingdom, France,
Germany, ltaly
Mali Operation Serval, Operation Barkhane, France
MINUSMA
Chad/Central African MINUSCA, MINURCAT, EUFOR France
Republic Chad-Central African Republic
Somalia (1990) UNOSOM I, UNOSOM II, UNITAF United States
East Timor INTERFET, UNTAET, UNMISET Australia

table 1). No single variable can explain why specific governments become piv-
otal states. Rather, a combination of structural and domestic factors play a role:
for example, wealth, power, permanent UN Security Council membership,
colonial legacies, threat perceptions, normative motivations, civil-military
relations, economic and geopolitical interests, and ad hoc domestic factors
(e.g., party ideologies and public opinion). Some governments experience
some or all of these stimuli at a greater intensity than do others, which leads
them to take a greater interest in the deployment of a military force to one
place and not necessarily to another.?? Overall, only a small number of states
has taken on this leadership role, as it requires considerable financial and polit-
ical resources.

22. Developing a precise theory of how states turn into pivotal states in a given context lies be-
yond the scope of this article. I have addressed this question elsewhere. See Marina E. Henke,
“Why Did France Intervene in Mali in 2013? Examining the Role of Intervention Entrepreneurs,”
Canadian Foreign Policy Journal, Vol. 23, No. 3 (July 2017), pp. 307-323, doi.org/10.1080/11926422
.2017.1352004. For alternative explanations, see also Elizabeth N. Saunders, “War and the Inner
Circle: Democratic Elites and the Politics of Using Force,” Security Studies, Vol. 24, No. 3 (Septem-
ber 2015), pp. 466-501, doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2015.1070618; Patrick M. Regan, Civil Wars and
Foreign Powers: Outside Intervention in Intrastate Conflict (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
2002); and Nicolas Rost and ]. Michael Greig, “Taking Matters into Their Own Hands: An Analysis
of the Determinants of State-Conducted Peacekeeping in Civil Wars,” Journal of Peace Research,
Vol. 48, No. 2 (April 2011), pp. 171-184, doi.org/10.1177%2F0022343310396110.
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Why do pivotal states want to build a coalition? Scholars have proposed two
sets of argument to explain this phenomenon. First, the participation of many
states and the support of an international organization boost the legitimacy of
the operation.” If the world community appears to rally behind a cause, inter-
national opponents of the intervention have a much harder time defending
their case politically, but potentially also militarily. Second, coalition building
can abate domestic criticism that the operation is financially too costly, politi-
cally too controversial, or potentially too lethal for the nation to bear. It raises
the prospect of sustained international burden sharing, including the expec-
tation to save money and lives.?* Financial cost concerns came to the fore dur-
ing the Vietham War. U.S. President Lyndon Johnson desperately wanted to
avoid a domestic discussion over the financial burden of the intervention.?
Subsidizing foreign soldiers to serve in Vietnam was cheaper than deploying
additional U.S. troops.?® Political cost concerns, in turn, gained particular
prominence from 1993 onward. In 1992, the U.S. government deployed more
than 25,000 soldiers to Somalia. The dramatic deaths of 17 of them in
Operation Blackhawk Down led to strong public pressure to disengage U.S.
troops from peacekeeping operations, especially in Africa.”’ Many European
countries soon espoused similar ideas.”® From then on, these countries
developed policies to minimize their peacekeeping deployments abroad,

23. For example, Alexander Thompson, Channels of Power: The UN Security Council and U.S. State-
craft in Iraq (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2009); Katharina P. Coleman, International Orga-
nizations and Peace Enforcement: The Politics of International Legitimacy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007); lan Hurd, After Anarchy: Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security
Council (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2007); Richard C. Eichenberg, “Victory Has
Many Friends: U.S. Public Opinion and the Use of Military Force, 1981-2005,” International Secu-
rity, Vol. 30, No. 1 (March 2005), pp. 140-177, doi.org/10.1162/0162288054894616; Bruce W.
Jentleson and Rebecca L. Britton, “Still Pretty Prudent: Post-Cold War American Public Opinion
on the Use of Military Force,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 42, No. 4 (August 1998), pp. 395—
417, doi.org/10.1177%2F0022002798042004001; and Peter D. Feaver and Christopher Gelpi,
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ton University Press, 2004).
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America’s Insurance Policy against Loss,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 17, No. 4
(October 2011), pp. 655-678, doi.org/10.1177%2F1354066110372433.

25. Francis M. Bator, “No Good Choices: LB] and the Vietnam/Great Society Connection,” Diplo-
matic History, Vol. 32, No. 3 (June 2008), p. 321, doi.org/10.1111/}.1467-7709.2008.00691_1.x.

26. Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Valenti) to President Johnson, January 4,
1966, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) 1964-1968, Vol. 26: Indonesia; Malaysia-Singapore;
Philippines (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office [GPO], 2000), p. 705, https://
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28. Belgian peacekeepers tragically died in Rwanda. This led to pressure on European govern-
ments to disengage from peacekeeping operations. See, for instance, Caroline Hartzell and Mat-
thew Hoddie, “From Anarchy to Security: Comparing Theoretical Approaches to the Process of
Disarmament Following Civil War,” Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1 (January 2007),
pp- 155-167, doi.org/10.1080/13523260600603352.
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choosing instead to fund deployments of foreign soldiers, most often via inter-
national organizations.

PAYMENT TYPES

Once pivotal states propose a multilateral intervention, other states react.
Some are eager to bandwagon: they agree with the intervention proposal or
see other direct benefits in participating in the coalition. Some feel compelled
to participate given alliance pressures or other socialization dynamics.?’ They
join the coalition voluntarily. In most cases, however, pivotal states must con-
vince third parties to join: they need to bargain with them. Such negotiations
may include the provision of payments usually in the form of (1) deployment
subsidies, (2) political side deals, or (3) both.

DEPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES. Deploying personnel to a coalition operation en-
tails costs that go beyond regular military expenditure. Deployment subsidies
are intended to compensate states for these additional expenses that arise in
direct relationship with the operation. These financial and material donations
most often cover (1) transport to the mission theater; (2) equipment to be used
in the mission theater;* (3) allowances/deployment bonuses; (4) health, dis-
ability, and life insurance; and (5) pre-deployment military training. Within the
United Nations, a reimbursement system exists that covers some of these ex-
penses (i.e., the UN pays directly for international transport and provides re-
imbursements for UN troops and police and for the usage of equipment in the
field).3! For operations that do not occur in the UN context (e.g., ad hoc opera-
tions and operations under the umbrella of the AU, ECOWAS, or NATO),
pivotal states often step in to fund this expenditure.

29. For example, Glenn H. Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics,” World Politics,
Vol. 36, No. 4 (July 1984), pp. 461495, doi.org/10.2307/2010183; Morrow, “Alliances,” pp. 69-70;
and Ulrich Pilster, “Are Democracies the Better Allies? The Impact of Regime Type on Military Co-
alition Operations,” International Interactions, Vol. 37, No. 1 (March 2011), pp. 55-85, doi.org/
10.1080/03050629.2011.546259.

30. Nonlethal equipment most often includes vehicles, vehicle spare parts, generators, tentage
and other accommodation equipment, medical equipment, mine detectors, water purifiers, night-
vision goggles, communication equipment, uniforms, boots, and food rations. Lethal equipment
can include rifles, light machine guns, semiautomatic self-loading rifles, mortars, and rocket-pro-
pelled grenades. See, for example, Eric G. Berman, “The Provision of Lethal Military Equipment:
French, UK., and U.S. Peacekeeping Policies towards Africa,” Security Dialogue, Vol. 34, No. 2
(June 2003), p. 202, doi.org/10.1177%2F0967010603034002006.

31. See Coleman, The Political Economy of UN Peacekeeping. Staff officers, military observers, and in-
dividual civilian police officers receive a mission subsistence allowance ranging from $56 per day
to $208 per day, depending on location. Troop and police personnel are reimbursed at a current
base rate of $1,410 per contingent member per month. In addition, the UN pays a specialist rate of
$303 per month for a set proportion of the deployed troops (25 percent of logistics units, 10 percent
of all other units). All troop and police personnel also receive $68 per month as a “personal cloth-
ing, gear and equipment allowance” and $5 per month for “personnel weaponry and training am-
munition.” All UN contingents are also reimbursed for major military and other equipment items
they use in the field.
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POLITICAL SIDE DEALS. Political side deals are side payments or issue link-
ages given to coalition participants that are unrelated to the military operation
per se. These rewards include foreign or military aid, debt relief, sanction re-
lief, loan or trade agreements, or military equipment deals. Coalition members
can use the received funds to defray deployment expenses, but pivotal states
rarely use an accounting mechanism to check whether this is done. In other
words, such deals are meant as a kickback: a deliberate attempt to induce a
state to join a given military intervention. At times, these political side deals
are not spelled out in detail. Rather, they take on the form of a promise (i.e., if
you join this coalition, we will support your bid for a UN Security Council seat
or a defense agreement).

PAYMENT RECIPIENTS

States that receive allied payments fall into three groups. These catego-
ries overlap in practice, but for heuristic purposes, it is useful to highlight
the distinctions.

WILLING BUT INADEQUATELY RESOURCED. The first group contains states that
have an intrinsic interest in deploying but lack resources to do so. Indeed,
some developing country contingents have arrived in the deployment theater
without even the most basic equipment: rifles, helmets, flak jackets, transport
capability, and even appropriate shoes and other types of clothing.*? Pivotal
states thus view them as inefficient coalition partners and agree to provide de-
ployment subsidies to make international military cooperation across rich and
poor countries possible.>> Empirically, states in this category can most easily be
identified by their genuine interest in the operation, which they often express
publicly via speeches, interviews, press releases, and so forth. Often they have
some kind of political, ideological, ethnic, cultural, or economic link to the
conflict theater. Often they also volunteer to join the operation (i.e., they ap-
proach pivotal states or international organizations signaling their interest in
joining a coalition and not vice versa). Finally, their bargaining requests in co-
alition negotiations focus on allowances and equipment needs directly linked
to the operation.

CRITICAL CONTRIBUTORS. When conceiving of a multilateral military coali-
tion, pivotal states (often in cooperation with international organizations) de-
velop plans of what the mission should look like: how many troops need to be

32. See, for example, United Nations, “Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations
(Brahimi Report),” A/55/305 (New York: UN, 2000), p. 189; and Eric G. Berman and Katie E.
Sams, Peacekeeping in Africa: Capabilities and Culpabilities (Geneva: United Nations Institute for Dis-
armament Research, 2000), pp. 252-253.

33. See, for example, “Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report),”
p- 10.
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deployed; what kind of equipment is required; what kind of logistical chal-
lenges need to be mastered; and what kind of political tasks the operation will
have to carry out. Based on this assessment, pivotal states deem some states
critical participants: without them joining the coalition, the mission objectives
will be much harder to achieve. Some states are thereby considered critical for
political reasons (e.g., they can lend additional legitimacy to the operation).
Others are critical for military-strategic purposes (e.g., because they are neigh-
boring states or because they possess indispensable military or intelligence ca-
pabilities). If these critical contributors are unwilling to join the coalition on
their own accord, pivotal states are likely to lure them into the coalition via al-
lied payments. Sometimes, political side deals need to be constructed to entice
the entire state leadership. On other occasions, only critical veto players that
are less enthusiastic to join need to be “bought.” How many states fall into this
category of critical contributors, of course, depends on political considerations
and power capabilities available to the pivotal states. Some coalition-building
projects aim to build the smallest operation necessary (e.g., many UN opera-
tions); others strive to create the largest coalition possible (e.g., the Gulf War
coalition). Empirically, critical contributors can be identified in the following
way: first, pivotal states take the initiative on recruiting critical contributors. In
internal conversations, memos, and so on, pivotal states evoke specific reasons
for why a particular state is deemed crucial to a given mission. Second, critical
contributors on their own often show limited or constrained interest in the
mission. As such, in coalition negotiations, they hold considerable bargaining
power, which they often use to exact material or political concessions from
pivotal states.

OPPORTUNISTIC STATES. Finally, there are states that perceive a coalition op-
eration as an opportunity to negotiate a quid pro quo. These opportunistic
states can adopt various strategies to advance their aim. They can approach a
pivotal state at the start of the operation, suggesting a side deal, or they can de-
ploy and signal midway to reduce or withdraw their forces if their demands
for a quid pro quo are not met. Either way, whether these states are successful
in their quest depends most often on the overall availability of force contribu-
tions to a particular mission. If coalition participants are hard to find because
the operation is controversial from the outset (e.g., Iraq 2003), or if it is under-
going difficulties (e.g., the Korean War after the entry of China), opportunistic
states often have a good chance to negotiate a favorable deal. How can these
opportunistic states be empirically distinguished? First, archival documents
and interviews often describe the opportunistic bargaining strategies that
these third parties pursue. In seeking these bargaining objectives, these states
then approach pivotal states. Second, pivotal states accept the proposed deals
reluctantly, mostly out of desperation or fear that they would negatively
influence the image or operational effectiveness of the mission.
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Empirical Examples

In this section, I examine some of the most consequential multilateral military
coalition-building efforts since World War II to illustrate the framework and
typology described above. Owing to space constraints, it is impossible to as-
sess each member of the coalition. Rather, I highlight instances that illustrate
particularly well the patterns elaborated above.

THE KOREAN WAR

Sixteen countries sent ground troops to Korea in addition to the United
States.>* U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson drove the decisionmaking pro-
cess to construct a multinational coalition instead of deploying a unilateral
U.S. force.*® Acheson doubted that such a coalition could render “effective
[military] assistance.”>® Rather, its purpose was political. Acheson was eager to
prove, in particular to the Soviet Union, that U.S. policies in Korea were
broadly supported by the international community and therefore legitimate.>”
In addition, he hoped that building a multilateral coalition would quell isola-
tionist sentiments in the United States.®® U.S. calls for contributions to the
Korean War, however, often rang hollow.* Some countries did not consider it
“their war,” or in the words of a U.S. State Department official: “Other peoples
are not sure that we are fighting for goals of equal importance to them.”*’
Other countries did not think they could bear the costs of training, arming,
transporting, and provisioning forces for a Korean deployment.*! The U.S.
government thus realized that it had to provide additional financial or mate-
rial incentives to get states to join the effort. At the time, the U.S. government
did not possess legal authority from Congress to transfer military equipment

34. For a detailed list of coalition members in the Korean War, see the online appendix at doi.org/
10.7910/DVN/TDWNO?9.

35. See, for example, William W. Stueck Jr., The Road to Confrontation: American Policy toward China
and Korea, 1947-1950 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1981); and Benjamin O.
Fordham, Building the Cold War Consensus: The Political Economy of U.S. National Security Policy,
1949-51 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998), pp. 115-117.

36. Dean Acheson to UN Mission of the United States, July 12, 1950, President’s Personal Files,
Staff Member and Office Files (PPF: SMOF), Selected Records Relating to the Korean War, Depart-
ment of State: Topical File Subseries, folder 6. Contributions to the UN Effort [1 of 3: June-July
1950],” Truman Papers, Harry S. Truman Presidential Library and Museum, Independence, Mis-
souri (henceforth HSTPL).

37. See, for example, Dean Acheson to US embassy London, August 11, 1950, PPF: SMOE, Selected
Records Relating to the Korean War, Department of State: Topical File Subseries, folder 6. Contri-
butions to the UN Effort [2 of 3: August-December 1950],” Truman Papers, HSTPL.

38. As cited by William Stueck, The Korean War: An International History (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 2005), p. 56.

39. Thomas G. Bohlin, “United States—Latin American Relations and the Cold War: 1949-1953,”
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Notre Dame, 1985, p. 84.

40. John Dreier to Miller, January 25, 1951, FRUS 1951, Vol. 2: The United Nations; The Western
Hemisphere (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1979), p. 938.

41. Bohlin, “United States-Latin American Relations and the Cold War,” p. 161.
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and other supplies to third parties for joint deployment purposes.*> In August
1950, therefore, the U.S. State Department drafted a policy stating that if the
United States wanted to recruit countries, especially in the developing world,
to join the Korean War, the U.S. government—at a minimum—had to cover the
cost of transport, equipment, and supplies for these coalition participants.*3
The military brass initially reacted to the proposal with great consternation.*
Nevertheless, given President Harry Truman’s unequivocal support of the
policy, the distribution of deployment subsidies became an official U.S. gov-
ernment policy by the fall of 1950.

Colombia was one of the first countries to benefit from the new deployment
subsidy program. On September 18, 1950, the Colombian government offered
to contribute a frigate to the Korean War coalition. Colombian President
Laureano Gémez Castro was a passionate anticommunist and eager to fight
communist aggression in Korea.*® And yet, a ground deployment to Korea
exceeded what the Colombian budget could bear. Thus, only after Washington
clarified the new U.S. reimbursement policy did Colombia add 1,068 ground
troops to be sent to Korea.*® U.S. officials provided the Colombian government
with $500,000 per month in deployment assistance.*” Colombia also received
nonlethal equipment as well as lethal equipment.* Colombia thus falls into
the category of “willing but inadequately resourced” coalition participants.

In August 1950, Ethiopia offered to send approximately 1,270 troops to
Korea, but only if the United States provided deployment subsidies for the
Ethiopian contingent and delivered U.S. equipment “to arm several of its mil-
itary divisions” stationed at home.* Ethiopia thus conditioned its deployment
to Korea on receiving a kickback, a political side deal. Similarly, Turkey volun-
teered to send more than 5,000 troops to Korea hoping to gain membership in
NATO.”® More subtly but still with an explicit opportunistic intent in mind,
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Australia contributed approximately 2,280 troops and New Zealand approxi-
mately 1,385 troops to the Korean War. Both countries wanted a defense agree-
ment with the United States.”! Thailand intended to gain a substantial aid
package from the United States. When discussing the deployment in the Thai
parliament, Thai Prime Minister Plaek Phibunsongkhram did not even try to
hide his opportunistic intentions. He argued, “By sending just a small number
of [Thai] troops [to Korea] . . . we will get various things in return,” and “if we
invest just a little [in the Korean War] . . . we might get aid from these countries
[i.e., the West].”>? Lastly, in September 1951, South Africa threatened to with-
draw its troops from Korea if the United States did not grant South Africa new
jet aircrafts.”® The move came as a shock to the Truman administration.** As a
result, the U.S. government agreed to the sale of such aircraft on extremely fa-
vorable terms: aircraft that usually retailed for $58,000 were acquired by South
Africa for a mere $5,447 a piece.”® At South Africa’s request, the United States
also started to effectively protect the South African regime from international
condemnation of its apartheid policies, in particular, in the United Nations.”®
The South African case illustrates in the extreme why the Truman administra-
tion heeded many of the payment requests. By early August 1950, the Soviet
Union had launched an impressive propaganda machine denouncing the
Korean War as lacking substantive international support.”” To counter these
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claims, the Truman administration wanted to increase the number of coalition
participants, no matter the price. This urgency then further increased when
China entered the war. U.S. casualties reached approximately 40,000 dead,
wounded, or missing by the end of 1950 and grew at a rate of 1,000 per week
in the first months of 1951.% By then, it was the Pentagon that pushed to ex-
pand the Korean War coalition, not necessarily for legitimacy reasons but to
save American lives.”” The U.S. government never considered a particular set
of countries as critical contributors. Rather, it wanted to bring as many coun-
tries as possible into the operation, even if this required substantial kickbacks.

THE VIETNAM WAR

Six countries participated in the Vietnam War coalition led by the United
States.®” The coalition-building process for Vietnam began in April 1964.°!
President Johnson conceived the so-called More Flags Program to sign up
countries to join the fight against the Northern Vietnamese.®* Johnson’s moti-
vation to seek coalition participants stemmed from a deep-seated desire to
strengthen the international legitimacy of the war.®® Johnson wanted to avoid
the war looking like a “white man’s club” intervening in Asia.®* Moreover, he
wanted to ease discussions in Congress over the growing financial burden
of the war:®® subsidizing foreign soldiers was cheaper than deploying U.S.
soldiers to Vietnam.®® Australia and New Zealand did not ask for any financial
compensation from the United States for their deployment to Vietnam.”” All
other coalition participants, however, received significant financial and mate-
rial aid to join the fighting—aid that arguably went beyond the direct costs of
the deployment, though exact estimates do not exist on how much these coun-
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tries spent on the war. South Korea received roughly $1 billion in pay and
allowances during 1965-70,% in addition to U.S. military equipment and mili-
tary aid via the U.S. Mutual Assistance Program and other economic aid pay-
ments.”” The Philippines received $9.13 million a year for the deployment of
an approximately 2,000-man engineering unit,”’ in addition to military equip-
ment and other economic sweeteners.”! Thailand received roughly $50 million
per year for its deployment of approximately 10,000 troops to Vietnam, in ad-
dition to substantial amounts of military equipment.”> Why did the U.S. gov-
ernment agree to make these payments and package deals? Vietham was a
controversial war and, especially by 1966, a war with high casualty rates. Few
countries were willing to join this fight without receiving a major financial
political side deal. Frederick Flott, a senior U.S. diplomat serving in Saigon at
the time, put it this way: allies “didn’t quite see the urgency [of the war]
in the same terms that we did.””?

THE GULF WAR

In addition to the United States, twenty-nine states joined the Gulf War with
ground troops.”* In contrast to the Korean and the Vietnam coalitions dis-
cussed above, the U.S. government was able to convince other countries (i.e.,
Germany, Japan, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia) to pay for large parts of the allied
payment packages. Overall, the United States collected more than $16 billion
to be distributed to coalition members.”” Judging from U.S. Secretary of State
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James Baker’s private papers, the following motivations to assemble such a
multilateral coalition stood out: the Vietnam syndrome was still looming over
U.S. intervention policy.”® Many influential members in Congress, especially
“the Republican right and a lot of the Democratic left,” viewed the interven-
tion proposal with great skepticism; they had to be convinced that the United
States would be victorious, that it had wide-reaching global support, and that
the war would not cost the U.S. taxpayer billions of dollars. Baker recalls the
last argument as “one of the biggest arguments [. . .] made against us [. . .] it
was a war we couldn’t afford.””” Approval from the UN Security Council in
addition to coalition partners that fought and/or paid helped defeat this oppo-
sition, or as Baker put it: “We got around the Congress politically by going to
the UN and got around them economically by doing the tin cup [i.e., collect
financial contributions], if you really want to know what the bottom line is.””®
How did the George H.W. Bush administration choose the principal recipients
of allied payments? The prospect of a U.S. military presence in the Middle East
reminded many Arabs of Western colonialism.” To counter this perception,
the Bush administration wanted to bring as many Arab and Muslim states
into the coalition as possible. For political reasons, these states constituted crit-
ical contributors, especially Iraq’s neighbors: Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and Turkey.
Egypt was a relatively easy target in this regard.®’ Still, to sweeten the deal of
sending 33,600 troops to war, the United States forgave Egypt’s $ 7.1 billion
debt.®! Moreover, at the urging of the United States (and despite a history of
flouting International Monetary Fund-imposed conditions), Egypt also re-
ceived an IMF loan of $372 million, and in May 1991, the United States lobbied
members of the Paris Club, an informal group of the world’s richest creditor
nations, to agree to forgive half of Egypt’s $20 billion debt.?? Syria, in turn, col-
lected roughly $2.2 billion and negotiated that U.S. sanctions previously im-
posed on Syria for its support of terrorism would be eased.® If King Hussain
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of Jordan had sided with the United States, a public uprising could have
threatened his regime.®* For its mere “implicit cooperation,” Jordan still re-
ceived roughly $1 billion.®* Finally, to damage the Iraqi economy, Iraqi oil ex-
ports passing through Turkey had to be sanctioned, and such sanctions could
be implemented only if Turkey participated in the sanctions regime. In addi-
tion, the United States wanted to use Turkish military bases and airspace for
coalition operations.® To ease the Turkish government’s decision, the United
States offered Turkey $8.3 billion in direct aid, $8 billion worth of military
equipment, free oil from the Gulf states, and a renegotiation of its textiles
agreement with the United States.?”

THE IRAQ WAR, 2003

In March 2003, a “coalition of the willing” made up of forty-eight nations of-
fered political, military, and/or logistical support for the U.S. intervention in
Iraq.® Thirty-eight of them also sent ground troops to Iraq over the course of
2003-11.% The George W. Bush administration’s desire for coalition contribu-
tions grew exponentially as the war became increasingly controversial. By
March 2003, the U.S. government was vigorously searching for intervention al-
lies to dampen the international controversy of the operation’s alleged illegal-
ity.” Moreover, key administration officials saw in the coalition-building effort
an opportunity to split the costs, in particular, of the reconstruction phase.”!
In contrast to the Gulf War, however, the administration did not rely on a do-
nor coalition to help finance reimbursements for coalition participants. In-
stead, it created an array of domestic funding sources to pay for the coalition
expenditure. The two principal official coalition funding sources were Coali-
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tion Support Funds and the Global Lift and Sustain program.”? These funds
could be supplemented by the State Department’s Peace Operations account
and various other “foreign aid” funds, if the need arose.” When these three
funding sources are taken together, the U.S. government is estimated to have
spent roughly $1.5 billion on coalition reimbursements from 2003 to 2006.
This amounts to roughly $17,135 per foreign solider per year deployed to
Iraq, though some countries received more while others received none.’*
The United States conducted its most extensive coalition negotiations with
Turkey, which was considered a critical contributor to the coalition. The U.S.
military wanted to transit the U.S. Fourth Infantry Division (comprising ap-
proximately 60,000 U.S. troops) across Turkish territory to launch an assault
from the north into Iraq. It also wanted to use Turkish military installations
such as ports and air bases. The Bush administration ultimately offered a com-
pensation package that included the following: a $4 billion cash grant or, if
Turkey so chose, a $34 billion loan at an interest rate of 6.25 percent (i.e.,
50 percent below Turkey’s market rate at the time); $2 billion in military aid;
$250 million in upgrades to Turkish military bases; the purchase of $750 mil-
lion worth of Turkish products for use by U.S. forces participating in the inter-
vention; $1 billion worth of oil provided to Turkey from its allies in the region;
a lifting of U.S. quotas on Turkish textiles; the inclusion of Turkish gold and
valuable gems in the U.S. Generalized System of Preferences, and the possible
opening of “qualified industrial zones” inside Turkey, which would enable it
to export to the United States from these zones duty-free.95 On March 1, 2003,
however, the Turkish parliament rejected Turkish participation in the coali-
tion.”® After that vote, the Turkish government again entered into negotiations

92. The Coalition Support Fund (CSF) was set up by the U.S. Congress in 2002 when Pakistan and
Jordan requested to be reimbursed for their logistical and military support in connection with
“Operation Enduring Freedom” in Afghanistan. At the onset of the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003,
President George W. Bush requested that the purpose of this fund be enlarged to also cover reim-
bursement for coalition partners serving in the Iraq intervention. The Emergency Wartime Supple-
mental Appropriations Act of 2003 officially authorized the Department of Defense to reimburse
coalition contributions using CSF. CSF funds are drawn from the Defense Department’s Opera-
tions and Management account. The Lift and Sustain program finances supplies and services;
transportation (including airlift and sealift); and other logistical support (including feeding
and billeting) of coalition forces in Iraq. See Security Assistance Monitor, “Coalition Support
Funds” (Washington, D.C.: Security Assistance Monitor, n.d.), accessed August 20, 2015, http://
securityassistance.org/content/coalition-support-funds; Christoph, “Stabilizing and Rebuilding
Irag,” p. 3; and Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2005, H.R. 4613, Pub. L. 108-287, 108th
Cong., 2nd sess., 2004.

93. The State Department provided peacekeeping operations funds in 2003 and 2004 to furnish ba-
sic supplies and equipment, such as armor and medical supplies, to coalition troops in Iraq. After
2004, no such funds were used to cover coalition participants’ expenditures. See Christoph, “Stabi-
lizing and Rebuilding Iraq,” p. 4.

94. See table 2 in the online appendix.

95. Deniz Boliikbasi, 1 Mart vakasi Irak tezkeresi ve sonrasi (The March 1 incident: the Iraq motion
and thereafter) (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 2008), pp. 68-74.

96. For why the negotiations failed, see, for example, Marina E. Henke, “The Rotten Carrot: U.S.-
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with the United States to set the terms for a much smaller involvement of
Turkey in the Iraq intervention. The outcome of the new agreement foresaw
that the U.S. government would provide Turkey with $8.5 billion in loans at an
interest rate of 6.25 percent. The loan would come in four installments, and the
last two installments could be transformed into a grant if Turkey so desired.”
The U.S. government conducted another set of allied payment negotiations
with Eastern European states. It paid Poland just slightly less than $1 billion
from March 2003 through March 2007 for expenses incurred in taking the lead
in the Multinational Division-Center South in Iraq.”® Some of these funds also
went to coalition troops under Polish command—namely, Armenia, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Denmark, El Salvador, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Mongolia, Romania, Slovakia, and Ukraine.”” The U.S. Department of Defense
justified paying Poland in the following manner: “Coalition Support Funds al-
lowed Poland to take over the [Multinational Division—Center South in Iraq]
with the assurance that logistical support for the Coalition partners serving in
the Division would be provided and would be on the same level as that pro-
vided to Coalition partners serving under U.S. command.”'® This justification
implies that the United States considered this compensation package a deploy-
ment subsidy necessary to level the playing field among coalition participants.
When agreeing to deploy, however, Poland arguably also harbored some op-
portunistic motives. Poland was eager to get a promise from the U.S. govern-
ment for an antimissile shield.!” It also had high hopes that the United States
would lift visa requirements for Poles traveling to the United States.'”* Other
Eastern European countries fared similarly. Georgia was reimbursed with
approximately $125 million for pre-deployment training and essential equip-
ment to support its 3,000 forces deployed to Iraq during 2003-08.” In 2003,

Turkish Bargaining Failure over Iraq in 2003 and the Pitfalls of Social Embeddedness,” Security
Studies, Vol. 27, No. 1 (August 2018), pp. 120-147, doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2017.1360077.

97. Boliikbasi, 1 Mart vakasi Irak tezkeresi ve sonrasi, p. 74.

98. Christoph, “Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq,” p. 1.

99. Weitsman, Waging War, p. 141.

100. Department of Defense, “FY 2008 Global War on Terror Request” (Washington, D.C.: Depart-
ment of Defense, February 2007), p. 52, https://archive.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/FY2008_Global
_War_On_Terror_Request[1].pdf.

101. Weitsman, Waging War, p. 141.

102. Jacek Lubecki, “Poland in Iraq: The Politics of the Decision,” Polish Review, Vol. 50, No. 1
(2005), p. 75, www.jstor.org/stable/25779521. On July 19, 2004, a confidential memo from the Pol-
ish embassy to the U.S. State Department was leaked. The memo included a list of favors that the
Polish government expected the U.S. to grant Poland as a payoff for the Iraqi deployment. The list
of Polish postulates included increasing the number of Fulbright grants given to Polish scholars,
helping the Polish military with the integration of six C-130 transport planes donated by the Pen-
tagon, and, most importantly, the lifting of visa requirements for Poles traveling to the United
States.

103. Department of Defense, “FY 2009 Global War on Terror Bridge Supplemental Justification”
(Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, May 2008), p. 18, http://comptroller.defense.gov/
Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2009/Supplemental /FY2009_Global War_On_Terror_Bridge
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the Czech Republic sent a 250-person anti-chemical warfare unit to Iraq
and a 270-person hospital battalion. The United States covered most of the
$20 million in deployment costs.!”* Via the Emergency Wartime Supplemental
Appropriations Act of 2003, the Czech Republic also received $15 million in
military aid, the same amount as Hungary and Romania; Slovakia received
$6 million in military aid; Bulgaria and Slovenia received $5 million in military
aid; and Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were each offered $3 million in mili-
tary aid.!® Bulgaria also managed to get an additional policial side deal.
On February 28, 2003, weeks before the Iraq invasion, the U.S. Commerce
Department suddenly designated Bulgaria a “market-based economy.”!%
Bulgaria had been lobbying for this declaration for years.!” In addi-
tion, Bulgaria was reimbursed by the United States for the debt owed to it
by Iraq.!®

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ASSISTANCE FORCE, 2001-14

At the height of its deployment in 2011, ISAF comprised forty-seven countries,
including the United States.!” ISAF started out as a relatively small operation
charged with securing Kabul after the overthrow of the Taliban regime in 2001.
But as the security situation in Afghanistan deteriorated, ISAF gradually ex-
panded its mandate beyond Kabul and grew to more than 130,000 troops, a de-
velopment commonly called the Afghanistan “surge.” The U.S. government
led the surge proposal. Over the course of 2009-10, it planned to deploy 30,000
additional U.S. troops. NATO allies were asked to contribute another 6,000—-
7,000 forces. Many NATO allies, however, were lukewarm about providing
these forces.!'’ The U.S. government thus arranged that, in addition to Iraq, the
Coalition Support Funds and Lift and Sustain could also be used to subsidize
countries serving in ISAF. If the funds of these two programs are added to-
gether, the U.S. government spent roughly $9.4 billion on ISAF coalition pay-
ments from 2010 to 2015.!"" This amounts to an average of $85,246 per soldier/
year deployed to Afghanistan during the same time period. The United States
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Review, Vol. 8, No. 1 (March 2006), p. 183, doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2486.2006.00570_4.x.
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subsidized the large bulk of Eastern European countries that participated in
the ISAF coalition.!'? The official purpose of the aid was to enhance the
fighting capabilities of U.S. allies and act as a mechanism to offset political
pressure to withdraw troops from Afghanistan.'®

The ISAF coalition in Afghanistan is not the only NATO operation in which
coalition participants received allied payments. A French parliamentary report
revealed that the Moroccan contingent (approximately 450 troops) serving in
NATO’s Kosovo Force (KFOR) was fully funded by the French government.
Overall, the French government spent about $25 million from 2003 to 2008 to
finance this deployment.!!* Similarly, the Romanian contingent (approximately
30 troops) serving in KFOR received approximately $320,000 in fiscal year
2011 and $340,000 in fiscal year 2012 from the United States, and Armenia
was reimbursed $850,000 in fiscal year 2012 for its KFOR deployment of
35 troops.!!®

UNITED NATIONS-AFRICAN UNION MISSION IN DARFUR, 2007-PRESENT

To stop the bloodshed in Darfur, the United Nations, in cooperation with the
African Union, formed one of the largest and most expensive peacekeeping
operations in history. The operation deployed over the course of 2007. Its max-
imum strength stood at 17,764 troops, 5,318 police, 313 military observers, and
1,097 international civilian personnel provided by forty-eight countries.!!®
From 2004 onward, the United States took on a leadership role in the launch of
UNAMID. A domestic coalition composed of evangelical, Jewish, African
American, and student organizations, later called the Save Darfur Coalition,
lobbied the George W. Bush administration to take action on the Darfur
issue.'”” The administration opted to recruit foreign forces to deploy to
Darfur, first under an AU and then under a UN-AU umbrella, because of the
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D.C.: Department of Defense, May 2013), p. 54. For Romania, see Department of Defense, “Section
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(Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, October 2012), p. 56; and Department of Defense, “Sec-
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fierce opposition of the Department of Defense to the prospect of deploying
U.S. forces to Darfur.""® The United States was helped in its endeavor to launch
UNAMID by a small number of other states—notably, the United Kingdom
and a few other European countries."!” Nevertheless, U.S. leadership always
stood out: the United States served as the quintessential pivotal state in the
Darfur conflict.

A small group of countries volunteered to join UNAMID, including Canada,
China, Egypt, and Ethiopia. Some of these volunteers were accused of bias in
the Darfur conflict, and their participation had to be limited.'* Thus, addi-
tional forces were required, and the United States, in collaboration with the
UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, took an important role in the re-
cruitment campaign.'?! Overall, despite the humanitarian character of the op-
eration, few countries were willing to put the lives of their soldiers at risk
in Darfur.'?

To fill the ranks of UNAMID, U.S. government officials looked at states
that had benefited from the African Contingency Operations Training and
Assistance Program and its successor program, the Global Peace Operations
Initiative. Both were set up to provide training to African and other military
forces to improve their ability to conduct peacekeeping operations.!?> During
2005-07, Rwanda had been one of the most active participants in the pro-
grams.'?* Given the atrocities it had experienced in the past, Rwanda shared
the security and humanitarian objectives of UNAMID.'?® Nevertheless, it ar-
gued that it needed additional financial and material help from the United
States to be an effective coalition member.'?® Therefore, on September 3, 2008,
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tury (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2015), pp. 205-206.

121. For details, see Marina E. Henke, “Great Powers and UN Force Generation: A Case Study of
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African Affairs, Vol. 113, No. 451 (April 2014), p. 212, doi.org/10.1093/afraf/adu003. A deployment
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the United States offered Rwanda approximately $20 million in equipment
and transportation support items intended for use by Rwanda’s UNAMID
contingent in Darfur.!” Once the negotiations had concluded, Rwanda
agreed to serve as the second largest UNAMID troop contributor with roughly
3,430 forces. Nigeria contributed just slightly more troops to UNAMID than
Rwanda. The U.S. government first entered into contact with Nigeria over
Darfur in early 2004 to inquire whether Nigeria would join the AU mission
in Darfur (AMIS), which preceded UNAMID. Nigeria agreed, on the condition
that the U.S. government provided material assistance for the deployment.'*®
In October 2004, the U.S. Air Force also lifted 150 Nigerian peacekeepers
to Darfur.'” When AMIS proved to be insufficient to cope with the vio-
lence in Darfur, U.S. diplomats asked the Nigerian government to step up
its military engagement. In return, Nigeria’s President Olusegun Obasanjo
asked President Bush to support Nigeria’s request for debt relief via the
Paris Club.'® On June 30, 2005, after intense U.S. lobbying, the Paris Club
agreed to a 60 percent reduction of Nigeria’s debt. The U.S. ambassador to
Nigeria, Robert Campbell, recalls: “Nigeria did not meet the requirements for
debt relief. The [U.S.] Treasury’s concern was that if you grant debt relief to
Nigeria, the whole principle—the whole structure—of debt relief would be un-
dermined.”’®" Nevertheless, “despite rancorous disagreements among the
involved agencies, the White House imposed an interagency policy in sup-
port of debt relief for Nigeria.”'** Nigeria’s willingness to send more than
3,000 troops to Darfur played, without a doubt, a major role in this decision-
making process.!??

Available empirical evidence suggests that the payment practices found in
UNAMID were also common in other UN operations. Many UN peacekeepers
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have benefited from equipment and other material aid donated by pivotal
states. For example, the Dutch government supplied $5.5 million and another
$3 million worth of equipment including vehicles, generators, kitchen trailers,
and ambulances to enable the Zambian battalion to participate in the United
Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda;'®* and Australia financed the entire
deployment of Fiji and the Philippines to the United Nations Transitional
Administration in East Timor.!®® In addition to such deployment subsidies,
other political side deals have also been recorded: for example, Morocco
sought a U.S. pledge to act as a (friendly) negotiator in the Western Sahara
conflict for its approximately 1,400-troop deployment to the United Nations
Operation in Somalia in 1992,'% and Pakistan wanted a promise from the
United States that nuclear sanctions would be lifted if it committed forces to
the same operation.!?”

AFRICAN UNION OPERATION IN SOMALIA, 2007-PRESENT

AMISOM is to date the longest, costliest, and deadliest African Union
peacekeeping operation, with a mandate to establish sustainable peace in
Somalia.'®® Six countries have thus far participated in AMISOM."*? Both the
United States and the European Union serve as pivotal actors. For the United
States, Somalia represents a key battleground against the spread of global ter-
rorism.'*" European interests in AMISOM grew once Somali piracy threats
against European ships escalated in 2008.'*! Both Europe and the United States
are reluctant to commit their own troops to Somalia. Instead, they cooperate in
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financing AMISOM, spending thus far more than $2 billion on the mission. EU
funds cover AMISOM'’s troop and police allowances, death and disability
compensation, international and local civilian staff salaries, and other opera-
tional costs. The United States mostly finances equipment and pre-deployment
training for AMISOM contingents.'*?

In recruiting AMISOM forces, the United States did most of the ground
work. Uganda was its first recruit.'*> Uganda’s president, Yoweri Museveni,
saw in AMISOM an opportunity to get closer to the United States and become
a key US. ally in the fight against terrorism.!** To make Uganda an effective
tighting force, the U.S. government contracted DynCorp International to help
equip, deploy, sustain, and train Ugandan soldiers.!*® For fiscal year 2011-16,
Uganda also received $156 million via the United States” Train and Equip
program and $69 million via the U.S. State Department’s Peacekeeping
Operations account.!® Burundi was the second recruit. It signaled its interest
in joining AMISOM in the spring of 2007 but emphasized that it needed exter-
nal logistical, training, and financial support to be an effective coalition part-
ner.'"¥” The Burundian government compiled a twenty-page list of items that
it considered necessary to join AMISOM, including trucks, bulldozers, air-
craft, and helicopters, as well as office supplies, sleeping bags, personal
equipment, and optical equipment such as night vision goggles.'*® The
U.S. government, with help from European states such as Belgium, France,
Germany, and the Netherlands, soon obliged.!* Djibouti soon followed
Uganda and Burundi, again with substantial material aid provided by the
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United States. It received pre-deployment training for a 663-strong contingent,
a national peacekeeping training center, and military equipment for an entire
battalion (including 100 vehicles, machine guns, and Harris radios).!® Kenya
had been fighting unilaterally in Somalia since October 2001."°! By February
2012, the costs of the Kenyan deployment had amounted to about $180 million.
To reduce these costs, Kenya joined AMISOM in June 2012."5? Ethiopia joined
AMISOM in January 2014 for similar reasons.!*

Similar payment practices prevail in other operations run by regional orga-
nizations such as ECOWAS and the EU. In 1991, the U.S. government offered
Senegal roughly $15 million for joining the Economic Community of West
African States Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) in Liberia, which was estab-
lished by ECOWAS.!>* 1t also forgave Senegal’s $42 million debt, a move
Senegal’s contribution to the ECOWAS coalition likely prompted.'> The U.S.
government also provided roughly $15 million to Tanzania and Uganda for
serving in ECOMOG.'*® Foreign assistance also proved crucial in the setup of
the ECOWAS coalitions that intervened in Sierra Leone in 1997. The United
Kingdom equipped the Ghanaian contingent.!”” In addition, it provided
$1.6 million in logistical support (i.e., communication equipment, trucks,
and field ambulances) to the overall ECOMOG undertaking. Canada, in turn,
provided approximately $700,000 in nonlethal equipment, including ra-
tions and medical supplies, to Ghanaian and Nigerian troops. Finally, the
Netherlands helped underwrite Mali’s participation in the Sierra Leone
coalition.!® More recently, France subsidized the deployments of Albania,
Poland, Russia, and Ukraine to the EU operation in Chad and the Central
African Republic.!”
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Policy Implications of Payments in Multilateral Military Operations

The cases above illustrate that, despite an often exalted rhetoric of shared
threat perceptions and alliance burden sharing, allied payments have become
a norm in multilateral coalition-building. Many states have grown accustomed
to the practice that they receive financial, military, or political favors in ex-
change for their coalition contribution. This section discusses three critical
policy implications of these payment practices. The discussion does not aim
to be exhaustive. Rather, it is intended to stimulate discussion and inspire fu-
ture research.

DO PIVOTAL STATES GET A GOOD DEAL?
Studies that focus on the financial costs of military deployments have repeat-
edly argued that financing coalition contributions makes economic sense for
wealthy pivotal states.'® During the Vietnam War, the deployment of a U.S.
soldier cost the U.S. government about $13,000 per year, whereas U.S. subsi-
dies for South Korea amounted to $5,000-$7,800 per soldier per year.!®! Today,
according to Khusrav Gaibulloev et al., a U.S. soldier costs the U.S. govern-
ment about $138,465 per year. Similar numbers are estimated for Canada
($137,054 in 2011), France ($119,273 in 2009), and Italy ($156,181 in 2011);
whereas annual costs for a Bangladeshi soldier amount to $4,553 per year (in
2009), for a Ghanaian soldier to $5,555 per year (in 2012), or for an Indian sol-
dier to $9,768 per year (in 2012).1%2 “Buying” the services of foreign soldiers
can thus be quite cost effective. In 2004, Polish Foreign Minister Radostaw
Sikorski came to the same conclusion. He estimated that the Polish contingent
serving in Iraq saved the United States $900 million annually.!®?
Nevertheless, these financial analyses overlook the nonfinancial incen-

160. See, for example, GAO, “Peacekeeping Cost Comparison of Actual UN and Hypothetical U.S.
Operation in Haiti” (Washington, D.C.: GAO, 2006); and GAO, “UN Peacekeeping: Cost Estimate
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ton, D.C.: GAO, 2018).
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162. Gaibulloev et al., “Personnel Contributions to UN and Non-UN Peacekeeping Missions:
A Public Goods Approach,” pp. 3—4. These annual figures rise substantively in the case of a for-
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tives that are often negotiated in parallel to, or as a substitute for, financial
transfers. The examples above illustrate that states have used coalition deploy-
ments in the past to extract political concessions from pivotal states that
the latter would have refused otherwise (e.g., jet planes for South Africa in the
Korean War; sanction relief for Syria in the Gulf War; or debt relief for Nigeria
for UNAMID). States have also used coalition contributions to shield them
from criticism or punishment for bad behavior in other situations.!®* Overall,
pivotal states can find themselves at a disadvantage in coalition negotiations,
especially in an environment in which the demand for contributions exceeds
the supply—which is often the case.!®® Coalition participants can, under these
circumstances, drive a hard political bargain: they are likely to know that piv-
otal states desperately need their contribution and thus might be willing to
agree to further concessions. Indeed, coalition negotiations might be one of the
few instances when the most powerful states find themselves quite weak; re-
latively weak states can thus dominate negotiations, reversing traditional
hierarchies in international affairs.'®® South Korea, for instance, was a tough
negotiator during the U.S.-led coalition-building process for the Iraq War, de-
spite its apparent dependence on the U.S. security umbrella. When asked
for a substantive contribution to the coalition, South Korean President Roh
Moo-hyun suggested that such a deployment could occur only if the United
States changed its position in the six-party talks on the North Korean nuclear
issue.'” After delicate negotiations and tremendous frustrations on the U.S.
side, South Korea in essence got its way.'®®

Pivotal states can do little to reverse this dilemma. Coalition negotiations,
like any other type of negotiation, is a game in which information is power.!®
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Contemporary Rwanda,” in Maddalena Campioni and Patrick Noack, ed., Rwanda Fast Forward:
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The party that knows the most about the other party’s reservation level is
likely to get the better deal. While potential participants can hide their true in-
clinations from the pivotal state, pivotal states have a tendency to reveal their
preferences by openly seeking coalition contributions: even prior to the start of
the recruitment process, pivotal states invest political capital to launch the en-
deavor (e.g., they seek international organization approval of the intervention
and attract and push other states to support the proposal); once the recruit-
ment process is under way, they undertake diplomatic démarches, make
phone calls, and set up meetings on the sidelines of summits to woo countries
into a specific coalition. All these activities reveal how much pivotal states
care—a political vulnerability that can be exploited by third parties in coalition
negotiations, if such intention exists.!”

PAYMENTS AND ALLIED PERFORMANCE IN THE CONFLICT THEATER

Allies have suffered their fair share of casualties, in Korea, Vietnam, Iraq,
Afghanistan, and across the wide range of coalition deployments that have
been undertaken in the last seven decades.'”! Nevertheless, doubts about al-
lied performance have also been a constant.!”? Is it plausible that the perva-
siveness of coalition payments affects coalition performance? Throughout
history, hired military forces (i.e., mercenaries) have gained a reputation for
being more discouraged by setbacks and casualties than regular forces and
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less willing to follow through when a situation deteriorates.!”® Do allied pay-
ments diminish the motivation to fight?'”

Optimists would suggest that the answer is no. Many payment packages, es-
pecially those that might trigger controversy, are never made public. Rather,
recipient states often go to great lengths to publicly justify their deployment in
other ways. During the Vietnam War, for instance, the United States insisted
that all the details of quid pro quos to coalition participants would be kept se-
cret.!”® As a result, South Korean President Park Chung-hee and the members
of his government would emphasize in public how the South Korean troop
commitment to Vietnam was payback for U.S. aid during the Korean War and
a result of their commitment to strengthening the anti-communist front in
Asia.”® Still, even if soldiers doubt these public justifications, their fear of los-
ing the financial allowances and other benefits they often receive by deploying
abroad compel them to act to the best of their abilities. In many countries,
selection to join a subsidized coalition force at the troop level is competitive:
deploying abroad is a badge of honor that bad behavior cannot tarnish.!””

Pessimists would argue that a deleterious propensity toward profit has
infiltrated coalition deployments. States limit their coalition commitment to
ensure a profit margin (i.e., they restrict their coalition involvement to a mini-
mum, for example, via risk-averse operational strategies or caveats). More-
over, if the pivotal state reneges on a promised payment, threatens to do so, or
is perceived to do so (sometimes falsely so), subsidized coalition partners re-
taliate accordingly.!”® Such behavior is feasible for two reasons. First, it is hard
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for pivotal states to observe what is going on in the deployment theater at
all times and places. As a result, coalition participants are tempted to look
for shortcuts to protect their assets: Why undertake undue risks? Why en-
gage with difficult targets if easier activities can be undertaken? Second, piv-
otal states face punishment challenges, especially in environments in which
coalition participants are scarce. Pivotal states then have few options for disci-
plining deviant coalition participants if they desperately rely on them.

Are there any mechanisms to ensure a better performance of subsi-
dized troops? A UN report suggests that what is expected from troops
in the field need to be better codified in what it terms a deployment “com-
pact.”7”? Moreover, the UN has also started to provide bonus payments if
contingents show exceptional bravery in risky situations. Nevertheless, both
of these techniques and other ideas that deal with the issues of contracting
and monitoring will never be able to fully address the key issue at play:
the distinction between intrinsic motivation to join a coalition force and exter-
nal incentivizing, and the related crowding out of entrepreneurial for rent-
seeking behavior.'®

PAYMENT SCHEME EXTERNALITIES BEYOND THE BATTLEFIELD
The payment schemes described above provide cash and a range of other
material incentives to coalition participants. If put to good use, these resources
can benefit the country at large by helping build proficient militaries,'®! as well
as boosting economic, social, and political development from the individual
soldier to the nation-state.'®> Nevertheless, such payments also create contin-
gencies. At the micro-level, allowances received by soldiers deploying abroad
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often exceed the salaries of those in other professions and their own salaries
prior to joining a mission.'®? Such an influx of money can create jealousy and
social tension, both inside the military between those who deploy and those
who stay behind, among different military ranks, and between the military
and the civilian population.'® Such payments can also create the potential for
corruption, favoritism, and nepotism (e.g., in the process of officers chosen to
serve in operations or in the process of how funds are used).!®> At the macro-
level, research suggests that the money, material, and training provided by
pivotal states risks increasing domestic political repression and even the prob-
ability of coups.'®

Are there remedies to counteract the negative and foster the positive exter-
nalities of allied payments? During the Vietnam War, the United States tried to
achieve exactly that. To keep social peace in Thailand, U.S. coalition payments
“had to serve . . . two sometimes dichotomous purposes . . . furnish tangible
American support for the upper-echelon military leaders who controlled the
government . . . and for the second-echelon of military officers, the traditional
breeding ground for Thai governmental coups.”'® Today, it appears that simi-
lar strategies are still used to keep risks at bay: Pakistan reportedly allows its
soldiers to serve only once in any foreign “subsidized” operation to diminish
the risk of social inequality and excessive “autonomy,”'%® while Uruguay has
put in place an elaborate system of how soldiers receive their share of the de-
ployment subsidies.'® Nevertheless, implementing these strategies is complex
and, arguably, can have an impact on the operational effectiveness of the mis-
sion (e.g., soldiers get chosen not for their professional capacities but for
sociopolitical reasons).
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Conclusion

At the beginning of the Korean War, U.S. Secretary of Defense George Marshall
warned of the potential consequences of the U.S. government providing allied
payments: “In my opinion the case of Korea will set the pattern for future col-
lective military action . . . it would appear undesirable to establish any general
principle that U.S. military supplies, services or equipment will be donated
without creating any obligation on the part of their recipients . . . Rather,
I would suggest that our present position as the leader of collective mili-
tary action requires us to stimulate and awaken all other members to the
difficult responsibilities as well as to the many privileges of participation in
the world organization.”!"

Marshall’'s words show great foresight. Yet, his advice was not heeded.
Allied payments have become a pervasive phenomenon. This article set out to
shed light on some of the patterns of these practices. It developed a framework
and typology for understanding coalition building through the use of allied
payments. First, it illustrated that states that care most about the launch and
success of a particular military operation provide the means to cover such pay-
ments. In doing so, these pivotal states pursue a set of overlapping objectives.
Certainly, there are desires to boost the legitimacy of the operation. Neverthe-
less, recruiting and subsidizing allies also holds the possibility of (fully or par-
tially) outsourcing military deployments, which allows pivotal states to reduce
costs or evade domestic opposition to sending their own soldiers abroad.
Second, the payments provided to third parties generally take on two forms:
deployment subsidies and political side deals. Deployment subsidies are most
often offered to states that lack the resources to deploy efficiently, whereas po-
litical side deals are used to lure critical contributors on board with the coali-
tion. Moreover, on occasions, opportunistic states ask for subsidies or political
side deals in exchange for their joining or staying in the coalition.

What are the theoretical implications of this research? Conventional interna-
tional relations scholarship needs to take account of these payment practices in
multilateral military coalition-building. They challenge conventional wisdom
in the field of international relations on how cooperation in multilateral mili-
tary coalitions comes about and shed new light on how burden sharing is prac-
ticed in reality: between the United States and its NATO allies; between
developing and developed states; and between the militarily strong and the
militarily weak. Understanding such dynamics is critical: the forces that enable
collective military mobilization determine the magnitude of global security
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threats and display the strength of alliances and the international community
as a whole. Moreover, the analysis above opens many intriguing avenues for
future research. For example, how are payment promises enforced? How are
payment agreements implemented? How much do allies cost depending on
time period, type of operation, or type of government?

The policy implications are of equal importance. The article suggests that be-
cause of these payments, international cooperation in the security sphere oc-
curs much more frequently than the actual constellation of intrinsic security
preferences would permit. Each payment appears to serve as a lever to moti-
vate states to cooperate on important security challenges. Without these incen-
tives, coalitions would see far less international buy-in. Nevertheless, is there a
cost for such cooperation? From a financial perspective, these payments ap-
pear to benefit pivotal states. Yet, the examples presented above also display
the vulnerability of pivotal states to the demands of third parties in coalition
negotiations: they agree to actions and policies that they might not have done
otherwise; they become beholden to corrupt governments and condone politi-
cal practices that fundamentally contradict their values. The examples also
show coalition participants at times acting opportunistically (e.g., by threaten-
ing to withdraw their forces, they are willing to jeopardize the goals of the
mission in an attempt to maximize their own interests). Lastly, some allied
payments appear to have led to negative social, economic, and political exter-
nalities in recipient states.

Allied payments are here to stay. Scholars and policymakers therefore need
to understand how to exploit the benefits of their use and prevent, contain,
and manage potentially negative consequences.



