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INTRODUCTION

The contracting defence budgets in Europe, the difficulties in developing the
EU's security policy, NATO’s transformation, the reorientation of US security
policy and the problems experienced by European defence industries - all to-
gether have in recent years created an increased interest in political, military
and military-technological co-operation in Europe. It has manifested itself in
concepts of closer co-operation within NATO and the EU (smart defence and
pooling&sharing), bilateral and multilateral initiatives outside the structures
of NATO and the EU (such as the Nordic Defence Co-operation or the Franco-
British co-operation) and debates about the prerequisites, principles and objec-
tives of bilateral, multilateral and regional security and defence co-operation.

The present report aims to analyse the potential for security and defence co-
operation among selected countries in the area between the Baltic Sea and the
Black Sea, i.e. the Nordic states (Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden), the
Baltic states (Lithuania Latvia and Estonia), Poland’s partners in the Visegrad
Group (the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia) as well as Romania and
Bulgaria. The authors were guided by the assumption that those states are Po-
land’s natural partners for closer regional military co-operation. It may com-
plement ‘the Western® direction of Poland’s security and defence policy, i.e. re-
lations with the partners from the Weimar Triangle and the US. Its goal is not
to replace the existing security structures but rather to strengthen military
capabilities in the region within NATO and the EU.

Due to its geographic location and membership in NATO and the EU, Poland
can develop closer co-operation with the countries of the Nordic-Baltic region.
It also occupies a strong position in the Visegrad Group and can, furthermore,
develop political and military co-operation with Romania and Bulgaria, given
the similarities between its own perceptions of the role of NATO and relations
with the US, and the views of Bucharest and Sofia on this subject.

Part I of this report presents the conclusions of the analysis of the potential
for political, military and technological co-operation in the area in question.
Part Il contains a detailed analysis of the political setting (defence policies), the
military (the armed forces) and the economic conditions (the defence indus-
tries). Part Il presents the experiences and formats of military co-operation to
date, the circumstances in which it has taken place, its principles and objec-
tives, and the approaches of individual states to developing closer security and
defence co-operation.
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1. BACKGROUND

The bilateral and multilateral military co-operation of the countries between the
Baltic Sea and the Black Sea is not a new phenomenon - it dates back to the 1990s.
The geographic proximity and the existing formats of institutional co-operation
have provided a basis for co-operation on security and defence. This is how the
Nordic Defence Co-operation first started, which later, in 2009, became organi-
sationally consolidated in the single structure of NORDEFCO and has functioned
alongside the co-operation of its member states within NATO or the EU. The Baltic
states have co-operated politically and militarily within NATO, albeit with less suc-
cess. In recent years, the Nordic and Baltic states have also been developing closer
political and economic co-operation within the “Nordic-Baltic 8” group (NB8), and
they are currently cautiously embarking on an extension of this co-operation into
the military sphere. Shared foreign and security policy interests have provided
a foundation for closer co-operation among the Visegrad Group members (V4)
within NATO. In the case of Romania and Bulgaria, the most visible co-operation
that has been that entered into is with the countries of the Western Balkans and
the Black Sea region. It has been however hindered by the heterogeneity and the
divergent interests of individual countries in the Black Sea region, as well as finan-
cial constraints and the slow pace of overcoming historical resentments with the
countries of the Western Balkans. Romania, which has the largest potential and
the biggest ambitions, has also been striving to develop closer co-operation with
Central Europe, and with Poland in particular.

The new factor in regional co-operation today is its context. It is defined, first
of all, by adverse changes in the security environment. Those changes have
prompted countries with similar perceptions of the security challenges and
threats, and which have similar regional and/or global interests, to become more
interested in political and military co-operation. Financial issues are another
new element in the context, i.e. the budgetary situation of the countries in
question, where defence spending hasbeen decreasing or has remained stable, or
even where defence expenditures have been rising slightly. The defence budgets
do not match the tasks assigned to the armed forces and are insufficient to cover
the rising costs of purchases and the maintenance of armament and military
equipment. Nor do they cover the costs of ever more demanding foreign opera-
tions, which have also been rising. Finally, the question of maintaining domestic
defence industries has also been a factor in developing military co-operation.

(1) Changes in the security environment. The development of political and
military co-operation takes place in a context defined by transformations



within NATO and the (non-)evolution of the European Union’s security policy,
the reorientation of US security policy and Russia’s increasingly unpredictable
policy. However, those factors have been influencing the countries in ques-
tion to varying degrees and have borne a different impact on their attitudes
towards closer co-operation in their respective regions. All of the NATO mem-
ber states analysed here regard NATO and relations with the United States as
the most important guarantors of their national security, the security of their
neighbourhood and the entire Euro-Atlantic area. Sweden and Finland are also
aware of the importance of NATO and the United States’ presence in Europe for
European security. However, all states also believe NATO to be in transition,
and the direction of its further transformation to be uncertain. In par-
ticular, there is concern about NATO’s political cohesion with regard to its ‘out
of area’ crisis management activities, but also with regard to its commitment to
collective defence and its actual ability to deliver it. The operation in Libya was
perceived as a crisis for NATO'’s political cohesion, irrespective of the different
interpretations of the causes of that crisis in the countries that took part in the
operation (Denmark, Norway, Romania, Bulgaria) and those that stayed out.
In addition, doubts have been expressed regarding NATO’s real capabilities to
deliver collective defence, as the activity of NATO’s command structures and
the capabilities of the biggest allies have been focused in recent years on crisis
management operations. The new US defence strategy, adopted in January
2012, has added to the uncertainty since it provides for a stepped up US po-
litical and military presence in the Asia-Pacific region. This reorientation of
US policy has provoked questions (even if not in all of the analysed countries)
about how to ensure European security - both in terms of the crisis manage-
ment policy in the immediate neighbourhood of European NATO members,
and in terms of collective defence.

Other causes of the recent changes in the way the countries in question think
about security include: the growing conviction that the EU’s Common Securi-
ty and Defence Policy project is a fiasco (which the operation in Libya made
even more apparent), the shrinking defence budgets of the largest European
allies, and even the lessons from the eurozone crisis. Given the deep divergenc-
es in security interests among the EU Member States, it is thought that there is
little chance that Europe will develop a common security policy.

Given the “unsteadiness” of what hitherto have been the pillars of European
security, the growing unpredictability of Russia’s internal and foreign
policies is adding to concerns in the context of increasing Russian defence
spending, the reform of armed forces, military demonstrations close to NATO
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borders (the Zapad and Ladoga military exercises, strategic bomber flights in
the North) and hostile actions in the immediate neighbourhood in the past
(the cyber attack against Estonia, the Russian-Georgian war). In the context of
NATO’s transformation, the lack of cohesion in the European Union’s security
policy, and the growing military capabilities and aggressive policies of Russia,
concern has been growing over the increased likelihood of tensions and
crises in strategically important regions such as the Barents Sea and the
Arctic (due to the emerging opportunities for energy extraction, sea transport
and fishing), or the Baltic and Black Sea regions (due to the development of
marine transport of liquefied natural gas and oil, as well as the stepped up US
military presence in the Black Sea region).

Given their geographic situation, the Nordic states have been most acutely
aware of those changes to the security environment (excepting Denmark due
toits more continental and thus more comfortable geopolitical position). There-
fore, for the last couple of years those countries have been pursuing closer mil-
itary co-operation in order to maintain and increase their defence capabili-
ties, to expand military activity in the region (the Barents Sea and the Arctic,
but also the Baltic Sea), and to improve interoperability (Sweden and Finland),
thus indirectly enhancing the region’s defence capabilities. However, none of
the Nordic states, including the non-members of NATO, i.e. Sweden and
Finland, want their closer co-operation to undermine NATO’s dominant
role in ensuring regional security. Another, equally important, priority in
the co-operation of Norway, Sweden, Finland and Denmark is the need to build
up their expeditionary capabilities (including combat capabilities as well as
training capabilities with a view to taking part in security sector reforms in
developing countries). The Nordic states are seeking to develop a ‘brand’ for
the region by co-operating on the military and civilian CSDP missions, op-
erations of NATO and the UN, and thus to present themselves as an effective
partner of the United States in the global dimension. Given the United States’
perception of Europe as an inefficient ally in international security policy, the
Nordic region aspires to the role of a smaller but more effective partner and
partly expects the United States to maintain an interest in their own regional
problems in return. As far as developing their ‘brand’ globally is concerned,
the Nordic states are willing to include the Baltic states in their military co-
operation, and this willingness has already manifested itself'in joint efforts on
foreign missions, mainly in Afghanistan.

Due to their geopolitical location and aspirations to reduce their energy de-
pendence on Russia and to mitigate Moscow’s influence, the Baltic states have



also been experiencing rising uncertainty about their broadly understood se-
curity. For the last several years, they have been co-operating more actively.
This co-operation has taken place at the political level within NATO (joint lob-
bying for issues such as the adoption of contingency planning, for more US
and NATO exercises in the region or for the extension of the Baltic Air Policing
mission). To some extent, co-operation has also been stepped up at the mili-
tary level - with regard to Host Nation Support, and strengthening the Bal-
tic states’ visibility within NATO (by jointly contributing the Baltic Battalion
to the Land Component of the NATO Response Force and the BALTRON Baltic
Naval Squadron to SNMCMG1). However, co-operation has been hindered
by the limited potential of the Baltic states’ armed forces, their disparate
equipment and the divergent development directions of their respective
military forces, as well as their preference for co-operation with larger
strategic partners. A separate problem concerns the lack of political cohesion
among the Baltic states. While Estonia pursues an unequivocal policy of keep-
ing Russia at arm’s length and integrating with the Euro-Atlantic structures,
Latvia depends heavily on economic and business links with Russia, despite
its pro-Atlantic attitude. Lithuania aspires to be the leader of the Baltic three,
but its actions fail to match those ambitions (Lithuania’s defence spending as
a proportion of GDP has been the lowest in the Baltic region and one of the low-
est in NATO in recent years). For geopolitical as well as financial and military
reasons, the Baltic states have also been seeking closer military co-operation
with their Nordic neighbours. However, in contrast to their stance on co-oper-
ation on foreign missions, the Nordic states are cautious about closer defence
co-operation with Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia in the region. The reasons for
this include not only the limited military potential of the Baltic states, but also
the potential of their conflicts with Russia, which could adversely affect the
level of ‘Nordic’ security.

In Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic there is little concern about
possible conflicts or incidents that could directly affect their military security
(due to their relatively ‘safe’ geographic location). The mindset about potential
threats among Poland’s partners from the V4 (and especially in their societies)
is largely focused on energy and cyber security, threats to critical infrastruc-
ture, international organised crime and terrorism, as well as natural and in-
dustrial disasters, and, in the case of Hungary, also a possible destabilisation in
the neighbouring Western Balkan countries. Therefore Hungary and Slovakia
(the same applies to the Czech Republic, albeit to a smaller extent) are unwill-
ing to develop a closer military co-operation similar to the Nordic co-op-
eration and to invest in defence capabilities. While those countries are
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concerned about the crisis and the eroding cohesion of NATO (and of the
European Union), which they regard as the cornerstone of their security,
this awareness does not translate into an impulse for them to increase
their own defence capabilities or military spending. The countries in ques-
tion focus on political co-operation within NATO. Admittedly, the V4 can form
a politically co-operating regional group within NATO (usually also with the
Baltic states). Nevertheless, the approaches to the security and defence policies
of the individual countries in the group may also diverge so that their positions
on political and military initiatives extending beyond the NATO or EU frame-
works may differ considerably. For example, Slovakia and Hungary, then un-
der left-wing governments, were sceptical about the project to build elements
of the US missile shield in Poland and the Czech Republic.

Romania and Bulgaria are located on the border of several regions and face
arelatively high likelihood of destabilisation and an ‘unfreezing’ of conflicts in
their neighbourhood, both in the Western Balkans and in the Black Sea region
and have thus been pointing to the existence of direct threats to their secu-
rity. Until now, however, the internal security challenges related to organised
crime, illegal migration or international terrorism have been the biggest source
of concern for both states. Romania and Bulgaria have been co-operating with
the countries of the Western Balkans and the Black Sea region because such
co-operation translates into internal and external security for them. Aware of
the ineffectiveness of the existing multilateral co-operation structures in the
two regions, Romania and Bulgaria have nonetheless been increasingly open
to closer co-operation in bilateral formats: between Romania and Bulgaria, be-
tween Bulgaria and Greece, or between Romania and Turkey. The declining
cohesion within NATO and the possibility of destabilisation in the immediate
neighbourhood as a result of Russia’s actions has been ‘counterbalanced’ by
Bulgaria’s and especially Romania’s ever closer co-operation with the United
States. The two countries are hosting US logistics and transport bases in the vi-
cinity of the wider Middle East region and the Black Sea region, and elements
of the US missile defence system are also to be deployed in Romania. The pri-
ority for Romania and Bulgaria is to fully adapt their armed forces to NATO
standards, to acquire interoperability on foreign operations, and to increase
their expeditionary capabilities as their contribution to their alliance with the
United States. With its bigger military potential and political aspirations, Ro-
mania has also been seeking to develop closer co-operation with Central Eu-
rope, and Poland in particular, motivated by the geographic proximity, similar
security interests (perceived threats, close relations with the US) and the need
to strengthen Romania’s position in NATO and the EU.



(2) Financial issues. Insufficient defence budgets have been as important
a factor in stimulating the development of regional co-operation as have been
changes in the security environment. However, the term ‘insufficient’ is rela-
tive and means different things depending on the region. In Northern Europe,
Norway, Sweden, Finland and Estonia have maintained or even slightly in-
creased the level of their defence spending. The remaining Baltic states and
Poland’s partners in V4 have defence budgets ranging around 1% of GDP. The
Czech Republic is a special case - after a period of small increases in defence
spending, the country recently reported a major decrease due to public finance
consolidation. The defence budgets of Romania and Bulgaria, currently in the
range of 1.3-1.4% of GDP, have also reported decreases.

In the case of countries with stable or growing defence budgets, the motivation
to develop closer co-operation comes from the rising costs of acquiring arma-
ment and military equipment, which are ever more technologically advanced
(the process is known as ‘techflation’). Joint purchases followed by co-opera-
tion throughout the life cycle of the product (servicing, modernisation, per-
sonnel training, exercises, joint use on foreign missions) are seen generating
the biggest savings. The Nordic countries in particular co-operate in the area
of armament and military equipment acquisitions - for example Sweden and
Norway have co-operated on the purchase of the Swedish-made Archer self-
propelled howitzers and on their joint maintenance and exercises. Finland has
purchased the Norwegian-made mid-range advanced surface-to-air missile sys-
tem NASAMS II, which has resulted in co-operation on personnel training and
joint Finnish-Norwegian exercises. In the long term the Nordic countries might
seek to better harmonise their defence planning and, consequently, make more
joint purchases and make wider use of the same armament and military equip-
ment. The Baltic states, too, have begun to analyse the possibilities (quite modest
in their case) to make joint purchases. In June 2012, they announced a joint ac-
quisition of ammunition for the Carl Gustav antitank recoilless rifle. Similar co-
operation has borne fruit also in the case of Finland and Estonia. The latter has
joined the Finnish National Air Defence Modernisation Plan and will upgrade
its radar system in a joint tendering procedure with Finland. Romania and Bul-
garia, as well as Croatia, are considering a joint purchase of multi-role fighter
aircraft (this acquisition has been postponed for financial reasons).

Researchand analyses aimed atidentifying possible savings are not only concerned
with new acquisitions: they also extend to armament and military equipment
already held, and the possibilities of shared servicing, upgrades, personnel train-
ing, exercises, use in foreign operations or the creation of joint military units.

OSW REPORT 12/2012

-
w



OSW REPORT 12/2012

-l
)

Examples include work on a project to jointly use the C-130 transport aircraft held
by Denmark and Norway (the ] version) and Sweden (the E/H versions, with the
acquisition of the newer J version possibly in the pipeline), and the co-operation on
personnel training and operation among the countries that possess the Mi-8/17/171
family of helicopters within the framework of the Czech-coordinated HIP Helicop-
ter Task Force. HIP has been joined by all the V4 countries and members from out-
side the region. As part of the Initiative, a Multinational Aviation Training Centre
(MATC) is to be established in the Czech Republic.

The extensive cuts in military spending, which has now dropped to as little as
1% of GDP in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary, are gradually erod-
ing the defence capabilities of those countries and is forcing them to seek
partners willing to take on responsibility for some tasks related to the
defence of national territory. This may lead to, inter alia, attempts at ceding
responsibility for national defence tasks such as air policing onto NATO (Slo-
vakia may be the first V4 country with no combat air force at all). As budgets
are contracting and become focused mainly on upgrading existing armament
and military equipment, the decreasing spending is hardly an incentive to seek
partners for new purchases and this restrains the opportunities for military
co-operation. Moreover, in Slovakia and Hungary closer military co-operation
istreated as a rationale for further cuts, rather than an impulse for capabilities
development. Among Poland’s partners from the V4, only in the Czech Repub-
lic are involvement in regional co-operation and the resulting commitments
treated as an argument in defending the military budget.

Co-operation in joint exercises and training is also a potential source of
savings, and one that is the “easiest” to achieve. it is an important area in the
co-operation of the Nordic states (the joint exercise programme for the years
2012-2017), where it generates savings whilst also contributing to enhanc-
ing interoperability with regard to collaboration in the region and missions
abroad. Co-operation has also been established among the Baltic states, espe-
cially with regard to Host Nation Support exercises. Lithuania, Latvia and Es-
tonia have declared that they would be willing to extend this co-operation to
include more effective use of firing ranges and training centres and, possibly,
to pursue some specialisation in this regard. Similarly, the Czech Republic, Slo-
vakia and Hungary, as well as Romania and Bulgaria, are willing to co-operate
in this area with various partners.

The arms industries are also an important factor in the states’ willingness to seek
partners for joint purchases. As defence spending in the individual countries and



in NATO/EU as a whole declines or at best stands still, the need to maintain the
domestic arms production and to promote the technological development of do-
mestic companies is an important consideration in setting the directions of possi-
ble military co-operation. In particular, countries that have large arms industries
largely dependent on exports (Sweden, Norway, the Czech Republic) tend to seek
partners for military co-operation based on the use of domestically manufactured
armament and military equipment. Sweden and Norway in particular are active
inthisarea, and the need to support their arms industries is an important factorin
the two countries’ efforts to develop international military co-operation. They ob-
serve the directions in which the armed forces of countries in the broadly under-
stood region are developing, and their defence contractors often offer armament
and equipment in combination with the offer of their armed forces on co-operation
in service, upgrades, personnel training and exercises. Sweden has recently con-
cluded bilateral framework agreements with individual Baltic states to organise
joint tenders for the purchase of armament, military equipment and ammunition.
The government of the Czech Republic also supports the export of the products of
its arms industry. Currently this support manifests itself mainly in efforts to find
a buyer for the L-159 ALCA training and combat aircraft. Lithuania is one of the
potential buyers, which could make the Czech Republic interested in extending
the format of V4 co-operation to include the Baltic states (V4+B3).

Another reason why countries seek partners for military co-operation con-
cerns the rising costs of participation in international missions. The Nordic
countries (Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland) are the leaders as far as de-
veloping operational co-operation abroad is concerned. In the short term, the
Nordic states will seek to make savings by co-operating on the withdrawal of
their contingents from Afghanistan (transport, logistics). In the longer term,
they are considering broader co-operation abroad, ranging from the creation
of joint logistic and transport facilities for foreign missions, to the creation of
a joint battalion to deploy on UN peacekeeping operations. The Baltic states
will be invited to join selected aspects of that co-operation. As regards the
V4 countries, the NATO operations in which they have taken part so far have
contributed to closer co-operation to a very limited extent only. Individual V4
members have been and remain focused rather on co-operation with the “old”
members of NATO. Similarly, Romania and Bulgaria have also tended to pre-
fer co-operation with their largest allies over working together with partners
from the region. Joint participation in external operations therefore appears as
a possible area of co-operation in view of the need to make savings.
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2. CONCLUSIONS

The above examples of co-operation, discussed in more detail in Part II, dem-
onstrate that there is no single blueprint for political and military co-opera-
tion. “regional co-operation” is merely a collective term for various bilateral
or multilateral co-operation projects which do not even necessarily have to
involve all countries in the given region. Nor is it possible to build a lasting
and coherent regional security and defence coalition (within NATO or the EU)
that would simultaneously include the Nordic states, the Baltic states, the V4
members and Romania and Bulgaria. The formation of such a coalition would
be hampered, first and foremost, by differences in the countries’ perceptions
of security threats and challenges, qualitative and quantitative differences in
military potential, as well as divergences in their short and medium term mo-
tivations and objectives for co-operation.

Different constellations. The countries analysed here do not consider it ben-
eficial to limit their co-operation arrangements to their neighbours alone, for
reasons which are both political (the aversion to the “regionalisation of secu-
rity”) and military (partners from outside the region may use or purchase the
same armament and military equipment). They treat military co-operation
with regional partners as the “core” of their armed forces co-operation ar-
rangements, but at the same time, depending on their political interests and
military needs, they also develop co-operation with other partners, especially
the United States; all of the countries in question (with the sole exception of
Slovakia) regard the US as their main ally. Important partners of the Nordic
countries include the United Kingdom (for Norway and Sweden), the Nether-
lands (for Norway, Finland and Denmark), Germany (for all Nordic states), and
France (for Denmark). Important partners of the V4 partners include Germa-
ny, the United Kingdom (especially for the Czech Republic), Italy (mainly for
Hungary) as well as Slovenia, Croatia and the Western Balkan countries. They
have also raised the need to include Austria in military co-operation - the first
meeting of the defence ministers of the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary,
Austria, Slovenia and Croatia took place in June 2012. Romania’s most impor-
tant partners (other than Bulgaria) include Turkey and Serbia. For Bulgaria,
Greece is its second most important partner after Romania.

Different motivations and objectives of co-operation. In different regions,
security and defence co-operation is based on different premises and serves
different purposes. The Nordic co-operation has a clearly defined military ob-
jective (the priority is to keep and develop military capabilities, and to increase



effectiveness and interoperability), and a political objective, that being the
desire to increase the visibility of the Nordic countries on foreign operations
within NATO, the EU, UN, as well as vis-a-vis the US. With their attachment
to sovereignty and co-operation traditions dating back to the 1950s, the Nor-
dic states have been able to generate impulses for co-operation on their own,
without any “assistance” from NATO or the EU. The Baltic co-operation, on
the other hand, largely serves political objectives (lobbying for Baltic concerns
within NATO) and requires external impulses. At the military level, in recent
years it has been focused on cooperation concerning Host Nation Support and
on marking the Baltic states’ presence in NATO through their joint contribu-
tion to the NRF. The co-operation of the V4 so far has been focused mainly on
its political objectives within NATO. It also has some military ambitions - the
V4 countries have initiated joint projects aimed at developing co-operation be-
tween their armed forces and defence industries. However, the partners’ lim-
ited military potentials, political rivalries and competition between their arms
industries have impeded any more ambitious undertakings. The objectives of
the Black Sea co-operation between Romania and Bulgaria have been pri-
marily political, not military. The two countries have aimed at improving re-
gional stability and at creating a platform for communication and co-operation
between the small and medium-sized Black Sea countries (Bulgaria, Georgia,
Romania, Ukraine) and the dominant players in the region, i.e. Russia and Tur-
key. The aim of Romania and Bulgaria’s co-operation with the Western Balkan
countries has been to support the integration of those countries with NATO
and the EU.

Different potentials. In contrast to the defence potential of a state, which de-
pends on external and internal geographical, economic and political factors,
military potential is defined by factors such as the number and the training
quality of personnel, on mobilisation capacity, on the quantity, type and qual-
ity of equipment and the country’s capacity to replace it, as well as the organi-
sation of the armed forces. In this sense the armed forces of the countries
in question have radically different potentials. Sweden and Romania, the
only two countries that are relatively independent in terms of defence, have
relatively large military potentials. In comparison, Finland and Norway have
medium potentials, and the potentials of the remaining states are small. Dif-
ferent states also have different understandings of the role of the armed forces
in their foreign and security policy. Sweden, Finland, Norway and Estonia
treat their armed forces as guarantors of national security, while in the case
of Denmark, Lithuania, Latvia, the Czech Republic, Romania and Bulgaria,
the armed forces are one of the tools of their foreign policy. In Slovakia and
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Hungary the armed forces are of little significance even from the perspective
of their foreign policy.

Different threat perceptions. The fact that the countries being analysed are
neighbours and share a similar, peripheral status in NATO and the EU does
not necessarily mean that they perceive the security challenges and threats
the same way. While the hostile use of military means or pressure involving
such means is regarded as a possible scenario in the Nordic-Baltic region, Po-
land’s partners from V4 or even Romania and Bulgaria do not treat such a sce-
nario as likely in the foreseeable future. Even the Nordic states, despite similar
understandings of the changing security environment (with the exception of
Denmark as mentioned above), are focused on threats coming from different
directions (the Barents Sea/the Arctic, the Baltic Sea, land territory).

Different organisational frameworks. Countries of a given region de-
velop political and military co-operation both outside NATO, the EU and the
UN (e.g. NORDEFCO), or within those structures. Joint acquisitions of arma-
ment and military equipment and following co-operation in service, person-
nel training and exercises tend to take the form of multilateral co-operation.
Within NATO, countries work together on international operations (Sweden
and Finland, Norway and Latvia, and Denmark and Estonia co-operate in Af-
ghanistan, while Denmark, Norway and Sweden have co-operated in Libya),
within the framework of Partnership for Peace and NATO exercises in the
region, and by making joint contributions to the NRF (NRF14: Denmark and
the Baltic states) or by working within the NATO accredited Centres of Excel-
lence (the Cyber Defence Centre in Tallinn or the Energy Security Centre in
Vilnius - the Baltic states have been lobbying for). Within the EU, Battle Groups
are a form of bringing about further regional co-operation. The participating
countries treat them as an instrument to emphasise the region’s activity in se-
curity policy, and as another form of co-operation with their neighbours (in
the case of the Nordic, Czech-Slovak and the Visegrad Battle Groups) or with
other partners important for the given state (the “107” and the Italian-Hungar-
ian-Slovenian Battle Group, the Balkan Battle Group, the Italian-Romanian-
Turkish Battle Group. See Appendices).

Different philosophies of co-operation. The Nordic states have been dem-
onstrating the most serious attitude to military co-operation - they are
effective, efficient, they have clearly defined goals and the financial means to
achieve them. They prefer a bottom-up approach that consists in a gradual
and planned development of co-operation, and put more emphasis on results,



rather than the political visibility of their initiatives. The V4 members and,
to some extent also Romania and Bulgaria, tend to start with ambitious
declarations about co-operation, aimed at preserving military capabilities and
building coalitions in order to increase (at least briefly) the region’s political
visibility. They prefer a top-down approach: sometimes political initiatives are
formulated and presented which have no basis in the proponent’s real capabil-
ity to implement them, and they produce little real military co-operation that
could generate savings and benefit the armed forces.

Because of its geographiclocation and membership in NATO and the EU, Poland
has access to the Nordic-Baltic region, holds a strong position in the Visegrad
Group, and has the possibility to develop political and military co-operation
with Romania and Bulgaria as they perceive the role of NATO and the relations
with the US in a similar way. However, as different countries demonstrate dif-
ferent approaches to co-operation and possess different potentials and differ-
ent assets, Poland’s co-operation with them should aim at building networks
of co-dependencies and links at the political, military and technological level,
rather than attempting to create a joint political and military space.
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I. THE NORDIC STATES
1. NORDIC DEFENCE CO-OPERATION
1.1. History of co-operation

During the Cold War, the catalogue of regional co-operation arrangements
launched in the 1950s did not include any co-operation among the Nordic states
on their national security issues. The first discussions on co-operation took
place after 1991, and it was established only after Sweden and Finland joined
NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme. Initially, Nordic co-operation de-
veloped in three formats - NORDAC, NORDCAPS and NORDSUP - which in
2009 became consolidated into the single structure of NORDEFCO.

Since the 1990s, the task of NORDAC was to co-ordinate research into, and
acquisitions of, military equipment. The success of this format is far from
clear. The Standard Nordic Helicopter Programme, under which the Nor-
dic countries (Norway, Finland and Sweden only, since Denmark has opted
out) ordered the NHgo helicopter, is seriously delayed and will not generate
the expected savings from joint servicing, operation and upgrades because
the partners ordered helicopters with different specifications and use them
for different purposes. The joint project to build Viking submarines has also
failed as the Nordic states ultimately decided not to co-operate on it. The suc-
cesses include the joint procurement by Sweden and Norway of the Swed-
ish-made Archer self-propelled artillery systems and co-operation in train-
ing, ammunition storage and servicing for those weapons. The co-operation
between Norway and Finland on joint exercises using the NASAMS II mid-
range advanced surface-to-air missile system may serve as another example
of successful co-operation (in 2009 Finland decided to buy the Norwegian-
made NASAMS II which also serves as an air defence system in the Norwe-
gian Armed Forces).

In 1997 the Nordic states established NORDCAPS for the purposes of collabo-
ration on operations abroad. It was meant to replace the system of Nordic co-
operation on UN peacekeeping missions, which dated back to Cold War times.
However, attempts at joint participation in foreign operations failed. While the
Nordic states did manage to develop the so-called “forces catalogue”, which set
out the contributions of individual nations with a view to deploying a joint unit
at brigade-level, this intention was never put into practice. With the participa-
tion of the Nordic states in other international forces (EUBG, NRF), the Nordic



unit turned out to be redundant. Currently, structured Nordic co-operation
abroad is most visible in the areas of training, capacity building and security
sector reforms in the Eastern Africa Region, training for participants of peace-
keeping missions (Common Training for Peace Support Operations), and the
armed forces reforms in the Western Balkans and Ukraine.

The purpose of NORDSUP, established in 2008, was to explore the possibilities
of co-operation on maintaining and developing capabilities. In 2007 Norway
and Sweden, acting independently of each other, conducted analyses which
showed that the biggest challenges facing the two countries would concern the
rising costs of maintaining some capabilities and the decreasing numbers of
troops. Co-operation between the Nordic armed forces was identified