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Summary 
 

 

Restrained national participation in coalition operations comes in two shapes, 

short of nonparticipation. One is the provision of a limited number of personnel 

in non-combatant functions, such as military medics and staff officers. Miniscule 

and symbolic contributions may also be expressed in modest logistical or finan-

cial support from governments that want to demonstrate some degree of poli-

tical support. 

 

For the risk-averse, lukewarm, or skeptical ally, another option for restrained 

coalition participation is the attachment of conditions – “caveats” – concerning 

when, where, and how its substantial military contingent is to be used by coalit-

ion Force Commander in the theater of war. Caveats, then, are national reser-

vations on the use of force in a coalition context. This phenomenon is the focal 

point of the present study. 

 

Why do states make substantial military contributions to coalition operations 

while at the same time applying reservations, caveats, to how the coalition can 

use the national military contributions? Caveats often signal reluctant coalition 

participation. Such behavior is a challenge to the effective use of coalition forces 

and the implementation of mission mandates. That said, the reserved use of 

national military contingents in coalition operations may also allow states to 

participate in coalitions when they otherwise would have abstained. Thus fram-

ed, inconvenient caveats may be a blessing in disguise for multinational military 

operations – if fighting alone is not a viable option for the coalition-leading state 

 

The use of caveats on coalition contributions is probably as old as organized 

warfare and alliance politics. The issue of national reservations on the use of 

force rose to political prominence in defense and policy circles with NATO’s 

campaign in Afghanistan. Research on the politics of caveats jumpstarted in the 

context of UN, NATO, and “coalition of the willing” operations after the Cold 

War. For several reasons, the political study of caveats in the context of coalition 

warfare cannot be considered a mature field of research. On this backdrop, the 

study of the politics of caveats is fertile ground for a contribution with a program-

matic purpose, arguing directions for future research.  

 

The dissertation’s main contribution is elaborating an empirical research pro-

gram on national reservations on the use of force in coalition warfare. Imre 

Lakatos’ conception of an "empirical research program" describes a problem-
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solving approach to research directed towards shedding light on a phenomenon 

or a limited set of phenomena. The purpose of empirical research programs is 

to provide reasoned advice on conceptualizing, analytically approaching, theo-

retically arguing, and analyzing empirical patterns and causal relationships. 

Also, we assess research programs on their capacity to generate research 

questions and attract a following. 

 

As a guide to research (not a recipe), an empirical research program may be 

helpful and provide epistemological traction in emerging research fields where 

more conventional approaches show their limitation. The politics of caveats is 

still a nascent field of research as, e.g., expressed in disagreement on how the 

phenomenon of caveats be defined and measured. This situation translates into 

failure to build comparable data sets that can adequately support generic re-

search ambitions. Also, Comparative Politics (CP) and International Politics (IP) 

approaches dominate the study of the politics of caveats. 

 

The approach almost absent from the study of reserved coalition behavior is 

one that considers the use of caveats from the perspective of the foreign policy-

making government. In an attempt to rectify this state of affairs, we base our 

approach to the politics of caveats on the assumption that national reservations 

on the use of force in coalition operations are an instrument serving some politi-

cal purpose in foreign policymaking. Only some handful of studies approach the 

instrument of national reservations on the use of force in coalition operations in 

terms of how caveats contribute to solving policymaking problems regarding (i) 

the balancing of the security dilemma in alliance politics, (ii) the building of 

cross-party domestic consensus for coalition participation, and (iii) the political 

control of military implementation in the theater of war. To better grasp the 

foreign politics of caveats, we have chosen the multi-level and decision-making 

approach of Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) as a cornerstone in building the cur-

rent research program. 

 

Arguably, the FPA approach is more realistic than the systemic IR approach 

because FPA, since its inception in the 1950s, has gravitated toward traveling 

several levels of analysis, including the level of governmental politics where 

much caveats relevant decision-making is going on. In contrast to the systemic 

“top-down” approach of IR, where caveats are theorized primarily as a pheno-

menon making international collaboration and the implementation of mission 

mandates more complicated, we argue that the “bottom-up” approach of FPA 

is tailor-made to shed light on caveats as a problem-solving instrument within 

the limits of what the foreign policymaking state deems politically feasible. 
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While the CP approach already has brought valuable contributions to the emer-

ging field, we consider the FPA approach better equipped to unravel the causal 

mechanisms at work in-between framework conditions and outputs/outcomes 

in the politics of caveats. In CP, such mechanisms are theoretically argued but 

rarely actually traced and confirmed in the empirical study of policymaking pro-

cesses. We need the FPA approach in the study of caveats behavior to capture 

the interplay between domestic and global politics on the decision-making pro-

cess mostly, but not entirely neglected in IR and CP approaches to the politics 

of caveats. That said, we do not claim that the choice of approach to caveats is 

a question of one or the other. Instead, it is a question of complementarity. Still, 

an empirical research program built on the ontological foundation of the FPA 

approach may attract new scholars to researching the politics of caveats and 

produce novel insights from angles not adequately covered by IR and CP appro-

aches. 

 

While FPA can provide direction and inspire research questions, the approach 

is not a fully-fledged theory with the ontological content necessary to deduce 

empirical propositions on the back of theoretical arguments. For FPA to become 

more than a descriptive and systematizing framework for analysis, we need to 

infuse middle-range theory into the approach that is capable of explaining what 

is going on in policymaking and implementing processes and account for what 

external forces might influence such processes and impact caveats related out-

comes. 

 

The approach of FPA is thus exceptionally ambitious in urging the application 

of theory from several levels of analysis. In explaining decision-making outputs 

and implementing outcomes, FPA directs us to include theoretical input that 

explains caveats from the levels of global politics, domestic politics, and the 

institutional and individual level of decision-making and implementation. The 

FPA approach invites us to investigate how domestic and global politics inter-

play in influencing foreign policymaking processes that produce decisions on 

how governments participate in coalition operations. This is not to say that we 

are to include all these analysis levels and phases of decision-making in every 

research project. Realistically, the holistic ambition of the FPA approach is a 

collective invitation to push the epistemological envelope. 

 

At its most thorough, the empirical tracing of decision-making and implementing 

processes may run as follows: How do this or that structural and motivational 

factor in the global and domestic environments of the decision-making process 

influence this or that decision-maker and decision-making institution, in what 



 

xiv 
 

phase of the decision-making and implementing processes, through what me-

chanisms, to impact the formulation of preferences and the choice of policy in-

struments, and to what effect on foreign policy behavior? FPA can detect incon-

sistencies in the relationships between perceived foreign policy maneuvering 

space, goals, means, and implementation and considers it an empirical quest-

ion whether such discrepancies are due to political mismanagement, political 

design, or the fog of war. 

 

The final contribution of the dissertation advises on practical research strategies 

related to the gathering of data, theory building, and causal inference. We argue 

that the choice of research strategies needs to consider the attributes of the 

policy domain, the degree of maturity of the research field, and the framework 

for analysis chosen. 

 

Regarding hypotheses testing, we argue that the combination of Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (QCA) and single-case process tracing is likely to give 

more epistemological traction in the empirical study of the foreign politics of 

caveats at the present stage of research. QCA is a powerful pattern-matching 

technique capable of revealing paths of multiple causations, that is, several 

different sets of causal conditions that may lead to the same outcome. As such, 

QCA responds to the multi-level explanatory ambition of FPA. 

 

However, the multiple case design of QCA cannot empirically trace within-case 

decision-making and implementing processes, the second tenet of the FPA 

approach. The means necessary to register the “how”-mechanisms at work in 

the causal chain in-between causal inputs and outcomes, we must seek in the 

single case process tracing design. This technique may map the political, insti-

tutional, and psychological mechanisms at work in molding and translating 

external and domestic input impulses in foreign policymaking and implementing 

processes that eventually produce some coalition behavior outcome and cave-

ats pattern.  

 

It is significant in what sequence we combine QCA and process tracing metho-

dologies. For theory-testing purposes, we are better served by first executing 

QCA to uncover the extent and patterns of multiple paths of causation. If we 

were to find that three different clusters of pattern-combinations are involved in 

producing the same outcome, we would subsequently conduct one process-

tracing study at the level of the single case for each one of the three groups of 

cases identified in the preceding QCA to trace the three distinct causal paths in 
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question. Conducting a single case process tracing procedure before any QCA 

would risk overlooking alternative causal paths to the same outcome. 

 

The best practice would be to use QCA to get a crude overview of the causal 

landscape and then apply process tracing at the level of the single case to get 

a high-resolution picture of the process mechanisms at work in each one of the 

causal paths that connect the input factors to the outcome. For our purposes, 

the tracing procedure would include the detailed study of the several phases of 

the foreign policymaking and implementing processes, to the extent theoretical 

arguments direct and as far as access to data allows.  
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Chapter 1 

Making Sense of the Politics of Caveats 

Pooling resources to deter external threats to security and safeguard common 

interests is as old a phenomenon as organized warfare (Parker, 2005). Still, 

alliance politics have always been pervaded by coordination problems because 

sovereign states interacting to realize some public good often have both shared 

and diverging interests (Snidal, 1985). Even within the same polity, inclinations 

may be ambiguous and interests only partially congruent. Complex and chal-

lenging collaboration is very much part of the human condition.  

The shared perception of some common threat is the principal glue of security 

alliances. Crucial is also the integrating capabilities of the alliance-leading hege-

monic power, whether it leads through attraction, persuasion, or command. The 

centrifugal forces in alliances relate to conflicting, individual self-interests 

among alliance partners concerning the purpose of the alliance, how to run it, 

and how costs, risks, and gains are distributed among alliance members in 

some coalition context. Depending on the robustness and flexibility of the secu-

rity alliance and the coalition forces in question, such intra-alliance policy con-

flicts may reduce the credibility of the coalition, as well as its military efficiency 

and capacity to serve political goals. Over time, intra-alliance contradictions as 

expressed in less than successful coalition operations may undermine the rele-

vance of the security arrangement. 

The Prussian General, Carl von Clausewitz, had firsthand experience from how 

alliance dilemmas play out on the collective and individual level in the field 

against better organized, led, and motivated French forces. He survived to tell 

about it as a military theorist: 



4 

It would all be tidier, … if the contingent promised – ten, twenty, or thirty 

thousand men – were placed entirely at the ally's [the Force Comman-

der's] disposal, and he was free to use it as he wished. … But that is far 

from what happens. The auxiliary force usually operates under its own 

[national] commander [who] is dependent only on his government, and 

the objective the latter set him will be as ambiguous as of its aims 

(Clausewitz, 1976 [1832]: 250).  

Clausewitz is drawing attention to a theater of war where what is politically feas-

ible to agree upon among alliance partners does not allow for the full and con-

certed use of pooled military resources for political purposes. Dual chains of 

command and only partially shared operational commitments create uncertainty 

and make it difficult for the coalition Force Commander to utilize national con-

tingents in meaningful ways. We see this deficit of what is politically feasible to 

agree upon play out also in contemporary Western burden-sharing debates and 

command- and control issues discussed in connection with the establishment 

and running of coalition forces (Driver, 2016). 

Restrained participation in coalition operations comes in two main shapes, short 

of nonparticipation. One is the provision of a limited number of personnel in non-

combatant functions, such as military medics and staff officers. Miniscule and 

symbolic contributions may also take the shape of modest logistical or financial 

support from governments that want to demonstrate some degree of political 

support. For the risk-averse, lukewarm, or skeptical ally, another kind of re-

strained participation is available for consideration. The option is the attachment 

of conditions – “caveats” – concerning when, where, and how its substantial 

military contingent is to be used by coalition Force Commander in the theater 

of war. This phenomenon is the focal point of the present study. For now, we 

shall proceed on the conception that caveats are national reservations on the 

use of force in a coalition context (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 14-16, 2017: 3-4; Fer-

mann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019). 
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Several topical research questions come to mind: How widespread is the use 

of national reservations on the use of force? What conditions governments’ use 

of caveats in coalition operations? How may the application of caveats on natio-

nal military contingents affect coalitions? How may Force Commander and poli-

tical decision-makers manage and compensate for the negative impact of cave-

ats, if at all? How may we go about to better understand the politics of caveats? 

The latter question is about how to conceptualize, approach, and design rese-

arch on the politics of caveats and is the essence of the present study. 

 

1.1 The Inconvenience of Caveats in Coalition Operations 

 

Since the end of the Cold War, NATO, the United Nations, and ad hoc “Coalit-

ions-of-the-Willing" have engaged forcefully in conflicts in Kosovo, Afghanistan, 

Iraq, and Libya, to mention but some of the most broadcasted interventions. 

Aside from the fundamental problem of enforcing political solutions in countries 

pervaded by ethnic cleavages, economic underdevelopment, corruption, and 

weak political institutions, the multitude of national restrictions on the use of 

force applied by coalition partners in International Security Assistance Force 

(ISAF), Afghanistan 2001-2014, likely contributed to the less than successful 

implementation of the mission's political goals (Auerswald and Saideman, 

2014). 

 

There are reasons to believe that the use of caveats in coalition operations has 

been significant in the post-Cold War era. At one point, NATO generals in 

Afghanistan put together an 80-page document describing 70 instances of nat-

ional reservations on the use of force in the coalition operations in this theater 

of war (Bergen, 2011: 189). David P. Auerswald and Stephen M. Saideman 

(2014) found some fifty caveats applied in the coalition operations in Afghani-

stan. Otto Trønnes (2012) discovered tenfold instances of caveats in Norway's 

behavior as a coalition partner in various multinational military operations. In a 

comparative study of caveats in the coalition operations in Libya 2011, Per 
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Marius Frost-Nielsen (2017) found the Netherlands to apply heavy restrictions 

on the use of airpower. Germany applied restrictive caveats on its forces to limit 

domestic political risks at the expense of the operational effectiveness of the 

coalition forces in Afghanistan (Lombardi, 2008). 

Among coalition Force Commanders, caveats are seen mainly as an impedi-

ment to military flexibility and efficiency and thus a threat to the successful im-

plementation of the political mandate of coalition forces. Referring to coalition 

force Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) in Iraq 2003-10, US Secretary of De-

fense Donald Rumsfeld pointed to the use of national caveats as "a quite com-

plex problem for the [force] commander" to cope with (US DoD, 2005). The 

issue of caveats again appeared high on the NATO Summit’s agenda in Riga 

in 2006 (NATO, 2006), thus confirming caveats as a continuous challenge to 

the effective use of coalition forces (Clark, 2001). Furthermore, the imposition 

of national reservations on the use of force in the Stabilization Force (SFOR) in 

Bosnia in the 1990s was less diplomatically described as "cancer that eats away 

at the effective usability of troops" (Johnson, 2004) by limiting "the tactical com-

manders' operational flexibility" (Jones, 2004). 

The UN operation in Somalia in the early 1990s (UNOSOM) may serve to illu-

strate the point. In this operation, several governments frequently intervened in 

the UN chain of command to ensure their military contingents were kept out of 

harm’s way. In 1993, the UN acted and dismissed the Italian Force Commander 

because he disobeyed UN headquarters direct orders' (von Hippel, 2000: 75). 

Research indicates that the Italian case of in-subordination – a matter of split 

loyalties – was not exceptional. Similar instances of deviant practicing of coa-

lition’s common rules of engagement (RoE) have been revealed in several other 

UN operations (Chopra, Eknes, and Nordbø, 1995: 72; Hirsch and Oakley, 

1995: 63-66, 75-76, 82-83; Findlay, 2002: 178, 183; Feldman, 2008), including 

United Nations Interim Force (UNIFIL) in Lebanon, and United Nations Pro-

tection Force (UNPROFOR) in the Balkans (Findlay, 2002: 117-18, 134-35). 
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Furthermore, during NATO’s 1999 air operations against Serbia in the conflict 

over Kosovo, some governments did not allow their aircraft or bases to be used 

to bomb specific targets. Other governments would not allow their aircraft to 

attack certain targets but accepted that other states used aircraft for offensive 

purposes operating from the same base (Lambeth, 2001: 185-189; Weitsman, 

2014: 74-83). 

 

In particular, the extensive use of caveats in Afghanistan represented a severe 

challenge to coalition forces’ military effectiveness and created political tensions 

between coalition partners concerning the sharing of burdens and risks. Due to 

the extent of caveats applied and the long-lasting military commitment in Afgha-

nistan, caveats’ practice became much more visible in ISAF than previous coa-

lition operations. The high visibility of national reservations on the use of force 

did much to increase the awareness of military and political decision-makers 

who increasingly came to debate the phenomenon in terms of “caveats” or 

“national caveats” (Morelli and Belkin, 2009: 10-12; Hoehn and Harting, 2010: 

53-55; Ringsmose, 2010). Analysts within the alliance burden-sharing field pick-

ed upon this vocabulary and used it to emphasize the problems within NATO to 

cooperate effectively in Afghanistan (Noetzel and Scheipers, 2007; Hunter, 

2008; De Borchgrave, 2009; Joyner, 2009). 

 

In 1990-91, US-led coalition intervention in Iraq, the United States instigated the 

mapping of how members of the coalition understood the common RoE. This 

measure was invited to minimize coordination problems and difficulties in imple-

menting the military operations (Humphries, 1992; Phillips, 1993: 24; Weitsman, 

2014: 50-55). Knowing the positions of member states on the interpretation of 

common RoE made it possible for Force Commander to integrate national mili-

tary contingents in ways that accounted for what he could expect the different 

contingents to be willing to do. National contingents with the more restrictive 

reservations on the use of force were deployed in low military risk areas and 
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assigned fewer demanding tasks. In this way, although politically valuable, hesi-

tant military participation would not hurt the operational flexibility of the coalition 

force more than necessary (Bennett and MacDonald, 1995: 125). 

Frost-Nielsen argues that several UN operations’ mandates were made inten-

tionally ambiguous to bridge diverging political concerns (2016: 5-6). It was left 

to the coalition Force Commander to operationalize the overtly vague mandate 

into a feasible military operational concept, the common RoE of the coalition 

forces. However, even the most skilled translation of the mandate to a common 

RoE could not completely circumvent the political reality that some troop-con-

tributing governments were less enthusiastic and more vulnerable to critique 

from domestic constituencies than other governments. Additionally, national 

military organizations vary in strategic culture and legal traditions (Peters, 

2011). Such factors also contributed to divergence in national interpretations of 

the common RoE of the military operation (Dworken, 1994: 34; Lorenz, 1995: 

22; Palin, 1995: 34-35; Zinni and Lorenz, 2000: 223-44; Findlay, 2002: 368-374; 

Soeters and Manigart, 2008; Soeters, Fenema and Beeres, 2010). 

"National RoE" thus came to conceptualize the divergent national interpretat-

ions and practice of the "common RoE" of UN peace operations. Lukewarm 

governments would interpret "common RoE" as more restrictive than the more 

enthusiastic governments. From this followed burden-sharing conflicts and co-

ordination problems in the field, not qualitatively different from those later report-

ed as "caveats" in the context of Afghanistan (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 5-6). 

For long, the existence of different interpretations and military practicing of the 

common RoE was conveniently explained away as the result of the uncoordi-

nated military action or lack of operational skill and resources. If it was a need 

to depoliticize, the language used did serve the purpose. This narrative was in 

marked contrast to the politicized language used toward member states in ISAF, 

which applied restrictive caveats on their use of force compared to the common 
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RoE of this coalition force. In Afghanistan, “caveats" were understood within a 

burden-sharing narrative as a deliberate failure to take full collective responsi-

bility due to self-serving national priorities. 

 

Comparing the UN operations of the 1990s with the NATO operations in Afgha-

nistan in the 2000s, the following pattern stands out: Different agencies (UN vs. 

NATO/"Coalitions-of-the-Willing") suffer similar problems (reduced military effic-

iency and effectiveness) but apply divergent problem ascribing narratives (func-

tional vs. political), and different terms to denote the symptom of political dis-

agreements within coalition operations ("national RoE" vs. "caveats"). 

 

Even if some of the national deviations in the interpretation of common RoE 

were due to lack of coordination and differences in military competence, much 

evidence indicates that also in UN operations, some restrictive practicing of 

common RoE can be traced back to political calculations of governments. In the 

so-called "Brahimi-report," which was a comprehensive evaluation of the UN 

experiences with peace operations through the 1990s, the real problem of luke-

warm participation was framed as a problem of national political interference in 

the coalition chain of command (UN, 2000: 45). 

 

By the year 2000, it was time to speak out about what had become increasingly 

clear for long: Not all deviations from the common RoE in UN operations were 

due to incompetence or lack of coordination. The “national RoE" practiced by 

governments contributing to UN peace operations in the 1990s were partly, if 

not predominantly, politically motivated. The ingredient of political calculation 

makes the extensive use of "national RoE" in UN peace operations functionally 

equivalent, if not identical, to the "caveats" applied by governments in coalition 

operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Libya. Politically motivated deviations from 

common RoE are expressions of national reservations on the use of force re-

gardless of the phenomenon is observed in a UN context or coalition contexts 

such as Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, and Syria. 
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Indeed, the phenomenon of national reservations on the use of force in coalition 

contexts is traceable deep down in history. Among the states that made up the 

coalition against Napoleon in the early nineteenth century, it was not unheard 

of that a member of the alliance amid battle negated the supreme commander’s 

tactical dispositions (Riley 2007). Similar instances of reluctance to subordinate 

national contingents to a joint command led by a foreign military commander 

are found among the Éntente powers France and Britain during the First World 

War. Subordination of national forces under a single unified military command 

to increase military efficiency was difficult because the allies were preoccupied 

with securing national influence on strategic and tactical military decisions 

(Bliss, 1922). The result was a suboptimal arrangement in that national officers 

represented in the coalition chain of command were assigned veto powers to 

use their military contingents. 

Finally, despite the close military relationship between the United States and 

Great Britain during the Second World War, the coalition partners disagreed at 

several junctions on who should coordinate and lead the war effort in various 

theaters of war (Kennedy, 1983: 11-14; Stoler, 2000). This situation is likely to 

have triggered the use of caveats at multiple cross-roads. 

The parallel to Carl von Clausewitz’s narrative on early nineteenth-century coa-

lition politics could not be more evident. Similar observations across centuries 

indicate that national reservations on the use of force within allied military ope-

rations are as old a phenomenon as alliances and coalition operations them-

selves. However, we have reason to suspect that there is variation in the use of 

caveats across states, coalition forces, and over time. How and why, and to 

what effect? These are intriguing empirical puzzles worthwhile for more syste-

matic study, not least because coalition operations are the dominant and most 

broadcasted form of military power projection internationally. The political study 

of caveats links up with adjacent research on alliance politics, civil-military 

relations, and constitutional and international regulation of the use of force, to 
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mention but a few scholarly neighborhoods. Before engaging adjacent bodies 

of literature, what does the specialized literature on the politics of caveats and 

coalition participation have to offer so far? 

 

1.2 Research on Caveats: Catching up with the Past and the 

Present 

 

Research on phenomena resembling national reservations on the use of force 

in coalition operations is, as indicated, closely related to post-Cold War ope-

rations within the framework of the UN, NATO, or some "coalition of the willing" 

context. Due to the significant operational and political challenges national re-

servations inflict on military coalitions, caveats have been frequently mentioned 

in the broader security literature since the early 2000s. References to caveats 

are found in research on civil-military relations in complex military operations 

(Ruffa, Dandeker, and Vennesson, 2013); counter-insurgency doctrine and 

state-building activities (Meyer, 2013); combat effectiveness and multinational 

operations (Deni, 2004; Marten, 2007); multilateral military intervention and bur-

den sharing (Kreps, 2008; Richter and Webb, 2014); and within the comparative 

study of democratic participation in armed conflict (Mello, 2014). 

 

Since the early 2000s, it is not hard to find research that deals with caveats. 

NATO’s operations in Afghanistan from 2003 have attracted considerable rese-

arch in this regard. Several scholars took note of the sharp rise in the application 

of national reservations on the use of force and made it part of their research 

agenda (Findlay, 2002; Auerswald, 2004; Bird, 2007; Nevers, 2007; Kreps, 

2008; Ringsmose and Thruelsen, 2010; Williams, 2011; Dorman, 2012; Ryn-

ning, 2012; Saideman and Auerswald, 2012; Knudsen and Klingenberg, 2013; 

Auerswald and Saideman, 2014; Weitsman, 2014).  

 

However, with some notable exceptions such as Auerswald and Saideman 

(2014), Saideman and Auerswald (2012), Findlay (2002), Frost-Nielsen (2011, 
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2012, 2016, 2017, 2018), and Mello (2015, 2019), Political Science scholars 

have yet to engage forcefully in the systematic and focused study of caveats. 

We do not know nearly enough about the politics of caveats, what political pur-

poses caveats serve for foreign policymakers, and what structural and institu-

tional factors may condition the use of national reservations in statecraft. This 

state of affairs needs to be improved to better understand and advise on the 

negative consequences of caveats on coalition forces and the trade-offs and 

possibilities for political engineering related to caveats’ application in foreign 

policy and alliance politics. 

The literature on caveats is more descriptive than explanatory, more focused 

on serving immediate political and operational needs than systematic know-

ledge building, and more preoccupied with the immediate detrimental effects of 

caveats on burden sharing, military efficiency, and political effectiveness than 

in unraveling the conditions for states’ applying reservations on the use of force 

in the first place. In different ways, these limitations seem to relate to the fact 

that caveats are predominantly dealt with as an auxiliary phenomenon in the 

research literature.  

A severe analytical limitation in research bordering on national reservations on 

the use of force is the inconsistent use of the critical concept of "caveats." It is 

thus not clear to what aspect of the phenomenon the term refers to. Some scho-

lars use the term "caveats" to point out how national reservations prevented 

national contingents from participating in offensive and risky military operations 

(Sky 2007: 16; Ringsmose 2010: 328; Mello 2014: 113-14). Others use the con-

cept of "caveats" to describe how states place national officers in the coalition 

chain of command to execute some discretion as to how Force Commander 

may use their military contingents (Young, 2003: 115; Høiback, 2009: 23-34; 

Saideman and Auerswald, 2012: 69-79). 
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Still other scholars relate caveats to constitutional limitations on the use of force 

in states, such as Germany (Koschut, 2014: 351-54) and Japan (van der Meu-

len and Kawano, 2008). One contribution mentions “caveats” in the context of 

financial and logistical limitations on the military contribution; however, without 

discussing whether politically imposed reservations on the use of force may be-

long to another class of phenomena than economic constraints and logistical 

deficiencies (Brophy and Fisera, 2010: 1). Finally, in Afghanistan, the perhaps 

most frequently used conception of “caveats” relates to the limitations a contri-

buting state may put on where its forces are allowed to operate (Noetzel and 

Rid, 2009: 75; Noetzel and Schreer, 2009: 532; Kay, 2013: 109-110).  

The concept of caveats lacks settled boundaries. Although the politics of cave-

ats is an exciting puzzle, the phenomenon of caveats is still conceptually con-

fusing. We cannot establish the politics of caveats as a proper research domain 

as long the subject of study fails to be precisely identified and categorized. 

When still lacking agreement on the definition and operationalization of the key 

concept in the research field, it is premature to start building systematic and 

comparable data on the frequency and variation of the phenomenon, let alone 

reasoning what explanatory approaches and research designs might provide 

more epistemological traction. 

We believe the key to rectifying conceptual confusion is to study the relevant 

bodies of literature, juxtapose divergent conceptualizations against the empiri-

cal record, and come up with a well-reasoned notion of caveats that is precise 

enough to distinguish caveats from adjacent phenomena and inclusive enough 

to discriminate between different subclasses of caveats which might have dif-

ferent causal origins and impacts. 

This brief review indicates that the inclination to control politically national contri-

butions to coalition operations is a generic phenomenon across otherwise differ-

ent contexts where stakes are incredibly high. There are ways of minimizing the 
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detrimental consequences of this disintegrating impulse. The strength of the 

impulse may vary depending on circumstances, not the least on the nature of 

the common threat faced. However, the fact remains that sovereign states rare-

ly have entirely overlapping interests in alliance and coalition politics. 

In this perspective, the foreign policy instrument of caveats may turn out to be-

come a blessing in disguise for the coalition in that restrictive caveats allow the 

coalition member to fine-tune its contribution in order to optimize the balance 

between different concerns and interests. If caveats were not an option, we 

might expect more governments to defect from the coalition or make a symbolic 

contribution to the war effort. This line of reasoning comes out as a defense for 

the foreign policy instrument of caveats in coalition operations and is a political 

take-home message from the study. 

1.3 The Aim of the Study: Toward an Empirical Research Program 

The present study aims to offer reasoned answers to the need for systematic 

research on the politics of caveats – conceptually, analytically, theoretically, and 

methodologically. We have indicated that the political study of caveats is a rela-

tively nascent field of research. There are some excellent studies to relate to 

and more if we count studies treating caveats as an afterthought, an auxiliary 

phenomenon, or a case-specific peculiarity. Still, the field is fragmented, and 

we see too little of the conceptual, theoretical, and epistemological self-reflect-

ion characterizing more mature fields of political research (Weber, 1949: 105-

106). 

The scholarly debate should include vivid discussions on the conceptualization 

of the phenomenon under study and how key variables are to be operationa-

lized for empirical research. We may consider caveats in terms of dependent or 

independent variables. Furthermore, we should attempt to develop a limited 



15 

number of generic research questions that case studies can relate to. We pro-

bably need to reason more about what knowledge can be gained by employing 

Comparative Politics (CP) theories, systemic approaches to International Relat-

ions (IR), and approaches that take the agency of the state as the primary point 

of departure for the study of caveats. Research-wise, we must deal with the fact 

that states and international security organizations may consider information on 

caveats militarily and politically sensitive. How can we make sure that the most 

interesting data is accessible to us? Without some creative data gathering strat-

egies, any approach to the study of caveats will come up empty-handed. As to 

the empirical analysis of caveats-relevant data, we should inspire discussion on 

what methods for causal inference are likely to offer better epistemological 

traction – given the present state of caveats research and the framework for 

analysis we choose to apply. 

On this backdrop, the study of the politics of caveats would seem to be fertile 

ground for scholarly contributions with a programmatic purpose, arguing direct-

ions for future research. In the present study, we offer a proposal for an empiri-

cal research program on the foreign politics of caveats. An "empirical research 

program" describes a problem-solving research approach directed towards 

shedding light on a phenomenon or a limited set of phenomena (Lakatos, 1978). 

This effort includes, first, the contextualization and conceptualization of the phe-

nomenon under scrutiny. Second, the working out of a framework for analysis, 

including a general approach and several bodies of middle-range theory from 

which empirical propositions can be deduced on conditions for the application 

of caveats in statecraft. Third, the reasoning of promising research strategies 

and methods for the gathering and analyses of data that speaks to the nature 

of the phenomenon under scrutiny, considers the methodological implications 

of the analytical framework chosen and accounts for the fact that the political 

study of caveats is in an early stage of systematic and cumulative research. 



 

16 
 

We will argue that the bottom-up approach of Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) is 

well equipped as a steppingstone for the systematic study of the politics of cave-

ats: FPA ascribes agency to the foreign policymaking state and treats caveats 

as an instrument of foreign policy. FPA accounts for both domestic and global 

political factors in explaining foreign policymaking output and implementing out-

comes. The approach is preoccupied with tracing the influence of exogenous 

factors from both the global and domestic environments that may influence the 

decision-making and implementing processes of the foreign policymaking state. 

As will be elaborated on in Part III of the study, the multi-level and decision-

making approach of FPA is exceptionally eclectic and ambitious in theoretical 

scope. The FPA approach is also thorough in the empirical tracing of decision-

making processes influenced by global politics, domestic politics, and institu-

tional inertia at the level and in different phases of decision-making and imple-

mentation of foreign policies (Clarke and White, 1989; Kubálková, 2001; Web-

ber and Smith, 2002; Hill, 2003; Hudson, 2007, 2005; Carlsnaes, 2008, 2002; 

Fermann, 2013: 89-140, 2010; Neack, 2018, 2013). 

 

In the context of the politics of caveats, FPA inspires one research question in 

particular: What political goals and functions do caveats serve for foreign policy 

decision-makers in balancing external and domestic concerns as perceived 

through the lenses of national and institutional interests? Put differently: What 

decision-making problems and opportunities may the application of national 

reservations on the use of force (caveats) address for foreign policymakers who 

consider contributing a military contingent to some multinational military operat-

ion? 

 

Indeed, the overarching idea of the present study, as well as the string of case 

studies researched by Per Marius Frost-Nielsen (2009, 2016), Gabriel Husby 

(2015), and Otto Trønnes (2012) under my tutoring is that caveats is a foreign 

policy instrument used by strategic decision-makers at the national level to bal-

ance different concerns in alliance politics, domestic politics, and in the politics 
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of controlling the sword in the theater of war. Three speculations survived our 

multiple discussions and will be elaborated on in subsequent chapters: 

• May caveats limit the political costs of participating in coalition forces

motivated by alliance obligations?

• May caveats facilitate the construction of domestic winning political

coalitions required to participate in allied coalition operations?

• May caveats secure some national control of contingents put under a

common military chain of command?

Most of the academic research on the politics of caveats draws upon insights 

from IR and CP approaches. In the context of caveats, the approach of FPA 

represents a somewhat novel research angle, which arguably is more realistic 

than the systemic IR approach because FPA since its inception has gravitated 

toward traveling several levels of analysis, including the level of governmental 

politics where a lot of caveats relevant decision-making is going on. Notably, 

the IR community in the late 1980s celebrated Robert D. Putnam’s “two-level 

game” approach to studying international negotiations as an analytical break-

through, however, without simultaneously acknowledging that cross-level ana-

lysis has been bread and butter in FPA since the late 1950s, although with dif-

ferent explanandum in mind. 

In contrast to the systemic “top-down” approach of IR, where caveats are theo-

rized primarily as a phenomenon making international collaboration and the 

implementation of mission mandates more complicated, we will argue that the 

“bottom-up” approach of FPA is tailor-made to shed light on caveats as a prob-

lem-solving instrument within the limits of what the foreign policymaking state 

deems politically feasible. 
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While the CP approach already has brought valuable contributions to the emer-

ging field (e.g., Auerswald and Saideman, 2014), FPA is better equipped to un-

ravel the causal mechanisms at work in-between framework conditions and 

outputs/outcomes in the politics of caveats (Fermann, 2013). In CP, such 

mechanisms are theoretically argued but rarely actually traced and confirmed 

in the empirical study of policymaking processes. Indeed, FPA is designed to 

come to grips with real-life policymaking and implementing processes by uti-

lizing process-tracing case study designs (Checkel, 2008). 

At its most thorough, the empirical tracing of decision-making and implementing 

processes may run as follows: How do this or that structural and motivational 

factor in the global and domestic environments of the decision-making process 

influence this or that decision-maker and decision-making institution, in what 

phase of the decision-making and implementing processes, through what me-

chanisms, to impact the formulation of preferences and the choice of policy in-

struments, and to what effect on foreign policy behavior? FPA can detect incon-

sistencies in the relationships between foreign policy maneuvering space, go-

als, means, and implementation and considers it an empirical question whether 

such discrepancies are due to political mismanagement, political design, or the 

fog of war. 

In a still nascent research field such as ours, the politics of caveats, it is an 

unfortunate omission that we see few multi-level and process tracing studies 

(Frost-Nilsen, 2013, 2011; Husby, 2015). We need such studies to capture the 

interplay between domestic and global politics on the decision-making process 

mostly, but not entirely neglected in IR and CP approaches to the politics of 

caveats. As noted, we need to process trace decision-making processes to re-

ality check the mechanisms theoretically assumed in generically ambitious CP 

studies. That said, we do not claim that the choice of approach to caveats is a 

question of one or the other. Instead, it is a question of complementarity. Still, 

an empirical research program built on the ontological foundation of the FPA 
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approach may attract new scholars to researching the politics of caveats and 

produce novel insights from angles not adequately covered by IR and CP 

approaches. 

FPA frames caveats as an instrument of political engineering that allows foreign 

policymakers to better cope with complex decision-making challenges. The 

complicated and sometimes critical nature of foreign politics is because foreign 

policymaking is pinched between a rock and a hard place, between domestic 

and global politics. In alliance politics, the stakes can be extremely high, parti-

cularly in questions relating to whether and how a sovereign state is to contri-

bute lethal force within the framework of coalition operations. In domestic poli-

tics, stakes may be high as well. Broadcasted collateral damage and loss of 

own military personnel may threaten the continued existence of the responsible 

government in question. 

1.4 Outline of Study 

The essence of an empirical research program is to provide directions and 

suggestions on how to study some social phenomenon fruitfully. The current 

empirical research program on the politics of caveats does not pretend to pro-

vide conclusive answers to substantial research questions. It is mainly for sub-

sequent research to deliver detailed empirical analyses of substantial research 

questions. The empirical research program’s contribution is mainly to be asses-

sed on its capacity to inspire, direct, reason, and facilitate directions for syste-

matic research on national reservations on the use of force in coalition operat-

ions. 

The several lines of reasoning making up the empirical research program run 

through 10 chapters between the introductory and concluding chapters. The 

structure of the study reflects the four main epistemological steps of the rese-

arch program – (i) conceptual delimitation of the phenomenon of caveats; (ii) 
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reasoning and explanation of the foundational approach of FPA; (iii) theoretical 

arguing of empirical propositions; and (iv) the working out of some promising 

strategies for empirical research. For readers inclined to jump to conclusions in 

the literal sense, Chapter 12 offers an economical recapitulation of the program-

matic contributions.  

In Chapters 2–4 (Part 2: Conceptualizing Caveats), the analytical and military 

context of caveats is discussed, and the concept of caveats defined and opera-

tionalized. 

In Chapters 5–7 (Part 3: Approaching Caveats), we reason the approach of FPA 

in terms of the non-refutable “hard core” of the empirical research program, ex-

plain the analytical components in the foreign policymaking and implementing 

processes, and argue the translation of Political Science middle-range theory 

from several levels of analysis to adequately explain foreign policymaking pro-

cesses and outcomes. 

In Chapters 8–10 (Part 4: Theorizing Caveats), selected bodies of theory are 

applied to the study of the foreign politics of caveats. We argue theoretically 

three sets of hypotheses on the assumptions that caveats may (i) limit the for-

eign policymaking state's political costs of participating in coalition forces mo-

tivated by alliance obligations; (ii) facilitate the construction of domestic winning 

political coalitions required to participate in allied coalition operations; and (iii) 

secure some national control of contingents put under a common military chain 

of command. 

In Chapter 11 (Part 5: Researching Caveats), we review, explain, and recom-

mend methods for gathering and analyzing data while considering the implicat-

ions of the FPA approach applied and the state of the research field in question. 



 

PART TWO 

CONCEPTUALIZING CAVEATS 
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Chapter 2 

Caveats: A Case of What Class of Phenomena? 

We have initially defined caveats as national reservations on the use of force in 

the context of coalition operations. Before elaborating on the more specific and 

measurable construct of caveats, the present chapter addresses the fundamen-

tal question as to what any singular observation of caveats might be a case of 

in the broader sense? In asking this question, we imply that our research ambit-

ion is not limited to the idiographic study of some particular caveats case (Platt, 

2007: 104). The question signals that we are about to engage in an empirical 

research program to explain the generic (nomothetic) phenomenon of caveats 

(George and Bennett, 2005: 92). 

In asking, “what is caveats a case of,” we also call attention to the different 

analytical contexts within which the politics of caveats might be explored. 

Hence, the researcher must know precisely where the phenomenon of caveats 

starts and where ends and be aware of what broader analytical contexts cave-

ats may be part of. Analytical context is a strategic choice impacting what rese-

arch questions be asked, what theoretical approaches be relevant, and what 

research designs may give more epistemological traction. 

We have already shown our hand by indicating that caveats are a foreign policy 

instrument used to deal with decision-making problems related to alliance poli-

tics, domestic and governmental politics, and the politics of implementation in a 

political and operational environment where stakes might be extremely high. In 

this analytical context of generalization, we identified Foreign Policy Analysis 

(FPA) as a multi-level and decision-making approach capable of encapsulating 

such a broad generic conception of caveats. 
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Below, we shall specify the range of analytical gateways and briefly discuss 

how caveats may be understood in terms of: 

• one of the several choices on a foreign policymaking decision tree,

• one of several foreign policy instruments available for decision-makers,

• one of several institutional checks on the use of force in foreign policy, and

• one of several measures available for national decision-makers to exert poli-

tical control over military implementation in coalition operations.

This exercise speaks to the need to be conscious about what larger class of 

phenomena we decide our subject under scrutiny to be part of. If for no other 

reason to extract some clues as to what generic research literature we may 

learn from and contribute to. 

2.1 Caveats in the Context of a Foreign Policy Decision Tree 

We may frame the phenomenon of caveats as part of a foreign policy decision-

making process, resembling a decision tree. Imagine that an alliance partner is 

challenged with an insistent invitation from the alliance leader to contribute to 

establishing a coalition force designed to counter some common threat. As-

sume further that the addressed alliance partner is lukewarm towards the invi-

tation to participate with military personnel. The hesitation may have one or se-

veral sources; a lesser sense of an immediate threat; military overstretch due 

to participation in other coalition operations, or military needs at home; an oppo-

sition in parliament critical to participation in out-of-area operations; a coalition 

government split in the middle over the issue; and so on. 

Nevertheless, the alliance's addressed junior partner cannot completely ignore 

the request because of her ultimate dependence on the security alliance for 

long-term security. The alliance is a security guarantor, and the alliance and its 

leader need to be treated with respect and consideration by the less powerful 
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alliance partners. This dependence is one of two main concerns that constitute 

the security dilemma in alliance politics, in different ways facing every member 

of the alliance (Snyder, 1984).  

On the level of individual member states, decision-makers manage the dilemma 

by the pragmatic balancing of competing concerns about fear of entrapment 

and fear of abandonment. They seek ways to optimize the dilemma of either be 

entrapped in a dangerous and politically risky coalition operation without any 

immediate national interests being served. Alternatively, to fail the alliance's 

solidarity clause and thus increase the risk of being exposed to critique in public 

and even being abandoned by the alliance when the need for assistance arises 

in the future. 

    Figure 2.1  Contextualizing caveats – decision tree 

Consider the decision tree in Figure 2.1. It shows how caveats, along with other 

policy decisions and options, may offer yet another means of balancing and 

fine-tuning a coalition partner's short- and long-term interests in alliance politics. 

Attaching caveats to a particular force contribution (step 4) is a foreign policy 

decision subtracting from the initial and more fundamental decisions to partici-

pate militarily in the coalition force (steps 2 and 3). 
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Alliance junior partners do not make the initial decision to establish a coalition 

force (step 1). This principal decision is for great powers to make. The alliance 

leader usually initiates the establishment of the coalition force single-handedly 

(the US), or in consultation with the more critical members of the alliance (Great 

Britain, France, Germany, Italy), depending on circumstances. The medium and 

small-state members of the alliance are usually invited to participate in the de-

cision-making process after the decision establishing the force has already 

been made. 

Typically, alliance members are invited to participate in the coalition in some 

military capacity (step 2). Any mode of participation will have some real political 

significance for the coalition. Still, there is a choice to be made for all alliance 

members between a symbolic or substantial military contribution (step 3). A tok-

en military contribution may take the shape of minor logistical support, the fur-

nishing of behind-line functions such as a military hospital, or the dispatch of a 

handful of military staff personnel. 

The offering of a substantial military contribution to the coalition effort will typi-

cally include forces capable of combat and frontline service in a considerable 

capacity. It may consist of some aircraft's dispatch; some company, battalion, 

or division of infantry; special forces units; tank regiments; or navy units. While 

such forces are supposed to fight according to some common coalition RoE, 

the option of national reservations on the use of force (caveats) (step 4) remains 

a policy instrument for the fine-tuning of the balance between concerns of en-

trapment and abandonment in foreign policymaking.  

Such described, the study of caveats may be considered a case study of how 

to cope with the alliance dilemma when states are mobilized to form coalition 

forces. For foreign policymakers, this assessment includes balancing imme-

diate and long-term concerns and the weighing of national interests against the 
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political necessities offered by the external security environment. We will elabo-

rate on this theoretical line of reasoning in Section 6.4.2 and Chapter 8. The 

point made in the present section is that deciding whether and how to apply 

caveats is separate from the decisions to participate in the coalition and what 

forces to bring. 

 

2.2 Caveats in the Context of the Broader Range of Foreign Policy 

Instruments 

 

There is a context to caveats relating to the broad repertoire of foreign policy 

instruments available for the state to project and defend national interests in 

global politics. These foreign policy tools range from instruments of diplomacy 

via political rhetoric and other means of political communication to economic 

incentives (sticks and carrots), clandestine operations, and the use of force 

(Holsti, 1995). Some instruments of foreign policymaking relate to information 

exchange and persuasion; others include softer or harder means of enforce-

ment. 

 

There are ladders of escalation and de-escalation at work, both within each 

category and across the main dimensions of policy instruments. In describing 

states' relationship towards one another, it may be useful to account for the mix 

and calibration of foreign policy instruments involved. A lot of friendly talk and 

trade are more benign than threats of economic boycott and the use of force 

(Fermann, 2013: 72-83). 

 

How do caveats relate to these foreign policy instruments? The most obvious 

observation is that caveats fit into the most offensive category of foreign policy 

tools related to the use of lethal force. Caveats are an instance or a sub-cate-

gory of the foreign policy instrument of going to war as a continuation of politics 

by other means. The essential moderating part is that caveats mainly restrict 

the own use of force (but as will be shown, not exclusively so) within the context 
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of a coalition force. Note that attaching caveats to a force contribution is a for-

eign policy decision that usually subtracts from the initial and more fundamental 

decision to participate militarily. 

While caveats fit in mainly as a moderating element in the category of military 

force, caveats may relate to other instruments of foreign policy in various ways. 

Caveats may be transparently communicated through diplomatic channels (or 

at the least in operational practice) and multilateral negotiations on burden-

sharing. Just as we have seen instances of alliance partners paying themselves 

out of military commitments altogether (Japan comes to mind), side-payments 

of different sorts may be offered (tacitly or overtly) to compensate the alliance 

for the inconveniences resulting from the application of national reservations on 

the use of force in the coalition. Furthermore, a caveat applying nation may 

point out military investments in other coalition operations to justify a less than 

total commitment in the present coalition force, and so on. 

The possibilities of making caveats part of the broader mix of foreign policy in-

struments are thus extensive. Depending on the research question and ap-

proach, it may become necessary to map this mix and the problems this bag of 

policy measures may have been an answer to for the foreign policy decision-

makers. As will be reasoned in Chapters 6 and 7, the approach of FPA invites 

scholars to study the instrumental functions of caveats in foreign policymaking. 

One way of doing this is to conduct cross-level research on whether there is a 

pattern of empirical correlation between a state's application of caveats and how 

it rhetorically justifies its military contribution towards its citizens. If so, what can 

the reason be for the observed pattern? 

The decision to use caveats, and the ability to explain the military contribution 

to the public, can be just what it takes to create a winning domestic political 

coalition for participation, and at the same time, the necessary minimum to still 
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be considered a valuable and loyal ally. In Chapters 8–10, we bring in clusters 

of theories from different branches of Political Science to theorize on this multi-

level reality and argue that the instrument of caveats may increase what is politi-

cally feasible to achieve in alliance politics. 

 

This line of reasoning makes it possible to see the phenomenon of caveats in 

another light than the prevailing one; not merely as " cancer that eats away at 

the effective usability of troops" (Jones, 2004), but also as a mechanism for 

mobilizing more allies for the cause than would otherwise have been possible. 

The one thing a government of an allied nation cannot be asked to do is adopt 

a controversial foreign policy that will force it to resign for domestic political 

reasons. On second thoughts, we should probably rephrase the latter propo-

sition into an empirical research question.   

 

2.3 Caveats in the Context of Institutional Checks on Coalition 

Participation 

 

The institutionalist literature in security studies offers insights on domestic insti-

tutional restrictions on the use of force in foreign policy (Morgan and Campbell, 

1991; Maoz and Russett, 1993; Reiter and Stam, 2002). Institutional checks and 

balances on politics are yet another promising analytical context for the study 

of caveats. The typology suggested by Patrick A. Mello (2015: 6) distinguishes 

between structural, procedural, and operational restrictions on using force as 

an instrument of foreign policy. Caveats belong to the latter category of institut-

ional mechanisms. 

 

Structural restrictions may include regulations on the use of force in Internatio-

nal Law and international organizations such as the United Nations and NATO. 

Also, domestic institutions, in particular political constitutions, belong to this 

category in that such political constructs may put limitations on the use of force 

beyond self-defense (Ku and Jacobson, 2003; Nolte, 2003; Jakobsen, 2006). 
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Procedural restrictions on the use of force abroad may relate to the extent to 

which parliament has a hand in the decision-making process and can influence 

government policies as to whether and how military force is to be applied in 

foreign policy (Peters and Wagner, 2011). 

Of more direct relevance for the political study of caveats is the final category 

of operational restrictions, which Mello equals to caveats (2015: 8). Mello’s con-

tribution is to scrutinize whether there are any causal relationships between the 

three different kinds of limitations as to whether and how states limit their use 

of force in foreign policy. For instance, whether procedural restrictions on the 

use of force tend to correlate with the application of operational limitations 

(caveats) on the use of force and why. 

For our purposes, the three-dimensional typology on restrictions on the use of 

force in foreign policy is yet another analytical context within which we may 

legitimately study the politics of caveats. In Mello’s framework, caveats are part 

of the broader institutional study of political and legal restraints on the use of 

force in foreign policymaking. Caveats belong to the category of operational 

controls, which is about how force is applied, and not as structural and proce-

dural restraints, which are mainly about whether to contribute to the war effort 

in the first place. In this sense, Mello’s analytical framework also speaks to the 

decision tree discussed above (see Figure 2.1). 

As will be shown in succeeding chapters, the approach of FPA is, with the assis-

tance of particular explanatory middle-range theories in Political Science, cap-

able of accounting for international regulations as well as for domestic political 

institutions influencing the propensity to apply caveats in foreign policy. Whether 

we decide to treat institutions as structure or agency will depend on the research 

question and the institutions in question. 
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2.4 Caveats in the Context of National Control of the Use of Force 

 

There is a final analytical context of immediate operational relevance to the 

study of caveats discussed in the research literature. It relates to the exercise 

of national control of the contingents dispatched to coalition forces. At this point, 

the decision to contribute with a military contingent to the coalition force has 

already been made. The time has come for national decision-makers (the prin-

cipal) to decide how the powers delegated to the contingent commander in the 

field (the agent) are to be surveyed and controlled. For the researcher, the chal-

lenge is to figure out how to contextualize and conceptualize the instruments 

for national political control of the sword in a coalition context. 

 

David P. Auerswald and Stephen M. Saideman's notion of "national controls" 

on the use of force (2014: 5-12) resembles Mello's category of "operational limi-

tations" (Mello, 2015). However, the two analytical constructs are not identical. 

For reasons related to differences in research purpose, Auerswald and Saide-

man (2014) need a more fine-grained construct describing the relationship be-

tween political decision-makers and operational implementers than does Mello. 

While Mello may do with equalizing "operational limitations" more crudely with 

caveats, Auerswald and Saideman distinguish between several political instru-

ments (caveats included), which the political principal may use to control the 

military agent in the field. 

 

The first main category of instruments for political control is "limits on deployed 

troops," and include besides “caveats,” the "call home"-requirement, the on-site 

"red card-holder" function, and the possibility of "withholding military capabili-

ties" from use in coalition forces. 

 

Auerswald and Saideman define caveats as "restrictions placed upon a contin-

gent anticipating what they will be asked to do and setting rules for these circum-
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stances” (2014: 6). Note that the term “restrictions” (rather than reservations) 

indicates that permissive caveats are not part of the concept.  

The “call home”-requirement implies that the contingent commander must ask 

for permission to act up the national chain of command if requested by the Force 

Commander to do something offensive, risky, or out of the ordinary. Even if per-

mission is granted from the government, this may be too late for the Force Com-

mander to utilize the contingent in question. 

As to the "red card-holder" gate-keeping mechanism, this instrument of national 

control gives the highest national military officer within the multinational chain 

of command the authority to interpret the "national RoE" and decide whether 

and how the national contingent be used in a critical situation, or in a controver-

sial way. 

“Withholding military capabilities” from the coalition force's deployment area is 

a final option for a government that needs to limit its exposure to political or 

military risk. One may argue that this sub-category does not belong in the cate-

gory of "limits on deployed troops" since withheld capabilities, strictly speaking, 

may not yet be in deployment. Although politically motivated, the decision to 

withhold military capabilities arguably rather relate to the initial decision as to 

what forces to contribute (see Figure 2.1). A more reasonable interpretation of 

Auerswald and Saideman’s conception of “withholding military capabilities” from 

use in coalition force is to refer to the contingent which already is in the field 

and which cannot be used by Force Commander in certain places, for specific 

tasks, or in the middle of the night.   

The second main category in Auerswald and Saideman's typology of national 

controls on the use of force in coalition forces is "oversight of deployed units" 

(2014: 9-10). Some kind of oversight of deployed units is necessary because 

the control effect of "caveats," "red card-holders," and "call home"-requirements 
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is likely to be short-circuited by the failure to monitor what happens in the field 

and the multinational chain of command. There is rarely delegation of imple-

menting authority without some oversight, as will be discussed in Chapter 10. 

The third category relates to the principal's ability to put in place "incentives for 

correct behavior" so military agents do not exceed their authority to make decis-

ions on the use of force. The prospects of punishment may deter incorrect be-

havior, and rewards may strengthen rule-obeying behavior. 

The final category in Auerswald and Saideman's typology of national control 

mechanisms is "selecting military commanders." Selecting the right staff and 

military leaders is half the job done from the perspective of the political princi-

pal. Where political sensitivities are internalized in the officer responsible for 

making a difficult decision in the field, strong incentives related to reward and 

punishment are likely to be less necessary to rely upon (Auerswald and Saide-

man, 2014: 10-12). 

For the study of the politics of caveats, Auerswald and Saideman's typology 

treats caveats in the context of how nations may insert some political control 

over the national contingent in coalition forces. Research on national control of 

military implementation is a key part of the civil-military relations field of re-

search, which applies principal-agent theories to make sense of relationships 

between political decision-makers and military agents (Huntington, 1957). 

*** 

With no claim for being exhaustive, the purpose of the chapter has been to 

demonstrate how we may analytically contextualize caveats in different ways 

and for different research purposes. In the process, we have also provided clues 

to subsequent chapters in that analytical contextualization of caveats is proba-
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bly the best preparation for the subsequent conceptual delimitation of the con-

cept. To make an informed decision on the concept and the subclasses of cave-

ats, it is useful to consider what caveats might be an analytically fruitful sub-

class of itself. 
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Chapter 3 

Regulation of the Use of Force in Military 

Organization and Coalition Forces 

Why do governments reserve how the military can fight in coalition forces when 

it may put soldiers in harm's way and make it more challenging to accomplish 

the mission? Why issue caveats when they are potentially damaging to the mili-

tary efficiency and political effectiveness of the coalition? 

The first step in providing qualified answers to such topical research questions 

is constructing an analytical language capable of precisely describing the phe-

nomenon under scrutiny. We initially defined caveats as national reservations 

on the use of force in the context of coalition operations on the assumption that 

the concept needs further elaboration. The definition was half-baked because it 

lacks analytical and material context and specification of conceptual properties 

and operational definitions necessary to engage in empirical research. In the 

previous chapter, we sketched out four different and partly overlapping analyti-

cal contexts to grasp caveats as national reservations on the use of force. This 

analytical exercise was justified on the argument that it is helpful to know what 

caveats might be a subclass of – for both theoretical and conceptual reasons. 

In the present chapter, we prepare for the informed decision on defining and 

operationalizing the concept of caveats by consulting the empirical record on 

coalition collaboration relating to deviations in the use of force, briefly touched 

upon in the introductory chapter. Next, we tap into the literature on rules of en-

gagement (RoE) as a mechanism for regulating the use of force in a military 

organization – multinational military operations included. Subsequently, RoE is 

used as a critical yardstick (but not the only one) against which caveats be 

measured. For the time being, we reserve the term "rules of engagement" for 
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the body of principles and rules that supervise soldiers and commanders in the 

use of force. RoE varies in robustness, specificity, and the extent to which mili-

tary personnel granted the discretion to interpret guidelines for the use of force. 

Reviewing the recent history of caveats use and discussing the finer points of 

regulation of force on the ground represent the bottom-up approach to concept 

development. In Chapter 11, we discuss this move within the case design of the 

inductive plausibility probe. In the generalizing plausibility probe, we juxtapose 

“facts on the ground” with promising but tentative analytical constructs, such as 

some initial conception of caveats. This procedure allows us to “refine the ope-

rationalization or measurement of key variables” to prepare for generic research 

(Levy, 2008: 6). In learning from the operational and military experience, we 

hope to reason a conception of caveats that are recognizable to military profes-

sionals and discrete and nuanced enough to be helpful in empirical research. 

3.1 Brief History of Caveats as National Deviations from the 

Coalition Rules of Engagement 

As noted in the introductory chapter, the synonymous terms of “national RoE” 

and “caveats” came into use with the need to describe the growing challenges 

with coordinating the use of force in UN peace operations in the 1990s and 

NATO’s operation in Afghanistan from 2003. With the end of the Cold War, there 

was a tremendous increase in the number of civil wars and ethnic violence and 

the states’ willingness to send armed forces to intervene in these conflicts (Rost 

and Greig, 2011). The operations' scope was so broad as to include the provid-

ing of security, disarmament, demobilization, reintegration, support for humani-

tarian and human rights assistance, and governance. 

This demanding portfolio of functions implied that most national armed forces 

were not capable of conducting missions alone. To cope with the situation, stat-
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es had to pool military resources and work together in ad hoc multinational mili-

tary coalitions led by the UN, NATO, EU, or significant powers like Great Britain, 

France, and the United States in particular. During the 1990s, UN operations in 

Somalia, Bosnia, Haiti, Rwanda, East-Timor, Kosovo, Congo, and Sierra Leone 

taught the international community that these missions' requirements went far 

beyond what the coalition forces were prepared for and capable of doing. One 

of the problems that surfaced with these operations was the escalating use of 

force in deployment areas (Findlay, 2002: 124-314). 

 

To avoid taking the side and become an active part in the conflicts, the inter-

vening UN military forces often operated with restrictive (un-robust, weak) coa-

lition RoE, sometimes to the extent that they failed to sufficiently act in self-

defense or complete their missions. The gravest and most publicized examples 

were the failure of on-site UN soldiers to use force to prevent the 1994 genocide 

in Rwanda and the 1995 massacres in Srebrenica in Bosnia-Herzegovina. As 

a result, military commentators and analysts started to analyze the political and 

operational limitations of traditional UN operations concerning the use of force 

and RoE (Berkowitz, 1994; Lorenz, 1995; Fair, 1997; Klep and Winslow, 1999; 

Reed, 2000; Zinni and Lorenz, 2000). 

 

While it was evident in the aftermath of these operations that the coalition RoE 

often was too restrictive to cope with the violent circumstances developing, ana-

lysts also observed national differences within the coalitions in how states' forc-

es applied the coalition RoE. As noted in the introductory chapter, different inter-

pretations of the coalition RoE were at the time labeled "national RoE" and refer-

red to how different nations understood the same rules for the use of force in 

particular ways (Phillips, 1993: 24; Bennett and MacDonald, 1995; Miller, 1995: 

19; Palin, 1995: 7). 
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Because mandates issued by the UN Security Council often were formulated in 

a general, diplomatic language, and because the UN lacked expertise and re-

sources in military planning, concepts of operations and RoE were often unspe-

cified, and consequently ambiguous. This situation was an invitation to contri-

buting nations with divergent political agendas and operational constraints to 

read different things into how the coalition RoE be practiced in the field. Without 

any explicit clarification, each nation often interpreted and operationalized rele-

vant terms like "self-defense," "imminent threat," and "hostile act" quite differ-

ently (Findlay, 2002: 351-359). As noted, national differences in military training 

and culture also played a role in bringing about divergent interpretations of coa-

lition RoE, as were national differences in the legal status of RoE. 

Regardless of the challenges related to different interpretations of common coa-

lition RoE, it did not cause significant controversy compared to other problems 

concerning the use of force – such as deficiencies in equipment, lack of relevant 

training and experience of troops, poor command and control arrangements, 

and lack of intelligence-gathering capabilities. Also, the geographical segre-

gation of forces into national sectors of deployment implied that there was little 

need to cope with national differences in the understanding and practicing of 

coalition RoE (Palin, 1995: 18). Direct work-related contact between personnel 

from various national contingents occurred only at the headquarters level, caus-

ing only minor difficulties for coordinating operations (Lorenz, 1995: 21-22). 

The issue of diverging “national RoE” became significantly more critical in the 

typical ad hoc "coalition of the willing" operations after the September 11, 2001 

attacks on the United States. In these operations, different national units with 

specialized capabilities worked side by side in the field and frequently integrated 

into bi- or multinational contingents. This pattern of military cooperation on the 

ground was certainly the case with NATO’s ISAF operations in Afghanistan 

(2003-2014) and was not easily reconcilable because member states in ISAF 

held different views on the nature of the operations. The inability to reach a 
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consensus on military strategy was rooted in what some governments wanted 

to make into a counter-insurgency campaign (the US in particular), while other 

governments preferred to see it as a stabilization and reconstruction mission. 

This fundamental disagreement came to the surface in national differences not 

only with the number of troops and what kind of military capabilities states parti-

cipated with but also on how states took part in the operations regarding the 

use of force. With different national units specialized in different capabilities 

working together on the tactical level, differences in "national RoE" were quickly 

exposed in the field under challenging circumstances.  

The problem with national differences in the commitment to use force was, as 

mentioned, pushed to the fore in 2005 when the low-intensity conflict in Afgha-

nistan exploded into a full-fledged insurgency (Cimbala and Forster, 2010: 150-

153). Differences in the willingness to use force in response to this development 

were frequently referred to as "national restrictions" or "caveats" (Marten, 2007: 

243; Nevers, 2007: 51; Kreps, 2008: 562; Ringsmose, 2010: 328). 

These were reservations to the common coalition RoE, but not exclusively so: 

Some states’ military units were restricted from engaging in offensive operat-

ions. Others needed political clearance from national political authorities before 

accepting orders from NATO. Some nations refused to allow NATO to deploy 

their forces to areas with high levels of violence and risk for own casualties. Still 

other nations’ contingents refused to fight at night (Auerswald and Saideman, 

2012, 2014; Saideman and Auerswald, 2012).  

Because these caveats challenged states' ability to operate side by side in the 

field seamlessly, it was not just a matter of sorting out national differences in 

headquarters as in previous UN operations. As the different national reservat-

ions surfaced, they complicated NATO's military planning and operational effec-

tiveness. For such reasons, caveats became controversial among coalition 
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members concerned about military efficiency and burden sharing early on in the 

ISAF operation (Noetzel and Schreer, 2009). Recall that the problem with cave-

ats was high on the agenda at NATO’s Riga conference in 2006. During the 

conference, all members promised to review their use of caveats, but with mixed 

results (Cimbala and Forster, 2010: 154). Caveats continued to challenge 

NATO’s operational flexibility and the cohesion among coalition partners 

throughout the Afghanistan engagement. 

 

This empirical record may suffice to demonstrate how "caveats" and "national 

RoE" grew out of similar challenges with harmonizing and coordinating diverg-

ing national RoE in coalition operations. The two concepts of national RoE and 

caveats are different terms but refer to a similar if not identical phenomenon: 

national reservations on the use of force expressed in terms of operational be-

havior that deviates from the common coalition RoE.  

 

Before specifying the properties of this crude definition of caveats, we need to 

address the architecture and functions of RoE in any military organization, multi-

national or national. If not being entirely undermined by caveats, common RoE 

is established to overcome coordination problems in military operations, secure 

that the political mandate of the mission is appropriately translated to military 

conduct in the field, and ensure the effective implementation of military operat-

ions. 

 

3.2 Rules of Engagement in Military Operations 

 

When states join forces in a multilateral military operation, they pool military 

units and capabilities and organize their forces under a single unified command. 

For the different national military units to work effectively under a unified com-

mand, all forces need to follow the same rules and modus operandi. Otherwise, 

they will have to operate parallel to each other, each under its national com-

mand, and it will be difficult – if not impossible – to coordinate action among 
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them. Still, in military coalitions, states frequently issue caveats on how the coa-

lition command can use their units. 

Such caveats are national reservations to the common coalition RoE, which 

typically restrict a national military unit’s ability to conduct parts of an operation. 

National reservations may take different forms, including geographical restric-

tions on the use of a unit; requirement for additional information on the nature 

and identity of targets before striking; or higher risk-reluctance as to what loss 

of own life or civilian casualties accepted when operating.  

Coalition RoE is thus a key benchmark against which national deviations in the 

use of force in coalition operations be measured. Before specifying the com-

plete definitional properties and operational dimensions of the concept of cave-

ats, we go into some detail on the operational and political functions of RoE in 

military organization, and the conflicting concerns the mechanism of RoE and 

the delegation of authority to make decisions on the use of force are intended 

to balance. 

In delivering on this task, we make liberal use of Per Marius Frost-Nielsen’s 

study “Bringing Military Conduct out of the Shadow of Law: Towards a Holistic 

Understanding of Rules of Engagement” (2018). In a field dominated by a legal 

literature that conceives of RoE as an instrument keeping the execution of war 

within the ramification of International Law (jus in bello), Frost-Nielsen’s contri-

bution relates to the political function of RoE keeping war the continuation of 

politics by other means, and the operational need to coordinate the use of force 

in a military organization. To prepare the concept of caveats for empirical rese-

arch, such angles to RoE offer considerable epistemological traction. 
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3.2.1 Rules of Engagement as Guidelines for the Use of Force 

Elaborating on Alexander L. George (1991) and Scott Sagan’s (1991) research, 

Frost-Nielsen defines RoE as “guidelines stating (i) the conditions needed to be 

met before (ii) specified actions – including the use of lethal force – can be 

carried out" (2018: 25). The RoE condition-action rules for the use of force 

address “when, where, against whom, and how military force be used,” and 

“who has the authority to make a judgment about the conditions and approve 

actions" on use of force (Ibid.). These analytical clarifications beg the question, 

whose decision-making challenges are RoE addressing in the field, and what 

operational problems may RoE give guidance to manage?  

Frost-Nielsen notes that soldiers come in different shapes and are located at all 

levels in the command chain. It may be the soldier guarding a control post or a 

fighter pilot in a cockpit patrolling the airspace. The RoE may supervise a “navy 

captain on the bridge with the command of all of the vessel's weapon systems” 

or any other personnel with “authority to make a judgment about the use of 

military force.” Soldiers across branches and levels share the need for some 

guidance that “informs them about the conditions that need to be present before 

using force” (2018: 25). 

For instance, are the soldier allowed to “fire at anyone approaching his control 

post, or only when those approaching do not halt to warning shots”? Does the 

soldier have to ask his superiors for permission to fire, or does he have “the 

authority to make these decisions himself” (Ibid.)? Does the fighter pilot have 

the authority to “engage another aircraft simply from the information of his radar-

scope, or is he required to visually confirm that it is an enemy aircraft before 

firing missiles at it”? How does he visually distinguish friend, foe, and neutral 

air-craft on the horizon? "From the aircraft's insignia or its aggressive maneuv-

ers”? Indeed, what constitutes “aggressive maneuvers” (Ibid.)? 
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Furthermore, is the navy captain allowed to fire the first shot, or does he have 

to wait “for an enemy vessel to fire the first shot before he can decide to attack 

the enemy in self-defense”? At what range is he allowed to fire at “an enemy 

vessel in self-defense”? Does it make a difference if the situation “takes place 

in territorial or international waters” (Ibid.)? And so on. 

RoE is a guideline supposed to make soldiers know when to fire their weapons 

and when not to. Ideally, the RoE should offer precise guidance to handle the 

situations described above. However, RoE is rarely a precise script capable of 

micro-managing the soldier’s use of force in every situation. Uncertainty pre-

vails. The decision to fire the first shot or react with overwhelming force is not 

always executed with complete information of the enemy’s intentions. Frost-

Nielsen describes this decision-making situation under uncertainty as “a micro-

level security dilemma of untenable choices” and argues that “RoE may never 

fully solve this dilemma in advance of combat” (2018: 26). However, what RoE 

does provide is some “support for soldiers and commanders’ judgment by 

stating the conditions required to be present before they can fire their weapons” 

(Ibid.). 

3.2.2 Rules of Engagement as a Mechanism Securing that War 

is the Continuation of Politics by Other Means  

Setting requirements for the use of force to support operational decision-making 

is not the only function of RoE. By specifying requirements for the use of force, 

RoE is also designed to serve the political intentions behind the military operat-

ions as reflected in the mandate of the mission. 

For instance, requiring the soldier to shoot warning shots might “reduce the risk 

of killing innocent civilians.” Such precaution is “vital if the overall political goal 

of the military operation is to win the hearts and minds of the local population” 

(Frost-Nielsen, 2018: 26). To avoid the conflict's unwanted escalation, the RoE 
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may be written such that the fighter pilot is required to “visually identify a suspic-

ious aircraft before engaging” (Ibid.). 

 

Furthermore, by distinguishing between territorial and international waters, the 

navy captain must consider specific requirements established in International 

Law when making decisions on using force. Frost-Nielsen notes that such 

awareness is crucial if the reason for sailing a military vessel in the same waters 

as an enemy fleet is to uphold legal regulations of international waters” (Ibid.). 

 

While RoE serves political, operational, and legal purposes, in the political study 

of caveats, we need to focus on RoE as an instrument to harness the use of 

military force to some political rationale. In RoE, decision-makers have a tool to 

ensure that war continues to reflect politics by other means (Clausewitz, 1976 

[1832]).  

 

3.2.3  Rules of Engagement as Standard Operating Procedure 

 

In the previous, we have understood RoE as guidelines designed to support the 

operational judgment in the use of force for military and political purposes. By 

in-stead conceiving of RoE as standard operating procedures (SOP), we frame 

decision-making on using force as choosing the correct pre-programmed script 

for action. 

 

An SOP is a standardized “off-the-shelf” recipe for conduct modeled according 

to an organization's purpose, expertise, and previous problem-solving experi-

ence. The recipes prescribe how the organization should react confronted with 

a recurrent problem. Acting according to such recipes allows decision-makers 

to view the problem as an instance of something already known. 

 

The main argument in favor of SOP is that such decision-making recipes reduce 

the complexity of problem-solving in organizations in that the SOP defines how 
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the problem should be addressed. However, such programming of the decision-

making process limits the scope for the relevant and necessary information that 

needs consideration and the number of possible solutions to choose from when 

deciding how to deal with the standardized problem in question. 

When the overall problem is recognized and understood, it can be divided into 

more minor and tangible issues and addressed by different groups or individ-

uals with appropriate kinds of expertise. When the organization works according 

to the same pre-defined sets of recipes, it is in principle possible to efficiently 

coordinate and perform concerted action among numerous organization mem-

bers. In sum, SOP establishes the boundary within which bureaucrats and spe-

cialists understand the problem at hand. SOP also clarifies the limits for how 

decision-makers can use their expertise and judgment to find practical solutions 

under prevailing circumstances (de Mesquita, 2006: 170-172). 

For the present study, the organization is some coalition force under a unified 

command, and the members of the organization are commanders and soldiers. 

In combat, military units sustain only as long individual members commit them-

selves to collective goals at the cost of personal injury or even death. Maintain-

ing necessary organizational cohesion to ensure competent military perform-

ance under conditions of danger and the imminent prospects of death is often 

done by executing actions learned through inculcated joint drills (King, 2006: 

493-495). Drills are the learning of SOPs at the most practical level of warfare,

recipes used to reduce the chaotic complexity in combat, and coordinate actions 

among personnel. 

3.2.4 Situational Judgment: Balancing Political and 

Operational Concerns 

We may perceive RoE as a military subclass of the SOP. In military operations, 

RoE provides soldiers and commanders with guidelines for the use of force. 
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Being a flexible SOP, RoE should not be mistaken for orders telling soldiers and 

commanders exactly how to use force in all and every conceivable situation. 

Instead, RoE is a guideline to and boundaries for how to think about a problem 

in a given situation, and thus a point of departure for making sound decisions 

as to how force may be applied to solve military challenges under particular 

circumstances. Indeed, combat includes “too many unpredictable and changing 

circumstantial factors […] for RoE to offer precise guidance” (Frost-Nielsen, 

2018: 26). 

 

If RoE were to take the shape of recipes for actions, instructions, or specific 

orders, this essential mechanism for regulating the use of force would not con-

tribute well to the translation of political, legal, and operational requirements. 

Instead, the unpredictable and often confusing dynamics of combat require an 

understanding of RoE as an interpretive framework in need of competent inter-

pretation. This conception of RoE is captured in Mark J. Osiel’s formulation that 

regulation of the use of force should primarily ”encourage [soldiers and com-

manders] to exercise situational judgment on the basis of local knowledge, 

assessed in light of prior knowledge” (2002: 359). 

 

Situational judgment is a key to the sound interpretation of RoE. The component 

of local knowledge includes military experience related to the management of 

organized violence and the execution of military action. Local knowledge is the 

instrumental skill of deciding whether the situation in the field warrants the use 

of force and how. However, since the state-organized use of force serves some 

political purpose (war as “politics by other means”), the situational judgment 

also requires the ability to take into account the broader operational and political 

context of the situation, using prior (or general) knowledge (Frost-Nielsen, 2018: 

27).  

 

What do we require of RoE to assist (as opposed to instructing) situational judg-

ment in circumstances characterized by uncertainty and the unforeseen? Frost-
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Nielsen argues that “RoE should ideally be general enough to give soldiers 

guidance relevant in all possible situations, and specific enough to provide use-

ful support for decision-making in any given situation” (2018: 27). This assess-

ment resonates with Scott D. Sagan’s evaluation that RoE needs to be "delibe-

rately written in a flexible manner to balance the legitimate need for top-level 

guidance on the appropriate action with the necessity for field-level judgments 

about specific conditions threats, and opportunities" (1991: 444). Hence, RoE 

cannot be reduced to the mechanical application of some instructional text on 

whether and how to use force. To optimize goals related to military efficiency, 

legal accountability, and political effectiveness, on-scene commanders and sol-

diers need to apply their situational judgment as to how the letter and the spirit 

of the RoE are to be understood in particular combat situations. 

3.2.5 Rules of Engagement as Guide to Operational Decision-

  making: How Specific? How Much Delegation? How  

Robust? 

Recall that RoE condition-action rules for the use of force address when, where, 

against whom, how (much) military force should be used, and who has the au-

thority to judge the conditions and approve actions on the use of force. Of rele-

vance for the subsequent operationalization of caveats as national reservations 

on the use of force is the fact that RoE varies in three crucial regards, relating 

to (i) the specificity of RoE; (iii) the extent to which interpretation of RoE is dele-

gated to the military and down the chain of command; and (iii) the robustness 

of RoE in allowing for the more extensive use of force. 

How detailed the RoE description of conditions and actions for the use of force 

is may range on a continuum from the very general to the highly specific. We 

should also be open to the possibility that the conditions for initializing the use 

of force are more specified than the RoE specification regarding how the use of 



 

48 
 

force is to be executed. Alternatively, the other way around, as this is an empir-

ical question. 

 

The more specific a set of RoE describes the conditions that must be met before 

specified actions relating to the use of military force can be carried out, the more 

instructive it is. The advantage of the detailed specification of conditions is that 

it significantly reduces the amount of information and the number of possible 

solutions a commander or a soldier under pressure needs to consider to make 

sense of the situation and make decisions about the use of force. However, 

when unforeseen circumstances arise, the soldier will likely benefit from the 

flexibility allowed in an RoE formulated in a more general language to under 

what conditions and how force may be used. Low specificity comes with the 

advantage of greater autonomy for the on-scene commander to utilize his judg-

ment to seize the initiative and see opportunities that might emerge in unexpec-

ted ways. The flip side to this freedom of action is the need to consider more 

information and possible solutions in particular situations (Frost-Nielsen, 2018: 

27-28).  

 

The second dimension of RoE relates to how delegating the RoE is concerning 

who has the authority to make judgments about conditions for using force and 

approve of specific military actions. As will be elaborated on in Chapter 10, 

authority may be delegated in two ways. The first, positive command, refers to 

an action that can be taken only on the direct orders from higher levels of com-

mand. The second, negative command, or command by negation, refers to act-

ions that are taken under specified circumstances at the discretion of an officer 

(a red card-holder) at a specified level of military command unless negated by 

countermanding orders from higher military or political authorities (George, 

1991: 18). 

 

Through arrangements of positive and negative command given in RoE, decis-

ion-making authority is placed somewhere in the chain of command. The chain 
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of command ranges from the top-level political leaders and policymakers (presi-

dents, cabinets), through bureaucratic organizations (department of defense, 

joint chiefs-of-staff), to military headquarters and command posts in the field, all 

the way down to commanders and soldiers on the ground, in the air, or at sea. 

We may safely assume that the in-depth contextual understanding of a parti-

cular situation (local knowledge) will be greater at the lower levels in the chain 

of command. In contrast, the understanding of overall political, legal, and strat-

egic intentions (prior, general knowledge) will increase as we move up the chain 

of command (Frost-Nielsen, 2018: 27). 

The degree of delegation of authority given in any RoE ranges from highly as-

sertive to highly delegating (Feaver, 1992: 7-12). The more delegating the RoE, 

the further down the chain of command the authority to judge conditions and 

approve actions is located. The more assertive the RoE, the higher up in the 

chain of command the authority will rest. Designing RoE delegating or assertive 

is to decide whether local or more general prior knowledge be given priority in 

decision-making on the use of force (Frost-Nielsen, 2018: 27-28). In a principal-

agent perspective to be elaborated on in Chapter 10, a high degree of assert-

iveness reflects that the political principals want to exert closer political control 

with the implementation executed by military agents in the field (Auerswald and 

Saideman, 2014: 13-15). 

The two dimensions of specificity of RoE and delegation of authority to decide 

on the interpretation of RoE in military operations are, for most practical purpos-

es interrelated. For instance, during NATO’s operation in the 2011 Libyan con-

flict, fighter aircraft were bombing targets in densely populated areas. The targ-

ets were differentiated based on the estimated levels of civilian or collateral 

damage that might result. The higher the expected collateral damage, the high-

er up the chain of command the authority to decide to engage was placed (De 

Cock, 2012: 33). 
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Figure 3.1 Typology of rules of engagement (RoE) – RoE classified according to (i) 

the specificity of guidelines and (ii) the extent to which interpretation of 

guidelines is delegated down the chain of command as to when, where, 

and how to use force 

Above is a typology of RoE combining the degree of specificity of RoE concern-

ing conditions for the use of force and the particular actions allowed to execute, 

and the extent to which decision-making authority is delegated down the chain 

of command (Figure 3.1). The North-Eastern corner relates to RoE with a high 

degree of specification of conditions for the use of force and the calibration of 

military actions combined with a high degree of delegation of authority to make 

judgment far down the chain of command. An illustration of this category is the 

US air offensive against Iraq in the Gulf War in 1991. The RoE was very specific 

on the conditions for the use of force to avoid collateral damage. Simultane-

ously, the US military (US CENTCOM and the command centers in the Gulf 

region) enjoyed considerable discretion to make operational decisions within 

the RoE without any interference from political decision-makers (Humphries, 

1992). 
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The South-Eastern corner pertains to RoE that offers a high degree of speci-

fication of conditions for and actions related to the use of force, combined with 

authority located higher up in the chain of command. Fitting this category is the 

US political authorities' control with tactical nuclear weapons in the 1950s. The 

US RoE for the use of nuclear weapons was very specific and detailed. None-

theless, the delegation of authority further down the chain of command was 

applicable only under highly specified and rare circumstances (different levels 

of alert readiness, or Defense Condition – DEFCON). This arrangement kept 

the political authorities, potentially up to the President, involved in the decision-

making loop, for rather obvious reasons (Roman, 1998: 145-160; Frost-Nielsen, 

2018: 29-30;). 

The South-Western corner accounts for RoE, where conditions and actions are 

described in general terms, combined with a low degree of delegation of decis-

ion-making authority. Here RoE is continuously open to interpretation and in-

volves political decision-makers and the upper echelons in the military chain of 

command. Arguably, this category describes the RoE of many UN operations 

during the 1990s. The RoE for using NATO's fighter aircraft to support UN tro-

ops in Bosnia in 1992-1995 is instructive. The RoE lacked specifications that 

made them ambiguous and subject to interpretation. Simultaneously, the dele-

gation of authority was limited as the use of force had to be approved at high 

levels in both the UN (up to the Secretary-General) and the NATO chain of 

command on a case-to-case basis (Reed, 2000). 

The final North-Western corner covers RoE, where descriptions of conditions 

and actions for the use of force are formulated in a general and ambiguous lang-

uage, combined with a high degree of delegation of authority (even down to 

commanders and soldiers at the platoon level) to decide how the general RoE 

be applied. A case in mind here is the US Navy-initiated system of standardized 

RoE for peacetime operations. Because these RoE were standing, they were 

not designed for a particular conflict or specific incident types but had to be 
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generic enough to cover any circumstance. The RoE was also delegatory be-

cause the purpose was to facilitate planning and support the judgment of on-

scene commanders and even individual soldiers using force for self-defense 

(Parks, 1989: 84-86).  

 

The typology presented above provides a foundation for observing and com-

paring RoE along the two key decision-making dimensions regulating the use 

of force in military organizations. The typology allows us to distinguish between 

different subclasses of coalition RoE as they may appear in coalition operations. 

Essential for our caveats delimiting purposes, a more thorough understanding 

of RoE holds the key to capturing a defining attribute of the concept of national 

reservations on the use of force in coalition operations since caveats on the use 

of force have no precise meaning if not related to a common framework regu-

lating the use of force. 

 

A final dimension of RoE remains to explain. RoE varies in terms of robustness 

across cases. Robustness describes the extent to which RoE (any RoE, coalit-

ion, or national) allows for the use of force. A robust RoE reflects in the military 

capabilities of the force. However, it qualifies as a separate phenomenon in that 

coalition forces with identical military capabilities may diverge in the extent to 

which their individual RoE allows them to use their forces. The scale of robust-

ness may stretch from the UN peacekeeping operation only allowed to use force 

in strict individual self-defense to the very robust mandates of intervening en-

forcement operations called out to fight and win a war for some political pur-

pose. We may crudely distinguish between robust, moderate, and weak coalit-

ion RoE, as we will reserve the use of the terms “restrictive” and “permissive” 

for national reservations on the use of force as compared to coalition RoE and 

not describe the RoE itself. 
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The variation in coalition RoE as to robustness implies that any comparison of 

caveats across cases needs to account for the probability that the caveats com-

pared do not relate to the same coalition RoE robustness (Husby, 2015: 23). 

This discrepancy does not represent a methodological problem when compar-

ing different states' caveats within the same operation. However, it does if com-

paring caveats across different coalition forces or comparing caveats in a coalit-

ion force where the robustness of coalition RoE changes with time. In the latter 

case, comparing absolute caveats makes less sense than comparing relative 

caveats adjusted for differences in coalition RoE robustness. 

On this backdrop, we are in a position to specify the concept of caveats, so far 

only vaguely defined as national reservations on the use of force in coalition 

operations. 
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Chapter 4 

Preparing the Concept of Caveats for Empirical 

Research 

In the Western multilateral military community, the term “caveats” is used to 

describe national restrictions on the use of force in coalition operations. In the 

political study of national reservations on the use of force, caveats have been 

used with reference to domestic decision-making over military support to coa-

lition operations and national control of military operations (Saideman and 

Auerswald, 2012; Auerswald and Saideman, 2014), state-building missions and 

multinational operations (Marten, 2007), multilateral military intervention and 

burden sharing (Kreps, 2008; Ringsmose, 2010), political cohesion in military 

alliances (Høiback, 2009), and in relation to operational effectiveness in NATO 

operations (Nevers, 2007). The increasing use of the term in conjunction with a 

broad range of caveats-relevant issues is evidence of the continuing relevance 

of caveats in military coalition operations. Still, few contributions attempt to clari-

fy the concept with the precision necessary to make studies of the politics of 

caveats comparable. 

Having discussed analytical, historical, and operational contexts of caveats in 

the previous chapters, what remains to do in the present chapter is to narrow 

down the specific analytical properties and operational dimensions of the con-

cept. Constructing definitions goes beyond the thrills of the analytical exercise. 

To move the study of the politics of caveats forward, we require a conception of 

caveats that makes the phenomenon recognizable, possible to measure, and 

capable of contributing to the construction of reliable and comparable data. The 

conception of national reservations on the use of force also needs to distinguish 

clearly between different kinds of caveats.  
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4.1 Fragments of Caveats 

In this effort, the literature on the politics of caveats is both suggestive and con-

fusing. How can we systematically compare reports on and studies of preva-

lence of caveats when yet to agree upon the conceptual and operational delimi-

tation of the phenomenon? Because studies refer to only partially, overlapping 

phenomena, are almost unspoken about some important conceptual properties, 

and are either too broad or too narrow in their conception of caveats to capture 

the essence and the complexity of the phenomenon, any attempt to put together 

a systematic database on caveats is premature or suggestive at best. 

In reviewing the literature on the politics of caveats, we find some studies to re-

fer to caveats in terms of how national reservations have prevented military 

units from participating in offensive and risky military operations (Sky, 2007: 16; 

Ringsmose, 2010: 328; Mello, 2014: 113-114). Other contributors are focusing 

on the controlling function of national staff officers assigned to coalition com-

mand to make sure Force Commander uses national contingent following what 

the coalition has agreed upon, or on the discretion granted by governments to 

the most senior member of a nation’s contingent to veto orders from the multi-

lateral chain of command – so-called red card-holders (Young, 2003: 115; Høi-

back, 2009: 23-34; Saideman and Auerswald, 2012: 69-70). 

In some studies, researchers conceptually link caveats to national constitutional 

conditions that lead to reserved coalition behavior (e.g., Van der Meulen and 

Kawano, 2008; Koschut, 2014: 351-354). One study allows caveats to cover the 

whole range of financial, logistical, and capacity-related restrictions regarding 

the contingent's military robustness (Brophy and Fisera, 2010: 1). In our view, 

these are instances of “conceptual stretching,” leaving behind the actual politi-

cal content of the phenomenon of caveats (Collier and Mahon, 1993). A final 

conception of national reservations on the use of force, especially in the context 

of the NATO campaign in Afghanistan, is the geographical limitations on force 
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mobility states impose on their military contingents (Kay, 2013: 109-110; Noet-

zel and Rid, 2009: 75; Noetzel and Schreer, 2009: 532). Hence, in some instan-

ces, scholars cross the conceptual border to an adjacent phenomenon. The 

confusion and lack of compatibility are often due to scholars emphasizing differ-

ent aspects of caveats without acknowledging or discussing the broader range 

of categories within which caveats may manifest. 

  

As noted in the introductory chapter, the inconsistent use of the caveats concept 

across scholarships implies that it is problematic to compare and lump together 

the ISAF coalition staff-finding that some 70 instances of caveats were at work 

in Afghanistan (Bergen, 2011: 189) with, say, Otto Trønnes’ (2012) finding that 

the Norwegian government applied tenfold with caveats to its contributions to 

the multinational war effort in Afghanistan from 2001 through 2008. Clearly,  the 

Norwegian government did not account for more than half of the total coalition 

caveats in Afghanistan. Also, the conception of caveats Per Marius Frost-Niels-

en (2016: 10-19) applies to research on Danish, Dutch, and Norwegian caveats 

use in the 2011 Libya coalition operation (2017: 3-4), deviates considerably 

from the notion of caveats Ben Lombardi (2008) uses in the empirical mapping 

of German caveats-policies in Afghanistan. 

 

The lessons to learn from this conceptually fragmented literature is, first, that 

any empirical research program on the politics of caveats needs to establish a 

well-reasoned and measurable conception of caveats at the outset that takes 

into consideration the best of what the caveats literature has to offer. Still, col-

lective inconsistency in how the concept is defined and measured impedes 

systematic research and renders comparability of research findings in doubt. 

Second, to transcend the local experience, caveats' concept needs to be libe-

rated from its contextual particularities in time and space (Platt, 2007: 120). 

Finally, the conceptualization should be extensive enough to grasp the com-

plexity of the phenomenon. However, the scope of the concept should also be 

narrow enough to exclude related but different phenomena such as the initial 
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decision to contribute militarily to coalition forces (Gerring, 1999), other consti-

tutional checks on the use of force abroad (Mello, 2015: 6), and other ways of 

imposing national control on the use of force in coalition operations (Auerswald 

and Saideman, 2014: 5-12). 

On this backdrop, what are the essential attributes of caveats distinguishing the 

phenomenon from adjacent phenomena? Scholars use and develop concepts 

for some analytical purpose. Indeed, “concepts are hand-maidens of theories, 

and consequently may be judged so good as the theories they serve” (Gerring, 

1999: 364). Our approach to caveats is based on the assumption that national 

reservations on the use of force in coalition operations are an instrument serving 

some political purpose in foreign policymaking. Not the least in balancing diver-

ging concerns in alliance politics, domestic politics, and the politics of implemen-

tation. While the use of restrictive caveats does signal reluctant coalition partici-

pation, caveats may also allow states to participate in coalitions when they 

otherwise would have abstained. Thus framed, inconvenient caveats may be a 

blessing in disguise for multinational military operations – if fighting alone is not 

a viable option for the coalition-leading state (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 

58). 

4.2 Defining Attributes of Caveats 

In the introductory chapter, the concept of caveats was roughly defined in terms 

of national reservations on the use of force in a military coalition context. More 

precisely, we choose to understand caveats as “reservations concerning the 

use of force a government imposes upon its military units subordinated to a 

coalition military command” (Ibid.). To establish the more precise boundaries of 

the caveats phenomenon, we elaborate on this initial definition through several 

steps specifying the concept of caveats through reasoned moves of extension 

and delimitation. The aim is to “strip the concept [of caveats] … of ambiguity 

and obscurity” (Locke in Robinson, 1954: 63).  
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First, we choose to reserve the concept of caveats for conditions and reservat-

ions that result from calculated political decision-making. This fundamental spe-

cification captures the reality of caveats as a political instrument that reflects 

some national intentions and priorities. A political understanding of caveats in-

vites political agency and is a precondition for any agency-related study of the 

politics of caveats. Following Gerring (1999), the criteria of political calculation 

indeed serve the FPA framework at the core of the current empirical research 

program, emphasizing the decision-making capacity of the foreign policymaking 

state. 

 

The emphasizing of caveats' political nature also builds an analytical fence 

against restrictive military behavior that results from uncoordinated action due 

to some limiting circumstances not related to political intent. For instance, re-

served practice patterns in the use of force that is rather traceable to the un-

intended workings of some cultural, legal, or doctrinal traditions are considered 

outside the boundaries of the caveats concept (Findlay, 2002: 354-359). 

 

Exempted from the caveats concept is also reserved force-behavior due to ope-

rational, technical, or financial limitation. In reviewing caveats-related literature, 

we found that some force behavior resulting from resource limitations is mistak-

en for caveats. For example, the Norwegian Air Force refrained from participat-

ing in offensive actions against Serb forces during the 1999 NATO campaign 

against Serbia over the Kosovo conflict. This decision was not due to some 

political motivation but because the Norwegian Air Force was incapable of exe-

cuting precision bombing at night. The Norwegians were left to execute purely 

defensive missions in the Adriatic Sea's airspace (Anrig, 2015: 270). 

 

This point is striking when we compare the technical restriction on the Norweg-

ian use of airpower in the Kosovo conflict with the Dutch’s politically motivated 

restrictions on the use of their F-16 fighter jets in the 2011 intervention in Libya. 

The Dutch military had the necessary equipment and training to engage in the 
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offensive precision bombing, but the Dutch government decided for political 

reasons to limit their contribution to the patrolling of the Libyan airspace (Frost-

Nielsen, 2016: 16). In the Norwegian case, reserved behavior was due to tech-

nical limitations. In the Dutch case, reserved behavior was the calculated imple-

mentation of political intent. Hence, treating Norwegian and Dutch reserved be-

havior as two expressions of the same phenomenon is erroneous because they 

belong to different causal domains (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 59). 

Second, caveats understood in terms of national reservations on the use of 

force are analytically distinct from the several initial political decisions regarding 

whether to contribute forces to the coalition, what and how large forces to de-

ploy, and for how long. Recall the decision tree (Figure 2.1) discussed in Section 

2.1. Lumping together several decisions in a single concept mask potentially 

critical causal relationships between adjacent but still separate decisions in the 

foreign policymaking process. When governments decide to contribute signifi-

cant forces to coalitions, a decision remains to be made concerning the terms 

contingent assigned to coalition command can operate at the battlefield. Critical 

in this regard are conditions for the use of force regarding how, who, to what 

extent, where, and when within the area and time of deployment, to anticipate 

the discussion on how to measure caveats empirically in the subsequent sect-

ion. 

If restrictive reservations on the use of force signal reluctant participation, it is 

reasonable to interpret the decision to apply caveats as means of tailoring 

(moderating) participation according to some notion of national self-interest. At 

this point, we may theorize how caveats contribute to solving political problems 

at several negotiating and decision-making arenas: The application of caveats 

may help governments to balance better the interests related to complying with 

international demands to participate in the coalition by reducing costs and risks 

of participation. Caveats may also solve problems related to harmonizing inter-

national commitments to participate in the coalition with what is feasible to agree 
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upon in domestic politics. Finally, independent of what states decide on what 

forces to contribute, governments may want to apply caveats to control that 

national contingents do not operate outside the political intentions, motivating 

participation in coalition in the first place (Frost-Nielsen, 2017). 

 

Politically speaking, caveats may thus prove to be a jack-of-all-trades policy 

instrument. Analytically speaking, the crux of the matter is that for several re-

search purposes and theoretical lines of reasoning, we are likely to gain more 

nuanced knowledge by separating the concept of caveats from other decisions 

related to coalition participation. Initial decisions on whether and how to contri-

bute to a coalition regarding quality and size of forces are not conceptually part  

of the caveats phenomenon, but adjacent phenomena that may or may not be 

influenced by or influence caveats’ decisions (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 

2019: 59-60). 

 

Third, we suggest the concept of caveats as national reservations on the use of 

force be limited to military units subordinated to a coalition military command. 

This formulation is in part intended to draw a line against secondary, non-com-

batant, and defensive operational contributions to coalitions such as the facili-

tation of military hospitals and other support functions. Only combat units qualify 

as instruments of warfare, and only combat units are potential recipients of re-

servations on the use of force. Still, non-combatant and defensive operational 

contributions are necessary for any military campaign. However, to provide 

such support is not a reservation – as we define it – in itself. 

 

More self-evident, the initial definition also rules out unilateral military operat-

ions from the empirical universe of caveats. Scholarly discussion of caveats as 

defined is relevant only in a multinational context. However, the analytical con-

dition that a national contingent subordinated to a coalition chain of command 

also implies an expansion of the empirical boundaries of the caveats concept. 
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Caveats are not limited to the inclusion of NATO, UN, and “coalition of the wil-

ling” operations after the Cold War. Military history indicates that the application 

of national reservations on the use of force is as old as coalition warfare (e.g., 

Riley, 2007). Hence, we suggest extending the generic scope of the concept of 

caveats to include past, present, and future coalition forces that fulfill the several 

criteria argued in the present section (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 60). 

Fourth, for empirical, semantic, and theoretical reasons, we suggest the definit-

ion of caveats as national reservations on the use of force include both restric-

tive and permissive interpretations of the phenomenon of caveats (Frost-Niels-

en, 2016: 15-16). This specification of the definition of caveats represents an 

extension of the concept. The literature indicates that the vast majority of natio-

nal reservations on the use of force are restrictive. Still, the history of caveats 

in coalition warfare shows at least a handful of reservation instances that were 

permissive. An example is how the Danish government ordered its ground forc-

es in ISAF to disregard restrictive orders from NATO if Danish contingent com-

manders on scene judged it necessary to use additional military force in self-

defense (Auerswald and Saideman, 2014:166). We may also classify the regu-

lar practice of the United States to insist on the prerogative of having an Ameri-

can general lead the coalition forces as an instance of permissive caveats. 

Further support for a symmetrical understanding of the conception of caveats 

is the literal meaning of the word “caveat” as a “clause or a warning that embod-

ies specific limitations, conditions, or stipulations” (Concise Oxford English Dic-

tionary, 2006: 225). While the term “limitations” captures the predominant im-

pression that caveats as national reservations on the use of force predominantly 

are about restricting the use of force, “conditions” and “stipulations” are inclusive 

terms inviting both restrictive and permissive caveats. 

A theoretical argument in favor of a symmetrical understanding of national re-

servations on the use of force is that both restrictive and permissive caveats 
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may contribute to the fine-tuning of coalition participation according to some 

perceived notion of national self-interest. Whereas restrictive caveats signal re-

luctant participation, permissive caveats may signal greater geopolitical respon-

sibilities, enthusiastic participation, or low tolerance for own losses (Fermann 

and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 60-61). 

Finally, we suggest that those reservations on the use of force a government 

imposes upon its military units subordinated to a coalition include not only cav-

eats announced, reported, and codified in public political statements, operatio-

nal codes of conduct and white-papers. Crucial, the concept of caveats also 

covers the more informal, undeclared, and even denied use of national reser-

vations on the use of force that shows in behavioral practice patterns. This move 

represents an extension of the concept of caveats.  

An example of informal and undeclared caveats is the German behavior in 

Afghanistan. Germany placed significant caveats on military action in ISAF – 

perhaps more so than any other country. Still, German officials tried their best 

in public statements to conceal their restrictive policies on the use of force to 

avoid the image of Germany as a risk-averse and uncommitted ally (Auerswald 

and Saideman, 2014: 146-147). In such cases, it is more crucial than relying on 

official statements that caveats be revealed through the systematic empirical 

study of military contingents’ behavior. 

The study of actual behavior is critical when the nature of military operations 

changes. The change will potentially affect states’ political views on the operat-

ion and, in turn, assess the political feasibility of caveats. NATO’s air operations 

over Libya in 2011 were initially justified in terms of the necessity to prevent 

civilian atrocities. When this objective was accomplished, conflict on the ground 

went into a stalemate that induced key NATO members to turn the initially de-

fensive nature of the mission into the offensive. At this point, several other less 
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enthusiastic coalition members started informally applying restrictive caveats 

on their use of force (Bouchard, 2012: 134). 

 

Behavioral practice patterns may be demanding to reveal in empirical research. 

This fact-finding difficulty further emphasizes the need for the precise conceptu-

alization of what caveats are and how the phenomenon manifests empirically. 

By reasoning several additional properties to the theoretical definition of cave-

ats as those reservations on the use of force governments impose upon its mili-

tary units subordinated to a coalition military command, the conception of cave-

ats has evolved into an analytical construct with considerably higher resolving 

and phenomenon-discriminating power: 

 

Distinct from previous decisions to participate with a substantial national 

military contingent in some multinational operation, caveats are politically 

motivated, national conditions for the use of force in a coalition force, 

where military contingents are subordinated to a unified chain of com-

mand and relate to some common regulation of the use of force. Particu-

lar national conditions for the use of force can be either of a restrictive, or 

a permissive kind, and may be formally recognized as such, or be infor-

mal, undeclared, and even unadmitted by the force-contributing nation, 

only to be observed in some actual force-deviating behavior not related 

to lack of capacity or coordination issues (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 

2019: 65). 

 

However, the question remains: how are we – more precisely – to measure 

national reservations on the use of force as restrictive or permissive caveats in 

actual behavior in the theater of war? How are we to recognize caveats when 

we observe the phenomenon? We have given some clues in the previous. 

 

4.3 Measuring Caveats: Operational Dimensions 

 

In arguing how to measure the phenomenon of caveats, we need to relate 

observable caveats-behavior to the primary mechanisms for regulating the use 

of force in military organizations. Indeed, caveats have no observable meaning 
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if not related to some regulatory framework at the coalition level. We suggest 

that caveats as reservations on the use of force in multinational military operat-

ions are empirically observed and measured in two ways: First, we argue that 

coalition rules of engagement (RoE) be used as a yardstick for measuring direct 

reservations on the use of force. Second, we reason that national reservations 

on task assignment and geographical mobility be used to register indirect reser-

vations on the use of force. 

4.3.1 Direct Reservations on the Use of Force: National 

Deviations from Coalition Rules of Engagement 

Firstly, we may observe national reservations on the use of force as deviations 

from coalition RoE. Recall from Chapter 3 that RoE is a guideline that informs 

soldiers and commanders on (i) what conditions need to be fulfilled to take spe-

cific military action and (ii) who has the authority to make decisions on using 

force under different circumstances. More precisely, the first dimension of RoE 

supervises decisions to various degrees of specificity as to when, where, 

against whom, and how military force is used. The second dimension relates to 

how delegating the RoE is regarding who has the authority to make judgments 

about conditions for using force and approve of specific military actions at diffe-

rent levels of command (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 62-63). How may 

we use this two-dimensional understanding of RoE to operationalize the con-

cept of caveats for empirical research? 

It is precisely because the force-regulating guidelines of RoE inevitably repre-

sent some political priorities (recall, “War is politics by other means”) this mech-

anism qualifies as an anchor pile for measuring national reservations on the use 

of force. There will always be some RoE against which national deviations on 

the use of force be measured even if RoE varies in robustness, delegation, and 

specificity across operations. Thus, this common denominator makes national 
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deviations from coalition RoE a context-independent yardstick capable of sup-

porting generic research ambitions (Adcock and Collier, 2001). 

 

A government applies some sorts of caveats to the extent the national military 

contingent in its operational practice and for political reasons deviates from the 

coalition RoE, whether it be in (i) the conditions for the use of force and the kind 

of force permitted, or (ii) in the questioning of who has the authority to make 

judgments on the use of force in the coalition chain of command. By juxtaposing 

coalition RoE against national behavior, we recognize caveats in national devi-

ations from the force-regulating guidelines of the coalition RoE and in an asser-

tive government interfering in the coalition chain of command utilizing military 

personnel as operational agents of the government. 

 

National interference in the coalition chain of command is observable in the 

discretion granted by governments to national representatives to veto orders 

from the coalition chain of command. The function of such red card-holders is 

institutionalized in NATO and beyond and implies that national “commanders 

can choose not to obey orders coming from the multinational chain of command 

if the [national] commander views the orders as being illegal, contrary to his or 

her country’s national interest, or excessively reckless” (Auerswald and Saide-

man, 2014: 5). For instance, the Dutch contingent in ISAF applied caveats by 

insisting that if military personnel (a Dutch red card-holder) in the planning of an 

operation find that the mission implied specific risks, NATO could not use Dutch 

contingent without the explicit approval of the Dutch government (Auerswald 

and Saideman, 2014: 159-160). 

 

National interference to veto (or to instigate) particular use of a national con-

tingent is also observed in the more subtle intervention of national staff officers 

assigned to coalition command to ensure coalition Force Commander uses nat-

ional contingent by what coalition has agreed on. An instance of this “gate-

keeping” function at work is supposedly the Danish practice of discretely using 
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Danish staff officers assigned to a coalition command to make sure their con-

tingents did not have to execute missions that Danish officers knew would not 

be agreeable to the Danish government (Rasmussen, 2013: 274). 

Recall further that RoE regulates the use of force at multiple levels of operat-

ional command, from the coalition Force Commander via the Contingent Com-

mander down to the private soldier. Hence, we may observe national reservat-

ions on the use of force also on the tactical level of the platoon commander and 

the individual level of the fighter pilot and gun operator as deviations as to who 

has the authority to make decisions on conditions for using force and how. This, 

in turn, implies that delimiting research only to cover those officers assigned 

official red card-holder discretion will leave much caveats-relevant data un-

touched (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 63-64).  

Figure 4.1 illustrates how national interpretations and practicing of coalition RoE 

(“national RoE”) may deviate from the letter and intent of the coalition RoE and 

thus register as restrictive or permissive caveats in four hypothetical configurat-

ions along either or both of the two dimensions of RoE discussed so far (regu-

lation of use of force; national interference in coalition chain of command). The 

ellipses' different size indicates the degree of robustness of the RoE (national 

or coalition) as explained in the previous chapter. The difference in size be-

tween the ellipses of coalition RoE and national RoE indicates the scope of 

divergence in robustness between the two. The lack of complete overlap be-

tween national RoE and coalition RoE constitutes caveats (national reser-

vations on the use of force) and is, in principle, possible to measure empirically. 

Case “A” is the particular case where the ellipses of national RoE and coalition 

RoE are entirely overlapping. The smaller, merged ellipses indicate a coalition 

RoE that is not very robust, and we have to do with a national contingent that 

does not apply any reservations whatsoever. 
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Figure 4.1 Four configurations of caveats 
 

 
Case “B” shows a relatively robust coalition RoE and a national contingent 

applying considerable restrictions on force use. We may imagine that the troop-

contributing government’s use of restrictive caveats may have been “provoked” 

by the extensive use of force allowed in the coalition RoE. Alternatively, possibly 

because in question is a minority coalition government hard-pressed to con-

vince all cabinet members that participating in the coalition force is in the best 

interest of the country. Or perhaps a combination of the two. 

 

Case “C” is more complex and possibly also the most unlikely scenario. Here 

both the coalition RoE and the national RoE allow for the extensive use of force 

(robust RoE). However, the considerable mismatch between the two RoE is 

likely to create tensions within the coalition, especially since the caveats in 

question are both restrictive and permissive. 
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Case “D” depicts a situation where both the coalition RoE and the national RoE 

are relatively moderate concerning the use of force and only slightly diverge. 

The most exciting aspect of this case is the permissive caveats applied by the 

national contingent in question. We may imagine that emboldened by the mode-

rately robust mandate and urged by the need to confirm solidarity with alliance 

partners, and perhaps this was the right occasion for a risk-averse alliance 

partner to prove itself? Perhaps the extra effort in the use of force was applied 

due to some particular interests in the area of deployment? These are, of 

course, pure speculations but point toward the explanatory ambition of the em-

pirical research program, as will be reasoned in subsequent chapters. 

4.3.2 Indirect Reservations on the Use of Force: National  

Inflexibility in Coalition’s Use of National Contingent 

Secondly, we may observe indirect national reservations on the use of force to 

the extent to which the coalition is delegated authority to make full use of the 

operational capacity of the national contingent. When a national military unit is 

assigned to coalition command, and it is part of a settlement that the contingent 

is to be deployed in a particular area, or that the unit is assigned a specific role 

that is functionally limited to the execution of particular tasks, these conditions 

are not adequately registered as deviations from the coalition RoE in either of 

the two discussed dimensions. Such reservations on the use of force are in-

stead regulated in settlements in NATO or force agreement negotiated between 

the coalition-leading state and the contributing ally. 

In NATO’s ISAF campaign in Afghanistan, it has been a persistent problem that 

contributing governments have not allowed NATO to regroup national contin-

gents and move military units from one sector to another as operational circum-

stances require. States may have behaved consistently with coalition RoE but 

not allowed NATO to move national forces around where coalition command 

finds the best military use. In 2006, Norwegian Special Forces were politically 
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limited to operate in the vicinity of Kabul. The unit was not under restrictive 

caveats about how they could operate within the agreed area of deployment. 

However, NATO’s command was not allowed to deploy the unit for missions in 

other regions of Afghanistan where it might be put to better use (Trønnes, 2012: 

68-71).

Another case related to reservations on the use of force not registered as devi-

ations from RoE is how contributing states do not allow the coalition to use their 

contingents for highly prioritized missions even within the national contingent's 

area of deployment. From the outset, the Dutch government did not allow the 

coalition command to use their fighter jets for offensive targeting during the 

2011 Libya campaign. Still, the Dutch executed defensive missions in complete 

agreement with coalition RoE (Frost-Nielsen, 2017: 381-384). 

This kind of restrictive caveats fails to register as deviations from RoE precisely 

because, in a professional military context, RoE is not the mechanism regulating 

what kind of mission contingents asked to execute and where to deploy. RoE 

only provides directions on how to implement the assigned mission. Declining 

to take on specific missions assigned by coalition command regarding a force-

generating and burden sharing mechanism (a settlement) also influencing con-

tingent's use of force is nevertheless a result of a calculated political decision to 

reserve oneself from entirely subordinating national contingent to coalition com-

mand. 

This final empirical indicator is context-specific and thus requires knowledge 

about the particular contingent’s military capabilities to judge whether the geo-

graphical and task-specific restrictions are due to political reservations or due 

to some military, technical or financial limitations (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 

2019: 64-65). 
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4.4 Conceptual Take-home Messages 

 

In conceptualizing and measuring the phenomenon of national reservations on 

the use of force in coalition operations, caveats need to be related to the primary 

mechanisms for regulating the use of force and mission assignment in military 

organizations. Such regulatory mechanisms at the coalition level are yardsticks 

against which we can measure national behavior related to the use of force. 

 

First, national reservations on the use of force are observable in national contin-

gent’s deviations from the coalition RoE in terms of (i) when, where, against 

whom, and how military force used, and (ii) who has the authority to make judg-

ments about conditions for using force and approve of specific military actions 

at different levels of command. RoE are guidelines for the use of force in military 

organizations, address soldiers at various command levels, and are directional 

rather than commanding. These attributes of RoE provide soldiers with discret-

ion to execute operational judgment in the field. The directional and sometimes 

only suggestive character of RoE also offers caveats prone governments with 

considerable latitude to interfere in and regulate how their military forces can 

operate when executing orders from the coalition command. 

 

Second, we observe national reservations on the use of force to the extent in 

which a government is unwilling to delegate authority to the coalition to make 

full use of the national contingent's operational capacity. Such reservations in-

clude restrictions on using national contingent outside the designated area of 

deployment and what mission the Contingent Commander is willing to execute. 

However, this kind of national reservations does not register as deviations from 

the force regulating mechanism of RoE, which is mainly a guideline for how to 

use force. National reservations on the use of force relating to decisions regard-

ing whether to accept executing a military mission and where to use force are 

not regulated in RoE, but instead in settlements in NATO, or bilateral force 
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agreement negotiated between the coalition-leading nation and the contributing 

government. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the operational definitions coming out from the concep-

tual discussion on the empirical footprint of caveats as national reservations on 

the use of force. Following several lines of reasoning, we suggest that the con-

cept of caveats is observable as (i) national deviations from the coalition RoE 

in terms of when the use of force is permitted and how; (ii) in national inter-

ference in the coalition’s chain of command, and (iii) in particular national condit-

ions as to where, when and how the national contingent be deployed and used 

in the theater of war. 

Table 4.1 Typology of caveats – identifying and classifying national reservations 

on the use of force 

Operational Dimensions of Caveats 

Direct Caveats Indirect Caveats 

National deviations from 
force-regulating coalition 
rules of engagement 
(RoE) in terms of when 
the use of force is 
permitted and how on 
any level of operational 
command 

National interference in 
coalition chain of com-
mand in discretion to veto 
orders using designated 
red card-holders, staff 
officers assigned to coalit-
ion command, or person-
nel further down coalition 
chain of command 

National conditions in 
which coalition is dele-
gated the authority to 
make full use of the 
operational capacity of 
the national contingent as 
to where, when, and how 
contingent be deployed 
and used in the theater of 
war 

An instance of caveats 
(restrictive or permissive; 
officially recognized or not) 

An instance of caveats 
(restrictive or permissive; 
officially recognized or not) 

An instance of caveats 
(restrictive or permissive; 
officially recognized or not) 

Arguably, some of the conceptual fragmentation in the literature originates from 

the fact that only one of the several operational dimensions is applied in many 

studies and inconsistently so. By systematically applying the more complex bat-

tery of measurement indicators, we may observe and reflect upon previously 
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undetected instances and kinds of caveats. Common to all the three operational 

dimensions is the fundamental attribute that national reservations on the use of 

force are not the reflection of some lack of military capacity, insufficient co-

ordination, or chance, but rather the result of a calculated political decision, 

serving some foreign policy-purpose. However, in classifying particular caveats, 

depending on the research question, it is crucial to consult also other disting-

uishing properties of the concept relating to whether the caveats in question are 

of a restrictive or permissive kind and the extent to which caveats used are 

officially recognized or not. 

A strong indication of the usefulness of the study's conceptual contribution is 

the capacity to distinguish between different subclasses and types of caveats. 

As defined, the conception of caveats as national reservations on the use of 

force in coalition forces comes in many shapes. Restrictive caveats show in the 

unwillingness of national contingents to fight when they are expected to accord-

ing to coalition RoE. It shows in the sometimes informal practice of having a 

national representative – a red card-holder – acting as a gatekeeper and veto-

player in the coalition chain of command for missions and tasks the government 

does not want to take on. Restrictive caveats also show in the unwillingness to 

fight and contribute outside the assigned area of deployment, or at night, even 

if the operational threat situation so requires and the Force Commander so 

orders. Also, restrictive caveats show in a defensive posture when offensive 

action is required and allowed for in coalition RoE. 

On the other hand, permissive caveats appear in the alliance leader’s insistence 

to take on the military leadership of the coalition and in a participating state’s 

willingness to use excessive force when contingent is in dire straits. What is not 

an instance of caveats is the complete withdrawal of the national contingent 

from the coalition. Decisions on continuing coalition participation are politically 

calculated moves but should be considered a different, even if related, pheno-

menon than decisions concerning caveats. 
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We assess the proposed conceptual construct of caveats to be sophisticated 

enough to support analyses explaining why coalition members may choose to 

apply particular kinds of caveats and thus capable of supporting a Foreign Poli-

cy Analysis approach assisted by middle-range theory at multiple levels of ana-

lysis (see Chapters 6–10). A primary data-gathering challenge before executing 

any explanatory analysis is to substantiate that informal and officially unrecog-

nized caveats are at work and to render probable that the reservations in quest-

ion are politically motivated. Methodological challenges and remedial strategies 

related to the gathering of data, we discuss in Chapter 11. 



 

PART THREE 

APPROACHING CAVEATS 
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Chapter 5 

Epistemological Function of Foreign Policy Analysis 

in the Empirical Research Program 

An empirical research program aims to facilitate the construction of systematic, 

reliable, and generic knowledge within a specific field of inquiry. We argued in 

the introductory chapter that an empirical research program such as ours en-

gages in the formulation of substantive research problems, aims toward con-

ceptual clarity and precision, is grounded in analytical frameworks of interpretat-

ion and explanation, and offers direction on methods to gather data and make 

empirical patterns comprehensible. 

Despite some excellent studies on the politics of caveats, the study of caveats 

still is a nascent field of research. We do not know precisely what conditions, 

mechanisms, dilemmas, trade-offs, and political concerns make governments 

reach for caveats rather than completely withdraw from the coalition or contri-

bute without any political restrictions on the use of force whatsoever. There is a 

crude pattern of variation here. However, the empirical patterns are not docu-

mented comprehensively. Also, the complexity of causes and mechanisms is 

far from understood. 

However, we are not without clues. We do know that national reservation on the 

use of force is common in coalition operations. We acknowledge the practice is 

hurting the fighting capacity of the force and may undermine the political man-

date. Also, it is safe to assume that governments apply caveats to balance or 

safeguard some national interest. Moreover, there is the indication that some 

configuration of government tends to use caveats more than other. 
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In the previous chapter, we reasoned and prepared the concept of caveats for 

further empirical research. The precise conceptualization of the phenomenon 

under scrutiny in the empirical research program was the first main step of the 

study. The next step in elaborating the research program is to argue the ana-

lytical framework and the explanatory ambition. This analytical, theoretical, and 

deductive effort runs through six chapters (and two parts), and starts here in the 

foundational discussion of what constitutes the ontological “hard core” of the 

program, and ends in Chapter 8–10 in the formulation of theoretically argued 

empirical propositions as to how we may explain caveats patterns. 

In the present chapter, we write the empirical research program into the greatest 

of all scholarly puzzles. That is the epistemological debate on how science mov-

es forward and how research communities may arrive at new knowledge and 

insights. In this, we liberally make use of Science Philosopher Imre Lakatos’ 

conception of the scientific research program (1978) as a heuristic device to 

reason the epistemological function of the approach of Foreign Policy Analysis 

(FPA), which is foundational for the analytical framework of the program. A main 

take-home message from the discussion is that the function of the FPA appro-

ach is directional for the choice of more ontologically rich middle-range theory 

rather than a point of departure for deducing empirical propositions by itself. 

Another conclusion is that we assess the approach of FPA on its fruitfulness in 

inspiring research questions and supervising the choice of middle-range theory. 

However, as the “hard core” of the research program's analytical framework, 

the FPA approach is not by itself equipped to be exposed to any theory testing 

refutation procedure. 

5.1 Research Programs in the Study of the Nature of Knowledge 

In the study of the nature of knowledge (epistemology), the conception of re-

search program has been attributed to a particular meaning. Scientific Philo-

sopher Imre Lakatos first argued the evolution of knowledge in terms of the 



 

79 
 

scientific research program (1978). We may gain reflective traction by framing 

our approach to the politics of caveats within Lakatos’ conception of the scien-

tific research program (Caldwell, 1991). 

 

It is helpful to put Lakatos’ contribution in context. Part of Lakatos’ work was an 

effort to bridge Karl Popper’s view of scientific evolution as one in which theories 

are strengthened or rejected according to the hypothetical-deductive logic of 

falsification (Popper, 1963), with Thomas Kuhn’s sociological approach to the 

evolution of knowledge (Kuhn, 1962). 

 

Thomas Kuhn argues that scientific practices do not nearly fall in line with Pop-

per’s ideal requirements in the hypothetical-deductive logic of falsification. In-

stead, Kuhn’s sociological approach supports the notion that actual research 

behavior includes abrupt paradigm shifts that are not well accounted for by Pop-

per’s ideal model for the refutation of bad science. 

 

Paul Feyerabend takes Kuhn’s notion of radical shifts in scientific paradigms to 

the extreme by arguing that the practicing of scientific inquiry entirely depends 

on historical context. He resists the notion that a particular method for refutation 

and validation shall discipline scientific inquiry. Instead, Feyerabend argues that 

the study of scientific practices shows that “anything goes” and submits an invi-

tation to epistemological anarchy to replace rationalism in the study of know-

ledge-formation (1975). 

 

Not surprisingly, the epistemological “anarchism” of Feyerabend does not pro-

vide any concrete guidance to the intellectual effort of constructing an empirical 

research program on the foreign politics of caveats since he rejects the validity 

of any particular guidelines (“anything goes”). As to the logical “idealism” of Pop-

per, this approach to cumulative science would seem to be tailor-made for the 

natural sciences where law-like relationships are discovered and where test 
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methods exist that allow for the more clear-cut refutation of hypotheses. Con-

cerning Kuhn’s sociological “revolutionism,” our more limited project hardly fills 

the boots of any radical paradigm shift since our effort is limited to applying 

existing knowledge and analytical frameworks for a specific research purpose. 

We consider FPA a complementary and integrative approach, not a competing 

approach to International Relations (IR) and Comparative Politics (CP) appro-

aches. 

What remains to consider then is Lakatos’ conception of the scientific research 

program. Although developed with the natural sciences in mind, Lakatos’ ap-

proach to how new knowledge is constructed fills the “pragmatic” middle ground 

between Popper’s logical “idealism” and Kuhn’s sociological “revolutionism.” 

Lakatos’ work is useful for our purposes for reasons which will become evident 

(Lakatos and Musgrave, 1970). For now, accept that to argue a Political Science 

empirical research program on the back of a Lakatosian theory of knowledge is 

to demonstrate how the insights from this study of epistemology may be trans-

lated and applied for different research purposes, including the present one. 

5.2 The Lakatosian Notion of the Scientific Research Program 

A Lakatosian research program is founded, first, on a “hard core” of theoretical 

assumptions that cannot be abandoned or altered without abandoning the pro-

gram altogether. Hence, we need to argue the “hard core” (some approach) of 

our framework for analysis. The research program's core ontology we consider 

credible, robust, and axiomatic enough to be excepted from further empirical 

questioning and refutation attempts. However, what needs to be argued is the 

potential and continuing fruitfulness of the “hard core” to inspire promising re-

search. 

Second, Lakatos invites us to reason more specific theories, so-called “auxiliary 

hypotheses.” We require such substantial middle-range theories to potentially 
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explain the phenomenon in question while ensuring that the theoretical argu-

ment conforms with and thus protects the “hard core” of ontological assump-

tions underpinning the research program. Note that theories are simplified onto-

logies of reality. Political theories explain how the political world works by em-

phasizing certain aspects and leaving out others. Theories provide a causal 

story based on the theory's ontological assumptions in question (Mearsheimer 

and Walt, 2013: 431-432). 

 

Third, Lakatos argues that the “protective belt of auxiliary hypotheses” (middle-

range theories) are expendable and should be kept only as long as the theories 

can harmonize relevant facts on the ground (the data) with the fundamental 

assumptions of the “hard core” of the research program. While the “hard core” 

of the research program is taken for granted (until it is left for some other, more 

productive research program), the “auxiliary hypotheses” must stand the test 

against empirical data on a more daily basis. 

 

Finally, a progressive research program is one in which the “protective belt of 

auxiliary hypotheses” can explain new facts or existing facts better than com-

peting theories without conflicting with the “hard core.” Degenerative research 

programs, on the other hand, are holding on to “auxiliary hypotheses” consistent 

with the “hard core” even after the substantial theories in question have been 

refuted in the confrontation with data (Lakatos, 1978: 47-51). 

 

The Lakatosian research program provides a framework within which research 

is conducted on the back of axiomatic first principles (the “hard core”) shared 

by those involved in the research program and accepted as such without further 

proof or debate (Caldwell, 1991). What still is open for debate are, for instance, 

what research questions to be investigated; how concepts should be defined 

and operationalized; what specific middle-range theories are the most promis-

ing to apply; what hypotheses be deduced; what case selections to be made; 
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what concessions should be granted to parsimony; and what research methods 

to make use of. 

What, then, is the “hard core” of the empirical research program on the politics 

of caveats we are about to propose? The analytical approach to the empirical 

research program we argue rests on seven interrelated assumptions, which go 

far deeper into the interplay between global and domestic politics and the policy-

making processes than the more top-down approach of IR and the unit cross-

cutting approach of CP. 

First, the primary agency in the political study of caveats rests with the foreign 

policymaking state. 

Second, the phenomenon of “caveats” is acknowledged as a potentially useful 

foreign policy instrument of the state, rather than merely a challenge to “the 

effective usability of troops” (Jones, 2004). 

Third, the state is not a unitary actor, but a social organization made up of decis-

ion-making and implementing institutions and actors that are sensitive toward 

external and domestic environments and political principals. 

Fourth, the way the foreign policymaking process is institutionalized and em-

bedded in collective self-conceptions, culture, and norms influence decisions 

on foreign policy preferences, means, and behavior. 

Fifth, the state is politically independent (sovereign), but its freedom of action in 

international affairs is limited, depending on relative strength, political skills, and 

issue area. 
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Sixth, the state’s foreign policy scope for maneuvering (SPM) is influenced by 

structures, actors, interests, and sentiments in both the global and domestic 

environments of the state. 

Finally, key decision-makers' perceptions and narratives of the dual environ-

ments strongly influence what is deemed politically feasible to do in foreign 

policymaking, including decisions related to alliance dynamics and participation 

in coalition forces. Still, there is an opening for political engineering in foreign 

policymaking. Key decision-makers may deliberately engage in political, cre-

ative action to exploit the SPM offered by structural opportunities and the 

actions or passivity of other actors. 

5.3 The Approach of Foreign Policy Analysis as the “Hard Core” 

of the Research Program 

What approach to politics fits the above prescription for an epistemological 

“hard core”? We are aware of only one approach to the study of politics which 

satisfies the state-centered, bottom-up approach assumptions outlined above, 

and which require scholars to look for explanations of caveats on multiple levels 

of analysis, as well as to engage in the meticulous empirical study of actual 

foreign policymaking and implementing processes. This approach is the eclectic 

framework of FPA (Gerner, 1992). 

Unlike most approaches to IR, which are preoccupied with making sense of 

international and transnational patterns of interaction (conflict, peace, coope-

ration, transboundary trade), the bottom-up approach of FPA is tailor-made to 

invite explanations of foreign policy outcomes such as why do states find it in 

their interest to enter into trade agreements, spend X percent of GDP on foreign 

aid, decide to participate in alliances, justify their foreign policies as they do, or 

decide to apply caveats on their military contributions to coalition forces. 
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As will be substantiated in the subsequent chapters, it follows from the multi-

level and decision-making tenets of FPA that the approach prioritizes the episte-

mological criteria of explanatory power and ontological realism over parsimony 

(Hill, 2003; Fermann, 2013; Neack, 2013). Arguably, this might be precisely 

what we need in a nascent research field such as ours, where little should be 

taken for granted, and much should be checked against empirical data at a 

close distance to actual decision-making processes. 

 

This leads us to another question; what does the “protective belt of auxiliary 

hypotheses” looks like in an empirical research program grounded in the FPA 

approach? First, recall that the theories accepted in the “protective belt” are 

required to not conflict with the “hard core”-assumptions of FPA. Second, the 

theories in question should explain at least some variation in the dependent 

variable (say, the use of caveats in foreign policy). The second requirement is 

an empirical question, implying that it depends on the results of future empirical 

research on the politics of caveats based on the direction of key FPA-assump-

tions (the “hard core”). As to the first requirement, many social and political 

theories qualify for potential use within the eclectic FPA approach (see Chapters 

7–10). 

 

Due to the multi-level and decision-making emphasis of FPA, the “protective 

belt” of theories around the “hard core” of the proposed empirical research pro-

gram is potentially vast. Since its inception in the 1950s, FPA has drawn upon 

intellectual imports from all subbranches of Political Science and beyond: In-

sights from IR related to anarchy, power, security, norms, identity, interdepen-

dence, and transnational division of labor are used in FPA to explain how the 

global environment may influence foreign policymaking (Fermann, 2013: 103-

108). 

 

Likewise, FPA borrows insights from the subfields of Political Behavior and Poli-

tical Communication in shedding light on how domestic factors may influence 
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foreign policymaking and on how foreign policies are communicated and justi-

fied. Furthermore, Public Policy and Administration and organizational theory 

are indispensable in explaining how institutions structure and thus influence the 

foreign policymaking process; as is Political Psychology in clarifying the conditi-

ons for individual decision-makers making a difference for the outcome of for-

eign policymaking processes (Hudson, 2005; Fermann, 2013: 108-119). 

The reason why FPA can make legitimate claims to such various bodies of lite-

rature is partly that foreign policymaking is studied as a complex, social and 

political process and not “assumed away” in the proverbial “black box” of the 

unitary state. Even more, because foreign policymaking is about balancing 

domestic interests and forces against global threats, risks, and possibilities. The 

fact that foreign policymaking is going on at the interface between global and 

domestic politics requires the study of FPA to seek out approaches theorizing 

both the domestic and global environments of the state and the institutions and 

people responsible for making foreign policy decisions. 

However, to be potentially helpful within an FPA approach, bodies of Political 

Science middle-range theory on different levels of analysis require translating 

for foreign policy purposes. The translation is necessary because most appro-

aches to studying politics are not tailor-made to illuminate foreign policy pheno-

mena. IR theory is in FPA not used to explain international phenomena such as 

interstate war, peace, and international cooperation, but instead applied to ex-

plain states’ foreign policy goals, means, and behavior toward the global politi-

cal environment. 

How do we justify the adaptation of IR theory for foreign policy-explaining pur-

poses considering Kenneth Waltz’s (1996) argument that “international politics 

is not foreign policy” (1996)? Theory translation can be justified mainly by 

assuming or empirically demonstrating that key decision-makers’ perceptions 

and decision-making cultures reflect the global political environment described 
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in some IR theories. Recall that theories on politics are ontologies, sets of 

assumptions on the structure of the political system, actors, and the interaction 

between actors. To the extent decision-makers share these ontologies/narra-

tives, their decision-making is likely to be influenced by such perceptions. For 

instance, it is entirely plausible that insights from, say, Political Realism apply 

to FPA in explaining why foreign policy decision-makers may choose to bring 

nations into alliances and why states apply reservations on the use of force 

when participating in coalition operations. 

Likewise, theories from the field of Political Behavior on how societal interests 

and sentiments are communicated and brought to bear on the political decision-

making institutions are hard to ignore if we are to understand better the impli-

cation of the notion that “all politics is local” for foreign policymaking (Moravcsik, 

1997). The most well-known and perhaps the best-developed translation of 

theories for FPA is Graham Allison’s fruitful application of organizational theory. 

He demonstrates how different models of the decision-making process in vari-

ous ways contribute to explain US policies during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis 

based on data on crisis management in the US government (Allison and Zeli-

kow, 1999). 

The primary concern guiding our choice of expendable middle-range theories 

within the “protective belt of auxiliary hypotheses” is that more than one level of 

analysis is represented by at least one cluster of theory – say, on global politics, 

domestic politics, governmental politics, or the politics of implementation. Multi-

level analysis allows us to account for the likely interaction between different 

levels of analysis that is likely to play out in critical foreign policy decision-mak-

ing processes (Putnam, 1988; Tsebelis, 1991). Indeed, the overarching idea of 

the study is that strategic decision-makers apply caveats as a foreign policy 

instrument to balance different concerns in alliance politics, domestic politics, 

and in the politics of controlling the sword in the theater of war. 
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By now, it has become clear that no FPA of the politics of caveats can be theo-

retically exhaustive given the vast selection of substantial theories potentially 

available in Social Science. Thus, it is crucial that the choice of “auxiliary hypo-

theses” is well-argued and translated for foreign policy research. If the theories 

applied in the “protective belt” surrounding the core assumptions of FPA do not 

deliver on the promise, this is an invitation to seek out other theories from which 

we can deduce plausible empirical propositions. This procedure is for the sake 

of learning more about the puzzle, the foreign politics of national reservations 

on the use of force in multinational military operations. 

5.4 On the Objection that Foreign Policy Analysis is Merely a 

“Pre-theory” 

A final issue to address before we embark on a review of what bodies of theory 

may be engaged in FPA relates to James Rosenau’s observation that the 

approach of FPA is a “pre-theory” rather than a substantial theory capable of 

standing on its own feet (1966). Based on the previous line of reasoning, we 

cannot but agree with Rosenau’s assessment. However, we fail to see why this 

limitation should preclude FPA from making a crucial contribution to the anayti-

cal framework of the empirical research program. 

Recall that the fundamental reason why the “hard core” of FPA is to be consid-

ered an approach (or framework) rather than a fully-fledged theory is that FPA 

lacks the reasoned ontological content (precise assumptions about system 

structure, agency, and relationships between actors) that is required of any 

analytical construct (theory) from which we intend to argue propositions (hypo-

theses) about empirical relationships. “Pre-theories” such as FPA are ontologi-

cally too under-specified to be used to identify the causal factors at work and to 

the reason the mechanisms involved in the explanation of relationships. As will 

be demonstrated in Chapters 8–10, this is precisely why FPA is not capable of 
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qualifying as a fully-fledged theory and explicitly invites the assistance of sub-

stantial middle-range theories (“auxiliary hypotheses”) at multiple levels of ana-

lysis to deliver on its promise to the empirical research program. 

However, this ontological limitation of FPA the foreign policymaking approach 

shares with other analytical approaches and frameworks developed to study 

politics. For instance, the argument has been made that Johan Galtung’s Struc-

tural Theory of Imperialism (1971) shares the properties of a “taxonomy” rather 

than the attributes of a fully developed explanatory theory from which hypo-

theses can be deduced (Van den Bergh, 1972). Furthermore, Leonard Schoppa 

(1993) argues that Robert Putnam’s two-level game theory on the study of 

international negotiations (1988) should be considered a “metaphor” rather than 

a substantial theory because the approach needs to be supplemented ontologi-

cally to support the deduction of empirical propositions. Indeed, Putnam admits 

to this limitation himself (1988: 435). However, this limitation does not negate 

the fruitfulness of the two-level game approach. 

Even if “approaches,” “taxonomies,” and “metaphors” do not qualify as proper 

explanatory theories from which testable hypotheses be directly deduced, such 

“pre-theories” may still constitute useful and integrating epistemological kick-off 

planks for the further theorizing of the phenomenon in question. On Lakatosian 

premises, “pre-theories” such as FPA, Structural Imperialism, and the two-level 

games' approach may constitute the “hard core” of empirical research pro-

grams. Such analytical frameworks may provide valuable inspiration and dir-

ection, and necessary identity and discipline vital for knowledge development 

in respective fields of research (Black, 1962: 242). 
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Chapter 6 

The Essence of Foreign Policy Analysis (I): 

Modelling the Foreign Policymaking and 

Implementing Processes 

In a guest lecture at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology, the 

Norwegian Minister of Foreign Affairs was asked the following question: “what 

principles are applied when the strategic leadership of the Ministry reviews new 

foreign policy initiatives or contemplate how to respond to new developments?” 

The minister replied that if they conclude that "Norway could make a difference," 

the next step would be to determine what "is in Norwegian interests to do” (Fer-

mann, 2013: 89). 

This response is as if lifted straight out of a textbook in Foreign Policy Analysis 

(FPA). The reply confirms that both the foreign policymaker and the Foreign 

Policy Analysis (FPA) specialist look for analytical support in both opportunity 

and interest when assessing the choice and implementation of foreign policies 

(see Clarke and White, 1989; Light, 1994; Clarke, 1996; Kubálková, 2001; Web-

ber and Smith, 2002; Hill, 2003; White, 2004; Hudson, 2007; Carlsnaes, 2008, 

2004, 2002;  Fermann, 2013; Neack, 2013). A leading journal in the field of FPA 

nails the core of the approach as follows: 

Foreign policy analysis is the study of the process, effects, causes, or out-

puts of foreign policy decision-making in either a comparative or a case-

specific manner (Foreign Policy Analysis, 2013). 

The two central tenets of FPA are (a) the study of foreign policymaking and 

implementing processes and (b) the appetite to draw upon bodies of theory at 

multiple levels of analysis. To conduct FPA is – in part or whole – to engage 
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Political Science literature and relevant data to shed light on how (i) the global 

and domestic environments of foreign policymaking state, (ii) the institutionali-

zation of foreign policymaking processes, and (iii) attributes of individual decis-

ion-makers may influence (iv) perceptions as to what scope is for political mane-

uvering, (v) choice of foreign policy preferences and goals, (vi) choice of strat-

egy and calibration of policy instruments (caveats included), (vii) material imple-

mentation of policies, and (viii) particular speech acts executed to justify foreign 

policies towards constituencies and target-groups capable of influencing the 

political costs of policy implementation. Thus is the FPA approach in a nutshell. 

 

6.1 Political Engineering in Foreign Affairs and the Foreign 

Politics of Caveats 

 

Within this analytical framework, decision-makers' creative political action de-

pends on their capacity to utilize the scope for what is politically feasible to achi-

eve in the interest of their country. What is politically feasible in foreign policy 

depends mainly on structural opportunities and limitations in the global and 

domestic environments of the decision-making state, including the alignment of 

interests with other actors. However, the perception of political feasibility also 

depends on the quality of decision-making institutions and procedures, the 

willingness of individual decision-makers to accept a risk, and their capacity to 

influence the construction of narratives upon which alliance partners and foes 

make decisions. 

 

Such framed, the FPA approach very much acknowledges that human agency 

is not limited to the passive or mechanical adaptation to structural circumstanc-

es, even if most tasks of foreign affairs and security are dealt with as matters of 

routine at an appropriate level of management. On issues where the political 

stakes are high, we may expect those decision-making agents pro-actively at-

tempt to exploit favorable structural conditions to pursue their political aims, 
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whether the mechanism at work is the single statesman-like decision, bureau-

cratic negotiations, or the result of some brilliant standard operating procedure 

(SOP) fitting the task exceptionally well. The political engineering gene in FPA 

may manifest in all sorts of ways. 

FPA is a state-centered, bottom-up approach to the study of the politics of cav-

eats. Recall that we selected FPA as the “hard core” of the empirical research 

program precisely because the phenomenon of caveats follows from a foreign 

policy decision and because FPA is fit to inspire and guide empirical research 

on complex decision-making and implementing processes. Even if FPA is state-

centered, no simplifying assumption is made of the state as a unitary actor. 

Quite the contrary, FPA tears down the walls in the proverbial “black box” of 

decision-making imposed by most rational IR approaches to prepare for the 

empirical investigation of foreign policymaking processes in complex social 

organizations. 

As crucial, FPA invites the study of how the foreign policymaking state's global 

and domestic environments influence decision-making processes and subse-

quent outcomes regarding implementation. How, at what stage in the decision-

making process, and to what extent are empirical questions. FPA is thus a multi-

level analytical approach to the empirical tracing of policymaking and imple-

menting processes in the broad domain of the politics of foreign policymaking. 

Presumably also capable of approaching decision-making regarding the appli-

cation of caveats in coalition warfare – to what extent, how, and as a substitute 

for what? In the political study of coalition participation and caveats, FPA would 

seem to be particularly well equipped to shed light on research questions such 

as: 

• What decision-making problem may application of caveats address for for-

eign policymakers confronted with the prospects of committing troops to a

coalition force?
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• Why do some states choose to apply caveats on their troop contributions

while other alliance members decide to renounce participating in military

capacity?

• How may a better understanding of the foreign politics of caveats improve

our insight into the dilemmas of alliance politics and the military implemen-

tation of political mandates of coalition forces?

As explained, our programmatic study does not pretend to offer any definitive 

answers to such questions. That is for subsequent empirical research to do. 

However, we should expect the approach of FPA to provide clues as to how we 

may arrive at credible and valuable answers to such kinds of research quest-

ions, partly by conceptualizing the foreign policymaking process and partly by 

inspiring and supervise the borrowing and translation of explanatory theories 

from several levels and bodies of political analyses. 

As indicated, the critical tasks in foreign policymaking are related to the assess-

ment and influencing of the scope for political maneuvering (SPM), the context-

specific interpretation of the national interest, the choice and calibration of pack-

ages of policy instruments, and the development of justification rhetoric capable 

of reducing the political costs of controversial decisions. In foreign policy and 

alliance politics, where stakes are high, political communication is neglected at 

our peril. As for research on policymaking processes, it is crucial to gather data 

on each decision-making phase and the most likely framework conditions and 

agents influencing decision-making and outcomes. No small task. 

The FPA approach is then an eclectic, theory borrowing, multi-level, and decis-

ion-making emphasizing approach. Having reasoned the epistemological func-

tion of FPA for the empirical research program in the previous chapter, in the 

present chapter, we discuss the agency of foreign policy decision-making and 

the concept of foreign policy concerning caveats as a policy instrument. We 

also need to discuss the ideal-typical stages in foreign policymaking and imple-
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menting processes while keeping in mind that "the reality of policymaking is 

extremely messy" (Clarke, 1996: 27). 

 

6.2 Decision-makers, Foreign Policy, and Foreign Policymaking 

 

The principal decision-makers within the FPA approach are the strategic foreign 

policy decision-makers embedded within the decision-making and implement-

ing institutions of the state. For our purposes, the decision-making agency rests 

with foreign policymaking actors responsible for making decisions about wheth-

er and how to support coalition operations, the question of national reservations 

on the use of force included. At some point, the decision group will include the 

head of government and a small handful of cabinet members (the ministers of 

defense and foreign affairs, in particular), as well as key civil servants and advis-

ers. 

 

Military officers are included to provide policy-relevant information and advice 

on the feasibility, planning, and implementation of operations. If the process 

concludes with a decision to participate in coalition forces, the political decision-

makers delegate the responsibility of implementing the policies to the state's 

relevant agencies, predominantly the military. As pointed out in Chapter 3 and 

further theorized in Chapter 10, the relationship between political decision-mak-

ers and operational implementers regarding political control over the sword may 

vary considerably (Miller, 2005). 

 

In some coalition forces, governments delegate considerable discretion down 

the chain of command in deciding how the regulation of the use of force (RoE) 

be interpreted. Such delegation is more likely to happen when local knowledge 

is considered a more crucial source of situational judgment than general/prior 

knowledge. In other instances, governments decide to secure tight political con-

trol over the operational implementation. Arguably, this is more likely to happen 

in a highly politicized environment, where general knowledge is a prerequisite 
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for making competent decisions on the use of force. As explained in Chapter 4, 

the extent to which national decisions on the use of force in coalition operations 

is delegated down the military chain of command is a critical empirical question 

in studying the foreign politics of caveats (Auerswald and Saideman, 2014). 

In FPA, we make no fundamental distinction between different policy areas of 

foreign affairs, such as trade policy, foreign aid policy, human rights policy, im-

migration policy, and defense and security policies. While the politics of caveats 

belongs to the latter, the approach of FPA is capable of coping with different 

empirical peculiarities of foreign policymaking within the same framework. That 

is, provided that the choice of supplementary theories ("auxiliary hypotheses") 

and data are relevant for the foreign policy phenomenon under scrutiny. 

We may define foreign policy and the art of foreign policymaking in different but 

complementary ways. At its most general, Philip Alan Reynolds defines foreign 

policy as "that set of actions which is executed by governmental agencies to-

ward other states on the international arena […] with the aim of advancing the 

national interest” (1994: 39). Charles W. Kegley and Eugene R. Wittkopf refer 

to “foreign policy and the decision-making processes through which foreign poli-

cy is created, [as…] the goals public decision-makers seek to achieve outside 

the borders of the state, the values underpinning the objectives, and the means 

applied to achieve them” (1997: 40). This definition distinguishes between the 

“politics” and “policy” dimensions of foreign policy. The first relates to the pro-

cess of making decisions, and the latter to the tangible results of the policymak-

ing process as expressed in negotiated aims, means, and actions. 

For some research purposes, it may be useful to conceive foreign policy as the 

state's projection of self-interest on the global arena, within the scope for politi-

cal maneuvering perceived to exist and constructed through creative political 

action (Fermann, 2013: 13). Foreign policy may be expressed pro-actively as 

the domestically generated projection of national interests or reactively as the 
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externally induced adaptation policies (Ibid.: 47). More specifically, we may 

think of foreign policy in terms of the outwardly directed and purpose-oriented 

public policies of the territorial state, where strategies are selected, and instru-

ments are applied in light of the state's collective self-conception, foreign policy 

goals, capabilities, and the specific challenge that face the state (Ibid.: 91). 

 

In stating that “foreign policy is that area of politics which bridges the all-import-

ant boundary between the nation-state and its international environment” (Wal-

lace 1971: 7), William Wallace gives a reminder that borders still are significant 

features in an interdependent and globalized world. The continuing existence 

of political borders is also why it is useful to think of foreign policymaking as 

pinched between a rock and a hard place. That is, between the often-conflicting 

demands of global and domestic politics. 

 

Finally, we have, in tune with the FPA approach, suggested that foreign policy-

making is about identifying the scope for creative political action, prioritizing nat-

ional interests, create instrumental cohesion between goals and means, and 

the communication of justifying arguments that contribute to the construction of 

winning political coalitions and reduce the loss of political capital. Indeed, poli-

tical capital is necessary to preserve and grow for a rainy day when political 

support is required to defend another tough decision (Fermann, 2013: 83). In 

the era of multinational coalition operations, rainy days appear quite frequently. 

 

As noted in Chapter 4, constructing definitions goes beyond the thrills of the 

analytical exercise. Making analytical decisions on the nature of foreign policy 

and foreign policymaking phenomena inform two related but epistemologically 

distinct domains: One concerns the factual question of the main tasks and func-

tions of the strategic foreign policymakers. The other relates to how fine-tuned 

foreign policy's operationalization as a dependent variable needs to be in an 

analytical framework such as ours. 
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The definitions presented above clearly indicate that the key decision-makers 

are responsible for several interrelated tasks. In an ideal-typical decision-mak-

ing situation, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs should act as they pretend to do: 

Check if it is within the state's capacity to do something, anything. If so, consult 

what interests can be served within the scope for political maneuvering (SPM) 

revealed or decided upon. Decide what interests to pursue within the limits of 

capacity. Be thoughtful about the choice and calibration of policy instruments 

serving the foreign policy preferences in question. Justify and implement the 

instrumental policies adopted (see Figure 6.1). 

 

 

Figure 6.1 Foreign Policy Analysis – ideal-typical rendering of foreign policy-

making and implementing processes as caught between “a rock 

(society) and a hard place” (global politics) 

 

However, real-life decision- and implementing processes may not be as linear 

as depicted in Figure 6.1. As mentioned, political decision-making can be highly 

irregular. Policies expressed in goals and instruments may fail to implement, 

and the seeming lack of coherence between stated goals and policy instruments 

may be because the real motives for the policy are not publicly stated. Also, the 

actual implementation of adopted policies may be opposed by some party that 
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lost out in the preceding struggle on policy aims and means. Still, it makes sense 

to model the foreign policy decision- and implementing processes along the lin-

es of an ideal-type construct. If for no other reason, to use the model as a yard-

stick against which empirical deviations can be observed and made sense of. 

A quarter of a century ago, Kaleb Holsti asked, "At what point [in the causal 

chain of events] does foreign policy become international politics?" (1995: 18). 

Analytically speaking, the foreign policymaking process starts when inputs from 

the global and domestic environments hit the newspapers or some embassy or 

ministry desk. It ends when foreign policymaking, preferences, and policy instru-

ments are expressed in foreign policy behavior and receive some response 

from other states, thus becoming part of the interstate exchange and communi-

cation. At that precise moment, foreign policy morphs into international politics. 

A new cycle of foreign policymaking starts when the feedback loop from inter-

national politics hits some decision-maker’s desk as other governments' re-

action to previous foreign policy actions or reactions – speech acts and con-

spicuous in-action included (Fermann, 2013: 100-102). 

6.3 Caveats in Foreign Policymaking 

Recall from Chapter 4 that the term caveats was defined as national reservat-

ions on the use of force in coalition forces. In the context of FPA, this definition 

elevates caveats to the generic category of foreign policy instruments at the 

state's disposal, as discussed in Chapter 2. However, foreign policy is not limit-

ed to the instrumental aspect of decision-making. Foreign policy also includes 

the bureaucratic negotiation of what is the SPM, foreign policy preferences and 

goals, implementation of policies, and speech acts executed to justify foreign 

policy actions. 
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Subsequently, we will use this five-fold specification of the foreign policymaking 

and implementing processes as knobs to hang our discussion of caveats state-

craft. For now, it may suffice to emphasize that the study of the chain of foreign 

policymaking invites a multitude of caveats-related research questions and ave-

nues. We may study caveats in terms of SPM. Does the policy instrument of 

caveats widen the repertoire of what is politically feasible to do in foreign policy 

and alliance politics? Furthermore, what foreign policy objectives may be served 

by the application of caveats? With what larger package of policy instruments 

do caveats typically combine? To what extent are non-declared caveats appli-

ed? What types of caveats are applied, and under what conditions? What kind 

of caveats are most destructive to alliance politics and military effectiveness? 

 

Note that some of the research questions are limited to the mapping of a single 

variable. In other cases, the ambition is explanatory and requires the research 

of relationships between variables. Picking up on the probability that decision-

making processes do not always "behave" and turn out according to the coher-

ence and the linear sequencing assumed in ideal-typical models of political pro-

cesses, we may want to explain the discrepancy observed between different 

decision-making tasks in foreign policy. Why did the government fail to imple-

ment the policy instrument (say, caveats) it had decided to apply? Why did not 

the policy instrument applied (say, caveats) resonate well with the government's 

publicly stated aim, say, a robust military footprint in support of the mandate of 

the coalition forces? Why did the government fail to contribute militarily to the 

coalition forces, even if it was plausible that a military contingent with restrictive 

caveats was inside the government's SPM? 

 

Finally, we would like to emphasize that modeling the foreign policymaking and 

implementing processes and the input and output environments as different 

parts of the same causal chain implies that one researcher’s dependent variable 

may become another researcher’s independent variable. The epistemological 

status of any intermediate link in decision-making and implementation depends 
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very much on the research question. If the research question limits the study to 

map or explain foreign policy intent, foreign policy behavior is probably not part 

of the research. However, if we want to explain the state's actual foreign policy 

behavior regarding caveats, the latter phenomenon is the dependent variable. 

The causal chain of decisions on SPM, preferences, and policy instruments are 

intermediate variables (if undocumented, only theorized mechanisms) for the 

global and domestic independent variables assumed to condition the foreign 

policy behavior in the first place. The take-home message that cannot be stres-

sed too much is that analytical constructs should not be accepted as a strait-

jacket but adapted with the flexibility to facilitate particular research needs.  

Following the FPA approach, we have shown how the phenomenon of caveats 

may be framed in an ideal-typical model of the foreign policymaking and imple-

menting process. Furthermore, we have argued that the operationalization of 

foreign policy needs to be belayed in a definition of foreign policy that captures 

the main functions of foreign policymaking. Now, we venture into what it means 

to take political responsibility for the foreign policymaking process, also as it 

relates to whether and how to contribute to coalition forces. Knowledge of the 

factual content of decision-making processes is at the core of the FPA appro-

ach. 

6.4 Foreign Politics and Tasks of Statecraft 

In an interdependent world where most ministries and governmental agencies 

nurture relationships with similar bodies in other states and inter-governmental 

agencies, it is left to the ministry of foreign affairs to create some cohesion in 

foreign policy. This coordination function comes on top of the strategic foreign 

policy decision-makers' main tasks related to the assessment of SPM, the priori-

tization of national interests, the choice of policy instruments, and the justifi-

cation of foreign policy behavior. 



100 

The strategic tasks are critical whether the issue is some major reorientation of 

security- and defense policies (say, from the territorial defense to "out-of-area" 

operations) or a potential crisis with much at stake (say, decisions on the partici-

pation in coalition forces). Typically, decisions related to participation in coalition 

operations attract the strategic foreign policymaking leadership (Fermann, 

2020: 64-66).  

We need to discuss the challenges involved in making foreign policy decisions 

because the generic dilemmas encountered and the trade-offs made in foreign 

policymaking also apply to decisions made on the issue of caveats. Also, any 

discussion of political decision-making needs to start from a realistic conception 

of the nature of politics. Politics is the competition for gaining access to and use 

positions of power, governance, and authority to influence the distribution of 

scarce goods and inconvenient burdens within and between societies, groups, 

and institutions. Within well-functioning states, the competition for decision-

making positions and access to decision-making processes are regulated by 

constitutions and enforced laws (Easton, 1965: 50). 

Politics, in this sense, is about winning the right to govern the state as a legiti-

mate practitioner of power within a delimited territory and, in states with a demo-

cratic form of government, for a limited period (Reynolds, 1994:10-11). Typical-

ly, politics is channeled and expressed in elections, legislation, interest group 

activity, government formation and, decision-making in government, but may 

also, in the broader sense include, the exercise of power and authority within 

private organizations, neighborhoods, small groups, families and relationships" 

(Østerud, 1995: 15). 

In international relations, politics is virtually unregulated, although normative 

frameworks exist, which may moderate international anarchy. Still, where much 

is at stake and interests sharply diverge between states, “might” usually con-
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verts into "right." Indeed, the hegemonic power's power footprint is already vis-

ible in the codification and interpretation of International Law and international 

regimes that provide the normative basis for any attempt at regulating inter-

national politics. 

Political man competes for a host of goods and resources, which are scarce, 

contested, and sometimes indivisible in structure: Security and sovereignty; 

strategic resources such as water, fertile soils, livestock, minerals, and energy 

sources which may be converted into other goods; attention, time, prestige and 

posthumous reputation; means of payment, privileges, and rights; ideological 

hegemony; values which are to be held in high esteem; competence and know-

ledge; and life prospects and living conditions. We will come back to how such 

motivational urges may translate into foreign policy interests and goals below. 

On the global arena, states are still the predominant political form. Through for-

eign policymaking and implementing processes, states project their interests 

towards the global arena and thus participate in the international struggle for 

scarce goods and sought-for positions, material and nonmaterial. In preparing 

for competition, the first task of the strategic foreign policymakers is to assess 

the scope for political action on the issue in question. For instance, whether it 

is within the state's capabilities and politically feasible to contribute to the coalit-

ion force under establishment. If so, on what terms? 

6.4.1 Caveats and Scope for Political Maneuvering 

The metaphor and concept of “scope (or space) for political maneuvering" 

(SPM) we reserve for the set of policy options which is perceived to be politically 

feasible and operationally available for the strategic leadership after external 

and domestic limitations and opportunities have influenced the foreign policy 

issue at hand (Fermann, 2020: 68). In FPA, we may want to research how the 
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strategic foreign policymaking leadership assesses and exploits what is politi-

cally feasible to do under prevailing circumstances. Also, the key decision-mak-

ers need to consider how to extend the SPM by influencing relevant framework 

conditions and actors. 

6.4.1.1 Assessing the Scope for Political Maneuvering: Intelligence 

and Interpretive Capacity 

SPM may be extensive or minimal, but not unlimited. This is because inter-

national politics is the competition for goods and positions in a realm inhabited 

by other agents (states, organized groups) with the capability and will to influ-

ence the outcome of interactions for their benefit. If a state's SPM is close to 

zero, this implies that the strategic policymakers for all practical purposes are 

reduced to administrators of political necessity. In such a state of political impo-

tence, the decision-makers have not merely lost the political and operational 

initiative. It also implies that the policy options are minimal or even absent within 

a less ambitious adaptation strategy.  

For instance, after the terrorist attacks 11 September 2001, most United States 

allies were sympathetic towards the Bush Administration's call for a forceful 

retaliation – the “War against terror." However, even the more skeptical ally 

would have found it outside the foreign policy SPM to deny the request for some 

material or political support. It also would probably be for a small ally to invest 

in expensive weapon platforms, such as fighter jets, outside the alliance sphere 

(Aaberg, 2016). 

For the researcher, it is demanding to establish with certainty whether a foreign 

policy decision is a decision made from necessity or one made from an indepen-

dent choice. Especially if the decision relates to high-stake security issues 

where plausible political deniability and operational secrecy are critical. Chapter 

11 will elaborate on issues related to the gathering of data on security policies 
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and operational implementation. Regardless of the methodological challenges 

of data collection, foreign policy decisions should be assessed on the merits of 

the SPM available at the time and not on some unrealistic notion of what is 

possible to achieve in foreign policymaking. 

Everything else being equal, smaller states have a much slimmer margin for 

survival in international affairs than have more powerful states. This historical 

fact limits the risks the strategic leadership of small states is willing to take. The 

more crucial it is that smaller members of alliances assess the SPM correctly, 

both in the more general trade-offs between fears of entrapment and abandon-

ment in alliance politics (Snyder, 1984) and in decisions made on coalition parti-

cipation. Indeed, one exciting avenue of research would be to study the notion 

that smaller allies are more likely to apply caveats on their contribution to coa-

lition forces.  

In assessing the SPM, foreign policy strategic decision-makers need to gather 

information on the challenge ahead to make sure their perception of the problem 

is based on relevant facts. Information gathering is not only about collecting 

enough and relevant data. Decision-makers also need to mobilize the relevant 

expertise to interpret data in meaningful ways, for instance, on the implications 

for security policies, participation in coalition forces, and caveats' application. 

For this purpose, the strategic leadership in the ministries of foreign affairs and 

defense draws upon resources in the security agencies, the military, the police, 

and even researchers and private consultants (Arntsen, 2010; Kynø, 2010; 

Ruud, 2010; Tangen, 2010). 

Specifically, strategic decision-makers are challenged on their capacity to relate 

knowledge on the decision-making problem (say, an external threat to national 

security or a request to participate in a coalition force) to own interest percep-

tions (say, the balancing of concerns about entrapment and abandonment), re-

sponse options (capabilities, available policy instruments), and willingness to 
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take risks. In this complex decision-making crossroad, the extent and the quality 

of the SPM become more evident. 

 

It is precisely here that the outline of the preferred, possible, too risky, and utter-

ly unrealistic policy options is processed. It is also at this decision-making stage 

that the catastrophic miscalculation or the stroke of genius is conceived. Scho-

larship on international political history provides considerable evidence for de-

cisions that have been instrumental in changing the trajectory of history (Rob-

erts, 1992). Much more frequently, however, are decision-making situations 

with less at stake. Regardless, in FPA, we would want to empirically trace how 

strategic decision-makers use the possibilities for taking creative action within 

the parameters of preferred interests, acceptable risk, and what limitations 

prevail. 

 

6.4.1.2 Enhancing the Scope for Political Maneuvering: Information, 

Game-changing, Strategic Narratives, Risk-taking Propensity  

 

The competent strategic leadership will look for ways to extend the SPM. En-

hancing policy options may result from being better informed about the condit-

ions for political action, not least by gathering additional information on the op-

ponents' capabilities and intentions. The perception of SPM can also be altered 

by influencing critical conditions for the decision-making situation. If a state 

manages to build lasting or ad hoc alliances with other states, this may sub-

stantially increase the SPM and the repertoire of policy instruments. 

 

Domestic factors may influence SPM negatively, such as parliamentarian and 

public opinion resistance against coalition participation. To turn public opinion 

around, governments invest in the shaping of public perceptions about contro-

versial political issues. For a government to act on the defensive, influencing 

public opinion is about damage control, for instance, by introducing restrictive 

caveats to accommodate criticism without having to abstain national contingent 
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to the coalition. Acting on the offensive, influencing public opinion, and building 

winning domestic political coalitions may increase SPM to allow military partici-

pation with a large military unit in an active role within a coalition with a robust 

mandate for using force. 

Communication for political purposes uses the fact that social and political 

reality is not grasped directly but is socially constructed employing language 

transmitting some meaning (Wendt, 1999). This implies that the conception of 

a socially constructed (human-made) “reality” is not limited to a singular definite 

form (“the Reality”). In turn, implying that what is considered real, relevant, right, 

and crucial is open for interpretation and debate and thus subject to calculated 

manipulation for political purposes. Political manipulation is not limited to the 

opining in purpose-fitting labels and euphemisms but more fundamentally about 

constructing fully-fledged narratives capable of building domestic support for 

coalition participation.  

In much the same way as a commercial video vignette may influence potential 

customers’ attitude toward a product, the narratives and arguments foreign 

policymakers construct may influence other actors’ perception of the situation 

and, in turn, their freedom of action in terms of coalition participation and use of 

force. However, the capacity of government officials to shape public opinion 

independent of actual conditions in the theater of war – what Matthew Baum 

and Tim Groeling term the “elasticity of reality” (2010: 37) – is likely to wane 

throughout a conflict as their virtual monopoly on relevant facts is challenged. 

We may define strategic narratives as a “means for political actors to construct 

shared meaning of the past, present and future of international relations in order 

to shape opinions and behavior of actors at home” (Miskimmon, O`Loughlin, 

and Roselle, 2013: 176). Within our analytical framework, construction and dis-

semination of strategic narratives are executed to create a larger space for poli-

tical action by reducing implementation costs.  
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In modern society, the political communication of such deliberate descriptions 

of reality is channeled through edited mass media and operationalized in the 

way media present issues and events. Media remains the “the primary link be-

tween leaders and the public” (Baum and Potter, 2008: 50), “citizens use infor-

mation from mass media to form political preferences” (Zaller, 1992: 4), and 

citizens learn “virtually everything they know about foreign policy from mass 

media” (Baum and Groeling, 2010: 2). These are the main reasons why com-

batants in war “seek to influence public opinion and media frames by utilizing 

strategic narratives” (Romarheim, 2015: 25). 

The process of framing news supporting some overarching strategic narrative 

includes “defining the problem, identifying causes, conveying moral judgment 

and endorse remedies” (Entman, 2004: 5-6). News frames are compelling story-

lines that can “explain events convincingly and from which inferences can be 

drawn” (Freedman, 2006: 22). Indeed, there are countless ways in which “news 

presentation can predetermine the conclusions that people are likely to draw” 

(Graber, 2002: 2). By utilizing these narrative-framing opportunities to influence 

public opinion in favor of some coalition participation, governments may in-

crease their domestic SPM, which is critical if the external pressure from alli-

ance partners is conveyed as a request to which one cannot disagree. The 

Political Communication scholarships referred to above are but one set of litera-

ture FPA can borrow from in the systematic study of the foreign politics of 

caveats. 

The assessment of the SPM will also depend on the eyes that see and the 

minds of those who assess the SPM. Assessment will depend upon how strat-

egic decision-makers deal with uncertainty and risk. Invariably, complex political 

decisions are made without complete information or without the capacity to pro-

cess available information fully. Uncertainty in the assessment of means-end 

relationships reduces the probability that a policy instrument will serve the pur-
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pose (some policy aim). In turn, this increases the probability that the imple-

mentation of policy instruments leads to unintended and undesirable outcomes. 

This line of reasoning belongs to making decisions under uncertainty, which 

relates to the willingness to accept risk. 

 

The willingness to accept risk is probably associated with the perception that 

the SPM is increasing. Everything else being equal, risk-prone policymakers 

are likely to perceive that they have more freedom of action than risk-averse 

policymakers. Risk is related to uncertainty but is not identical. A risk is a func-

tion of the probability of a bad outcome and the harmfulness of the consequen-

ces of this outcome. 

 

For small states, there are reasons to be cautious about how much risk to ac-

cept if the political risk is at all possible to assess in a meaningful sense. How-

ever, when the state's core values and survival are at stake, also small states 

must take significant risks to ensure their survival and protect fundamental 

interests (Levy, 1996, 1997). Implementing extraordinary policies may presup-

pose the willingness to accept risks and substantial losses in the case policies 

should fail. 

 

There are two extreme answers to the question of risk willingness: One is un-

tamed arrogance and hubris. The other is to become a hostage of one's fears. 

An extremely risk-prone decision-maker is in danger of making reckless decis-

ions that will cost dearly. A too risk-averse foreign policymaker will gravitate 

towards political servility and the de facto dismantling of political independence. 

On the issue of risk-taking, the happy mean strategy is thus likely to be the 

better option. 

  

However, the question remains what the happy mean is to imply to a luke-warm 

government invited to contribute to a coalition force. The policy instrument of 

restrictive caveats may become a crucial part of the answer. Another would 



108 

propose that a risk-prone leadership group is more likely to contribute troops to 

a coalition force without any restrictive caveats attached. Finally, we might ex-

pect a government less concerned about abandonment and seriously concern-

ed about entrapment and entanglement in out-of-area operations to limit its con-

tribution to political and economic support. We elaborate on Jack S. Levy’s 

(1997) application of prospects theory on the willingness to accept risk in Chap-

ter 10 to explain decisions on caveats in foreign policymaking. 

6.4.2 Caveats and Foreign Policy Preferences and Instruments 

Having assessed and maximized SPM, the strategic foreign policy decision-

makers can decide what purpose and how freedom of action be exploited and 

choose what foreign policy goals served using what foreign policy instruments. 

In the previous section, we argued that the perception of SPM is likely to influ-

ence decisions on coalition participation and caveats. In Chapter 2, we classi-

fied the phenomenon of caveats in the context of the broader portfolio of foreign 

policy instruments. Recall that caveats belong to the category of foreign policy 

instruments related to the threat and the use of lethal force. Caveats either 

subtract or add to the foreign policy instrument of lethal force, depending on 

whether the caveats are restrictive or permissive. 

Caveats may relate to other instruments of foreign policy as well. First, the 

extent of caveats use is likely to be communicated mainly through diplomatic 

channels and in multilateral negotiations on burden-sharing. Second, just as we 

have seen instances of alliance partners paying themselves out of military com-

mitments altogether, side-payments of different sorts may be offered to com-

pensate the alliance for the inconveniences resulting from the use of restrictive 

caveats in coalition forces. Moreover, a caveats-applying government (restric-

tive caveats) may justify a less than full commitment in a current coalition force 

by pointing at considerable military investments in previous coalition operations. 

In the first case, caveats are related to diplomacy as a foreign policy instrument. 
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In the second instance to economic compensation. In the last case, political 

rhetoric is applied to explain caveats policy in the context of the intra-alliance 

burden-sharing record.  

Regarding the question of what foreign policy interests and objectives caveats 

may serve, the general and straightforward answer is “some national security 

interests.” At the core of national security is the state's survival, which is the 

foundation of any national needs-pyramid on which economic, ideational, and 

other concerns rest. In Chapter 4, we argued that the concept of caveats be 

reserved for restrictive and permissive national reservations on the use of force 

in the context of coalition forces, implying that caveats as a foreign policy instru-

ment serve governments’ security concerns within the framework of alliance 

politics. 

In alliances, members pay for increased territorial security with reciprocity claus-

es, military cooperation, and political loyalty to the leader of the alliance. After 

the Cold War, Western alliance commitments were extended to solidary parti-

cipation in out-of-area coalition operations. However, members of the NATO 

alliance participate in such missions with varying degrees of enthusiasm. This 

is mainly because out-of-area operations are not about the defense of alliance 

members' borders and territories in any very immediate sense. 

Participation in out-of-area operations supports the alliance leader in shoulder-

ing the responsibility to defend broader and long-term geopolitical security 

interests. The mission may relate to international sea-lanes' defense, the push-

back of regional challenges to the status quo and international stability, and 

interventions motivated by a mix of concerns related to regime change, strategic 

resources, access to markets, and humanitarian issues. Clearly, participation in 

coalition forces in Africa, Central Asia, and The Middle East are more challeng-

ing to explain to domestic audiences than defense spending and risk-taking 

closer to home. 
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In Chapter 8, we discuss in some detail how the foreign policy instrument of 

caveats is likely to serve the better balancing of the individual security dilemma 

in alliance politics, which has been pushed to the extreme in the distant, costly, 

and risk-prone out-of-area operations in the post-Cold War era in particular. As 

mentioned, Glenn H. Snyder (1984) explains this alliance dilemma as the trade-

off every member of the alliance need to make between (i) its fear of being 

abandoned from the alliance if not contributing sufficiently and (ii) the fear of 

being entrapped in the entanglements of a war in which participation may be 

motivated more out the need to nurse the relationship with the alliance leader 

than any perception of an immediate threat to national security. 

 

The members of the alliance must weigh their interests and opportunities re-

garding whether and how to participate. A failure to contribute will have to be 

explained in alliance burden-sharing fora under the threat of being accused of 

free-riding at a political cost. The decision to participate with restrictive caveats 

may strike a better balance between the hesitant ally's fear of being singled out 

for criticism and its fear of being drawn into a theatre of war with no clear and 

immediate individual security interests at stake. On the other hand, we might 

expect that a government refrains from using restrictive caveats if it (i) considers 

the threat motivating the establishment of the coalition force to be a severe 

threat to its national security, (ii) is eager to prove itself in the eyes of the alliance 

leader, and (iii) has strong reason to be concerned about its political or military 

reputation within the broader membership of the alliance. 

 

Other broad categories of foreign policy interests are economic objectives, 

international prestige and reputation, and various ideological, religious, and cul-

tural objectives. These interests may relate to applying the policy instrument of 

caveats in indirect ways but not elaborated on here.  
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6.4.3 Caveats and Justification of Foreign Policies 

What requires some elaboration is the final task of justifying policies on coalition 

participation and the use of caveats. The way policymakers reason, justify, and 

communicate their policies depends on whom they want to influence and its 

purpose. The application of restrictive caveats is not something a government 

would brag about in burden-sharing negotiations within the coalition. Quite the 

contrary, towards such a target group of peers, a caveats applying government 

would choose settings and language that downplay the significance of the appli-

cation of caveats to minimize the political costs resulting from its reserved con-

tribution to the joint effort. 

However (as discussed in the context of strategic narratives and framing in 

Section 6.4.1.2), in a domestic political context where skepticism towards any 

military participation might be strong, the government's application of restrictive 

caveats on the contribution may instead be considered a political asset and yet 

another instrument to use to extend the scope for what is politically feasible to 

do. Indeed, restrictive caveats may be what is required to convince a reluctant 

coalition partner in government and a hung parliament to side with the govern-

ment and allow for the coalition force's participation. In turn, by referring to this 

sensitive domestic political situation, the government can fend off critique in 

burden-sharing negotiations with allies. 

Justifying lethal force in foreign policy towards domestic constituencies is 

among the most demanding foreign policymaking tasks. In a handful of studies 

on Norwegian governments' justification rhetoric in support of military contribut-

ions to five Western coalition forces, we found all sorts of justifying arguments 

related to UN authorization, operational aptitude, alliance commitments, and 

political values were applied in all cases. Although to a varying extent across 

cases, depending on circumstances (Hermansson, 2010; Hermansson and Fer-

mann, 2013; Johnsen, 2014; Radpey, 2014; Singsaas, 2016). 



112 

One plausible interpretation of this empirical pattern is that many justifying 

arguments are required to attract political support from diverse Norwegian pub-

lic audiences and political constituencies. To stake everything on a single argu-

ment would likely not be enough to mobilize a winning domestic political coa-

lition for the war effort. For the NATO-friendly political bases of the Conservative 

and the Progressive parties of Norway and large parts of the Labor Party and 

the Agrarian Party, the alliance-commitment argument tends to be enough to 

mobilize support. As for the Christian People’s Party and the Socialist Left, 

humanitarian justification arguments have much greater political appeal. Across 

the political spectrum, an unambiguous UN Security Council Resolution in favor 

of military intervention has a reassuring and mobilizing effect in support of Nor-

wegian participation in coalition forces. 

For reasons not fully understood, the question of caveats has not been part of 

the Norwegian public debate to the prominent extent of the justifying arguments 

mentioned above. The related debates about whether and how Norway should 

contribute to coalition forces have yet to be strongly linked in public opinion. 

However, there are indications that caveats have been used as a negotiation 

card and a political concession to persuade the Socialist Left, a junior partner 

in two Center-Left governments, to accept Norwegian contributions to Western 

coalition forces (Frost-Nielsen, 2011). 

The lessons learned from research on Norwegian coalition participation are, 

first, that justification debates regarding whether to contribute to coalition forces 

have been brought into the public domain. Second, discussions on how Norway 

should contribute and whether restrictive caveats be applied are limited to a 

much smaller stakeholder circle. An exciting line of research would be to in-

vestigate the relationship between the pattern of justification arguments used in 

favor of coalition participation and the propensity to apply caveats on military 

contribution. 



113 

Table 6.1 Foreign politics of caveats – policymakers´ decision-making check-

  list and researchers´ data-gathering focus of attention 

Key tasks of statecraft Caveats relevant foreign-policy questions 
1. Clarify scope for political

maneuvering (SPM) in
foreign policy

• Does the SPM, as perceived, allow for or invite
the use of national reservations on the use of
force?

• May SPM be enhanced in ways that change
the relevance of national reservations on the
use of force as a policy instrument?

• May the application of caveats (permissive or
restrictive) influence the size of SPM?

2. Prioritize interests and
formulate foreign policy
objectives

• What interests, objectives, and goals are
served using national reservations on the use
of force?

3. Develop strategies and
choose policy instruments

• What kind of national reservations on the use
of force is the most effective, on their own or in
conjunction with other policy instruments? If at
all?

4. Implementation of policies • How are national reservations on the use of
force to be effectively implemented and
administrated in the area of deployment?

5. Justification of policies • Toward domestic constituencies: How to argue
national reservations on the use of force to
secure domestic political support for participat-
ion in coalition force?

• Toward alliance partners: How to communicate
the application of national reservations on the
use of force in ways that deflect criticism and
minimize loss of political capital?

In the preceding, we have moved back and forth between the generic and the 

singular level of reasoning and between the perspectives of the policy formulat-

ing decision-maker and the probing researcher. This double dualism is reflected 

in Table 6.1. For our programmatic purpose, we suggest the probing questions 

used as a point of departure for theorizing and researching caveats-related 

decision-making on any of the five steps in the ideal-typical model of foreign 

policymaking and implementation outlined. 
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Chapter 7 

The Essence of Foreign Policy Analysis (II): 

Exploiting Political Theory at Multiple Levels of 

Analysis to Explain Foreign Policymaking 

Processes and Outcomes 

In the previous chapter, we discussed how FPA conceptualizes political decis-

ion-making processes often neglected in comparative analyses of covariation 

related to caveats and research emphasizing burden-sharing in alliance poli-

tics. By directing attention to states' concerns about (i) identifying and widening 

the scope for political maneuvering (SPM), (ii) prioritizing objectives and goals, 

(iii) composing packages of policy instruments to serve preferences, and (iv)

implementation of policies, FPA invites us to study actual policymaking behav-

ior. In this way, we can describe the policy processes leading to decisions on 

coalition participation and the application of caveats. 

However, for FPA to become more than a descriptive and systematizing frame-

work for analysis, we need to infuse middle-range theory into the approach cap-

able of explaining what is going on in policymaking and implementing processes 

and account for what external forces might influence such processes and im-

pact caveats related outcomes. Indeed, the approach of FPA is exceptionally 

ambitious in urging the application of theory from several levels of analysis. In 

the explanation of decision-making outputs and implementing outcomes, FPA 

directs us to include theoretical input that explains caveats from the levels of 

global politics, domestic politics, as well as from the institutional and individual 

level of decision-making and implementation. The FPA approach invites us to 

investigate how domestic and global politics interplay in influencing foreign poli-

cymaking processes that produce decisions on how governments participate in 

coalition operations. 
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We are encouraged to research how attributes of the state governmental appa-

ratus and key decision-makers may influence perceptions of SPM, preferences, 

and choice of policy instruments, caveats included. In an integrated FPA appro-

ach, all these levels of analysis are theorized for the promise of discovering how 

global and domestic causal impulses interact through decision-making and im-

plementing processes to produce policies and outcomes (Fermann, 2013: 117-

128). This is not to say that we are to include all these analysis levels and phas-

es of decision-making and implementation in every research project. Imagine 

an extended matrix juxtaposing decision-making phases with multiple bodies of 

theory at different levels of analysis! Realistically, the holistic ambition of the 

FPA approach is a collective invitation to push the epistemological envelope. 

The FPA approach provides directional advice on selecting and translating bod-

ies of theory from the Political Science branches of International Relations, 

Comparative Politics, Political Behavior, Public Policy, and Administration, and 

beyond for studying foreign policy decision-making and the politics of caveats. 

As mentioned, the critical selection is necessary due to the vast range of litera-

ture available in Political Science, Political Sociology, Political Psychology, or-

ganizational theory. Theory translation is often necessary because the de-

pendent variables of other branches of Political Science relate to adjacent or 

completely different political phenomena such as the study of international 

regimes, elections and public opinion, and areas of public policies other than 

foreign policy. Hence, the FPA approach does not even pay lip service to con-

cerns about research parsimony. However, precisely due to its ontological real-

ism FPA may contribute to filling crevasses in the present state of knowledge 

on the politics of caveats. 

In FPA, we thus have to do with decision-making, multi-level, theory borrowing, 

and theory translating approach to the study of foreign policymaking on issues 

related to coalition participation. These attributes make FPA an eclectic and 

theory pragmatic approach that provides us with considerable latitude to adapt 
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the choice and translation of theories to the phenomenon under study and the 

particular research question. In the present chapter, we review literature from 

several political science branches that can be usefully translated to explain for-

eign policy processes and outcomes. We do not claim to be comprehensive. 

The discussion is divided into four sections, representing different levels of 

analysis – the level of governmental politics, political decision-makers, domestic 

politics and society, and global politics. 

7.1 The Level of Governmental Politics: Institutional and 

Organizational Approaches to Foreign Policymaking 

In analyses of the state governmental apparatus as a bureaucratic organization, 

FPA literature draws upon classical organizational theory from, among others, 

Max Weber (1920), Herbert Simon (1957), and James G. March and Johan P. 

Olsen (1996). At this level of analysis, the field of FPA seeks to dig inside the 

“black box” of the simplified rational unitary actor model of government to grasp 

the reality of multi-institutional and complex decision-making processes. Rufus 

Miles' Law – "where you stand, depends on where you sit" (Stillman, 1999) – is 

a truism in the study of Public Policy and Administration and very much applic-

able to the study of foreign policymaking processes. 

Indeed, by emphasizing the complexities of bureaucratic organizations, Miles' 

Law may illustrate the deductive movement from theoretical assumptions to 

empirical application, also in the context of FPA. The core of Miles' Law is the 

understanding that decision-makers take stands on cases in ways determined 

by the mandate, identity, and interests that prevail in the institution they repre-

sent. For instance, we should not be surprised if the ministries of foreign affairs 

and defense may have different views on attaching caveats to a military contri-

bution. 
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Most explicitly, organizational theory is applied to study foreign policymaking in 

Graham T. Allison's “bureaucratic politics” model (BPM). Here, foreign policy-

making processes are read as a tug-of-war among institutional actors of varying 

competence and influence levels in the strategic leadership apparatus (1971: 

144-184). As indicated in the previous chapter, these actors may be officials 

from the ministries of foreign affairs, defense, security, and trade but can also 

come from parliamentary standing committees on foreign affairs and defense 

and committees established to deal with crises. The BMP is thus an inter-insti-

tutional model that explains how several different institutional mindsets are 

merged into a single mindset, with the result that a state may appear undivided 

to the outside world. Indeed, the BPM is the very antithesis of the unitary “ratio-

nal actor” model (RAM) because the BPM depicts a decision-making process 

where several and in part differing perceptions of reality, interests and roles 

come into contact (Clarke, 1996: 33). 

 

In the intra-institutional "organizational process" model (OPM), Allison shows 

how foreign policies can also be affected by pre-existing standard operating 

procedures (SOP), i.e., programmed procedures for dealing with a specific and 

externally induced problem within an organization (1971: 67-100). Such SOP is 

institutionalized in ministries, but not least in sub-ordinate agencies charged 

with carrying out decisions, such as in the rules of engagement (RoE) of military 

organizations discussed in Chapter 3. The main theoretical message of the 

OPM may be expressed in a rephrasing of Miles' Law: "Where you stand de-

pends on what contingency you have planned for." 

 

Other classical contributors at this level of analysis include Huntington (1960), 

Schilling, Hammond, and Snyder (1962), Hilsman (1967), Neustadt (1970), and 

Halperin (1974). A more recent supplement to the literature is Iver B. Neu-

mann’s anthropological study on foreign policymaking (2012), informed by parti-

cipatory observation of real-life decision-making processes in the Norwegian 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Chapter 10 will use principal-agent theory to inform 
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the relationship between national political decision-makers and military imple-

menters in coalition operations.  

7.2 The Level of the Policymaker: Psychological and Socio-

psychological Approaches to Foreign Policymaking 

Foreign policy assessments and decisions are made primarily on the group and 

individual level. Given that the approach of FPA was developed in part as a 

reaction against the simplifying assumptions in the field of IP regarding the state 

as a unitary and rational actor, it is not surprising that the field of FPA produces 

much research on the level of actual decision-making to trace policymaking pro-

cesses (politics) and the outcomes of decision-making processes (policies, im-

plementation). Key contributions on how group dynamics influence foreign poli-

cy decisions are offered by Snyder, Bruch, and Sapin (1954), Paige (1968), 

Janis (1972), Hermann and Hermann (1989); Breslauer and Tetlock (1991), 

Boynton (1991), Khong (1992) and Hart, Stern, and Sundelius (1997). 

When the focus shifts from the state governmental apparatus as a complex 

organization via decision-making groups to decision-makers with specific emo-

tional and cognitive attributes, the study of foreign policymaking borrows in-

sights from Political Psychology (Røe, 2020). Valerie M. Hudson soberly notes 

that a foreign policymaker’s brain is not a blank slate (2008: 20). Besides some 

degree of wits and stamina, decision-makers bring ideas, values, and self-

conceptions which have been internalized from their previous experience and 

which form their perceptions of threats, SPM, national interests, and preferred 

paths of action (Sprout and Sprout, 1956, 1957, 1965; Levy, 2003). Our pre-

vious (6.4.1.2) and subsequent (10.3) discussions on policymakers’ willingness 

to take a risk primarily belongs at this individual level of analysis.  

The insight that individual attributes might impact decision-making even in high-

ly formalized organizations triggered significant research in understanding how 
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psychological mechanisms affect foreign policymaking processes. How do 

stress, uncertainty and social standing (De Rivera, 1968), "operational codes" 

(George, 1969; Johnson, 1977), "orientations" (Hermann, 1978; East, Salmone, 

and Hermann, 1978), and overwhelming or inadequate information (Steinbrun-

er, 1974) affect foreign policymaking processes and outcomes? Some of the 

questions have been explored comparatively (Singer and Hudson, 1992), and 

others within a social-constructivist epistemology (Onuf, 1989; Adler, 2002, 

1997). 

The Cold War and the threat of nuclear war between the United States and the 

Soviet Union was the context for much research on cognitive sources of mis-

conception and assessments of the intentions of heads of state in rival polities. 

Key contributors to this literature are Jervis (1976), Cottam (1977), Larson 

(1985), Lebow and Stein (1990), Walt (1992), and Herrmann (1985, 1993). Re-

search on "limited rationality" and "satisfying" solutions (Simon, 1985, 1947), 

"cognitive biases," (Heuer, 1999/1978-86), "heuristic errors" (Kahnman, Slovic 

and Tversky, 1982), "muddling through" (Lindblom, 1959), and cognitive maps 

and forms (Shapiro and Bonham, 1973) are other vital contributions on the level 

of the individual policymaker. 

On the individual level of analysis, we may reformulate Miles' law as follows: 

"Where you stand depends on who you are." Alternatively, like this: "Where you 

stand depends on how your mind works." Regardless of limitations for individual 

action set by foreign policymaking institutions, the ideas, values, inclinations, 

cognitive faculties, and preferences of policymakers will – to varying degrees – 

influence how individual decision-makers perceive and act upon the informat-

ion. We may use such insights to analyze how “red flag-holders” apply situation-

nal judgment in administering restrictive caveats in the field and research how 

policymakers interpret the SPM concerning participation in coalition forces. 
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7.3 The Level of Domestic Politics and Society: Political Behavior, 

Comparative Politics, and Foreign Policymaking 

 

Former Speaker of the United States House of Representatives Tip O'Neill 

(1977–87) formulated the thesis that "all politics is local" (O’Neill and Novak, 

1987). This phrase is the notion that political decisions reflect the support 

gained from society and the pressures executed by political interest groups. 

Recall that in foreign policy, the SPM to pursue national interests is never un-

limited due to the competition between states for all sorts of resources and 

gains. Simultaneously, it would be unreasonable to expect foreign policymaking 

processes to be merely clever adaptations to and the administration of political 

necessities imposed from the global political environment.  

 

For instance, Ole-Martin Dale (2005) concludes that domestic political issues 

were critical factors in the Norwegian governments' decision to decline the Unit-

ed States government's request to participate in the invasion of Iraq in 2003. 

Declining requests for military assistance and show of support may not always 

be desirable or straightforward. Still, a small-state government can nevertheless 

set terms for the use of military contingent in the coalition. Per Marius Frost-

Nielsen (2009) shows that even small states have some SPM when key alliance 

partners request military support in an area of conflict (Afghanistan). 

 

To a certain extent, then, Dale and Frost-Nielsen's empirical findings confirm 

the thesis of “der Primat der Innenpolitik." This is the application to foreign 

policymaking of Tip O’Neill's general dictum that the social foundation of politics 

(society, organized interests) is essential if we are to understand political decis-

ion-making processes and outcomes. It was the German historian Eckart Kehr 

(1973 [1927]) who coined the term “der Primat der Innenpolitik." He found in his 

research that essential characteristics of the German naval armament before 

the First World War could be traced back to the social structure and organization 
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of financial interests in Germany rather than to the external threats facing Ger-

many at the turn of the twentieth century. 

The comparative approach to FPA has focused on foreign policy events ac-

cording to the formula "who does what to whom and how?" (McGowan and 

Shapiro, 1973; Hudson, 2008). Typically, the comparative study of foreign policy 

behavior pays attention to the use of foreign policy instruments (Gerner, Fran-

cisco, and Schrodt,1994; Schrodt, 1995). This body of research primarily seeks 

domestic inside-out explanations of variations in foreign policy output and out-

come that can be traced back to the respective states' constitutional structure 

and form of government (Russett and Shye, 1993; Hermann and Kegley, 1995), 

level of political fragmentation and elite consensus (Hagan, 1995), size and 

level of development (East, 1978; Morse, 1976; Rummel, 1979), financial sys-

tem (Richardson and Kegley, 1980; Katzenstein, 1985), and public opinion (Al-

mond, 1950; Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, 1964; Lipset, 1966: Rose-

nau, 1967; Beal and Hinckley, 1984). 

Case oriented and conceptual studies have been conducted on the relationship 

between culture and foreign policy behavior through several of the psycho-

logical and socio-psychological mechanisms discussed at the individual level of 

analysis (Almond and Verba, 1963; Pye and Verba, 1965) and on the relation-

ship between national cultures of security and foreign policy behavior (John-

ston, 1995). Constructivist studies of relevance to the field of foreign policy have 

not least looked at how national identity shapes the state's way of viewing its 

international environment, and thus may influence foreign policy behavior 

(Walker, 1993; Wendt, 1994, 1999; Ringmar, 1996; Hopf, 2002).  

The inside-out approach to foreign policymaking rests on the understanding that 

national experiences, societal institutions, financial matters, and collective self-

understandings, directly and indirectly, influence states' foreign policy. Rese-

arch on Political Behavior identifies four channels through which domestic social 
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and economic forces exercise influence on public policies in general, but also 

foreign policy: through political elections (numerical channel); interest group 

politics (lobbying, corporate channel); public opinion (the media and social 

media channel); and issue-specific actions and demonstrations (action channel) 

(Dahl, 1973; Hill, 2003: 219-249). 

 

Within the multiple channels of political participation, several studies are rele-

vant for the study of foreign policymaking (Moravcsik, 1993, 1997; Putnam, 

1988; Evans, Jacobson, and Putnam, 1995; Skidmore and Hudson, 1993; Kaar-

bo, 2015). Acknowledging that the foreign policymaking state needs to reflect 

the society in which it is embedded, Andrew Moravscik adopts insights from 

research on political behavior. He argues that powerful interest groups influence 

foreign policy preferences and strategic calculations through several mecha-

nisms (1997: 513). On this backdrop, we may rephrase Miles' Law as follows: 

"Where you stand depends on the preferences of your domestic constituency." 

 

This version of Miles’ Law resonates, for instance, with the proposition that re-

strictive caveats are more likely to be applied on military contributions to coa-

lition forces if key political constituencies are skeptical of the mission. Restrictive 

caveats may result if the government is squeezed between a critical opposition 

at home and an insisting alliance leader demanding a substantial military con-

tribution. We may further rationalize that if the critical opposition at home is not 

balanced by an intense external pressure to contribute militarily, the govern-

ment would be more inclined to participate in the coalition force in a symbolic 

capacity, or not at all.  

 

Strategic decision-makers cannot create a credible foreign policy in the eyes of 

the global political environment with open and vocal disagreements at home. 

Unified foreign policy is a necessary condition for credible foreign policy. This 

solid relationship is the main reason why foreign policymakers go to lengths to 

build and maintain winning political coalitions around foreign policy objectives 
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and instruments, based on zones of ideological overlap, shared perceptions of 

threats, and assessment of what is appropriate at the time. In his model of inter-

national negotiations as a "two-level game," Robert D. Putnam has dealt with 

this foreign policy challenge (1988): He starts with the reasonable premise that 

a necessary condition for entry into international agreements is that sovereign 

states see that they benefit more from the agreement that is presented than 

with no agreement at all. Putnam agrees with Andrew Moravscsik (1997) by 

pointing out that entry into an agreement between states presupposes agree-

ment within each state. 

A domestic SPM must be developed, or “win-set” in Putnam’s conceptualization 

(1988). The size of the win-set determines the flexibility afforded the govern-

ment by domestic politics at the international negotiating table – be it a matter 

of contributing military forces to NATO operations, negotiating amendments to 

the international climate change regime (Fermann, 1997), setting up the post 

Second World War international regimes on oil-trade and civil aviation (Milner, 

1993), or coordination with the EU. At this point, we can, at last, see the inter-

action between domestic and global political variables and thus between diffe-

rent levels of analysis. 

The study of Political Communication may shed light on how domestic political 

interests are transformed into foreign policies and subsequently defended using 

political rhetoric (Selb, 1996; Nacos, Shapiro and Insernia, 2000). As discussed 

in the previous chapter, justification rhetoric is one of several policy instruments 

for the building of winning political coalitions (win-set, political consensus) for 

participation in controversial and risky military coalition operations. It is also a 

way of spreading political risk: the broader the political foundation for decisions, 

the lower the government's political cost defending the engagement when civil-

ian and military casualties are reported in media. 
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For both purposes, it is a matter of constructing justification arguments that – 

taken together – may reach, convince, and mobilize active or passive support 

from a range of diverse and critical veto groups (Vaara and Tienary, 2002; Goff-

man, 1966). The best political result one can aspire to in such cases is a near 

consensus regarding the policy instrument (say, coalition participation with or 

without some caveats), based on heterogeneous premises as to motivation. As 

different target groups are receptive on different rhetorical "frequencies" and 

convinced by a range of different justification arguments, full-spectrum justifi-

cation rhetoric would seem to be required that account for sympathies and argu-

ments related to concerns about alliance solidarity, humanitarian issues, 

economic interests, legality, and operational capabilities (Hermansson and Fer-

mann, 2013; Fermann, 1994). 

 

Such empirical findings are very much in agreement with the following para-

phrasing of Miles' Law: “Where you stand depends on whom you need to con-

vince.” Different arguments are required to convince groups with partly diver-

ging interests, affiliations, values, and perceptions of reality. In line with this 

political communication approach, we would expect foreign policymakers to ad-

just the justification rhetoric to promote support among the different target 

groups they need to convince and win over, for instance, on matters of how to 

participate in coalition operations. 

 

7.4 The Level of Global Politics: International Relations and 

Foreign Policymaking 

 

We have pointed out that the state as a maker of foreign public policies must 

deal with two environments – the internal sentiments and organized interests in 

the society in which the state is embedded and the external, global political en-

vironment. Since FPA does not share the rather sterile and simplifying assump-

tions about the state that prevails within rationalistic International Relations (IR) 
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theory, the approach of FPA invites us to dig into attributes of society, govern-

ment, and decision-makers to explain foreign policy processes, output, and out-

comes (see Sections 7.1–7.3). What remains to take a closer look at are the 

structural attributes of the foreign policymaking state's global political environ-

ment. Arguably, in the present era of complex interdependence and globalizat-

ion, the global level of analysis has become more relevant to make part of FPA. 

How then can insights from the study of IR and International Political Economy 

(IPE) that global political, regulatory, and economic structures are limiting and 

enabling framework conditions on the state's foreign policy SPM be incor-

porated in FPA? 

As discussed in Section 5.3, systemic theory on global politics may be adopted 

for FPA purposes by abandoning the assumption that the state is a unitary 

actor. Furthermore, we should consider the state's foreign policy objectives an 

empirical question, not merely make assumptions. Once translated for FPA pur-

poses, several perspectives from IR on intergovernmental anarchy and power 

polarity (Waltz, 1979; Mearsheimer, 2001, 2018; Kissinger, 2014), interdepen-

dence (Keohane and Nye, 1977), international regimes (Keohane, 1989) and 

International Society (Bull, 1977; Bull and Watson, 1984) can be used to ana-

lyze how global political and economic structures impact foreign policymaking 

processes and outcomes. 

For instance, Norway participated in at least seven military operations abroad 

since the end of the Cold War: in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, Libya, and Syria. 

How can this mobilization of the state's most lethal instruments of power outside 

the homeland be explained based on a political outside-in perspective? In seve-

ral of these missions, Norway has applied caveats (restrictive or permissive) on 

troop contribution. How may we explain Norwegian patterns of caveats-behav-

ior from an outside-in angle? An obvious start is to look at the international threat 

situation: what was it about the conflicts in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and 
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Libya that may have posed a threat to Norwegian interests and values so serio-

usly that it would motivate the use of armed force? Why did Norwegian fighter 

jets conduct offensive action over Libya but did not in Kosovo (Husby, 2015; 

Frost-Nielsen, 2009)? 

If this approach is inadequate, we may try a different one: we can look at what 

it is that impels small states to make use of coercive foreign policy instruments 

in remote locations in the relational logic between large and small alliance part-

ners. Small state governments' struggle when the country reserves itself against 

invitations to intervene in crises, especially when the invitation comes from the 

country's principal ally and main guarantor of security (the US, NATO). 

An argument can be made that the logic of power politics also applies inside 

security alliances. The message originating from the Melian Dialogue of the 

Peloponnesian War (460–446 BC), "The strong do as they can, and the weak 

suffer what they must" (Thucydides, 1972: 406), runs through real political think-

ing and theory formation in IR like a red thread, from Thucydides, Machiavelli 

(1961 [1532]) and Hobbes ([1651] 1973), to Carr (1939), Morgenthau (1948), 

Waltz (1959, 1979), Mearsheimer (2001), and Kissinger (2014). Only by adapt-

ing to the strategic premises laid down by the superior power can small states 

hope to survive and forward their modest foreign policy ambitions. 

This message, we may capture in yet another paraphrasing of Rufus Miles' Law: 

"Where you stand depends on who is asking." Applied to the study of the politics 

of caveats, this insight makes us expect that small state alliance partners are 

susceptible to the requests of alliance leaders relating to whether and how to 

contribute to coalition forces. The more insisting, demanding, and specific the 

request is, the slimmer is the small state SPM for denying the great power's 

wishes. This fundamental logic would likely include the issue of applying cave-

ats on military contribution to coalition forces. 
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A final point relates to the ambition of constructing analytical tools capturing the 

dialectical relationship between inside-out and outside-in impulses to the for-

eign policymaking process. One such tool is Robert D. Putnam's (1988) "two-

level games" analysis briefly mentioned above. A further tool is found in the 

literature on Transnational Relations (TR). The first studies on how multinational 

companies influence the global economic division of labor was conducted in 

FPA. The research focused on the implications of transnational actors and 

networks' growth for states' foreign policy SPM (Rosenau, 1969; Nye and Keo-

hane, 1971; Vernon, 1971; Mansbach, 1976). The outside-in approach of TR 

has also been applied in more recent research (Risse-Kappen, 1995; Josselin 

and Wallace, 2002). 

In the article "Second image reversed," Peter A. Gourevitch (1978) reverses the 

causal direction in Kenneth N. Waltz's “Man, State, War” (1959): instead of look-

ing at how state characteristics influence foreign policy, and thus, in turn, the 

global environment (inside-out), Gourevitch looks at how transnational actors, 

markets, and structures not only influence states' foreign policy SPM and be-

havior directly. Gourevitch is primarily preoccupied with explaining how trans-

national networks affect the states' foreign policy by the indirect route of chang-

ing sentiments, interests, and power balance among social groups in society. 

In a final rewording of Rufus Miles' Law, we may account for this transnational 

influence on foreign policymaking as follows: "Where you stand depends on 

your transboundary interests and prospects." This proposition inspires reason-

ing and research on whether alliance members’ policy towards participation and 

use of caveats in coalition forces can be related to states’ need to secure mark-

ets and strategic resources in or related to the theater of war. 

The essence of Gourevitch's explanatory thrust is as a transnational parallel to 

Putnam's intergovernmental metaphor: While Putnam is concerned with how 

the domestic win-set and the foreign policy SPM together “determine” govern-

ments' positions in international negotiations, Gourevitch sets out to trace the 
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causal path from transnational actors and markets via domestic group interests 

to foreign policy behavior. Both are relevant responses to Christopher Hill's re-

search challenge to the FPA community: 

What is important […] is to study the dialectical relationship between 

internal and external forces [concerning Foreign Policy] and to show how 

that is important for both "inside" and "outside" (Hill, 1996: 9). 

With this research ambition, we could not agree more. In the FPA approach to 

the politics of caveats, we study how domestic and global politics interplay in 

influencing the foreign policymaking processes that produce decisions on natio-

nal participation in coalition forces. We are further encouraged to research how 

attributes of the state governmental apparatus and key policymakers influence 

perceptions of SPM, generation of preferences, and choice of policy instru-

ments, caveats included. In a fully integrated FPA model, all these levels of 

analysis are mobilized (Fermann, 2013: 108-128). 

In the present chapter, we have introduced different libraries of Political Science 

to indicate how they may provide ontological content and theoretical argument 

to systematic FPA of the politics of caveats. In Chapters 8–10 (Part 4), we en-

gage in more focused and applied theorizing. Having contextualized and con-

ceptualized the concept of caveats (Part 2) and discussed the analytical frame-

work and some bodies of literature to tap from (Part 3), we now enter into theo-

retical arguments to support the deduction of three sets of empirical propo-

sitions (hypotheses), at different levels of analysis, to explain patterns of coalit-

ion participation and national reservations on the use of force. 





 

PART FOUR 

THEORIZING CAVEATS 
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Chapter 8 

Alliance Politics Dynamics 

In the introductory chapter, we reasoned whether caveats might limit the politi-

cal costs of participating in coalition forces motivated by alliance obligations. In 

the present chapter, we elaborate on a theoretical argument as to how alliance 

politics may influence foreign policymakers’ decisions on coalition participation 

and the use of caveats. Before traveling this deductive route, recall that caveats, 

the phenomenon under scrutiny was defined as national reservations (restric-

tive or permissive) on the use of force in a coalition context. Such reservation 

is politically motivated and different from restrictive behavior due to coordination 

failure or lack of capacity. In Chapter 4, we concluded that application of caveats 

observed in national deviations from coalition RoE, national interference in the 

coalition’s chain of command, and national limitation on the extent to which the 

coalition is delegated the authority to make full use of the operational capacity 

of the national contingent as to where, when and how the contingent be deploy-

ed and used in the theater of war. 

Recall also from Chapter 2 the contextualization of caveats as the final step in 

a foreign policymaking process that reveals how enthusiastic, lukewarm, or 

skeptical the potential coalition member is towards the military mission in quest-

ion: First is the decision whether to participate in the coalition. Second, if par-

ticipating, should the contribution be a symbolic display of political support or a 

substantial military contingent? Third, if agreeing on a substantial military contri-

bution, shall any national reservations on the use of force apply? Finally, if so, 

what kind and extent of caveats would serve the contributing government's prin-

cipal political purpose for participating in the coalition? 
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In each step of the decision-making process, the potential coalition contributing 

government adjusts and fine-tunes its response to coalition invitation to balance 

concerns about alliance commitments, interests in the outcome, and internat-

ional norms regulating matters of war. Even before having decided to commit 

substantial military units to the coalition, coalition members have strong incen-

tive to start worrying about the risks and the political and material costs of coa-

lition participation. 

Arguably, states' cost-benefit calculations on their mission-related security 

interests and the legal status of the military intervention (jus ad Bellum) may 

explain the decision to participate in coalitions. However, further considerations 

are required to explain variations in how states contribute to coalition forces and 

why some governments attach caveats to their military contribution. This di-

stinction resonates with David P. Auerswald and Stephen M. Saideman's obser-

vation that states' use of caveats in the ISAF campaign in Afghanistan did not 

depend on the degree to which states were affected by acts of international 

terrorism (2014:16-19). Consequently, Auerswald and Saideman turn their at-

tention to domestic sources of explanation of the caveats' pattern in ISAF. In 

Chapters 9 and 10, we respond to this invitation by discussing how caveats 

patterns may be explained by governmental attributes and the need to control 

politically military implementation in the theater of war. In the present chapter, 

we discuss how certain aspects of global politics may influence states' propen-

sity to apply caveats in coalition operations (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 24-29, 2017: 

3-6).

The balancing of security threats in international politics is central to Auerswald 

and Saideman's research and the reason why they research the degree to 

which coalition contributing states in ISAF were affected by acts of international 

terrorism. However, balancing security threats is not the only possible systemic 

level explanation of caveats patterns. Some research indicates that other fac-
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tors may explain governments' level of support to coalition operations (Baltru-

saitis, 2010; Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger, 1997; Davidson, 2011). Without 

further research on cases other than NATO's ISAF campaign, it is premature to 

discard the impact of outside-in factors on how states choose to support coalit-

ions. One explanatory possibility within the tenets of Political Realism is that the 

national application of caveats on the use of force is the outcome of how states 

choose to balance their alliance commitments. 

Glenn H. Snyder (1997: 165-166) agrees that states entering an alliance share 

a common interest in preserving the alliance for the mutual benefit of strength-

ened security. Still, divergent and conflicting interests remain, which variably 

threaten to pull allies apart. Allies constantly bargain to counter these centrifugal 

forces to maximize mutual benefits and minimize their costs. Coordination of 

military plans in coalition operations is one of the most prominent issues over 

which such intra-alliance bargaining takes place. 

Snyder offers clues to understand the finer grain of how states choose to partici-

pate in coalition forces. In his work on the security dilemma in alliance politics 

(1984, 1997), Snyder develops an analytical tool that can be applied to explain 

restrictive caveats as the outcome of the decisions of hesitant allies that have 

few if any particular interests in favor of partaking in the mission, except to honor 

the commitment to support allies when collective threats to security arise. 

Honoring commitments in international politics is hardly an act rooted in altruism 

but rather investments in long-term enlightened self-interest. By offering military 

assistance, a reluctant government invests in its reputation as a reliable ally and 

thus also in the continuing credibility of the solidarity norm – which is the core 

of any collective security arrangement based on consent. What looks like an 

interest-based investment in the mission's political objectives may instead be 

an installment in security insurance with the expectation that it will pay back 

when the table turns sometime in the future. Still, long-term investment in the 
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alliance and short-term mission-related risks, costs, and benefits need balan-

cing for any coalition invitee. If the coalition participation is an investment in the 

long-term security arrangement that is the alliance, the application of caveats 

may be a concession to more immediate risks and costs related to the partici-

pation. 

Thus, the foreign policy instrument of caveats may make it politically feasible 

for a reluctant government to participate militarily in a coalition force where few 

if any short-term individual gains are expected. This line of reasoning's crucial 

implication is that in the improbable case caveats be prohibited as a legitimate 

policy instrument in alliance politics, reluctant coalition members may find that 

the more burdensome coalition participation outweigh the future expected utility 

of current investment in alliance solidarity. In such a circumstance, the reluctant 

coalition member may decide to fail on its alliance commitments by abandoning 

the coalition or restrict participation to merely a token contribution. In such a 

perspective, caveats are the lesser evil for the coalition in that this policy instru-

ment can better balance the reluctant coalition members' long-term and short-

term cost-benefit considerations and secure her participation in coalition ope-

ration.  

In the final section, we deduce three empirical propositions on participation in 

coalition forces from Snyder's reasoning on the security dilemma in alliance 

politics. Before this, the alliance burden-sharing scholarly debate is briefly re-

viewed with an emphasis on coalition participation and on how caveats help 

policymakers balance costs and gains in a specific coalition operation. 

8.1 Burden Sharing Debates During and After the Cold War 

In alliance politics, external impulses to the foreign policymaking process may, 

e.g., come in the shape of a request to buy into a new weapon platform (Aaberg,

2016), as demands to increase the allocations to defense (Defense News, 
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2017), or as an invitation to participate in a coalition force. The call to participate 

in the coalition forces in the 1999 Kosovo conflict and the 2011 Libya crisis was 

hard to ignore for NATO member states. This was, even more, the case after 

the 2001 November 11 attacks on the United States. Invoking Article 5 of the 

North Atlantic Treaty for the first time since the establishment of NATO in 1949,1 

the United States called upon allies to support US military operations in Afghani-

stan. Throughout the 2000s, NATO members confirmed their decisions to con-

tribute to the coalition operations in this distant theater of war at regular inter-

vals. However, not without hesitation. 

 

To understand better what decision-making problems the foreign policy instru-

ment of caveats may solve, we may learn from the study of the dynamics of 

alliance politics. Most explicitly, national reservations on the use of force are 

discussed in the literature on burden-sharing in military alliances. This body of 

research originates from the debate on collective action problems related to the 

economic burden-sharing between NATO member states during the Cold War 

(Murdoch and Sandler, 1991). 

 

The main argument from the debate is that the alliance leader (a great power) 

makes the chief contribution to upholding the collective good of defense and 

security. This is partly because the alliance leader has the superior capacity to 

do so. However, the alliance leader also needs the alliance to balance the per-

ceived threat from another great power with its own alliance system. In this way, 

the alliance leader is structurally induced to invest disproportionately in an alli-

ance system that provides a public good (increased collective security) that can-

not be withheld from any alliance member without considerable loss of credi-

bility. Sensing the alliance leader's strong motivation for preserving the alli-

ance's credibility and cohesion, the weaker members of the alliance have a free-

 
1  The principle of collective defense is enshrined in Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, 

which is the formal name for the North Atlantic Treaty underpinning NATO. Collective 

defense implies that an attack against one ally treated as an attack against all allies.  
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rider incentive to contribute less than their "fair share" to the security arrange-

ment (Olson and Zeckhauser, 1966). 

During the Cold War, contributors to this literature were engaged in measuring 

the variation in burden-sharing among NATO member states by comparing an-

nual military expenditures. The research borrowed insights from economic theo-

ry, and results from the research were published in economic journals. Insights 

from this literature transferred to the analysis of new forms of burden-sharing 

after the Cold War (Chalmers, 2001). 

With the demise of the Soviet Union, scholarship refocused on new security 

challenges and tasks for NATO. A new burden-sharing currency was in de-

mand. It was no longer as relevant to assess burden-sharing and free-riding 

problems in terms of military expenditures. Instead, the question of burden-

sharing is now related to the member states' political will and military capacity 

to make highly qualified military assets available for NATO's coalition operations 

far beyond the security organization's traditional operation area. Caveats be-

came an ingredient in this new burden-sharing security mosaic. National reser-

vations on the use of force was considered one of the several novel expressions 

of the degree of willingness to contribute to the new NATO (Lepgold, 1998; 

Noetzel and Schreer, 2009; Cimbala and Forster, 2010; Ringsmose, 2010; Hal-

lams and Schreer, 2012; Matlary and Petersson, 2013; Sandler and Shimizu, 

2014). The second-generation scholarly debate on burden-sharing in NATO 

had the potential to shed light on the politics of caveats. However, it did so only 

to a limited extent by choosing to study national reservations on the use of force 

merely as another problem that needed to be solved in allied burden-sharing 

negotiations. What problems caveats may solve for foreign policymakers was, 

so far, not part of the research agenda. 

The reason for this limited focus is probably that many scholarly contributions 

build on the ideal assumption that military alliances and coalitions are merely 
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mechanisms for the mobilization of military strength between states with over-

lapping or complementary security interests. In such analyses, the premise is 

that uneven burden-sharing is a problem that leads to the underproduction of 

military striking-power and collective security, thus weakening and possibly 

eroding the political rationale for the alliance. Within this approach, caveats and 

other forms of reserved alliance behavior are understood as some deviation 

from an ideal state of cooperation among states with common security interests 

(Hartley and Sandler, 1999; Overhage, 2013; Crawford, 2014; Richter and 

Webb, 2014; Driver, 2016). 

This line of reasoning led scholars to study caveats as a phenomenon poten-

tially undermining alliance solidarity and is thus less capable of acknowledging 

how national reservations on the use of force may become the lesser evil to the 

alternative of desisting from participating in the coalition altogether. Indeed, 

failing to consider how caveats may reduce the political costs of honoring alli-

ance commitments obscures the potential windfall from applying national reser-

vations on the use of force in terms of solving foreign policymaking problems.  

The FPA approach induces us to refocus from seeing caveats merely as a thre-

at to effective collective action. In FPA, we study caveats as a problem-solving 

instrument in foreign policymaking and a means to fine-tuning and optimization 

the trade-offs that need to be made in any coalition burden-sharing negotiation. 

Thus, there is a demand for research that can shed light on how the application 

of national reservations on the use of force makes it politically feasible for 

governments to answer in the affirmative invitations to contribute militarily to 

coalition forces. The theory of the security dilemma in alliance politics helps 

show how foreign policymakers may use caveats to better balance concerns 

that cannot be maximized simultaneously.  
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8.2 Caveats as Means to Balance the Security Dilemma in Alliance 

Politics 

Glenn H. Snyder (1984, 1997) did not explicitly study caveats but did develop 

insights that can shed light on conditions and mechanisms capable of explain-

ing some of the observed variations in the use of caveats across military contri-

butions and coalition forces. Snyder shows that while alliances are a mecha-

nism for mobilizing military capacities, states' alliance behavior is due to more 

complex reasons than force generation.2 

Snyder assumes that states have two motives for joining an alliance. One is to 

strengthen own security by deriving benefit from other states' contributions to 

the military alliance. The other motive is to maximize own utility of belonging to 

the alliance. On the one hand, states attempt to gain as much security as pos-

sible from the commitments and security contributions of other states. On the 

other hand, states are inclined to limit their commitment to defend other alliance 

members' security interests which do not correspond with their individual self-

interests. 

Snyder further argues that the collective security concerns inducing states to 

organize in security alliances in the first place cannot explain alliance burden-

sharing behavior after the establishment of the alliance. In managing alliance 

politics, every member of the security arrangement must cope with the possi-

bility that other states are less committed to the alliance. Recall that the political 

rationale for establishing the alliance is the mutual expectation that the coordi-

nation efforts will increase the security of each and all the member states. 

2  Glenn H. Snyder treats security alignments and alliances as identical phenomena: 

"Alignments, whether or not they have been formalized as alliances, are essentially 

expectations in the minds of statesmen about whether they will be supported, oppos-

ed, or ignored by other states in future interactions” (1997: 21-22). It is reasonable to 

assume that Snyder's theoretical propositions apply to all kinds of security coope-

ration, from formal alliances manifesting in the field to ad hoc "coalitions-of-the-willing." 



141 

However, a state strongly committed to the alliance in words and deeds may 

have reason to fear being drawn into risky military conflicts where few if any 

national interests are served, other than the potential future benefits of demon-

strating alliance solidarity at an earlier point. The committed alliance member 

may also fear that other states are not fully committed to the alliance and fail to 

act on their commitments when the committed alliance member is in dire straits. 

In that case, the added security the alliance was established to provide becom-

es a mirage. 

Snyder's line of reasoning leads to the security dilemma in alliance politics in 

the purest form: A member state's strong commitment to the alliance's collective 

security system is an investment in the cohesion and future existence of the 

alliance. However, solidaristic behavior increases the danger of being tied down 

in dangerous and costly conflicts with no windfall. These are the realities of the 

member state’s fear of entrapment. However, this is not the alliance member's 

only concern. The mirror image of the fear of entrapment is the fear of abandon-

ment. The two are functionally linked: A reserved commitment to the alliance 

implies less danger of being caught up in conflicts in which the alliance member 

has no positive interest invested but increases the risk of alliance partners reci-

procating her lukewarm and minimal investment in alliance solidarity at a later 

occasion. In the worst cases, reserved alliance behavior may become contag-

ious if not checked by the alliance leader, spiral into member states jumping 

ship, and the subsequent severe weakening of the alliance.  

A member state's commitment to the alliance is thus a complex function of the 

state's consideration of costs and risks related to coalition participation on the 

one hand and the other hand, particular gains and the expectation that other 

members of the alliance are willing to offer assistance when a threatening situ-

ation arises in the future (Morrow, 1991). According to Snyder, it is precisely 

because a trade-off needs to be made between the dual fear of abandonment 

and entrapment that alliance members find themselves in a continuing state of 
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intra-alliance strategic ambiguity. This uncertainty in how far one is to commit 

to the security alliance is the proverbial "elephant in the room" in ongoing de-

liberations regarding what should be the collective goals and how to mobilize 

resources for common aims (Press-Barnathan, 2006; Davidson, 2011; Kim, 

2011).  

Snyder observes that it is mainly in the coordination of military planning among 

alliance partners that disagreements and opposing views on burden sharing, 

and consequently coalition RoE, are likely to surface (1997: 166). The policy 

instrument of national reservations on the use of force is one way of balancing 

and expressing strategic ambivalence in this negotiating arena. A decision to 

contribute forces to coalition operation may reasonably be interpreted either as 

a sign of commitment to the alliance due to fear of abandonment or support of 

the military mission's political objectives. On the other hand, the application of 

caveats on the use of military contribution may be understood as a balancing 

concession to the fear of entrapment, the fear that an unreserved military contri-

bution may inflict considerable military and political costs further down the road. 

In this reading, the widespread application of national reservations on the use 

of force in NATO's ISAF campaign in Afghanistan (NATO, 2005; Auerswald and 

Saideman, 2014) is an expression of several coalition members making trade-

offs between fear of abandonment and fear of entrapment. By invoking Article 

5 of The North Atlantic Charter, the United States did not give lukewarm mem-

bers of NATO any uncostly option to refuse to participate in the coalition. Even 

though all members of NATO (and beyond) publicly declared that it was in their 

interest to make sure Afghanistan did not become a haven where al-Qaida 

could operate with impunity and plan new attacks on Western states, disagree-

ment within the alliance persisted as to how NATO should achieve this primary 

political objective by military means. 
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The principal fracture was between member states in favor of a defensive mili-

tary campaign that emphasized the "reconstruction of Afghanistan,” and alli-

ance partners (the United States, in particular) arguing that priority is granted to 

offensive "counter-insurgency" operations designed to break the Afghan insur-

gent's capacity to carry out extensive military operations. This kind of tactical 

disagreement led to continuous negotiations among the coalition partners re-

garding how and where NATO should apply force to reach the campaign's poli-

tical objectives (Rynning, 2012). 

National reservations on the use of force provide a potential solution for states 

to manage this kind of tactical disagreement, which probably borders on the 

strategic. The contribution of military contingents to the Afghanistan campaign 

was an expression of alliance solidarity and a willingness to stand by security 

commitments. At the same time, it was an investment in security insurance to 

reduce the risk of abandonment when the need for alliance support arises in the 

future. However, several contributing states attached restrictive reservations on 

the use of the contingents by not allowing coalition Force Commander to deploy 

the contingent when and where he saw fit. These kinds of restrictions made it 

almost a certainty that the contingent in question was kept out of harm's way. 

For the Force Commander who was precluded from using some contingents 

effectively, it was crucial that the severely restricted contingents were not allow-

ed to stand in the way of those contingents willing to fight the war where it was 

demanding. 

For our research purposes, we draw attention to the argument that restrictive 

caveats imposed on several contingents were implemented because of fear of 

being entrapped in the war in a capacity inconsistent with the national interest. 

The decision to contribute forces to the coalition war effort is a display of alliance 

solidarity and an investment in abandonment avoidance. The decision to apply 

restrictive national reservations on the use of force is an indication that there 

are limits to alliance solidarity and that the limit likely shows when policymakers 
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consider that concerns about entrapment outweighs concerns about abandon-

ment. 

8.3 Other Considerations: Historical Legacy, Size, Heterogeneity 

Glenn H. Snyder has provided crucial contributions to our understanding of how 

alliance politics' security dilemma explains states' ambiguous behavior in allian-

ces (1984; 1997). We have argued that restrictive caveats reflect coalition mem-

bers’ need to balance conflicting concerns. However, Snyder himself does not 

say anything about the actual mechanisms through which caveats may contri-

bute to strike politically feasible trade-offs between diverging concerns in alli-

ance politics. Neither does he account for how different characteristics of allian-

ces and coalitions may influence the security dilemma, and thus states' inclinat-

ion to apply caveats to cope with it. On these questions, Patricia A. Weitsman's 

research provides more clues. 

Weitsman has studied alliance behavior from several angles (Schneider and 

Weitsman,1997; Weitsman,1997, 2003, 2004, 2010, 2014). For one, she quest-

ions the assumption that alliances merely are mechanisms for the pooling of 

military power for states with shared security interests. Weitsman argues that 

the establishment of alliances also is motivated as an institutional mechanism 

to bring about reconciliation between former adversaries. She makes a convin-

cing argument that NATO was established as much to bring about the consoli-

dation and reconciliation of Western European states recently locked into de-

structive relationships of animosity, as it was created to balance the Soviet 

threat to Western security (Weitsman, 2010). Arguably, this dual motivation be-

hind the security organization's establishment may amplify the alliance security 

dilemma in NATO. If caveats are part of the solution to a security dilemma, the 

policy instrument should be in even greater demand if the competing fears of 

under- and overcommitting are amplified by a historical legacy of potential ten-

sion and distrust. 
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There is quite some variation in what motivates and how motivated govern-

ments are within their decision to provide military contingents to coalition forces 

(Rapport, 2015). Everything else being equal, a large coalition-following bene-

fits the cause of military force generation. However, the increasing size and 

number of participating contingents in the coalition are likely to come at the 

expense of added membership heterogeneity regarding enthusiasm, motives, 

military equipment, and doctrines. Heterogeneity also grows coordination prob-

lems that need to be solved at the expense of the Force Commander's ability to 

efficiently utilize the military capacity (Weitsman, 2014) effectively. It is interest-

ing to study how caveats may reflect or contribute to such coordination prob-

lems. Will a more significant coalition force with more participants be likely to 

contain a relatively larger number of national contingents applying caveats? 

This may be the case simply because the selection of members will have to rely 

on a broader base of countries, thus more likely to include more lukewarm parti-

cipants. The deeper the coalition-leading member needs to dig into the pool of 

possible recruits, the relatively more skeptical participants will turn up.  

Sarah Kreps (2007, 2008) builds upon a similar argument. She finds that the 

United States chooses to operate unilaterally when the US government consid-

ers that highly efficient military action is required. Multilateral military operations 

are preferred when the need for broad political legitimacy overrides purely mili-

tary and operational considerations. In exchange for legitimacy-demonstrating 

military support, the United States has been relatively lenient towards coalition 

partners' application of national reservations on the use of force (Kreps, 2008: 

562; see also Weitsman, 2014: 48-73). Related to the application of caveats is 

also the fact that NATO has developed decision-making institutions that have 

made the organization more capable of managing and coordinating national in-

puts, and thus counter the potentially disruptive effect of caveats on the cohes-

ion and military effectiveness of the coalition (Kupchan, 1988; Reveron, 2002; 

Dijkstra, 2015). 
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A final argument relates to the probability that restrictive caveats may have un-

intended ripple effects within the coalition. For instance, to deal with the passi-

vity, procrastination, and restrictive behavior of some national contingents, 

other nations’ units may be required to compensate in ways that qualify as per-

missive caveats, as defined in Chapter 4. Possibly, the causal relationship be-

tween restrictive and permissive caveats behavior is bi-directional. If so, we may 

have to do with a self-amplifying causal spiral effect, which may tear apart the 

coalition if not short-circuited. 

8.4 Caveats Relevant Take-home Messages 

As to the relevance of caveats in alliance politics, the main take-home mes-

sages from our review of relevant scholarships are as follows: Restrictive cave-

ats signals reluctant and lukewarm participation in coalition forces. National 

reservations on the use of force in coalition contexts indicate there are limits to 

shared interests and alliance solidarity. Caveats are not themselves the cause 

of restricted cooperation but an expression of how far it is politically feasible to 

cooperate. At its most fundamental, national reservations on the use of force in 

coalition forces is a foreign policy instrument facilitating the balancing of the 

preservation of sovereignty and national control with the inclination to seek in-

creased security through the membership in a military alliance. 

Caveats are yet another means of coping with and balance the security dilem-

ma in alliance politics related to the dual fears of abandonment and entrapment. 

Within the premises of the literature on alliance politics, we argue that the appli-

cation of caveats makes possible military contributions to coalitions that other-

wise would not materialize. Indeed, the instrument of caveats allows for compro-

mises beyond the "all or nothing"-choice (Porter, 2012). We may stretch the 

argument even further: Alliances cannot last without some allowance for the 

application of caveats. Caveats are a much less crude expression of reluctant 
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participation than the alternatives of downsizing contribution or defecting from 

coalition forces altogether (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 24-29).  

The alternative to the tensions caveats use inflict in burden-sharing negotiat-

ions, in the chain of command, and in the field may thus be the failure to parti-

cipate in the coalition in any capacity. Such uncompromising and free-riding 

behavior has detrimental military and political consequences for the security 

alliance. In this line of reasoning, national reservations on the use of force is a 

foreign policy instrument and means of statecraft capable of balancing better 

different and only partly compatible concerns related to complex dynamics and 

dilemmas of alliance politics. 

In studying military participation in coalition operations, we should thus not re-

duce the question to one in which the foreign policymaking state has an unequi-

vocal interest to participate or not. Precisely because different forms of warfare 

serve different parties and concerns in different ways, the question of how an 

alliance partner is to participate in a coalition force needs to be scrutinized with 

this state's collective and individual self-interests in mind. National reservations 

on the use of force are instruments to strike a balance between diverging natio-

nal concerns and maximizing coalition force generation within what is politically 

feasible. 

8.5 Pointing the Arguments: Empirical Propositions 

In the introductory chapter, we inquired about what decision-making problems 

and opportunities the application of national reservations on the use of force 

might address for foreign policy decision-makers contemplating contributing a 

military contingent to some multinational military operation. At the level of global 

politics, alliance politics, in particular, we have argued that caveats limit the poli-
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tical costs of participating in coalition forces triggered mainly by alliance commit-

ments. Instead of buck-passing entirely, caveats allow the hesitant ally to contri-

bute the smaller proverbial buck. 

When suspecting or identifying caveats at work, we may ask at the level of 

global politics if the empirical pattern of national reservations on the use of force 

is related to alliance politics dynamics and how? Having discussed possible 

mechanisms at work, the final task is to formulate several empirical propositions 

that consider these theoretical arguments. Six empirical propositions stand out 

for consideration as a point of departure for future empirical research: 

"Alliance Politics" hypotheses (AP-H1-6): Everything else being equal, we may 

consider: 

AP-H1 "Abandonment" hypothesis: Governments primarily motivated by 

fear of abandonment are inclined to provide unconditional military 

support to the coalition (no caveats). 

AP-H2 "Entrapment" hypothesis: Governments primarily motivated by fear 

of entrapment are not inclined to provide military support to the 

coalition (no participation whatsoever). 

AP-H3 "Optimal trade-off” hypothesis: Governments primarily concerned 

with the balancing of the dual risks of abandonment and entrap-

ment are inclined to apply caveats to an extent compatible with the 

relative importance of the two concerns (measured application of 

caveats). 

AP-H4 “Historical legacy” hypothesis: Caveats are in greater demand in 

coalitions where troop-contributing states have a mutual historical 

legacy of tension and distrust. 

AP-H5 “Small is beautiful” hypothesis: Because the selection of coalition 

members will have to rely on a broader base of countries, a larger 
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coalition force with more national contingents is more likely to con-

tain a larger share and number of contingents applying restrictive 

caveats. 

AP-H6 “Restrictive-permissive” hypothesis: Extensive use of restrictive 

caveats in coalition increases the inclination of remaining contin-

gents to compensate in ways qualifying as permissive caveats. 

As for the effort of testing hypotheses, data gathering needs to be guided by a 

reasoned conception of caveats that distinguishes national reservations on the 

use of force from adjacent phenomena and be operationalized such that differ-

ent kinds of caveats are recognizable. In Part II, we developed a conception of 

caveats from the bottom-up precisely for this discriminating analytical purpose. 

Indeed, whether the concept of caveats is researched as a dependent or inde-

pendent variable, we need to agree on what we precisely speak about. Con-

cerning the other concepts and variables contained in the six hypotheses, it is 

not for the present study to make analytical decisions on behalf of any research 

community as to precisely how “fear of abandonment,” “fear of entrapment,” 

and “legacy of tensions and distrust” are to be measured. Other than insisting 

on researchers being explicit and precise about how concepts are understood 

and variables operationalized. 

Concerning methods for testing causal inference, we will reason our position on 

this in Section 11.3.4. What shall be revealed at present is that research quest-

ions requiring the study of policymaking and implementing processes invite 

single case study design. Researchers applying other approaches to studying 

the politics of caveats may find a more parsimonious solution in comparative 

designs, not making use of laborious process tracing techniques. 

Finally, at the level of global politics, where may other promising avenues for 

the theoretical reasoning of the foreign politics of caveats be found? Some 

additional clues are provided in Section 7.4. Besides general theories on Inter-

national Relations, more specialized literature on security, military organization, 
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and collective goods may give further epistemological traction. One avenue is 

to look into how the distinction made between balance-of-threat and balance-

of-power in the Structural Realist debate on defensive and offensive Realism 

can be made relevant for the study of the politics of caveats (Waltz, 1979; Walt, 

1987; Taliaferro, 2001/2002; Mearsheimer, 2002). Additional approaches to 

make sense of the politics of caveats is to apply literature on Political Economy, 

strategic interests, and strategic resources to understand better how the mater-

ial and strategic interests in the area of deployment may influence coalition be-

havior and policies on reservations on the use of force (Gilpin, 2001; Klare, 

2009; Fermann, 2014). 
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Chapter 9 

Domestic and Governmental Politics 

In the previous chapter, we theorized how the outside-in approach of alliance 

politics might help explain coalition members' inclination to apply national reser-

vations on the use of force on their coalition contributions. In the present chap-

ter, the focus shifts to the inside-out approach of governmental and domestic 

politics. We elaborate on multiple theoretical arguments as to how caveats may 

facilitate the building of domestic winning political coalitions required to partici-

pate in coalition operations. How may characteristics of governmental institut-

ions and domestic politics help to explain the adoption of caveats in foreign 

policy and patterns of caveats in coalition forces? 

In democratic politics, government responsible for making decisions on coalition 

participation needs to win political and public support for policy decisions. If for 

no other reason than to reduce the political risk and costs if the decision to 

contribute forces should somehow backfire (e.g., collateral damage, own cau-

salities) and come back to haunt the government in the future (Frost-Nielsen, 

2016: 29-33; 2017: 4-6). 

We have referred to Robert D. Putnam’s scholarship in previous chapters. Put-

nam’s two-level game modeling of the interaction between international and 

domestic politics is interesting for the study of foreign policy and caveats be-

cause it invites us to look closer at how national reservations on the use of force 

may reconcile demands and expectations from alliance partners with what is 

possible to win support for and have ratified in domestic political institutions 

(Putnam, 1988). In this sense, Putnam shares with the Foreign Policy Analysis 
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(FPA) approach the notion that foreign policymaking is pitched between the 

proverbial “rock and a hard place.” 

What policy on caveats decision-makers come up with after assessing the inter-

national ramifications (the particular threat the coalition is to counter; the secu-

rity dilemma in alliance politics) is also influenced by what the policymakers 

simultaneously have assessed it might be possible to gain domestic political 

support for. Both Putnam’s two-level game model and FPA are open for sym-

metrical and interdependent interpretation: How decision-makers understand 

the situation on one negotiating level influences how the decision-makers per-

ceive the facts and scope for political maneuvering (SPM) on the other negoti-

ating level. 

Juliet Kaarbo notes that the analytical distinction made between external and 

domestic influences on states' foreign policymaking processes may be more 

analytical than real because of the back-and-forth process of two-level negotiat-

ions (Kaarbo, 2015: 207). However, to assess the complexities of foreign policy-

making, it is still necessary to reason and identify what aspects of foreign poli-

cies are explained on what level of analysis and through what causal mecha-

nisms and paths (Zakaria, 1992: 198). 

Andrew Moravcsik’s scholarship is a helpful point of departure to better under-

stand how foreign policymaking is conditioned by the nature of societal forces 

and the aggregation of such forces through domestic politics. The fundamental 

assumption is that interest-crystalizing sentiments and inclinations originate and 

come into being prior to politics, in society (see Figure 6.1). According to Morav-

csik, a state’s behavior towards the global arena results from the socially em-

bedded interest groups that lobby towards the political institutions that regulate 

how material and ideational interests are aggregated in society (Moravcsik, 

1997). This line of reasoning very much corresponds to the notion that "all poli-

tics is local," as discussed in Section 7.3 (O'Neill and Novak, 1987). 
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To grasp how national reservations on the use of force in coalition operations 

(caveats) can balance conflicting domestic considerations, Moravcsik’s inside-

out approach to foreign policymaking invites us to (i) identify what domestic 

interests are represented in the political institutions and the foreign policymak-

ing process; (ii) how institutions represent opportunities and limitations for diffe-

rent actors' ability to pursue their interests; and (iii) to study how this impact the 

foreign policymaking process, outputs, and outcomes. 

Starting from the assumption that caveats are the result of necessary com-

promises in domestic politics in support of participation in coalition operations 

(Auerswald and Saideman, 2014), the present chapter offers a review of lite-

rature that study how domestic and governmental politics impact foreign policy-

making processes, as well as discussing a handful of studies researching coa-

lition participation in particular. The theoretical discussion leads to the deduction 

of 23 probing empirical propositions on domestic and governmental factors that 

may condition the foreign policymaking state's use of caveats in coalition war-

fare. 

9.1 Reconciling Disagreements in Domestic Politics 

After the Cold War, the scholarly interest in how domestic politics and govern-

mental institutions influence foreign policymaking has soared (Schultz, 2012: 

478: Kaarbo, 2015: 189). On the foreign politics of coalition participation, there 

are studies on how political institutions impact states’ willingness to participate 

in coalition forces. Some studies indicate that a high degree of autonomy of 

decision-makers concerning other political institutions increases the likelihood 

that the state will contribute substantial military forces to the coalition (Auers-

wald, 1999, 2004; Baltrusaitis, 2010). Other strains of research indicate that 

political pressure from the global environment is a deciding factor in states’ 

decision to participate in coalition operations, while domestic conditions decide 

how states contribute (Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger, 1997; Schuster and Maier, 
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2006; Resnick, 2013; Mello, 2014). In a recent comparative study of the appli-

cation of caveats on Denmark’s, the Netherland’s, and Norway’s contributions 

to NATO’s intervention in Libya in 2011, Frost-Nielsen concludes that “domestic 

factors help to explain whether or not there will be caveats, while external 

pressures help to explain the form that such caveats take” (2017: 22).   

 

These somewhat equivocal findings nevertheless indicate that the application 

of caveats not only may contribute to balance the dual fears of entrapment and 

abandonment in alliance politics but also contribute to the reconciliation of 

domestic political disagreements using a policy instrument that retracts from the 

initial decision to allocate substantial military forces to coalition operations. 

 

Moreover, the literature makes valuable distinctions between diplomatic, econo-

mic, and military support to coalitions (Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger, 1997; Bal-

trusaitis, 2010; Davidson, 2011). However, it is a limitation that none of the stud-

ies distinguish between different kinds of military support that would have made 

it possible to grasp the nuances within this category. It is a typological limitation 

precisely because the policy instrument of caveats is an expression of variation 

in military support to the coalition. In the lack of a fine-grained category of mili-

tary support, it is difficult to read anything precise out the literature that illumi-

nates how national reservations on the use of force may contribute to the do-

mestic ratification of participation in coalition forces. 

 

Frost-Nielsen observes that it is an agreement in research on the influence of 

domestic and institutional factors on decisions related to the use of military force 

that the more actors involved in the decision-making, the more difficult it is to 

reach and implement an agreement (2016: 31). This finding is particularly robust 

for democratic regimes where decision-makers' freedom of action is contingent 

on approval from a political majority (Maoz and Russett, 1993; Reiter and Stam, 

2002). Also, David P. Auerswald and Stephen M. Saideman’s research confirm 

this finding:  



 

155 
 

To get an agreement past all the potential veto players (usually the repre-

sentatives of the parties in the coalition), restrictive delegation [caveats] 

may be the only way for the nation to participate in the military inter-

vention. [T]he broader the ideological spectrum represented in the coa-

lition, or the larger the number of coalition parties, the more compromises 

are required (Auerswald and Saideman, 2014: 77). 

 

Auerswald and Saideman find strong empirical support for the notion that nat-

ional reservations on the use of force is a policy instrument that can bring about 

a compromise solution that allows for military participation. They argue that 

caveats have this reconciliatory function potentially in all forms of constitutional 

government. However, national reservations on the use of force are more likely 

to facilitate compromises where they are most needed and most challenging to 

arrive at – in coalition governments in multi-party parliamentary systems. 

  

The political engineering instrument of caveats may also contribute to facilitating 

compromises under other decision-making circumstances. Bureaucratic actors 

with competence and decision-making authority on security and defense issues 

may find the instrument of caveats useful as may autocratic regimes where 

decision-makers require at least some tacit approval from crucial constituencies 

to cover their backs for the unexpected (Hagan, Everts, Fukui and Stempel, 

2001; de Mesquita, 2006: 422-425).  

 

The need to arrive at some domestic political compromise on coalition parti-

cipation may also arise between crucial cabinet members of the government or 

between key decision-makers and their constituencies in parliament. In a string 

of studies, Juliet Kaarbo has researched foreign policymaking in coalition 

governments in parliamentary democracies.3 Kaarbo (2008) assesses the re-

 
3  See Kaarbo (2001, 2003, 2008, 2012, 2015); Kaarbo and Beasley (2008); Kesgin 

and Kaarbo (2010); Cantir and Kaarbo (2012); and Kaarbo and Cantir (2013); Beas-

ley and Kaarbo (2014). 
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search findings in this field as indeterminate. In an extensive study of the ne-

gotiations between members of coalition governments, she shows how complex 

such decision-making processes are and how difficult it is to generalize on the 

mechanisms involved in the construction of politically feasible solutions in for-

eign policymaking. Still, the literature gives some clues to what may condition 

the foreign policymaking process and outcomes - also in relation to caveats 

(Kaarbo, 2012: 236-241). 

9.2 Influences on the Foreign Policymaking Process and 

Outcomes 

First, a party split by disagreement on war participation is incapable of blocking 

or conclusively influence its government partners. In such a political configu-

ration, there is less reason to expect that a compromise is required or even pos-

sible, and thus less reason to expect caveats to be relevant. 

Second, Kaarbo finds evidence that the nature of the issue at stake in foreign 

policymaking impacts the ability of political parties with different views to coope-

rate: 

When positions were irreconcilable […] fragmented action resulted. 

When the issue was indivisible […], one side prevailed. Divisible issues 

[…] allowed the parties to make meaningful compromises (Kaarbo, 2012: 

237). 

The implication of this finding for the inclination to apply caveats in foreign 

policymaking is equivocal: On the one hand, we may expect that national reser-

vations on the use of force to be applied when the issue is divisible and open 

for compromise. On the other hand, the foreign policy instrument of caveats 

may also be used to overcome negotiating deadlocks resulting from indivisible 

policy issues and irreconcilable positions. By infusing caveats into the decision-

making discussion, the skilled mediator may convince the skeptical party (or 
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parties) that applying certain reservations on how the contingent can be used 

in the field implies that the issue may be transformed from an indivisible one 

based on, say, principled resistance to war participation to a divisible question 

about how to participate.  

 

Along with persuasive appeals to the humanitarian situation and justification 

found in International Law (Rathbun, 2004), the policy instrument of caveats 

may be used by political entrepreneurs to reduce the political costs of key en-

trenched parties and thus show them a feasible way to make a political compro-

mise. Neither should the significance of constructing narratives and frames that 

include caveats be underestimated in the process of transforming the structure 

of negotiations from one of zero-sum to one of variable-sum (Festinger, 1957; 

Tversky and Kahneman, 1974). Recall Sections 6.4.1.2 and 6.4.3, where strat-

egic narratives and news framing were discussed in terms of how policymakers 

could enhance the domestic scope for political maneuvering (SPM). By demon-

strating the game-changing implications of caveats for coalition participation, 

governments squeezed between a rock and a hard place of domestic and 

international politics may be rescued to govern another day. 

 

Third, institutions matter. Kaarbo (2012: 238) finds that it does make a differ-

ence whether foreign policy decisions are made in this or that ministry, or in 

institutions such as the UN or NATO for how disagreement within the govern-

ment on coalition participation is resolved. As to the foreign policy instrument of 

caveats, if and how institutional environments matter is open to empirical 

scrutiny. Still, an argument can be made that a ministry of foreign affairs is more 

inclined to seek a compromise using caveats than a ministry of defense – 

everything else being equal. First, the justification for such a proposition is that 

ministries of foreign affairs have broader responsibility for their country's repu-

tation and are expected to go to considerable lengths applying policy instru-

ments capable of balancing competing concerns. Second, it can be argued that 

the military under the authority of the ministry of defense is likely to be against 



158 

restrictive caveats that require the contingent to fight with the proverbial arm 

tied on the back. Third, we may suspect that a foreign policymaking process 

that is close to or heavily integrated into the multilateral politics of international 

organizations is more inclined to produce decisions favoring unreserved coalit-

ion participation or the minimal use of caveats. 

Fourth, key decision-makers are unlikely to press matters in foreign policy if this 

runs the risk of overturning the government. Arguably, safeguarding the govern-

ment's continuing existence trumps the desire to win on foreign policy issues. 

How may this argument relate to the application of caveats in coalition operat-

ions? Usually, national reservations on the use of force are a moderating policy 

instrument (restrictive caveats), implying that where participation in coalition 

force threatens a coalition government's cohesion and future, foreign policy-

makers will back down from sending an unreserved military contingent. To the 

extent that failing on the commitment to participate in the coalition is not a feas-

ible option (recall the security dilemma in alliance politics), the government is 

more likely to offer some reserved military contribution.  

Fifth, for smaller political parties to influence foreign policy, Kaarbo argues that 

they need to be consistent in how they argue their case. This finding is support-

ed by other studies, one in which the authors also conclude that small parties 

need to control the ministry of foreign affairs to influence foreign policies in sub-

stantial ways (Opperman and Brummer, 2014).4 The two observations are not 

mutually excluding. Instead, control over the ministry of foreign affairs is likely 

4  Germany, for instance, has a long history of leaving the political responsibility of the 

ministry of foreign affairs ("Auswärtiges Amt") to the junior partner in coalition govern-

ments. The longest-serving minister of foreign affairs in Germany is Hans-Dietrich 

Genscher (1974-92), representing The Free Liberal Democratic Party (FDP) in several 

governments dominated by The Christian Democratic Party CDU. Other German 

ministers of foreign affairs from junior coalition parties are Klaus Kinkel (1992-98) from 

FDP, Joschka Fischer (1998-2005) from The Greens, and Guido Westerwelle (2009-

13) from FDP.
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to facilitate continuity and cohesion in how the party in question narrates and 

justifies its foreign policies on behalf of the coalition government. However, it is 

not apparent what the implications of these findings are for caveats in foreign 

policymaking. 

 

For instance, it is hard to see how the size of a party, as such, influences its 

inclination to support the application of caveats in coalition operations. In a glo-

balized era where the Left-Right axis in politics has diminished in relevance, it 

is also difficult to argue that Leftist (small) parties should be more caveats-prone 

than (small) parties on the Right. However, what may make a difference for the 

pattern of caveats behavior is the outlook and voter-basis of the party (regard-

less of size and ideological affiliation) on the increasingly significant Cosmo-

politan–Communitarian axis of politics. While the foreign policy scope condition 

literature is preoccupied with the ideological Left-Right cleavage in the study of 

politics, the literature has little to say about how other conflict dimensions in 

domestic politics may influence governments’ coalition behavior and caveats 

policies. Several decades ago, Political Sociologist Stein Rokkan built his theory 

on political development and party formation in Europe on the assumption that 

there is more than the cleavage of the Left-Right axis of politics involved in 

shaping nation-states and their politics. Political divides based on differences in 

language, culture, and religion do matter for political development, as does the 

structuring of the relationship between the center and periphery (Rokkan and 

Eisenstadt, 1973; Berntzen and Selle, 1990). 

 

As mentioned, a more recent dimension in politics that transgress and cut 

across the traditional Left-Right ideological axis is the cleavage between parties 

representing a cosmopolitan versus a communitarian outlook. The cleavage re-

sults from the inherent tensions in globalization on economic, cultural, and poli-

tical dimensions, especially since the Cold War. Arguably, we should pay more 

attention to the study of whether and how "extrovert" (cosmopolitan/globalist) 

and "introvert" (communitarian/nationalist) governments tend to make different 
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decisions on coalition participation and the application of national reservations 

on the use of force. The argument can be made that governments with a globa-

list outlook tend to assign a higher value to international cooperation. Arguably, 

this collaborative instinct would, in turn, make globalist governments more in-

clined to deliver on their alliance commitments even if the security dilemma hint 

otherwise and thus to participate in coalition forces with few if any caveats (see 

hypotheses DGP-H12–15). 

From this theoretical line of reasoning, we may expect parties in government 

with a globalist (cosmopolitan) outlook to be more intent on coalition involve-

ment in general. Everything else being equal, globalist parties would likely favor 

full participation in coalition forces without any strings attached (no restrictive 

caveats). Their subsidiary position will likely be to apply caveats if the political 

alternative to caveats is no participation at all. As to the party with a predomi-

nantly nationalist (communitarian) outlook, we may speculate that its primary 

position is no participation in coalition force, everything else being equal. The 

subsidiary position would more likely be some degree of military participation 

granted that the coalition partners accepted considerable restrictions on the use 

of force. However, we should bear in mind that regardless of outlook on the 

cosmopolitan-communitarian axis, any political party needs to consider the dy-

namics of alliance politics as discussed in the previous chapter and the realities 

of war-making discussed in the next chapter. 

Finally, if the minor party in a coalition government with a nationalist-communi-

tarian outlook is heading the ministry of foreign affairs, we may expect that the 

primary position of the government would be to favor a smaller military contri-

bution to the coalition as well as to attach a degree of restrictive caveats to it. It 

would be a rarity, though, that a Center-Left and even a Center-Right govern-

ment pick the minister of foreign affairs from a minor party with a distinct natio-

nalist outlook in an era dominated by a globalist Western outlook.  
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9.3 The Prerogative to Make Foreign Policies, Ideology, Decision-

making Mechanisms 

In many states, it is written in their constitutions that making decisions on foreign 

policy and external security issues is the government's prerogative. This autho-

rity may include the exclusive right to make decisions related to coalition partici-

pation. However, there are other considerations than the state's formal institu-

tional arrangements that decide what autonomy the executive branch has in 

foreign policymaking in relation to the legislative and judicial branches of the 

state (Dieterich, Hummel, and Marshall, 2010; Peters and Wagner, 2014). In 

particular, the need to develop political compromises and consensus for war 

participation arises between the government and the parliament. 

In a comparative study of democratic states’ participation in the military inter-

ventions in Kosovo (1999), Afghanistan (2001-2002), and Iraq (2003-2010), 

Patrick A. Mello (2014) assesses variation in participation. One of the several 

indicators used to measure the variation in participation is national reservations 

on the use of force. Mello finds no empirical evidence to support the notion that 

parliamentary veto powers on deploying military forces abroad make a differ-

ence as to whether and how states participate in coalition forces. This finding is 

an indication that whether domestic negotiations over coalition participation 

result in caveats depends on other factors. 

One such factor might be ideology. Brian Rathbun (2004) finds that European 

political parties’ attitudes towards participating in military interventions vary with 

ideological affiliation. Parties with different ideological outlooks tend to interpret 

the “national interest” differently and thus competes on exerting influence on the 

definition of the national interest and the narratives supporting the conception. 

According to Rathbun, parties to the Right are inclined to see military inter-

vention as a legitimate policy instrument if the use of force serves the economic 

and security interests of the state in a relatively immediate sense. On the other 
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hand, left-leaning parties tend to support the use of force in foreign policy on 

the condition that force is executed within a multilateral framework, finds justi-

fication in International Law, and is a response to a humanitarian call for action. 

How may Brian Rathbun’s findings and line of reasoning inform the researcher 

on the conditions for applying the instrument of caveats in foreign policy? One 

reasonable expectation is that a Center-Left coalition government will turn down 

an invitation to contribute to a narrowly composed “coalition of the willing” coa-

lition, which rests on a weak foundation in International Law and fails to produce 

a credible humanitarian justification. On the other hand, a Center-Right coalition 

government may be inclined to make an unreserved military contribution if con-

siderable economic and security interests were at stake. For a Center-Left 

government to accept participation in a coalition on mainly economic and secur-

ity terms, significant concessions would likely have to be made in the currency 

of national restrictions on the use of force. Another possible compromise for a 

Center-Left government on the terms mentioned would be to reduce the military 

contribution to a symbolic one, depending on what other factors need to be 

considered. 

Frost-Nielsen (2016: 33) notes that Auerswald and Saideman (2014) have 

offered the most explicit theoretical argument for national reservations on the 

use of force in coalitions. They argue that caveats are the outcome of neces-

sary political compromises supporting participation in coalition operations. The 

more actors that exhibit veto powers in the negotiations, the more significant is 

the need for a compromise solution. Auerswald and Saideman also argue that 

the larger the ideological differences between the actors with access to the 

negotiations, the more demanding it is to work out a compromise. 

Emphasizing the number of veto actors involved in the negotiations and the 

degree of ideological compatibility between the actors is a potentially fruitful 
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point of departure for research. However, the literature referred to above indi-

cates that the issue under which conditions states apply caveats in foreign 

policymaking is complex. Research on the politics of caveats is thus likely to 

benefit from a broader theoretical approach and ditto research methodologies 

to grasp the complex domestic policymaking problems that the foreign policy 

instrument of caveats may contribute to solving. 

By actually tracing foreign policymaking processes empirically, Kaarbo (e.g., 

2008) also finds that domestic political factors such as institutional possibilities 

and limitations, political struggle as to what preferences come out on top within 

and between parties, and the relationship between the executive and legislative 

powers of the state do influence foreign policymaking outputs. Frost-Nielsen 

(2017; 2016) has exploited such insights in empirical research on caveats within 

the multi-level approach of FPA. Moreover, domestic and institutional frame-

work conditions may influence foreign policy outcomes through policymaking 

mechanisms such as group polarization, persuasion, and strategic influence, 

and psychological factors such as willingness to accept the risk. Context-speci-

fic operationalization of such factors is necessary to assess precisely how cave-

ats come to facilitate the construction of a winning political coalition for the parti-

cipation in military coalition operations. 

Theorizing caveats at the domestic and governmental level of politics is crucial 

within the approach of FPA, although foreign policy analysts are the first to point 

out that in foreign politics, not "all politics is local." This is especially the case 

for junior members of security alliances, who are inclined to adapt to internat-

ional circumstances rather than posturing a pro-active foreign policy of their 

own. In foreign policy, domestic impulses interact with global politics in the con-

siderations of foreign policymakers. How, to what extent, and with what bias are 

empirical questions. 
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What can we learn about the politics of caveats from the domestic and govern-

mental politics-relevant literature on foreign policymaking discussed above? 

What may the inside-out perspective on foreign policymaking add to the out-

side-in perspective of alliance politics discussed in the previous chapter? How 

may the domestic politics of foreign policymaking shed light on states' inclinat-

ion to participate in coalition forces with or without national reservations on the 

use of force? How do domestic politics influence the pattern of caveats in coa-

lition operations? These are relevant research questions at the domestic and 

governmental levels of analysis. 

9.4 Pointing the Arguments: Empirical Propositions 

As is appropriate in a relatively nascent research field like ours, the answers to 

such questions should not come dressed as generic conclusions. Instead, what 

follows is the formulation of several handfuls of empirical propositions regarding 

what makes states inclined to participate in coalition forces and apply caveats. 

The multitude of hypotheses reflect the several lines of reasoning in literature 

and is offered for consideration for future research on the politics of caveats. At 

the foundation of most of the hypotheses that follow is Auerswald and Saide-

man’s assumption that national reservations on the use of force are the out-

come of necessary political compromises in support of participation in coalition 

operations (2014). Somehow, depending on conditions, caveats are an instru-

ment that may facilitate the construction of domestic winning political coalitions 

required to participate in allied coalitions. 

“Domestic and Governmental Politics” hypotheses (DGP-H1-23): Everything 

else being equal, we may consider: 

DGP-H1 “If and how” hypothesis: When assessing invitations to participate 

in coalition forces, states are inclined to let external considerations 

related to threats to security and alliance politics decide whether to 
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contribute, and domestic concerns related to political feasibility 

decide how to contribute. 

DGP-H2 “Dual-purpose” hypothesis: States apply caveats not only to bal-

ance security dilemmas in alliance politics but even more to recon-

cile domestic political disagreements. 

DGP-H3 “Latitude” hypothesis: Decision-makers with a high degree of auto-

nomy in relation to other foreign policy decision-making institutions 

and with considerable discretion to make decisions on coalition 

participation are inclined to contribute substantial military forces to 

the coalition. 

DGP-H4 “Veto, no impact” hypothesis: Parliamentary veto powers on decis-

ions related to the use of force abroad do not make a difference as 

to whether and how states participate in coalition forces. 

DGP-H5 “Reservations in numbers” hypothesis: The more actors (veto-play-

ers) have access to the domestic decision-making process, the 

more demanding it is to reach a compromise solution on coalition 

participation, thus a greater inclination to apply caveats on the con-

tribution as part of a political compromise. 

DGP-H6 “Deep compromise” hypothesis: In democratic coalition govern-

ments in multi-party parliamentary systems, the challenge of having 

military coalition participation approved by the other parties in the 

government coalition is amplified, and the inclination to apply re-

strictive caveats even stronger to protect the contribution to the 

coalition forces. 

DGP-H7 “Ideological polarization” hypothesis: The larger the ideological 

distance between the veto players in the decision-making process, 

the more demanding it will become to work out a compromise solu-

tion. The prospect of deadlock increases the probability that cave-

ats be attached to force contribution. 

DGP-H8 “Legitimate cause” hypothesis I: A Center-Left coalition govern-

ment is inclined to turn down an invitation to contribute militarily to 

a narrowly composed “coalition of the willing” coalition, which rests 
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on a weak foundation in International Law, and fails to find support 

in a credible humanitarian narrative. 

DGP-H9 “Legitimate cause” hypothesis II: A Center-Right coalition govern-

ment is inclined to make an unreserved military contribution to a 

coalition force if considerable economic and security interests are 

at stake. 

DGP-H10 “Legitimate cause” hypothesis III: For a Center-Left government to 

accept military participation in a coalition on mainly economic and 

security grounds, considerable concessions are likely to be made 

in the form of restrictive reservations on the use of force. 

DGP-H11 “Legitimate cause” hypothesis IV: For a Center-Left government to 

accept military participation in a coalition on mainly economic and 

security grounds, the military contribution would likely be reduced 

to a token one, depending on what other scope conditions need to 

be taken into consideration. 

DGP-H12 “Cosmopolitan outlook” hypothesis I: The inclination and primary 

position of a coalition government party with a cosmopolitan/globa-

list outlook is to accept full participation in coalition force without 

any strings attached (no caveats). 

DGP-H13 “Cosmopolitan outlook” hypothesis II: The subsidiary position of a 

coalition government party with a cosmopolitan/globalist outlook 

would be to prefer the application of caveats on the military contri-

bution to no participation at all. 

DGP-H14 “Communitarian outlook” hypothesis I: The inclination and primary 

position of a coalition government party with a predominantly com-

munitarian/nationalist outlook is to decline any participation in coa-

lition forces. 

DGP-H15 “Communitarian outlook” hypothesis II: The subsidiary position of a 

coalition government party with a communitarian/nationalist out-

look is to accept some degree of military participation provided the 

government coalition partners accept considerable restrictive cave-

ats. 
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DGP-H16 “No unity, no leverage” hypothesis: A party split by disagreement 

on war participation and thus incapable of blocking or conclusively 

influence its governmental partners is unlikely to gain acceptance 

for the application of caveats. 

DGP-H17 “Unlikely case” hypothesis: A small party in a coalition govern-

ment, with a communitarian/nationalist outlook on foreign affairs 

and in control of the ministry of foreign affairs, is inclined to favor a 

minor military contribution to the coalition and to attach a degree of 

caveats to it. 

DGP-H18 “Institutional prerogative” hypothesis: The inclination to apply cave-

ats on force contributions is stronger if the decision-making power 

rests in the ministry of foreign affairs than in the ministry of defense. 

DGP-H19 “Institutional connect” hypothesis: The inclination to apply caveats 

on force contributions is weaker if the foreign policymaking process 

is close to or firmly integrated into the multilateral politics of security 

organizations. 

DGP-H20 “Variable-sum” hypothesis: The more divisible and structurally 

open for compromise the issue of coalition participation is, the more 

inclined is the coalition government to apply caveats on the military 

contribution. 

DGP-H21 “Zero-sum” hypothesis: The more indivisible and structurally closed 

for compromise the issue of coalition participation is, the less inclin-

ed is coalition government to agree upon a military contribution. 

DGP-H22 “Game changer” hypothesis: The more skilled the political entre-

preneur (mediator) is in framing the political instrument of caveats 

as a tool capable of transforming the contentious issue of partici-

pating in coalition force from one of zero-sum (indivisible) to one of 

variable-sum (divisible), the more likely it is that restrictive caveats 

are applied to secure coalition participation. 

DGP-H23 “Facing extinction” hypothesis: Where the future of the govern-

ment is at stake, foreign policymakers will either back down from 
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participating in the coalition operation or – depending on circum-

stances – offer a minimal force or a force with considerable restric-

tions on the use of force. 

The above hypotheses finalize the formulation of empirical implications of the 

several lines of reasoning discussed in the present chapter. Almost all hypo-

theses are related to attributes of the political institutions involved (govern-

ments, ministries, parties), issues at stake in making decisions on the military 

participation in coalition forces, and how these issues resonate with domestic 

politics. However, the literature has less to say on the likely influence of media, 

non-governmental organizations, and public opinion on the SPM policymakers 

have at their disposal when making decisions on the extent and quality of coa-

lition participation (Kreps, 2010). 

An exception is again Auerswald and Saideman’s study of national reservations 

on the use of force in coalition operations in Afghanistan. Based on their data, 

no causal inference can be established between public opinion support for coa-

lition participation and the pattern of caveats applied (2014: 19-21). This lack of 

connection may be because information on coalition participation is more widely 

distributed to the public through media channels than any information on cave-

ats, which tends to go under the radar of the media, if at all released to the 

public by the authorities. 

Regardless of preliminary findings and theoretically informed speculation, much 

remains to be researched on how society, through media, non-governmental 

organizations and networks, and the public at large impact politicians' decisions 

on coalition participation. In this lies an invitation to probe into what the exten-

sive fields of Political Behavior and Political Communication may contribute to 

the study of coalition behavior.



169 

Chapter 10 

Politics of Implementation 

In Chapters 8 and 9, we explained the foreign policy instrument of national re-

servations on the use of force in terms of how caveats may solve decision-

making problems in alliance politics and domestic politics. Common to outside-

in and inside-out explanations of foreign policy are their preoccupation with the 

initial political decision-making problems of whether and how to contribute to 

coalition forces. We have left out so far reasoning on how caveats may help the 

troop-contributing nation assert political control and manage the actual execut-

ion of the military mission in the theater of war. This is the task of the present 

chapter. 

First, we discuss a selection of scholarships within the approach of principal-

agent theory to shed light on why policymakers need to invest time and resour-

ces to make sure that political intentions are adequately implemented in military 

action in the area of deployment. This section addresses the age-old question 

of how to politically control the sword and secure that war continues staying 

politics with other means. 

Second, we argue that the multilateral military organization's considerable com-

plexity increases the potential for mission creep and shirking in the military 

implementation of political mandates. Political concerns about goal drifting in 

the operational implementation of the mandate are a strong incentive for policy-

makers to put in place arrangements for the oversight of the military. 

Third, we theorize on how the instrument of national reservations on the use of 

force is applied to facilitate political control of military implementation. Also, we 
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discuss prospects theory to show how decision-makers vary in their inclination 

to accept risks and thus in their disposition to apply caveats to military contin-

gent in coalition operations. 

Finally, we specify theoretical arguments into fourteen empirical propositions on 

the trade-off between political and operational concerns and what conditions 

the application of caveats in the bureaucratic politics of implementation. 

Recall the promise of FPA to mobilize theory on multiple levels of analysis to 

explain foreign policy outcomes. Note also the process tracing emphasize of 

the FPA approach that invites theoretically informed research on decision-mak-

ers' SPM, the negotiation of policy goals and instruments among veto players 

at different levels of politics, the justification of policies in the eyes of diverse 

political constituencies, and the actual implementation of policies agreed on. 

The present chapter closes this dual effort in studying the foreign politics of 

caveats by taking a closer look at the implementing process. In particular, the 

link between the domain of political decision-making and the operational level 

of military implementation. 

10.1 The Agency Problem in Civil-military Relations 

Having negotiated a decision to contribute militarily to the coalition force, the 

prospective coalition member can finally make good on its word. It is time to 

implement the force contribution. Even without experiencing any political resist-

ance in the labyrinths of alliance politics and domestic politics, the government 

still may have reason to apply reservations on the use of force as a means of 

securing some measure of national political control over the military contribut-

ion. Without political controls, the military contingent may drift and become to 

operate outside the political parameters of the settlement. After all, the policy-

makers do not themselves implement their decisions (Frost-Nielsen, 2017: 7-9; 

2016: 34-40). 
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In all areas of public service, policymakers are dependent on expert advice from 

agencies, bureaucrats, and operative personnel with relevant competencies. 

The more dependent politicians are on implementing agencies' advice and ser-

vices, the more influence the facilitating and implementing agencies have over 

decision output and implementation (Weber, 2010: 129-132).  

Thus, a principal-agent relationship comes into being between some civil ser-

vant, official, or commander in the field (an “agent”) who holds an information 

advantage over the political or bureaucratic decision-maker (a “principal”) in his 

or her capacity to factually inform decisions and implement policies. The princi-

pal, with whom the formal and political authority rests, cannot do without the 

decision-preparing expertise and implementing skills of the agent who nomi-

nally is subordinated to the principal. 

Two fundamental challenges arise from the principal-agent relationship as de-

scribed. First, the agent's information advantage may result in the implemen-

tation of political decisions in such a way as to deviate from and even disagree 

with the principal's intentions. Recall from Section 6.2 that there is no necessary 

one-to-one relationship between political intentions (choice of aims and means) 

and implementing such policies. Second, the politically responsible principal 

with the formal authority to check the agent needs to find ways to motivate and 

induce the better informed and skilled agent to behave in the same way as the 

decision-making principal would have done if he possessed the same infor-

mation and implementing skills as the agent in question (Feaver, 1998: 408-

409). 

Different versions of the principal-agent approach have been developed for 

various research purposes (Miller, 2005). For our purpose, it is relevant to re-

view how the literature on civil-military relations is theorizing principal-agent re-

lationships between policymakers and military implementers (Huntington, 1957; 

Goodpaster and Huntington, 1977; Feaver, 1999; Auerswald and Saideman, 
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2014: 54-56). As in other realms of public policy, principals in charge of security 

and defense policies depend on the delegation of authority to public servants to 

implement policies. In the context of contributions to coalition forces, the public 

servant and implementing agent are the soldier and the military. 

 

Frost-Nielsen emphasizes that the implementation of military means is different 

from any other political instrument in that it involves the systematic use of armed 

force with potentially irreversible material and human destruction (2016: 34). 

Much can go wrong in military operations in theaters of war. Thus, the use of 

armed force implies an inescapable tension between two contradictory con-

cerns and logics: On the one hand, the requirement of effective decision-making 

and rapid adaptation to evolving circumstances in the field. On the other, the 

more time-consuming requirement of maintaining political control of the operat-

ion to secure that the implementation harmonizes with the political intentions 

bringing about the military deployment in the first place (George, 1991; Cohen 

and Gooch, 2006; Greentree, 2013: 326). 

 

10.2 Tensions Between the Logic of War and the Nature of Politics 

 

In a military unit, individual soldiers and officers put their lives at risk by com-

mitting to collective military aims at the tactical level. To overcome individual 

fears and hesitations that may reduce the military efficiency of collective action, 

the operational behavior of military units in battle is up to a point automated by 

drilled rules and standardized procedures (Soeters, Fenema, and Beeres, 

2010: 1-6; King, 2006). To rely on rehearsed behavior as a response to orders 

given in potentially life-threatening circumstances may reduce the militaries' 

capacity to focus on how military action continues to serve the underlying poli-

tical rationale for the operations. 

 

Regardless of how military operations are executed, military action impacts the 

short- and long-term prospects for escalation and de-escalation and the proba-
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bility for long-term political goal attainment. For instance, military solutions with 

a short-term tactical gain may have the unintended consequence of producing 

a negative strategic effect by escalating and prolonging the military conflict (So-

okermany, 2012; Ruffa, Dandeker and Vennesson, 2013; Meyer, 2013; Ruffa, 

2013; Hasik, 2014; Ruffa,2014; Scheipers, 2014). Precisely because military 

action on the tactical level may have far-reaching political consequences, the 

political principals have a strong incentive to extend their influence beyond 

military operations planning. Policymakers also need to monitor and control how 

the military agents are implementing operations (Ruffa, Dandeker, and Vennes-

son, 2013). 

 

Due to their information and skills advantage, military agents, on the other hand, 

have an incentive to dodge political control and ongoing direction (Feaver, 2003: 

58-68). Such shirking is made possible by two different information problems 

facing the decision-making principal: One relates to the principal’s inadequate 

knowledge of the agent's actual preferences, the so-called "adverse selection 

problem." The other regards the principal's imperfect access to the agent’s 

military actions on the ground, the so-called “moral hazard problem” (Rauch-

haus, 2009: 874-876).  

 

Different suggestions have surfaced as to why civilian and military authorities 

may have diverging preferences resulting in goal drifting and how civilian au-

thorities may control and cope with the dual information problem. Barry Posen 

(1984) argues that any military organization prefers offensive military solutions 

to deny the enemy the military initiative in warfare. On the other hand, political 

principals are inclined to prefer defensive military solutions to preserve political 

options and avoid the unwanted escalation of the conflict. 

 

According to Posen, the militaries' inclination toward offensive operations does 

not imply that military organizations favor the use of force in all circumstances. 

Rather, the military never can rule out warfare as a possibility, and offensive 
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operations are the preferred approach to battle. After all, it is the function of the 

military to prepare for military conflict if political circumstances call for such 

actions. For military agents, the inclination toward offensive military action is a 

strategy to decrease uncertainty and improve military combat odds. Taking the 

initiative in military operations is an investment in controlling the premises for 

combat and push the development of warfare in the preferred direction. 

From this line of reasoning, we may expect national military agents in coalition 

forces to favor no national reservations on the use of force whatsoever. To the 

extent the military acts as a veto player in the planning of and decision-making 

on the participation in the coalition force, this is likely to increase the inclination 

for the military contingent to deploy on unreserved terms. To the extent caveats 

are applied, we expect the implementing military agent to work for a flexible 

interpretation of the national reservations to the extent caveats are restrictive. 

These are both reasonable interpretations of what we label the "no-arm-tied-

on-the-back" hypotheses (see Section 10.4, PI-H2-PI-H3). That is the notion 

that military commanders at the national contingent level do not wish to fight a 

war with one arm tied to the back due to the imposition of hard-to-cope-with 

restrictions on the use of force.  

Barry Posen’s research on civil-military relations has triggered scholarly debate. 

Elizabeth Kier (1997) argues that the military's preference for offensive military 

action should not be taken for granted. Instead, the military doctrines of national 

military institutions depend on military culture. Moreover, Jack Snyder (1984) 

argues from a step further back in the causal chain that military and political 

preferences are historically conditioned. 

Kier and Snyder’s arguments find empirical support in Tony Ingesson’s study of 

"one of the most trigger-happy UN units in Bosnia" (2017). Ingesson argues that 

the Swedish-led and dominated Nordic battalion's trigger-happiness was con-

ditioned by a "well-entrenched culture of mission command" that emphasized 
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offensive action and delegated a considerable degree of autonomy to the mili-

tary commander to military decisions on the spot. This mission command cult-

ure was rooted and institutionalized in a Cold War environment where Swedish 

forces were expected to continue fighting against Soviet forces even if the lines 

of communication to headquarter were cut and if rumors of capitulation were 

substituting access to reliable information. 

 

In Bosnia's complicated context, this energetic military doctrine translated into 

a Nordic battalion that confronted Serb forces whenever the Swedish battalion 

commander considered it necessary, thus deviating from the considerably more 

evasive military posture practiced in other contingents in UNPROFOR (Inges-

son, 2016). At the surface, the Swedish-led Nordic battalion would seem to be 

practicing permissive caveats in Bosnia. However, this may be a premature 

conclusion since the Swedish commander seems to have acted mainly on the 

impulse of experience from the Swedish military culture of mission command 

and not on Stockholm's political mandate to use force proactively. 

 

The assessment that the Swedish commander’s proactive use of force cannot 

reasonably be registered as permissive caveats is confirmed by the fact that the 

Swedish government made limiting adjustments to the use of force when they 

became aware of the political tensions created by applying the Swedish military 

doctrine of mission command in the context of the Balkan wars. The temporary 

trigger-happiness of Nordbat in Bosnia was then not due to political design but 

due to a deep-rooted culture of defense as operationalized in military doctrine. 

 

Finally, Shawn Cochran’s research (2014) indicates that military leaders’ prefe-

rences as to military action (offensive or defensive) also depend on the militar-

ies’ assessment of the legitimacy of the military intervention in question. 

 

The requirement at this point is not to establish what militaries' actual preferen-

ces on offensive action are in a particular context but instead to confirm that 
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political principals and military agents may have diverging preferences on the 

issue of the use of force. Such discrepancy implies that political intentions may 

be lost in the implementing translation. As mentioned, this is precisely why poli-

ticians want to exert some control over the military implementation of the man-

date. In most cases, it is safe to assume that political decision-makers and the 

military agree on the overarching political purpose of the use of force. Where 

disagreement may persist is more likely to relate to what calibration of military 

force is necessary to fulfill the political objectives and what level of risk-taking 

is appropriate to take in battle (Feaver, 2003: 59). 

 

Hence, the political requirement to control the military implementation does not 

necessarily rest on the suspicion that the military will want to evade political 

direction. More likely, political precaution relates to a concern that the military, 

in the capacity of its particular professional competence, perceives and asses-

ses the problem-solving situation differently than the political principal, and that 

the military implementation of policies, in turn, may deviate from the political 

rationale (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 36). 

 

This potential disagreement between political and military outlooks relates to 

and partly overlaps with the distinction made in Section 3.2.4 between "prior” 

(general) and "local” knowledge in the context of exercising situational judgment 

in the field (Osiel, 2002). Arguably, the more specialized a military unit or an 

officer is, the more restricted is the professional framework for analyzing the 

problem in question, and the fewer the means available to cope with the task 

(adverse selection problem). Operational tunnel vision increases the probability 

of goal drifting and the chance that political intentions become lost in military 

implementation. 

 

Adding to the complexities of the principal-agent relationship in the politics of 

military force implementation in coalition operations is the reality of how mili-

tary organizations function in battle. As mentioned, the moral hazard problem 
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relates to the political principal's inability to directly monitor and assess the use 

of force in the theater of war. For instance, for the use of force to be in accord-

ance with International Law (jus in bello), the military utility of attacking a target 

must be more significant relative to the risk of civilian casualties. To assess 

whether this fundamental tenet of International Law is fulfilled, the political prin-

cipal must rely on military leaders' information and assessments. 

In such a situation, the military agent may use his information advantage to 

manipulate the narrative of events to serve his preferences. Less sinister, the 

military agent will report the incident according to his best professional judg-

ment. Still, the political principal may have had assessed the situation differently 

if they had similar competence and full access to operational information (Kahl, 

2007; Cronin, 2013). This is because the assessment of facts depends not only 

on facts themselves but also on the interpretive frameworks and the particular 

role of those actors assessing the facts. Recall from Section 7.1, “where you 

stand depends on where you sit.” 

The challenge confronting political principals in implementing military operat-

ions designed to serve political purposes thus presents itself as a dilemma. Due 

to their dependence upon military expertise, political decision-makers must de-

legate considerable authority to the military to translate political intentions into 

military action. However, regardless of the implementing military agent's infor-

mation advantage, the political principal cannot be sure that the military’s ope-

rational proficiency is used for the sole purpose of fulfilling the political intention 

of the military mission (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 37). In coping with this decision 

dilemma and balancing the two diverging considerations, the political decision-

makers have a strong incentive to monitor, supervise and control the military 

implementation by various means. One such means is caveats. 
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10.3 Caveats in the Politics of Implementation: Organization, Risk 

Acceptance, Prospects for Loss and Gain, Delegation of 

Implementing Authority 

In coalition operations, the political challenge of controlling the sword amplifies. 

Where a national military unit is under command in a military coalition, the mili-

tary unit often must act on orders from officers from other nations. The national 

contingent may even be integrated into other nations' forces as tactical battle 

units (Soeters and Manigart, 2008: 2-3). This implies that the national political 

intentions that justify the military contribution now are filtered through an ex-

tremely complex military organization – a “fuzzy set organization” – with multiple 

levels and several nations’ military agents and political principals on board 

(Coletta, 2013). 

In such an environment, national political authorities face an even greater chal-

lenge in monitoring and controlling that their military contingents act in accord-

ance with political intentions (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 37). Differences in culture, 

language, and military doctrines between nations’ military representatives in the 

coalition result in a complex set of only partly overlapping preferences and inter-

pretive frameworks (Rosen, 1995; Soeters and Manigart, 2008b; Ruffa, 2013, 

2014). This heterogeneous institutional and mediating link between national 

political principal and military agent represents a severe challenge for national 

political authorities to monitor respective military contingents. 

How may national reservations on the use of force alleviate this situation in the 

national principal's eyes? In a complex multinational military context, the foreign 

policy instrument of caveats may introduce an element of political supervision 

by restricting what the national contingent is allowed to do without the national 

political authorities' prior knowledge and explicit consent. The UN-led operation 

in Somalia in the 1990s (UNOSOM II) may illustrate the usefulness of caveats 

in this regard. In UNOSOM II, national contingents interpreted the UN mandate 
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differently. Several national contingents were subject to the requirement that 

orders given through the UN chain of command be approved by the national 

government before implementation (Chopra, Eknes and Nordbø, 1995: 88; von 

Hippel, 2000: 75). 

 

Caveats may also enhance the political capacity to control military action in the 

field. German units in NATO’s ISAF coalition in Afghanistan long had national 

reservations that limited the amount of force German soldiers could use in self-

defense (Noetzel and Rid, 2009: 75-76). A case of permissive caveats is, as 

mentioned, the Danish contingent in ISAF instructed by the Danish government 

to ignore orders from NATO and use additional force if Danish troops found it 

necessary to defend themselves more effectively (Knudsen and Klingenberg, 

2013: 30). 

 

We have established that there is no automatic one-to-one relationship between 

political intentions and operational implementation. The ideal-typical model of 

policymaking and implementation often break down because "the reality of poli-

cymaking is extremely messy" (Clarke, 1996: 27). Indeed, the risk of inconsist-

ency between national political intentions and what the coalition Force Com-

mander might order the national contingent to do is always there for the political 

principals to worry about. In this context, how may risk perception and risk 

acceptance influence a policymaker’s inclination to apply caveats to the force 

contribution? 

 

Very much in line with FPA reasoning, Joseph Lepgold and Brent Sterling 

(2000) distinguish between decision-making risks at two different levels of ana-

lysis concerning the use of armed force. One relates to international repercus-

sions resulting from any failure to achieve the political objectives justifying the 

war effort. The other concern is the risk that the war effort threatens parliamen-

tary support for the government. Arguably, the more willing policymakers accept 

the potential repercussions from domestic politics, the less inclined they are to 
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apply restrictive caveats. Conversely, the more willing national decision-makers 

are to accept the risk of being singled out for criticism by allies, the more inclined 

they are to offer a limited military contribution or apply restrictive caveats. 

 

However, this line of reasoning does not so far explain why some decision-

makers are more risk-prone or risk-averse than others. The literature on policy 

making and crisis management suggests that risk acceptance is influenced by 

several factors, including support from public opinion and political constituen-

cies (Boettcher III, 2004); how decision-makers assess the effectiveness of the 

use of force in relation to the political objectives (Lepgold and Sterling, 2000); 

and by certain psychological attributes of key decision-makers (Kowert and Her-

mann, 1997). Of particular interest is Jack S. Levy's prospects theory, which 

relates risk acceptance to how policymakers are inclined to frame the prospects 

for loss and gain (Levy, 1996; 1997). 

 

Based on insights from psychological research, prospects theory posits that 

most policymakers are risk-averse when facing an opportunity for gain as com-

pared to the status quo, but more risk-accepting when confronted with pros-

pects of loss. In defending the status quo, decision-makers are more risk-

accepting but more risk-averse when trying to offset the status quo to their ad-

vantage. Hence, the offensive instinct is more cautious and risk-averse, while 

the defensive instinct of securing own turf invites risk-accepting behavior. This 

insight strikes an intuitive note. 

 

Applied to the context of military coalitions, we might expect decision-makers 

who are inclined to frame the decision to participate in prospects for loss to be 

more risk-willing and thus inclined to abstain from tight controls on the actions 

of national contingents. On the other hand, principal decision-makers who frame 

their decisions in terms of an opportunity for gain will be more risk-averse and 

careful and likely to use caveats to establish back channels for monitoring and 

directly controlling the actions of the contingents. How, then, may risk-averse, 
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troop-contributing policymakers, knowing that they are pushing the status quo 

envelope, apply caveats to decrease their exposure to risk and uncertainty in 

the phase of military implementation? 

Recall that the division of labor between political principals and military agents 

makes it difficult for the principal to keep up to date on the military agents' true 

preferences and conduct in battle. This kind of uncertainty creates a strong in-

centive for political authorities to monitor military implementation. The informat-

ion gap between principal and agent is fundamental for any military organization 

but amplified in complex coalition forces. With a risk-averse mindset, policy-

makers have an even stronger incentive to monitor and apply national reservat-

ions on the use of force. 

In this context, it is instructive to take a closer look at what Mathew McCubbins 

and Thomas Schwartz (1984) have to say about techniques by which political 

authorities monitor subordinate agencies, narrow the information gap between 

policymaking principal and implementing agent, bring about adjustments in im-

plementation, and secure a closer alignment between political intentions and 

operational implementation. McCubbins and Schwartz distinguish between two 

different strategies for the monitoring and political control of implementing agen-

cies. First, “police-patrol oversight” is established at the initiative of the political 

principal. Such oversight is the proactive, top-down, and direct approach to 

monitoring. The aim is to assess that implementation is congruent with political 

objectives. 

The second approach to controlling the bureaucratic implementation of policies 

is the monitoring technique of “fire-alarm oversight.” This is the more passive, 

indirect, and decentralized approach to implementation monitoring. The political 

principal who conducts fire-alarm oversight establishes "a system of rules, pro-

cedures, and informal practices that enable [a political substitute] to examine 

administrative decisions [and] to seek remedies from agencies […] itself" 
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(McCubbins and Schwartz 1984: 166). Fire-alarm oversight controls imple-

menting agents using a political substitute or deputy, say, a red card-holder in 

the coalition chain of command.  

Concerning caveats, police-patrol oversight implies that national political autho-

rities intervene in the operational decision-making process to ensure that parti-

cular or all military operations are executed pending the expressed approval 

from political authorities. In the language of the military, this implementation-

controlling mechanism of “positive command” has the advantage of establishing 

tighter political control and reducing the risk of slippage between intentions and 

actions. This direct approach to political control of military implementation is 

attractive for political principals who fear that the use of force easily might esca-

late the conflict and change the nature of the mission itself – so-called mission 

creep. Assuming that political principals are preoccupied with avoiding mission 

creep and goal slippage for reasons of prospects-related risk reluctance, we 

expect the government to be inclined to apply restrictive caveats on the military 

contingent using the assertive mechanism of positive command. 

Fire-alarm oversight is the preferred approach to national control over military 

implementation when tight and direct political control becomes impractical or 

too costly in time and effort for political principals. Drawn to tightly restrictive 

caveats on the use of force and delegation of authority could also restrict action 

and limit operational initiatives that make military units vulnerable to attack and 

might reduce their flexibility to handle sudden changes on the battlefield (Sagan, 

1991: 444). 

In the context of caveats and NATO coalition operations, oversight by fire-alarm 

will include delegating authority to a national military representative at different 

levels in the multinational chain of command. Recall from Chapters 3 and 4 that 

national officers assigned to coalition staff have been delegated the discretion 

to allow specified actions unless explicitly negated by countermanding orders 
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from political authorities. In military terms, this is an instance of "command by 

negation." The national staff officers oversee military planning processes in the 

coalition and assess the national contingent's missions. If a mission does not 

satisfy the criteria set by national political authorities, the military representa-

tives have the delegated authority to refuse it against the Force Commander's 

orders 

 

Assuming that political decision-makers, for reasons of prospects-related risk 

willingness, are less concerned with the misplaced use of military force and 

more concerned with providing military forces enough operational flexibility to 

ensure military efficiency, we expect the government to delegate authority to 

the contingent commander to make decisions on the use of force unless negat-

ed by countermanding orders from the government. 

 

A central line of reasoning so far is that political principals' inclination to apply 

caveats on force contributions is related to prospects-conditioned risk assess-

ment. Risk-averse principals are likely to apply restrictive caveats in the form of 

positive command (a police-patrol oversight mechanism) and thus restrict dele-

gation of authority to military agents to make their own decisions on when to 

take on a mission. On the other hand, risk-prone principals are more willing to 

leave decisions on implementing military operations to the military, only limited 

by the boundaries of discretion and the countermanding orders (command by 

negation) from political authorities (a fire-alarm oversight mechanism). Hence, 

caveats based on positive command mechanisms are likely to be more restric-

tive; caveats based on command by negation considerably less so. 

 

Note that in the politics of implementation, caveats are relevant mainly in terms 

of whether, how far, and on what terms the government is willing to delegate 

political authority to the national contingent making decisions on the use of 

forces. Less relevant is the regulatory dimension of caveats related to the use 

of force deviating from the common coalition RoE. This begs the question as to 
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how we can recognize a "no caveats applied" situation when we see it? More 

precisely, what does a negative observation looks like on the operational dimen-

sion of caveats defined as the delegation of authority to make decisions on the 

use of force?  

 

The answer is that, in the politics of implementation, a complete lack of caveats 

is observable as the utter delegation of military implementation to the military 

within the limits of the national RoE (restrictive or permissive, if any). In this 

case, neither positive command nor command by negation are applied to the 

contingent. There will be no proactive monitoring mechanisms. Instead, the poli-

tical principal relies entirely on the daily and weekly reports from the military 

agent without much questioning. 

 

Why would a contributing government decide to apply no caveats (full dele-

gation of authority) or very limited restrictive caveats in the bureaucratic politics 

of implementation? First, the principal’s risk-acceptance might be extremely 

high because of prospects for huge losses (Levy, 1996, 1997). When in operat-

ional dire straits, we may expect the principal to refrain from any political inter-

vention which might hurt military efficiency. On the regulatory dimension of 

caveats, the principal would likely favor permissive caveats that are even more 

robust concerning the use of force than the coalition RoE allows for. The political 

principal may even want to add more troops to its national military contribution. 

 

Second, the entire delegation of authority to the implementing agent may be 

due to the principal's need to establish plausible denial in case the mission 

backfires, politically or operationally. When mistakes are made and questions 

of accountability asked, political decision-makers who refrain from micro-

management in areas outside their expertise may avoid political costs by blam-

ing bad judgment on military commanders. 
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Finally, McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) emphasize that monitoring military im-

plementation is costly in time, logistics, and human resources. Resource limi-

tations are likely to influence the balance every coalition member must strike 

between implementation effectiveness (the extent to which military implement-

ation fulfills political intentions) and military efficiency (the extent to which mili-

tary force is utilized to the full): The first favors political control measures – inclu-

ding caveats. The latter favors a free hand to fight the war on military premises. 

Monitoring requires time and professional skills. However, key policymakers 

have limited time. Moreover, without the necessary military skills, the intervent-

ion of political principals may negatively impact the efficiency of military decis-

ion-making processes (Feaver, 2003: 100-101). 

 

Frost-Nielsen argues that for the less resourceful members of the coalition, the 

failure to monitor and politically control the military implementation using posi-

tive command or command by negation may not be one of choice, but rather 

the lack of means (2016: 39). If so, what may look like a decision not to apply 

caveats is instead a lack of capacity to control own forces politically. However, 

the lack of capacity is an entirely different phenomenon from caveats, thus, in 

principle, outside the scope of the present study. 

 

10.4 Pointing the Arguments: Empirical Propositions 

 

National reservations on the use of force may solve problems related to political 

principals’ need to control that implementation adheres to the political intentions 

justifying the coalition participation. According to the literature reviewed and the 

deductive reasoning developed above, whether and to what extent the need for 

political control leads to the application of caveats depends on several factors. 

The main challenge facing the political principal is how to balance concerns for 

implementation effectiveness with implementation efficiency. 
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The optimal trade-off in this effectiveness-efficiency dilemma depends on seve-

ral factors and mechanisms discussed. The main take-home message is never-

theless that caveats are an instrument capable of facilitating the fine-tuning of 

the trade-off between contradicting concerns also in the politics of implemen-

tation. 

A final observation is that in the realm of implementation, caveats are relevant 

mainly in terms of how far and on what terms the government is willing to dele-

gate political authority to make decisions on the use of force, whether using 

“positive command” or “command by negation.” Less relevant is the operatio-

nalization of national reservations on the use of force as deviations to the com-

mon RoE. On this backdrop, we offer the following deductions to consider for 

future empirical research: 

"Politics of implementation" hypotheses (PI-H1-14): Everything else being 

equal, we may consider: 

PI-H1 “Principal’s dilemma” hypothesis: Political efforts to maximize mili-

tary effectiveness using restrictive caveats is likely to reduce 

military efficiency. 

PI-H2 "No-arm-tied-on-the-back" hypothesis I: To the extent the military 

agent act as a veto-player in the planning and decision-making on 

the participation in the coalition, this decreases the political prin-

cipal’s inclination to apply restrictive caveats on the national contin-

gent. 

PI-H3 "No-arm-tied-on-the-back" hypothesis II: To the extent the political 

principal applies restrictive caveats to the national contingent, the 

military agent is inclined to apply a flexible interpretation of the 

caveats imposed. 

PI-H4  “Too strong for comfort” hypothesis: The more robust the coalition 

force, the more inclined are political principals to apply restrictive 

caveats on the national contingent. 
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PI-H5 “Too close for comfort” hypothesis: The more integrated into other 

nations’ forces the national contingent becomes, the more inclined 

are political principals to apply restrictive caveats. 

 

PI-H6 “Tolerance for political risk” hypothesis I: Political principals with a 

risk-averse mindset have a strong incentive to monitor and apply 

national reservations on the use of force. 

 

PI-H7 “Tolerance for political risk” hypothesis II: The more willing political 

principals are to accept the potential repercussions from domestic 

politics, the less inclined they are to apply restrictive caveats. 

 

PI-H8  "Tolerance for political risk" hypothesis III: The more willing political 

principals are to accept the risk of being singled out for criticism by 

allies, the more inclined they are to offer a limited military contribut-

ion or apply restrictive caveats. 

 

PI-H9  "Prospects for gain and risk acceptance” hypothesis: The more the 

political principal frames the participation in the coalition in terms of 

prospect for gains, the less risk the principal is willing to accept, 

and thus more inclined to apply restrictive caveats. 

 

PI-H10  "Prospects for loss and risk acceptance” hypothesis: The more the 

political principal frames the participation in the coalition force in 

terms of prospect for loss, the more risk the principal is willing to 

accept, and thus less inclined to apply restrictive caveats. 

 

PI-H11  “Police-patrol oversight” hypothesis: Political principals preoccupi-

ed with avoiding mission creep and goal slippage are inclined to 

apply restrictive caveats on the military contingent using the asser-

tive mechanism of "positive command." 

 

PI-H12  “Fire-alarm oversight” hypothesis: Political principals preoccupied 

with the military flexibility and efficiency of the contingent are 

inclined to delegate authority to the military to make decisions on 

the use of force through the mechanism of "command by negation," 

to the extent of applying restrictive caveats at all. 
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PI-H13 “Crisis-management” hypothesis: Political principals accepting high 

levels of risk due to prospects for huge losses are inclined to re-

move restrictive caveats in the chain of command, apply permissive 

caveats on the use of force, and/or strengthen the military con-

tribution with more troops 

. 

 PI-H14 “Political insurance” hypothesis: Political principals in need of esta-

blishing "plausible deniability" in case the mission backfires are 

inclined to delegate full authority to military agents to decide how to 

execute the military operation. 

Having theorized how bureaucratic politics of implementation in the realm of 

civil-military relations may influence policymakers' inclination to delegate autho-

rity to the military making decisions on the use of force, we emphasize in the 

closing section that the multi-level and process tracing approach of FPA is not 

primarily about studying each level of analysis and phase of decision-making in 

separation. The separate discussion of alliance politics, domestic politics, and 

the politics of implementation is merely a theoretical and empirical preparation 

for the final study of how factors at different levels of analysis interact in pro-

ducing variation in the use of caveats in foreign policy and between contributing 

states in coalition operations.5 

In such a multi-level synthesis of partial analyses, the emphasis is on pulling 

together how enabling and limiting structural factors, as well as agency-related 

intentions and narratives theorized above, interact in “pushing the envelope” on 

the principal and practical questions of war participation through different phas-

es of the decision-making and implementing processes. As mentioned in previ-

ous chapters, FPA is not the only approach in Political Science, making use of 

multiple levels of analysis as a key defining epistemological attribute. Robert 

Putnam developed the “Two-level game” approach (1988) to make International 

Relations (IR) scholars pay more attention to the interaction between domestic 

5   Whether this interaction takes the shape of multiple paths of causation is, of course, 

an empirical question for which we will come back to in the subsequent chapter. 
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and international politics in explaining outcomes of international negotiations. 

The article has since become a standard text in IR. 

Closer to our topical neighborhood, Joseph Lepgold and Brent Sterling (2000) 

draw upon the dual political environments of foreign policymaking by explicitly 

distinguishing between two separate decision-making risks as related to the use 

of armed force: that related to the risk of repercussions from international poli-

tics, and that related to the risk of losing domestic support for coalition partici-

pation. 

Finally, also Samuel Huntington addresses several levels of analysis. In his se-

minal study, The Soldier and the State (1957), Huntington argues that civil-mili-

tary relations are very much shaped by the policymakers’ perception of external 

threats and domestic factors related to the structural and ideational attributes of 

state and society. Such framed, Huntington’s approach is FPA in much, except 

in the name. 





 

PART FIVE 

RESEARCHING CAVEATS 



 



193 

Chapter 11 

Considerations and Recommendations for the 

Gathering and Analyses of Data 

What advice can be offered to scholars adopting the multi-level and decision-

making Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) approach for the empirical research of 

coalition participation in general and the reservations on the use of force in par-

ticular? The research program's methodological implications have been alluded 

to in several chapters but not been dealt with systematically. 

In the present chapter, we first discuss issues related to the collection of data. 

Second, we will seek answers to what methodological approaches to empirical 

analysis may give more epistemological traction in the study of the foreign 

politics of national reservations on the use of force. As to the first task of gather-

ing data, we need to address not only the fact-finding implications of the ana-

lytical framework offered. We also need to point out steps to rectify some exist-

ing limitations in the caveats literature and find ways of dealing with the fact that 

reliable data on national reservations on the use of force can be hard to get at 

because access to decision-making processes and caveats policies may be 

restricted for concerns of national security. Concerning the second task of ana-

lyzing data, we discuss how single and multiple case designs may be applied 

for both theory developing and theory testing purposes in our field of research. 

11.1 Systematic Data a Precondition for the Creation of Generic 

Knowledge 

The scholarly literature on the politics of caveats suffers from two limitations 

related to data. One is the lack of anything close to a comprehensive database 

on the use of caveats in coalition operations in, say, the post-Cold War era. 
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Expanding the scope to include even previous coalition forces and to cover vari-

ables potentially explaining patterns of caveats, the scarcity of systematic data 

becomes even more apparent. 

Second, as to the data sets already compiled, the main problem is that data 

originating from different studies are unlikely to be comparable in any strict 

sense of the term. As indicated, different scholars define the concept of caveats 

differently or operationalize the variable in only partly overlapping ways. A com-

mon conceptualization of a phenomenon is a necessary condition for the cre-

ation of systematic data. This is, in turn, a precondition for the construction of 

general knowledge on caveats regarding distribution and explanation. Again, 

without scholars relating to a common core conception of caveats, we will not 

build a systematic database on the phenomenon of caveats that can feed com-

parative and large-N research and thus fail to produce generic knowledge in a 

systematic sense. 

We have defined caveats as national reservations on the use of force in coalit-

ion contexts and suggested a three-dimensional specification of the caveats-

variable as a basis on which to compile data systematically (see Section 4.4 

and Table 4.1). Per Marius Frost-Nielsen (2016, 2017) has shown how a similar 

compound conceptualization of caveats can capture and distinguish between 

different kinds of reservations on the use of force. The suggested conceptu-

alization of caveats is also capable of detecting and excluding patterns of ope-

rational behavior, which is due to poor coordination or lack of technical capacity 

that could otherwise be mistaken for politically motivated caveats. 

As to the host of independent variables that may explain caveats patterns 

across nations and coalitions, we may avoid unproductive work by relating clos-

ely to well-established definitions where they exist in the relevant literature. 

Scholars on coalition dynamics should, for instance, avoid developing their own 

unique conception of some independent variable for caveats research. Instead, 
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we need to go to the alliance politics literature to see how compound concepts 

such as fear of entrapment and fear of abandonment are operationalized (see 

empirical propositions AP-H1 through AP-H3), and to the vast literature on 

Comparative Politics to be meticulous about how the concept of, say, "cosmo-

politan outlook" (e.g., empirical proposition DGP-H12) be measured. In cases 

where such concepts and definitions do not exist, we need to develop reasoned 

conceptions of our own. 

 

When using the established operationalization of independent variables, we 

should be very explicit about it. Not only will this facilitate comparability within 

our particular field of research. Scholars in other areas of political research may 

readily use our research findings for their purposes, thus contributing to cumula-

tive research in a much broader sense. We may fuse smaller modules of know-

ledge into larger bodies of knowledge. To the extent, the components connect-

ing them – validly operationalized concepts, in particular – fit together ontologi-

cally. Again, common conceptions and well-argued operationalization of rele-

vant phenomena are preconditions for the fusion and harmonizing of knowledge 

across data sets. 

 

11.2 Gathering Data in a Policy Domain Pervaded by National 

Security Concerns 

 

While the conceptual and analytical framework argued in the present study pro-

vides clues to what data to gather and analyze, we still need to find ways to deal 

with the fact that not all relevant information on caveats is readily available. 

Such facts are likely to include nation- and coalition-specific information on RoE, 

command structures, and bilateral force agreements. It may also include infor-

mation on some of the independent variables suggested for further scrutiny in 

Chapters 8–10. 
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In a policy area pervaded by concerns about national security and political ac-

countability, we should expect some information to be classified or hard to find. 

We should also expect to see variations in how willing states are to offer infor-

mation on coalition participation and national RoE. For instance, the United 

States tends to be more willing to make available information on RoE than Great 

Britain. We have also experienced that information, which is hard to retrieve 

from national authorities, may be available from coalition sources. 

Nevertheless, political and military sensitivity provides an incentive to control 

information flows and restrict access to caveats-relevant information. Force 

Commanders most often do not want complete information on national reservat-

ions on the use of force, and coalition RoE broadcasted to the enemy. Govern-

ments applying restrictive caveats do not want to see their contribution belittled 

in the public eye, even if restrictive caveats may be the reason why a coalition 

government can agree upon coalition participation in the first place. In case of 

collateral damage or the loss of own troops, governments applying permissive 

caveats would prefer to avoid the impression that dire consequences result from 

lack of military restraint or due to reckless operational behavior in the field. A 

much more trivial barrier to caveats fact-finding is that not all relevant infor-

mation is available in the English language, the world's contemporary lingua 

franca. 

Also, note that information-gathering within the approach of FPA is considerably 

more demanding than just collecting data on caveats and some framework con-

ditions, say, whether the coalition government in question is Center-Left or 

Center-Right. FPA also implies an empirical ambition to trace precisely how 

global and domestic framework conditions are interpreted and acted upon in 

foreign policymaking and implementing processes. This ambition may include 

the attempt to map what considerations were made in the assessment of the 

scope for political maneuvering (SPM), in the deciding on goals and preferenc-

es, in the calibration of policy instruments, and in the structuring of the interface 
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between political decision-making and military implementation (Fermann, 2013: 

89-139). This kind of information is rarely available in some pre-made generic

databases but is in high demand among FPA researchers conducting single 

case process-tracing analysis of policymaking and implementation behavior 

(Bennett and Checkel, 2015). 

Unlocking the proverbial "black box" of foreign policymaking by applying appro-

aches such as governmental/bureaucratic politics, organizational study, political 

psychology, and the study of public policy implementation is quintessential FPA 

(Hudson, 2007; Allison and Zelikow, 1999). Decision-making study allows us to 

understand better the causal chain – the string of potential mechanisms – medi-

ating the relationship between some external framework factors (international 

or domestic) on the one hand and national coalition behavior on the other. IR 

and CP-inspired studies preoccupied with systemic and domestic variables for 

the benefit of high-N generalizing tend to ignore, assume, or only theoretically 

argue such process emphasizing mechanisms.  

However, the cost of filling this intermediate epistemological gap with empirical 

research is a reduction in empirical parsimony. We pay this large research bill 

in part at the stage of analyzing data and in the initial stage of gathering relevant 

decision-making process information. The more crucial it is to look at ways to 

come around obstacles to data gathering in the field of coalition participation. 

What can scholars do to circumvent political and military incentives to protect 

caveats-relevant information against exposure?  

Aside from being equipped with a precise conception of caveats that render it 

possible to recognize the phenomenon when observed, we have found it parti-

cularly helpful to include political scientists with a military background in the 

research team and establish research cooperation with military schools. The 

military academic and the political scientist working from or in close cooperation 

with a military school or agency are likely to have access to caveats-relevant 
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information that is not nearly as accessible for the less well-connected civilian 

researcher. In particular, there may be a sweet spot for information-gathering 

open for the militarily connected researcher in-between what can be found in 

open sources and outlets for research (white papers, news reporting, academic 

journals, and books), and what is restricted/classified information or information 

regulated by some non-disclosure agreement. This sweet spot is non-classified 

and caveats-relevant information embedded in networks and hierarchies of poli-

tical decision-makers, military planners, and operational command (Stark, 

1995: 49-68). 

 

Well-placed researchers and military academics can access data in the shape 

of unclassified documents through interviews and participatory observation. 

Participatory observation may imply that the researcher is deployed in the chain 

of military command (Kawulich, 2005). As participatory observation in the field 

also counts the researcher's caveats-relevant experience in military service 

before engaging in research. The officer-turned-scholar can utilize military and 

institutional local knowledge and professional skills to find the most abundant 

sources of information, get access to key military personnel, ask the door-open-

ing questions, and better interpret, contextualize, and follow-up on the feedback 

received from interviewees. 

 

By getting access to the higher echelons of military command, the military aca-

demic may also retrieve crucial information on what is going on at the interface 

between political decision-makers and top military brass (Henriksen, 2007; 

Auerswald and Saideman, 2014). Such information gathering may reveal the 

existence of informal caveats of the restrictive and permissive kind. We have 

also found that information gathered from mid-and lower-level officers are valu-

able in revealing the existence of national RoE deviating from coalition RoE, the 

actual behavior of national gatekeepers in the chain of coalition command, and 

particular conditions on the use of force codified in national force agreements 

(Frost-Nielsen, 2016). Finally, the military scholar is likely to have a keener 
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sense of where to draw the line on the use of sensitive information in publicly 

available research than their civilian counterpart. The optimal balancing of ac-

cess to sensitive information and the liberal use of the same information in re-

search is likely to benefit from previous experience serving in a security-sensi-

tive environment. 

No matter how well equipped the research team is for the task of gathering infor-

mation, caveats-relevant data on decision-making and implementing processes 

is unlikely to all come in the shape of hard evidence, the proverbial “smoking 

gun.” Data often surfaces as circumstantial evidence, indications that a state's 

decision on caveats was such-and-such, for some yet to be confirmed reason. 

Circumstantial evidence provided through unconfirmed statements, rumors, 

and perspective-dependent sources is a legitimate empirical part of the picture 

we form about hard-to-establish framework factors; this-or-that decision-maker; 

certain kind of priorities; and some particular assessment of means-end relat-

ionships made behind closed doors. While having a sharp eye on the reliability 

of the sources and the validity of the information gathered, scholars use all kinds 

of retrievable data to the extent the information can be justified by the research 

questions posed, the approach applied, and the operational definitions decided 

upon. Along with theoretical insights, we systematically triangulate hard and 

circumstantial evidence to establish the relevant facts and argue causal relat-

ionships. Making causal inferences requires the mobilization of proper methods 

for empirical analysis. This is what we will deal with in the remainder of the 

chapter. 

11.3 Empirical Analyses and the Foreign Politics of Caveats 

The study's final contribution is to indicate some promising research designs for 

the analyses of data while considering both the present state of political rese-

arch on caveats and the methodological implications following from the choice 
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of making the FPA approach a crucial element of the empirical research pro-

gram. Generally, the aim of explanatory empirical analysis is to unravel the con-

ditions explaining some phenomenon by inferring credible causal relationships 

based on the best available data and convincing theoretical arguments, thus 

answering the crucial what, why, and how questions. We have offered an ana-

lytical framework as a point of departure to identify enabling and limiting struc-

tural conditions as well as agency-related factors to explain coalition partici-

pation patterns and caveats behavior. However, the question remains as to 

what research methods are likely to give more epistemological traction in the 

empirical study of the foreign politics of caveats at the present stage of rese-

arch? 

 

11.3.1 Ways of Knowing 

 

In Social Science, causal explanations need to fulfill four fundamental criteria to 

make credible claims to explanatory knowledge. To assert that some phenome-

non is causally conditioned (explained) by some other phenomenon, the relat-

ionship between cause (X) and effect (Y) need to be both (i) theoretically argued 

in terms of what mechanism is bringing about the causal relationship and (ii) 

empirically supported by facts in terms of reliable data. Furthermore, (iii) the 

cause must appear before the effect in time, thus establishing the direction of 

the empirical relationship. Finally, (iv) to safeguard against spuriousness, the 

observed relationship between some cause (X1) and effect (Y) must survive the 

scientific control for other well-argued conditions (say, X2, X3, and X4) employ-

ing some methodology capable of keeping control variables constant (Møller, 

2015: 89-90). To this, we may add a fifth requirement: The chain of mechanisms 

mediating and contributing to the causal relationship between an X and a Y 

should ideally be empirically demonstrated and not merely theoretically argued 

or assumed. The latter requirement follows from our choice of FPA as the “hard 

core” of the empirical research program. Recall that one of the central tenants 
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of FPA is the encouragement to trace policymaking and implementing process-

ses. Documenting decision-making processes is not merely about discovering 

covariation between some enabling factor and some outcome but mainly about 

“capturing [the intermediate] causal mechanisms in action” (Bennett and 

Checkel, 2015: 9). 

Depending on the research question posed, the particular unit of analysis, the 

number of observations available, and the measurement level of data (nominal, 

ordinal, interval, ratio), a wide range of methodological techniques for the scien-

tific control for third variables are available for Social Science empirical rese-

arch. On a scale ranging from "hard" to "soft" scientific control, the repertoire of 

methods for the construction of causal inference include (i) the laboratory-con-

trolled experiment; (ii) a host of statistical techniques relying on a large number 

of observations; (iii) comparative methods; and (iv) single case study design. 

Within each one of these methodological approaches, multiple techniques and 

research practices have been developed (e.g., Ragin and Becker, 1992; King, 

Keohane, and Verba, 1994; Bryman, 2001; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner, 

2007; Rihoux and Ragin, 2009; Brady and Collier, 2010; Outhwaite and Turner, 

2011; Moses and Knutsen, 2012; Byrne and Ragin, 2013; Bartlett and Vavrus, 

2017). 

Add to this the hermeneutic interpretive approaches which have been explored 

to make sense of the social world (e.g., Bauman, 1978; Kögler, 2011: 363-83; 

Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 169-298), and the arsenal of epistemological and 

methodological approaches available to shed light on social and political pheno-

mena is both impressing and somewhat intimidating. Fortunately, for our pur-

poses, there is no need to apply the comprehensive textbook approach to the 

review of research methods. A way of narrowing down our current recommen-

dation of research designs on the foreign politics of caveats is to ask (a) what 

gaps in our knowledge need filling in the current less-than-saturated literature 

on the politics of caveats, and (b) what kinds of empirical analyses are called 
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for given the framework for analysis elaborated on in the previous? From the 

outset, we may rule out two major methodological approaches. 

The laboratory-controlled experimental method is not relevant for our purposes 

because the phenomenon of coalition behavior does not satisfy the strict re-

quirements of this methodology (Bryman, 2001: 32-40; Schneider, 2007: 173). 

It is unlikely to isolate the conditions for applying caveats with the experimental 

laboratory's glass walls. 

Furthermore, applying statistical techniques for the control of third variables is 

premature since no systematic and comprehensive database on cross-coalition 

and cross-country caveats exists that allows for large-N studies of the politics 

of caveats. Until scholarly consensus on how to measure caveats is estab-

lished, the fulfillment of the generic ambition driving statistical large-N studies 

belongs further down the road of empirical research. 

The question remains, though, what empirical research methods are likely to 

give more epistemological traction in the empirical study of the foreign politics 

of caveats at the present stage of research? 

The still exploratory state of current political caveats research and the foreign 

policymaking framework for analysis argued indicate that single and multiple 

case designs are the most promising methodological approaches to empirical 

research on caveats at this time. Indeed, the data-intensive design of the case 

study is very much the methodological mirror image of the epistemological 

ambition of the FPA approach of connecting the empirical dots causally be-

tween structural scope conditions and caveats behavior. Empirically, we recog-

nize the dots as foreign policy decision-making and implementing processes 

(for instance, as theorized in Chapters 6 and 10). Epistemologically, we con-

ceptualize the dots as causal paths, intermediary variables, or mechanisms, 
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depending on the research question and choice of middle-range theory. How-

ever, the "case study design" is not a singular method but an epistemological 

approach that covers a wide range of techniques, which may be scrutinized to 

serve different research purposes. 

11.3.2 A Case of What? The Generic Research Ambition 

What then is the essence of the case study, and what distinguishes the histor-

ian's idiographic approach to the case study from the broader, nomothetic re-

search ambition of the Social Scientist? There is no unified understanding of a 

"case," a "case study," and the "case study methodology" across disciplines 

and sub-fields except a commitment to make sense of rich and deep data (Platt, 

2007: 115-116). This data-intensive and context-rich approach to scientific 

inquiry does restrict the number of cases the researcher can analyze as com-

pared to statistical analysis. According to Charles C. Ragin (2000: 25), case 

study methodologies are applicable in the single case and small and inter-

mediate-size multiple case studies, up to some 75 cases. 

Jack S. Levy (2008: 2) sees the case study as "an attempt to understand and 

interpret a spatially and temporally bounded set of events," or phenomena. 

Thus, a case is not merely a unique observation but considered "an instance of 

[a theoretically defined] class of events" (George and Bennett, 2005: 17). 

Similarly, John Gerring identifies the case study as "the intensive study of a 

single [or a limited number of cases] where the purpose of that study is to […] 

shed light on a larger class of cases" (2007: 13). Arguably, this epistemological 

ambition of generalization exceeds but does not contradict or make obsolescent 

the study of a case as a singular historical subject. 

We may consider the current research program a case study in itself. However, 

the research program on the foreign politics of caveats is not intended as a case 

study limited to the mainly descriptive sense of the "a-theoretical" approach of 
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Arendt Lijphart (1971: 689) or the "configurative-idiographic" approach of Harry 

Eckstein (1975: 96). Neither is it a particular case study in the theory-guiding 

sense of the "interpretive," "disciplined-configurative," and the "case-explaining" 

approach as elaborated by Lijphart (1971: 691), Eckstein (1975: 99), and 

Stephen Van Evera (1997: 89-91) respectively. 

These case study designs are mainly preoccupied with shedding light on the 

singular and possibly unique circumstances of a discrete case/event (idio-

graphic). Any Social Science empirical research program's epistemological 

ambition is generic (nomothetic) (Hall, 2011: 83-85). Indeed, in using the his-

torical data, Social Scientists are primarily engaged in the explanation of generic 

phenomena, whether for theory generating or hypothesis testing purposes. 

When studying cases on idiographic premises, Social Scientists still prefer to 

use theory to inform the selection of what kind of data are relevant for analysis. 

If for no other reason, to make visible the preconceptions we bring with us in 

the choice and assessment of empirical material. 

However, the question remains: how do we transcend from the study of the 

singular event to the study of a generic phenomenon in case study research? 

How do we go about "transforming descriptive explanations into analytical 

explanations" (George and Bennett, 2005: 92)? The generic transition starts by 

asking “what broader phenomenon is this instance a case of” (Platt, 2007: 104), 

thus shifting the focus from the historian’s idiographic task of understanding a 

singular case to the nomothetic and theory-informed project of shedding light 

on a class of cases (Ragin and Becker, 1992; Gerring, 2007: 13, 19-20; Levy, 

2008: 4-5).6 

6  Robert E. Stake makes a similar, if not identical distinction in assigning the term 

"intrinsic" for case study undertaken "because that case, in particular, is of interest" 

(idiographic), and "instrumental" case study to indicate that the case/s "throw light on 

matters beyond the case/s studied" (nomothetic) (1995: xi). 
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As discussed in Chapter 2, the answer to the question of what broader class of 

phenomena a case belongs to not only determines the empirical scope and 

boundaries (the population) for case selection in single and multiple case 

studies.7 Equally crucial, the answer also provides critical clues to what ana-

lytical framework will inspire the formulation of research questions and from 

what body of theory explanatory hypotheses are to be deduced (Thomas, 2011: 

512). 

Indeed, Michel Wieviorka argues that what identifies a case as a generic pheno-

menon is not sharing specific characteristics. What makes cases belong to the 

same class of phenomena is the analytical framework chosen by the researcher 

to make sense of the phenomenon (1992; 159-160). To ask what a case is "a 

case of" is thus a declaration of a generic research ambition and an invitation 

to define the scope and identify the analytical content of the generic phenome-

non under study. In the words of Jennifer Platt: 

It follows that the issue of whether one can generalize from the case study 

is an issue not of the number of cases studied but the adequacy of the 

theory in relation to which it is interpreted and the cogency of its theo-

retical interpretation against a background of knowledge of other cases 

(Platt 2007: 113). 

In our context, the subject of the case study is the caveats applied (or not) by a 

specific state in a particular coalition context with this-or-that impact on the mis-

sion. Here, the epistemological challenge is descriptive in the strictly idiographic 

sense. As to the object of the case study, this follows from the analytical frame-

work chosen to make sense of caveats: By applying the FPA approach and 

some selection of middle-range theories at different levels of analysis, students 

of the foreign politics of caveats take on the epistemological challenge of ex-

plaining caveats in the nomothetic sense, within the ontological boundaries of 

7  We will subsequently discuss case selection as a means of making causal infer-

ences in single and multiple case studies. 



206 

the analytical framework chosen. For the purpose of the empirical research pro-

gram, we suggest engaging in the description of the particular subject of natio-

nal reservations on the use of force, but predominantly as part of the process 

of identifying crucial cases and gather data to explain caveats as a generic 

object. 

A final point about the essence of the case study is Helen Simon’s observation 

that the case study is not a method in and on itself. Instead, the case study is a 

design frame that incorporates several methods and approaches applied for 

different but complementary epistemological purposes, including but not limited 

to the empirical testing of hypotheses (2009: 443). While single and multiple 

case study methodologies serve the researcher's more ultimate aim of asses-

sing empirical propositions, the case study design also includes approaches 

and practices contributing to conceptual clarification, theory building (induction), 

and hypotheses generation (deduction) (George and Bennett, 2005: 74-83). 

Hence, the case study design addresses all the basic building blocks of an 

empirical research program as defined in the present study. Framed as a single 

case study, what are the main contributions of the research program on the 

foreign politics of caveats so far? 

As to the elaboration of useful analytical constructs and the task of theory build-

ing, the research program's initial step was to argue that caveats be treated as 

a generic phenomenon rather than merely a particular observation. This re-

quired extending the notion of caveats as an event-specific proper noun to cave-

ats as a concept. In support of the generic ambition, we reviewed in Chapter 3 

the historical record, operational practices, and the scholarly literature to devel-

op a firmer ground to assess the conceptual delimitation of caveats as national 

reservations on the use of force in coalition warfare. Without recapitulating in 

detail, we operationalized caveats along three dimensions, capturing different 
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facets of the phenomenon (Chapter 4). This analytical construct made it pos-

sible to recognize the generic phenomenon of caveats when observing it and 

distinguish between different kinds and blends of caveats. 

The second step was to assess what caveats might precisely be a case of. We 

discussed several alternatives. Eventually, we decided to proceed with the not-

ion that national reservations on the use of force is a foreign policy instrument 

that the sovereign state has at its disposal when assessing how to respond to 

alliance partners’ call for contributions to coalition operations. Thus, evolved 

caveats from a particular subject frozen in time and space (idiographic) to an 

object of broader and more generic significance (nomothetic). That is, a policy 

instrument in the multi-level politics of foreign policymaking, and thus a negoti-

ating card in burden-sharing debates between allies. 

The third step was to ask what this initial wave of inductive inferences implied 

for the choice of analytical approach and subsequently for what bodies of 

middle-range theories we may choose to apply (George and Bennett, 2005: 

109-124). Recall that that approaches and theories are interpretive ontological

frameworks used to inspire research questions and to argue causal relation-

ships based on the particular direction of the approach, and the ontological con-

tent of theories on the nature of the social system and its structure, the identity, 

and motivation of actors, and the relationship between actors. 

In Chapter 5, our line of reasoning led us to the doorstep of FPA, a multi-level 

and decision-making approach directing us towards several bodies of middle-

range theory. To summarize, in FPA, national reservations on the use of force 

in coalition warfare is framed as a foreign policy instrument, researched as 

actual decision-making and implementing processes, and theorized as to how 

these processes are influenced by forces on the global, domestic, institutional 

and individual decision-making levels of analysis. From the chosen theories, 
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hypotheses were deduced and may subsequently be confronted with reliable 

and valid data. 

Note that the travel towards some generic knowledge may start from the 

ground-up observation of some barely recognized empirical puzzle in need of 

conceptualization and theorizing to make sense prior to any further testing 

(induction) or from the imagining of analytical constructs (concepts, analytical 

distinctions, theory) used to discover and making sense of some previously 

unrecognized phenomenon and relationship (deduction). We are not limited to 

see this as a choice between two disconnected one-way streets. Quite the 

opposite, the case study design is particularly well equipped to combine induc-

tive and deductive reasoning for the ultimate purpose of theory testing, thus 

connecting methodological approaches into an epistemological two-way street 

(Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 143). 

In the final two main sections of the chapter, we will show how the case study 

designs of the deviant case, the plausibility probe, and process tracing may be 

applied for both theory developing and theory testing purposes (Lijphart, 1971: 

691; Eckstein, 1975: 104-108). The case study design of process tracing is pre-

dominantly developed to test hypotheses relating to the intermediary causal 

chain connecting input factors and policy outputs and outcomes (George and 

Bennett, 2005: 214-215; Brady, Collier, and Seawright, 2010: 15-32). However, 

we may also use process tracing for theory-building purposes (Pouliot, 2015: 

237-259). Of course, any hypotheses generated from an exploratory and theo-

rizing case study will require testing against other cases not included in a pre-

ceding theory-building case study. Other case study designs, such as John 

Stuart Mill's four comparable cases methods and Qualitative Comparative Ana-

lysis (QCA), are intended to serve mainly hypothesis testing purposes (Prze-

worsky and Teune, 1970; Eckstein, 1975: 108; Frendreis, 1983: 255-272; 
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Ragin, 1998; Mill, 2002 [1891]; Rihoux and Ragin, 2009; Rihoux, 2013). Find-

ings resulting from comparative hypothesis testing procedures should feed into 

subsequent theory refining efforts. 

 

11.3.3 Case Study for Theory Development 

 

Even though single case studies are applied for hypothesis testing purposes, 

case studies are often cast in the less heroic role of a preliminary to theory test-

ing research. However, as noted by Jennifer Platt, hypothesis testing "cannot 

start without some sense of what the realities are that need to be accounted for” 

(Platt, 2007: 106, 120). Indeed, Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett argue 

that "improved historical explanations of individual cases are the foundation for 

drawing wider implications from case studies, as they are a necessary condition 

for any generalization beyond the case" (2005: 110). Kathleen E. Eisenhardt 

reasons that theory building from case study research is most appropriate in the 

early stages of research because "theory building from case studies does not 

require previous literature or prior empirical evidence" (1989: 548). Jack S. Levy 

further recommends that the researcher explore a pilot case study to assess if 

more costly and time-consuming research in multiple case studies and statisti-

cal analyses is worthwhile (2008: 6). 

 

Levy’s recommendation speaks caution to the practice of executing large-N re-

search without prior in-depth study at the case level of promising independent 

variables and possible intermediary causal mechanisms that might explain 

caveats patterns. Hence, we consider the inductive task of generalizing insights 

from the study of the historical record of particular cases a necessary initial step 

in developing a research field dealing with a recently acknowledged and scarce-

ly studied phenomenon such as the foreign politics of caveats. 
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As indicated, to generalize is to posit that idiographic explanation of a particular 

case may be nomothetically valid as well. To pull off this epistemological leap-

frog, we need to probe the analytical usefulness of concepts to transcend the 

local experience. This operation implies creating "concepts at a sufficient level 

of abstraction to cut across local differences” (Platt, 2007: 120). As mentioned, 

case-specific data also need to be inductively engaged in the theorizing about 

explanatory and contextual variables, causal mechanisms, interaction effects, 

and scope conditions (Collier, 1999). In so doing, the case challenges any fixed 

ties in time and space. "As a case of something," Jonathan W. Moses and Tor-

bjørn L. Knutsen reason, the case "bows before theory and seeks to move from 

a purely empirical level of exposition to a level of general statements" (2012: 

143). Subsequently, we test general statements against other cases belonging 

to the same class of phenomena. 

Inductive case study reasoning does not claim universal or statistical generali-

zation. The non-experimental and non-probabilistic nature of inference offered 

by single case study design induce researchers to limit themselves to "narrow 

and well-specified contingent generalizations about a type of cases” based on 

logical inference (Blaikie, 2009: 196).8 A contingent or typological generalization 

specifies the conditions that must be met for the generalization to be true, say 

the conditions that need to be fulfilled for states to apply a considerable amount 

of restrictive caveats. Thus, case study typological theorizing provides a means 

for specifying the configurations of variables to which generalizations apply (Hall 

2007, 91-92). We thus use case study findings incrementally to refine "middle-

range contingent generalizations, either by broadening or narrowing their scope 

8  J. Clyde Mitchell sees logical inference as a process of induction from particulars to 

universals. He defines logical inference as the "the process by which the analyst draws 

conclusions about the essential linkage between two or more characteristics in terms 

of some systematic explanatory scheme – some set of theoretical propositions" (1983: 

199-200). It follows from this that detailed knowledge of the context is a crucial element

in the case study researcher's capacity to construct generic implications from a case.
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or introducing new types and subtypes through the inclusion of additional vari-

ables" (George and Bennet, 2005: 124). 

In inductive reasoning, the specification of scope conditions requires serious 

consideration since scope conditions "constrain the applicability of general pro-

positions by defining [limiting] the circumstances [boundaries] in which a theory 

is applicable" (Harris, 1997: 123). Indeed, the initial problem of theory develop-

ment is determining the meaningful boundary of a case (Platt, 2007: 116). As 

for theorizing about the politics of caveats, it is, for instance, not indifferent for 

theory development whether we decide to limit the study of caveats to multi-

national military enforcement operations only (as we tend to do) or to extend 

the concept to include also multinational peacekeeping operations. 

Note that military coalition operations (peacemaking) are deployed to enforce a 

resolution on partisan terms. On the other hand, traditional international peace-

keeping operations are deployed to police a cease-fire, political elections, or a 

settlement already agreed upon by all legitimate parties to the conflict (Fer-

mann, 1992: 8). Peacekeeping is consensus-based; peacemaking (enforce-

ment) is about winning a political conflict by violent means. Therefore, it is reas-

onable to assume that the conflict logic and the politics pervading such different 

kinds of multinational operations are quite different. To include policing operat-

ions into our conception of caveats would require some additional reasoning to 

lower the threshold for how weak a coalition operation in terms of robustness of 

RoE can be before national restrictions on the use of force becomes a meaning-

less concept. However, extending the empirical scope of a concept may empty 

it for meaningful use (George and Bennett, 2005: 100-111). Precisely because 

the enlarged “conceptual bag” now contains phenomena conditioned by differ-

ent sets of causes. 
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The essence of generalizing from facts to theory is then to create an analytical 

language of concepts, typologies, and coherently linked ontological assump-

tions (theory) from the inductive study of a particular case (or cases), which is 

capable of describing and explaining a class of cases within the limits of some 

scope conditions. From the analytical constructs, empirical propositions (hypo-

theses) are subsequently deduced and tested against additional empirical 

material (other cases). On this backdrop, what case study designs may serve 

the task of generalizing beyond case-specific data in our field of research? We 

briefly consider three case study techniques, which may serve the aim of theory 

development in studying the foreign politics of caveats. 

11.3.3.1 Theory Building and the Deviant Case Design 

The deviant (or negative) case procedure is a case study design particularly 

useful for theory-developing purposes. The deviant case analyses are "studies 

of single cases that are known to deviate from established generalizations" 

(Lijphart, 1975: 692). We analyze data through a process by which "theoretical 

ideas are revised and redesigned as data are compared with them" (Wicks, 

2012: 290). Following Jack S. Levy, deviant case study designs focus on "ob-

served empirical anomalies in existing theoretical propositions" to explain "why 

the case deviates from theoretical expectations and in the process refining the 

existing theory and generating additional hypotheses" (2008: 13). 

Deviant case analysis allows us to show how data that run counter to theoretical 

expectations can be used to rethink explanatory variables and mechanisms, 

reconsider the operationalization of variables, distinguish between subtypes of 

the same phenomenon, and consider “whether and how the scope conditions 

of competing theories should be expanded or narrowed” (George and Bennett, 
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2005: 115).9 Indeed, the deviant case study can help us identify a new kind of 

case. For instance, the decision to include permissive caveats (as opposed to 

restrictive caveats) in the definition of national reservations on the use of force 

in coalition warfare was in part because the United States was observed to 

apply more force or demand more control over the use of force than other mem-

bers of the coalition. If we find this pattern of permissive caveats to be systemati-

cally confirmed by additional data/cases, the next question is if this deviant 

caveats pattern can be explained by the same contingent causal conditions as 

restrictive caveats patterns. Of course, the latter procedure is a theory-testing 

move. 

The subsequent move would be inductive (theory adjusting) in that the results 

from the study of the United States as a deviant case would lead us to either 

celebrate the confirmed validity of the theoretical explanation, adjust the theory 

to better account for the deviating case of permissive caveats, or be forced to 

throw out permissive caveats from the definition of caveats, thus narrowing the 

scope conditions of the theoretical explanation. The latter two solutions both 

qualify as theory-developing contributions, but in different ways. Alexander L. 

George and Andrew Bennett drive home the main point of the argument: 

Each case study […] contributes to the cumulative refinement of the 

contingent generalizations on the conditions under which particular 

causal paths occur and fills out the cells or types of a more compre-

hensive theory (2005: 112). 

George and Bennett also argue that the most general kind of finding from the 

deviant case study is the specification of a new concept, variable, or theory 

regarding a causal mechanism that "affects more than one type of case and 

9  Such formulated it also becomes evident why we may use the deviant case proce-

dure both for theory developing and theory testing purposes. Recall that juxtaposing 

theoretical constructs and facts is an epistemological two-way street (Moses and 

Knutsen, 2012: 143), which also the plausibility probe and process-tracing procedures 

discussed below are capable of traveling. 
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possibly even all instances of a phenomenon" (2005: 114). When a deviant 

single case study leads to the specification of a novel theoretical explanation, 

we may be able to generalize about how the newly identified mechanism may 

play out in different contexts. Coalition burden-sharing in the 1991 Gulf War 

serves well to illustrate the logic of the deviant case procedure for theory devel-

oping purposes. 

Andrew Bennett, Joseph Lepgold, and Danny Unger (1994) conducted a study 

of coalition burden-sharing in the 1991 Gulf War partly because several coun-

tries' sizeable contributions to the Desert Storm coalition contradicted the col-

lective action theories that at the time dominated the literature on alliance poli-

tics (Olson and Zeckhauser: 1966; Olson, 1971). Collective action theory would 

have predicted more free riding. However, Bennett, Lepgold, and Unger found 

that pressure from the United States was the key to explain why states, such 

as Japan and Germany, heavily dependent on the United States for their secur-

ity, offered substantial contributions to the coalition war effort (1994). 

While the temptation of free-riding grows as one state becomes more powerful 

relative to others, so does the powerful state's ability to coerce dependent allies. 

"As those forces offset one another, other factors, such as domestic politics and 

institutions, help tilt the balance towards or away from a contribution" (George 

and Bennett, 2005: 115). In short, Bennet, Lepgold, and Unger developed con-

tingent generalizations on how the understudied factor of alliance dependence 

would play out in different contexts, including the prospects of building domestic 

political support for a military contribution. The invitation to develop generalized 

contingent explanations of member states' coalition behavior is strong within 

the FPA approach precisely because the framework seeks explanations at se-

veral levels of analysis and in multiple research literature. 
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11.3.3.2 Theory Building and the Plausibility Probe 

 

The plausibility probe was offered by Harry Eckstein (1975: 104-108) as a rela-

tively undemanding, exploratory theory testing procedure to confirm that a theo-

retical hunch found some empirical support in a benevolent, “fitting” case (Mos-

es and Knutsen, 2012: 138-139). Turning the epistemological argument 180 

degrees, we may also use the plausibility probing reasoning as a vehicle for 

developing more solid theoretical generalizations by systematically juxtaposing 

case facts and tentative analytical constructs. 

 

Jack S. Levy argues that the inductive plausibility probe resembles a pilot study 

in experimental or survey research in that “it allows the researcher to sharpen 

a theoretical argument, or to refine the operationalization or measurement of 

key variables” (Levy, 2008: 6). This function is a crucial “intermediary step” be-

fore moving on to hypotheses construction and time-consuming empirical tests 

(Eckstein, 1975: 108). Indeed, by probing “the details of a particular case in 

order to shed light on a broader theoretical argument” (Levy, 2008: 6), inductive 

plausibility probes can be “cheap means of hedging against expensive wild-

goose chases, when the costs of testing are likely to be very great” (Eckstein, 

1975: 110). 

 

For instance, in developing a theory on national restrictions on the military use 

of force, we may use the inductive plausibility probing case study design to 

strengthen the theoretical arguments and sharpen hypotheses formulations be-

fore any comparative or large-N statistical study conducted for theory-testing 

purposes. Depending on the research question and the theoretical arguments 

made, Germany and Japan are excellent candidates for inductive plausibility 

probing and the deviant case study design. This is because the Allies imposed 

strict limitations on the use of force in German and Japanese constitutions as 

part of the Second World War peace treaties. The institutional limitations on the 

use of force were to a considerable extent reflected in the complex political 
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procedures necessary to make decisions on any financial and logistical support 

of or participation in multinational military operations and the subsequent incli-

nation to apply restrictive caveats on any troop contributions. 

If the theory in question attempts to explain why states hesitate to join multi-

national coalition forces, Germany and Japan would be perfect laboratories for 

the fine-tuning of theoretical arguments and sharpening of operational definit-

ions within the reasoning of the inductive plausibility probe. If the theory aims at 

explaining multinational war participating propensity in general, Germany and 

Japan would likely qualify as candidates for deviant case study design. The 

deviant case study design would provide a check on the scope conditions for 

the theoretical argument. That is, how narrow or wide we decide to set the 

empirical boundaries of the theory.10 

Paying too little attention to plausibility probing theory development before set-

ting in motion large-N studies of foreign policy output may come at a consider-

able price. The main reason why FPA temporarily fell out of fashion in the early 

1980s was the meager success of the Comparative Foreign Policy (CFP) pro-

ject. CFP was one out of three main strands of FPA,11 which was guided by the 

work of James N. Rosenau on the relationship between genotypes of states 

and the sources of their foreign policy (1974). Valerie M. Hudson argues that 

the disappointing results from this empirical research program were the failure 

of the comparative foreign policy project to develop a robust theoretical frame-

work prior to the gathering and analyzing of data (2007, 2005). 

10  In section 11.3.4.2 we discuss the German case further in the context of hypotheses 

testing and the crucial least-likely single case design. 
11  In addition to the CFP strand of FPA, the other two strands include the study of in-

stitutional and psychological mechanisms involved in foreign policy decision-making 

(Smith, Hadfield and Dunne, 2008: 3-4). More recently, efforts have been made to 

bridge the gap between IR and FPA (Rose, 1998; Fearon, 1998; Rynning and Guzzini, 

2002; Thies and Breuning, 2012). 
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On a general note, Charles C. Ragin argues that variable focused researchers 

regularly refer to unobserved mechanisms on the case level to explain cross-

unit patterns and argues that if these mechanisms cannot be confirmed at the 

case level, we should be suspicious about the cross-unit empirical correlations 

arrived at through statistical analysis (2000: 28). Without a prior case study of 

potential causal mechanisms linking independent and dependent variables, we 

risk spending much time chasing data up blind alleys.  

The hard lesson learned from the CFP project is transferable to future research 

on the foreign politics of caveats and possibly other analytical frameworks that 

aim to explain states' coalition behavior or states' propensity to participate in 

multinational military operations. Indeed, two other strands of the FPA approach 

invite detailed prior empirical case study research on the institutional and psy-

chological mechanisms involved in foreign policymaking and implementing 

processes to understand better the causal paths and the mechanisms linking 

global and domestic input factors with foreign policy output and outcomes as 

regards caveats. 

11.3.3.3 Theory Building and Process Tracing 

For theory-developing purposes, the process-tracing case study is geared to-

wards the inductive “practice tracing” of real-life decision-making processes 

(Pouliot, 2015). Here, the effort is to generalize case-specific empirical ob-

servations of “many mechanisms linked in causal processes” (Mjøset, 2015: 

58), develop “analytical narratives” to understand better why certain inputs are 

associated with certain outcomes (Bates, Weingast, Greif, Levi and Rosenthal, 

1998), and use “evidence from within a case to develop hypotheses that might 

explain the case” (Bennett and Checkel, 2015: 8). 
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Thus, process tracing is a case study technique aimed at "capturing causal 

mechanisms in action" (Ibid: 9). As such, process tracing may more than per-

haps any other single case study procedure, compensate for the soft epistemo-

logical underbelly of rational choice approaches (the rational unitary state) to 

the explanation of state behavior, and statistical large-N studies relying on this 

parsimonious approach to explain political behavior in general. In his seminal 

study The Cuban Missile Crisis, Graham T. Allison (with Zelikow, 1999) con-

ducted inductive process tracing of the US decision-making and implementing 

processes to see what was going on between input and outcome in crisis man-

agement. Long before the case study procedure of process tracing as inductive 

"practice tracing” was acknowledged by its present name, Allison shed light on 

decision-making processes to develop and later test diverging theories on 

foreign policymaking.  

 

By shedding light on “causal-process observations” (Brady and Collier, 2010: 

12), we reach inside the “black box” of decision-making and explore govern-

mental politics at work, the institutionalization of SOPs in decision-making, and 

the perceptions and expectations of actors. We may use process tracing as 

“practice tracing” to inspire or verify the abstraction of observed behavior into 

theorized mechanisms from which empirical propositions can be deduced furth-

er down the road. Subsequently, we will return to how the process-tracing case 

study design may be utilized for purely theory-testing purposes. 

 

We argue that the deviant case, the plausibility probe, and the process-tracing 

case study design can be applied for theory development as well as theory test-

ing purposes. Concerning theory development, the plausibility probe is not limit-

ed to a single generalizing focus. In principle, it covers any inductive reasoning 

from case-specific facts used to develop specific conceptual, typological, and 

ontological constructs for the subsequent study of a class of cases. Process 

tracing, on the other hand, is more specific in its theory-building implications. 
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The case study procedure of process tracing borrows from historicity, "the tem-

poral structuration of social actions and processes" (Hall, 2007: 82), in the 

attempt to conceptualize and theorize the social processes that causally con-

nects independent and dependent variables. 

By theorizing the timeline and causal path of case-particular decision-making 

processes, the process tracing researcher would want to make sense of the 

connecting and mediating mechanisms at work, without which we cannot fully 

understand the presence of cross-unit empirical patterns. Understanding the 

causal chain of decision-making and implementing processes is at the core of 

FPA. As crucial, in the still-nascent field of research on the politics of caveats, 

theorizing, and testing of hypotheses on the mechanisms that may, or may not 

constitute the causal path from X to Y is insurance against spurious inferences 

in comparative case study designs and statistical large-N studies further down 

the road. 

11.3.4 Case Study for Theory Testing 

The case study practice of juxtaposing theory and evidence in an “alternating 

sequence of conjectures and refutations” (Levy, 2007) implies that case studies 

play different epistemological functions at different stages of a research pro-

cess. Having discussed how single case study designs may be applied for 

theory developing purposes, we are in a position to discuss how single and 

multiple case designs may facilitate the empirical testing of theoretical argu-

ments and hypotheses. The aims of theory testing procedures are to "strength-

en or reduce support for a theory, narrow or extend the scope conditions of a 

theory, or determine which of two or more theories best explains a case, type 

or general phenomenon” (George and Bennett, 2005: 109). 

Common to single and multiple case designs (except process tracing), we 

assess causal inference through the selective choice of cases based on the 
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nature of the research question, the theoretical argument, and the hypothesis 

under consideration. In the test of a theory, it is essential to decide whether the 

test case in question qualifies as a "fitting" empirical plausibility probe or some 

considerably more demanding crucial case. Whether the troop-contributing nat-

ions of Germany or Norway is the right choice for this-or-that caveats case study 

design is determined by the function the cases of Germany and Norway serve 

for the research question and the theoretical argument in question. Hence, the 

well-selected confrontation between a theoretical argument and a particular 

case within the logic of a relevant case study design is the key to proficient 

hypothesis testing in single case study research.  

 

In contrast to the probabilistic logic of inference underpinning statistical large-N 

research, causal inference in single and multiple case designs rests on the logic 

of theory-guided pattern matching. In large-N research designs, which often 

represent only a fraction of the entire population, we gather a representative 

sample of units through a random sampling procedure. In single and multiple 

case designs, we instead ask what case or cases would best illustrate or test 

our theoretical answer to the research question posed? This causal inference 

logic is why case selection in qualitative research needs to be biased and de-

pendent on the theoretical argument and the case study design chosen. Estab-

lishing causal inference relies on selecting a case fitting both the theoretical 

argument and the case design well. 

 

11.3.4.1 Theory Testing and the Plausibility Probe 

 

In what capacity can a case contribute to the refutation or strengthening of theo-

retical arguments and empirical propositions? A helpful point of departure for 

an exposition on a theory-testing case study is Harry Eckstein’s plausibility 

probe (1975: 104-108). In a previous section, we discussed how plausibility 

probes might contribute to theory building from studying particular events (case 

as a subject). By inductively having established some generic construct, the 
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subsequent theory testing angle to the plausibility probe is to look for a prom-

ising and novel case, which may serve as a preliminary and not-so-demanding 

trial-testing vehicle for the theoretical argument developed. In the plausibility 

probe, we seek out the likely theory-confirming case (Lijphart, 1971: 691) to 

"investigate the degree to which a given case fits a general proposition" (Moses 

and Knutsen, 2012: 137). 

This case selection criterion induces us to look for a case that is likely to illu-

strate our theoretical arguments and initially confirm our hypotheses, thus reas-

suring us that we may be heading in the right direction analytically speaking. In 

turn, such assurance may justify more time-consuming investments in theory 

infirming (most- and least-likely case designs), deviant, process tracing, and 

multiple case designs (Levy, 2008: 6). 

Eckstein himself used the plausibility probe to seek anecdotal evidence for his 

"hunch" that democracy is more likely to thrive in societies that have "deeply-

rooted egalitarian values, and less likely to evolve in societies that are marked 

by deep divisions and rigid hierarchies of authority" (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 

138). His research visits to Norway confirmed Norway to qualify as a "fitting" 

case for his theoretical argument and indicated that his evolving congruence 

theory was on the right track in explaining the conditions for political democracy. 

Acknowledging that Norway was a benevolent case for testing the congruence 

theory, Eckstein used the experience to refine his theoretical argument and 

subsequently added other, considerably more demanding cases to his testing 

regimen. 

Closer to home, the plausibility probing case study design may be used to 

explore the validity of the proposition that coalition leaders are more likely to 

apply permissive caveats than junior members of the coalition. The relevance 

of this hypothesis follows from the analytical decision to include permissive cav-

eats into the broader conception of national reservations on the use of force. 
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We may derive the empirical proposition from the argument that since the coalit-

ion leader must shoulder the lion's share of the military responsibility, it is likely 

to reserve itself some latitude to apply the further use of force if circumstances 

so require. What would then be a "fitting" case to study if we were to test the 

permissive caveats hypothesis within a plausibility probing case study design? 

 

If our theoretical argument's scope conditions were restricted to post-Cold War 

Western coalition operations, the United States would be the obvious choice. If 

we were to find that the United States in, say Afghanistan, demonstrated a pat-

tern of permissive caveats, we might be encouraged to pursue our research into 

much more demanding most-likely and least-likely theory-testing case study 

designs. We may even decide to invest more heavily into a multiple case study 

of several nations' use of caveats across a handful of coalition operations while 

satisfying the requirement for a variation on the dependent variable. If the 

theoretically deduced empirical proposition were to find support in a demanding 

single case study design and the comparative analysis, this would considerably 

strengthen our confidence in the theoretical argument. 

 

Everything else being equal, a multiple case design may provide a stronger test 

of a theoretical argument than a single case study design. However, rarely is 

everything equal. For instance, a single case study of the United Nations 

Emergency Force II in Egypt (1973-80) is likely to be better documented and 

deeper researched than a comparative case study of the conditions for peace-

keeping effectiveness that include, say, 11 international peacekeeping operat-

ions (Fermann, 1988, 1992). However, Harry Eckstein makes an argument for 

a theory-testing single case design that is considerably more demanding on the 

theoretical argument than the theory confirming plausibility probe, but which is 

considerably less costly to implement than a double-digit comparable cases 

design. 
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11.3.4.2 Theory Testing, Crucial Case, Most-likely and Least-likely 

Designs 

The crucial case design is a much more demanding test because it is not con-

tent with seeking out a “fitting” or “theory confirming” case. The crucial case 

design instead mimics the well-constructed, decisive experiment by selecting a 

well-chosen case, which can “provide strong support for, or falsify, a given 

theory” (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 139). How do we recognize a crucial case 

when we see it? In order to carry out a strategic test of a theoretical argument 

employing crucial case design, Eckstein advises us to select a “case that must 

closely fit a theory if one is to have confidence in the theory’s validity or con-

versely, must not fit equally well with any rule contrary to that proposed” (1975: 

118). Such formulated, crucial cases provide “the most definitive type of evi-

dence” for the falsification or validation of a theoretical argument (George and 

Bennett, 2005: 120), implying it is “extremely difficult […] to dismiss any finding 

contrary to the theory as simply deviant” (Eckstein, 1975: 118). 

However, genuinely crucial cases are hard to find in the social world. As a some-

what less demanding but more realistic alternative, Eckstein suggests studying 

most-likely and least-likely cases. George and Bennett explain that "in a most-

likely test, the independent variables posited by a theory are at values that 

strongly posit an outcome or posit an extreme outcome." In contrast, in "a least-

likely case, the independent variables in a theory are the values that only weakly 

predict an outcome or predict a low-magnitude outcome" (2005: 121). Such 

cases still constitute tough tests capable of producing relatively clear-cut results 

in theory falsification and validation. 

For theory-testing purposes, most- and least-likely case designs rest on the 

assumption that some cases are more critical (“crucial”) than others and that 

“the weight of the evidence is relative to prior theoretical expectations” (Levy, 

2008: 12). The strongest possible supporting evidence for a theory in a tough 
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test set-up is “a case that is least likely for that theory but most likely for all 

alternative theories, and one where the alternative theories collectively predict 

an outcome very different from that of the least-likely theory” (George and Ben-

nett, 2005: 121). 

 

Levy reasons that “if one’s theoretical prior [expectation] suggests that a parti-

cular case is unlikely to be consistent with a theory’s predictions, and if the data 

support the theory, then the evidence from the case provides a great deal of 

leverage for increasing our confidence in the validity of the theory" (2008: 12). 

Conversely, "if one's prior [expectation] suggests that a case is likely to fit a 

theory, and if the data confound our expectations, that result can be quite 

damaging to the theory" (2008: 12). Hence, in the least-likely case design, the 

assumption and the inferential logic is that if a theoretical argument can make 

it there, it can make it anywhere. In the most-likely case design, the inferential 

logic is that if the theory tested cannot make it there, it cannot make it any-

where.12 

 

The logic of inference in most/least-likely case analysis is not symmetric. The 

tougher test is the least-likely case design because a confirmed theoretical 

prediction cannot be ascribed to other competing theories. George and Bennett 

argue that “theories which survive such a difficult test may prove to be generally 

applicable to many types of cases, as they have already proven their robustness 

in the presence of countervailing mechanisms” (2005: 121-122). As to the infer-

ential value of the most-likely case, Levy reasons that “evidentiary support for 

a theory from a most-likely case […] leads to only a modest shift in one’s con-

fidence in the validity of a theory” (2008: 12). However, often cases “fall some-

where in between being most- and least-likely for particular theories, and so 

 
12  Aptly, Jack S. Levy terms the inferential logic of the least-likely case the «Sinatra 

inference». As fittingly, the logic of the most-likely case is conceptualized the «inverse 

Sinatra inference» (2002: 442). 
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pose tests of an intermediate degree of difficulty“ (George and Bennett, 2005: 

122). 

George and Bennett argue that short of finding toughest and easiest test cases, 

“researchers should be careful to specify, for each alternative hypothesis, where 

the case at hand lies on the spectrum from most to least likely for that theory, 

and when the theory predicts outcomes that complement or contradict other 

theories’ predictions” (2005: 122). Graham Allison’s study of US decision-mak-

ing during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis (with Zelikow, 1999) shall serve to 

illustrate this pragmatic line of reasoning. 

Due to the crisis context of the foreign policymaking process, we may reason-

ably frame the Cuban Missile Crisis as a most-likely case for the rational actor 

model (RAM) of foreign policy decision-making. Simultaneously, political crisis 

management in an extraordinary situation is a relatively straightforward least-

likely case for the competing organizational process model (OPM) and the bure-

aucratic politics model (BPM). This implies that the Cuban Missile Crisis con-

stitutes a relatively weak test of RAM and a considerably stronger test of OPM 

and BPM.13 

Levy notes that "the evidence appeared to contradict many predictions of RAM 

but to fit predictions of OPM and BPM, [which] increased scholar's confidence 

in the generalizability of OPM and BPM" (2008: 12). Both BPM and OPM came 

out strengthened from the analysis of a decision-making process characterized 

by unsurpassed high stakes, stress, and lack of time. The empirical tests con-

firmed several of these models' predictions in a situation considerably more 

likely to validate the predictions of RAM. 

13  See Section 7.1 for description of the three models of governmental decision-

making. 
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Had Allison selected a case of non-crisis decision-making, the testing of the 

predictions of BPM and OPM would not have constituted a demanding single 

case test for these two theories, quite the opposite. That is because routine 

decision-making in government agencies is the home turf of BPM and OPM. 

Uncovering evidence from a "fitting" case that is consistent with BPM and OPM 

"would not have been surprising and consequently would not have significantly 

altered scholar's prior assessment of the broader validity of those models" 

(Levy, 2008: 12-13). It was surprising that RAM did not test very well on its home 

turf of crisis management, that BPM and OPM were to a considerable extent 

validated in the "misfitting" context of strategic crisis management, and that both 

models consequently came out increasing the boundaries of their scope condit-

ions. 

What would a good candidate case for a tough, least-likely test of the "fear of 

abandonment” hypothesis (AP-H1) deduced from Glenn H. Snyder's alliance-

dilemma argument that alliance members' inclination to contribute to the com-

mon cause of collective security is a function of the particular balance between 

fear of abandonment and fear of entrapment (1984) look like? Recall that the 

AP-H1 hypothesis asserts that "states primarily motivated by a strong fear of 

abandonment are inclined to provide unconditional military support to the coa-

lition (no caveats)." We need to look for a case that we have good reason to 

expect would not participate in the coalition force, or, if so, in a modest operat-

ional role. 

For two reasons, Germany (or Japan) is such a case candidate: One, the Allies, 

after the Second World War, imposed upon the Federal Republic of West Ger-

many a constitution that put severe restrictions on her using armed forces 

abroad. Second, these constitutional and procedural restrictions on the use of 

force were strongly supported by all German parties and a strong domestic anti-

war sentiment. Together, these are two strong “countervailing mechanisms” 

against coalition participation on unconditional terms. If it is found that Germany, 
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despite these strong “pacifist” domestic institutions and inclinations, still shows 

a pattern of unconditional coalition participation, this will come out as strong 

affirmative support for the “fear of abandonment” hypothesis. Before jumping to 

a conclusion, we have to check the empirical record of Germany to assess 

whether the alliance politics argument behind the notion that "states primarily 

motivated by a strong fear of abandonment are inclined to provide unconditional 

military support to the coalition (no caveats)" (AP-H1) pass the strong least-

likely test set up for it. 

Recall that after 11 September 2001, the international geopolitical situation 

changed. The United States called upon its allies to burden share in the security 

currency of coalition participation out-of-area. However, the changing external 

framework conditions did not overturn the German lack of appetite for intervent-

ionist military policies. This persistent pattern can be observed in, e.g., the Ger-

man unwillingness to participate in the 2003 intervention in Iraq and her reluct-

ant and restrictions-prone participation in ISAF (Afghanistan) over many years. 

Hence, the “fear of abandonment” hypothesis seems to fail the strong least-

likely case design test we offered it. This is not surprising since Germany was 

chosen for the unlikeness that the hypothesis should pass the test in the first 

place. The more challenging the test, the less likely the hypothesis is confirmed 

by the selected empirical evidence (the case). 

There is more to learn from the German case. It indicates that domestic institut-

ions and sentiments weigh heavier than concerns about alliance politics and 

geopolitics when governments make up their minds on coalition participation 

and the use of force. This assessment, in turn, relates to the more general dis-

cussion on whether external or domestic factors weigh more in foreign policy-

making. However, on the notion that "states with strong constitutional and pro-

cedural restraints on war participation are more prone to apply restrictive cave-
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ats when participating in coalition operations," Germany no longer would consti-

tute a tough test. Quite the contrary, Germany would constitute a theory-con-

firming plausibility probe. 

Our discussion on most- and least-likely case study research design suggests 

that a small number of case studies, and possibly even a single case, "can be 

quite valuable [to test] certain types of theoretical propositions" (Levy, 2008: 

13). Indeed, John Gerring argues that most/least-likely cases provide "the 

strongest sort of evidence possible in non-experimental, single case study" 

(2007: 115). However, cases which fulfill the demanding criteria for tough most-

and least-likely designs are frequently hard to pin down. The time has come to 

assess what multiple case designs have to offer in terms of inferential power in 

the empirical testing of theoretical arguments. 

11.3.4.3 Theory Testing, Multiple Case Designs, and Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis 

All science, Political Science included, is about comparing cases and juxta-

posing analytical constructs to empirical patterns. As noted by Moses and 

Knutsen, classic examples are Aristotle (1979 [350 BCE]), who compared a 

large number of constitutions in the ancient world to identify the best and most 

stable types, and Machiavelli (1961 [1532]), who compared rulers’ behavior to 

identify the governing principles for the efficient rule (2012: 95). John P. Frend-

reis puts comparative methodologies in context by arguing that the comparative 

method is a strategy for imposing scientific control “for potential confounding 

variables through careful selection and matching of cases rather than through 

experimental manipulation or partial correlations” (1983: 255). Moses and Knut-

sen remind us that the comparative method nevertheless is an attempt to “mimic 

the scientific logic of experimentation, but without the ability to fully control the 

test-situation” (2012: 116). 
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Whereas control for third variables in the laboratory experiment is established 

by erecting glass walls (proverbial or actual) around the substances included in 

the experiment, we achieve control through case selection in multiple case de-

sign. Still, John Stuart Mill acknowledges the epistemological kinship between 

the experiment and the comparative theory testing logic by naming the relevant 

chapter in his study A System of Logic “The Four Experimental Methods” (2002 

[1891]). 

 

Here Mill elaborates on different designs for the comparative control for third 

variables. As to the distinction between statistical and comparative theory test-

ing methods, the former relies on the random selection of a representative 

sample of cases and probabilistic relationships, while multiple cases designs 

rely on a pattern-matching logic of causal inference that requires the careful 

selection of cases to “maximize the variance of the dependent variables and to 

minimize the variance of the control variables” (Lijphart 1975: 164). 

 

The main pitfalls of comparative analysis are the sampling bias in selecting 

cases resulting from the relaxing of comparability criteria and the overdeter-

mination problem arising when the comparative analysis depends on too few 

cases relative to the number of explanatory variables. Sampling bias can threat-

en the generalizability of any results we might produce. The solution to the prob-

lem of sampling bias is refraining from lowering the threshold for what qualifies 

as comparable cases too much. The overdetermination problem can be man-

aged by increasing the degrees of freedom by increasing the number of cases 

through diachronic or synchronic extension or by reducing the number of expla-

natory variables included in the comparative analysis (Collier 1993: 111–113). 

The latter we achieve by fusing variables that partially address the same 

phenomenon or by omitting variables that do not enjoy the support of a solid 

theoretical argument (Lijphart 1971: 685). 
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Multiple case research designs come in the basic shapes of the Method of 

Difference (MD), the Method of Agreement (MA), the Joint Method of Agree-

ment and Difference (JMAD), and the Method of Concomitant Variation (MCV), 

which were reasoned by John Stuart Mill (2002 [1891]) and to varying degrees 

iterated and elaborated on in the “different systems/similar systems” approach-

es (Przeworski and Teune 1970); the “comparable cases strategies” (Lijphart 

1975); the “focused comparisons” (Hague et al. 1998: 280); the case-oriented 

comparisons (Ragin 1987); and the “method of systematic comparative illustrat-

ion” (Smelser 1973).14 More recently, QCA has been developed to deal with a 

larger number of cases short of statistical large-N studies and better cope with 

causal complexity. 

14  Note that in the subsequent discussion, we emphasize comparative methods as 

means of testing theoretical arguments and empirical propositions that can explain 

patterns and regularities in the social world. Central to such a realist (or naturalist) 

epistemological position is that comparative methods are discussed in relation to how 

case selection and choice of data can contribute to the validation of causal explanat-

ions in a nomothetic sense. This is in considerable contrast to the constructivist ap-

proach to comparative methods, where the focus is not so much on comparative 

control for third variables "as for how to preserve and exploit the qualities associated 

with thickly descriptive narrative" (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 231). The constructivist 

approach to comparative methods would include emphasizing the "uniqueness, parti-

cularity and complexity of social and political phenomena", and how comparisons can 

be used "in a less formal sense to challenge existing explanations and to explore 

possibilities" (Ibid.: 245). Finally, constructivist approaches to the social and political 

world also engage in how meanings are embodied in agency rather than taking 

material facts at their face value. Hence, constructivist comparative methodology rest 

on a hermeneutic epistemology, draws on narratives and representations of meaning, 

and is closer to the idiographic research ambition than the nomothetic. We acknow-

ledge that the constructivist approach to comparative methodology is certain to offer 

insights as to how we usefully can research the politics of caveats. However, while the 

epistemological foundation of the empirical research program does not a priori exclude 

any middle ground constructivist approach capable of being integrated into an em-

pirical research program (Adler, 1997), we dedicate the remainder of the methodo-

logy discussion to the uncovering of causal relationships between variables rather than 

to how the construction of meaning be empirically researched.  
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Thus multiple case designs come in different shapes but unite in the ambition 

to widen the empirical basis for making causal inferences while simultaneously 

preserving some of the empirical depth and contextual richness characterizing 

single and few case designs. The contextual richness and the capacity to 

unravel different causal paths that lead to the same outcome are what make 

multiple case designs not merely an intermediary step toward the statistical 

large-N study but a design with its own epistemological advantages. 

Recall that John Stuart Mill offers four main approaches to the comparative 

control for third variables: The Method of Difference (MD), the Method of Agree-

ment (MA), the Joint Method of Agreement and Difference (JMAD), and the 

Method of Concomitant Variation (MCV). Arguably, the first method is less 

applicable for research on social phenomena. Only the fourth method is capable 

of coping with data on the interval measurement level. The former three com-

parative techniques are limited to research on binary cases, limited to the pro-

cessing of data on the nominal level of measurement only. This implies that the 

former three comparative techniques cannot track variation in magnitude but 

merely in the simple presence or absence of a variable (Moses and Knutsen 

2012: 97–102). 

11.3.4.3.1 Theory Testing and the Method of Difference 

Scholars have used the Method of Difference (MD) in diachronic/longitudinal 

comparisons of conditions of a single country in two or more different points in 

time; to compare intra-state differences; to compare polities across nations that 

are relatively similar; and in counterfactual analysis where a real case is com-

pared to an imagined case that is precisely similar. In the MD, we select cases 

on the condition that they have different values on the dependent variable and 

similar values on all but one of the possible causal variables (Mill, 2002 [1891]: 

256). To the extent that these ideal-typical selection criteria are fulfilled, the MD 

technique eliminates extraneous variables that vary across cases. The MD's 
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basic inferential logic is to "identify patterns of covariation and eliminate inde-

pendent variables that do not co-vary with the dependent variable" (Levy, 2008: 

10). To identify covariation patterns, we need to look for the decisive, remaining 

difference between the compared cases that can explain the variation in the 

dependent variable. 

 

Mill himself was skeptical about applying the MD in the study of social pheno-

mena because he considered it nothing less than "manifestly absurd" that cases 

at the aggregate level of nations could fulfill the demanding criterion that they 

are similar "on all but one of the possible causal variables" (Mill, 2002 [1891]: 

575). Nevertheless, scholars have used the matching strategy of the MD exten-

sively in comparative research, especially in Area Studies, where similarity 

across cases can be argued with some credibility. 

 

Gabriel Husby (2015) conducted a comparative case study of Norwegian cav-

eats behavior in four coalition operations in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Libya. 

Arguably, the comparative study fits the MD's case selection criteria, at least to 

some extent. The diachronic comparative study reveals that the Norwegian 

government from 1999 (Kosovo) through 2011 (Libya) attached increasingly 

less restrictive caveats on her contribution to Western coalitions forces, especi-

ally regarding the air force detachment. From only "moving air" over the Adriatic 

in a recumbent role in 1999, Norwegian F-16 fighter jets dropped some 580 

precision bombs on Libya twelve years later. In between the missions in Kosovo 

and Libya, The Norwegian Air Force dropped seven bombs during the several 

years of deployment in Afghanistan. 

 

How can this gradual and increasingly dramatic rise in offensive military activi-

ties be explained? In his comparative analysis, Husby finds strong indications 

that the development from "minimal" bombing in Afghanistan to "maximum" 

military impact in the Libyan theater of war mainly can be explained by changes 

in the balancing of the alliance dilemma (Snyder, 1984) as perceived in Oslo. 
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The Norwegian Government's concerns about "abandonment" were increasing 

relative to its concerns about being "entrapped" in a coalition including several 

essential and close NATO allies. There was a perception among key policy-

makers that Norway needed to prove itself in the burden-sharing alliance con-

text. Hence, the use of restrictive caveats on Norwegian air operations grew 

increasingly irrelevant, if not politically counterproductive. However, as to the 

"absence" of offensive use of the Norwegian Air Force in Kosovo, we cannot 

easily understand this pattern in terms of caveats. This is because the Norweg-

ians at this time lacked the laser-guided bombing technology and night-flying 

capabilities to deliver offensive action without severe risk of collateral damage 

and loss of aircraft, especially given the solid Serb air defenses on the ground 

(Husby, 2015: 145-152). 

Another exciting study implicitly applying the MD case design is Tony Inges-

son's research on the reinforced Swedish-Danish-Norwegian mechanized bat-

talion (Nordbat) deployed in Bosnia as part of the peacekeeping mission UN-

PROFOR (United Nations Protection Force). The research is designed as an 

idiographic single case study of "one of the most trigger-happy UN units in 

Bosnia" (2016). The aim is to explain what, from our perspective, looks like a 

pattern of permissive caveats, or at least excessive use of force relative to the 

coalition RoE. Ingesson finds that the "trigger-happiness" of the Swedish-led 

and dominated Nordic battalion was conditioned by a "well-entrenched culture 

of mission command" that emphasized offensive action and delegated a con-

siderable degree of autonomy to the military commander (a Swede) to make 

operational decisions on the spot (2017). 

Recall from Section 10.1 that this culture of mission command was developed 

and institutionalized in a Cold War environment where Swedish forces were ex-

pected to continue fighting against Soviet forces even if the lines of communi-

cation to headquarter were cut, and also if rumors of capitulation were substi-

tuting access to reliable information. In the complicated context of Bosnia, this 
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energetic military doctrine translated into a Nordic battalion that confronted Serb 

forces when the Swedish battalion commander considered it necessary, thus 

deviating from the considerably more evasive military posture practiced in other 

contingents in UNPROFOR. 

 

How does Ingesson’s single case study relate to our discussion on the nature 

and application of the MD multiple cases technique? Arguably, the single case 

study of Nordbat would have benefitted from being redesigned into a systematic 

MD multiple case study, thus increasing comparative control. By making each 

contingent of Nordbat into a separate case (diachronic extension), we might 

systematically track changes in the dependent variable (use of force) against 

any decisive changes in explanatory variables.15 One explanatory variable is of 

particular interest: continuity and change in the military command of Nordbat. 

Indeed, Ingesson documents that it took an extraordinary political intervention 

to substitute a row of battalion commanders cultivated in the energetic Swedish 

tradition of command with commanders more receptive to political constraints.  

 

As to the question of national reservations on the use of force, it is problematic 

to conceive of the offensive posture of the earlier generations of Nordbat as a 

pattern of permissive caveats. This is because the offensive posture was most 

likely causally related to Swedish military culture and doctrine and not traceable 

to a calculated political decision. Neither does it seem reasonable to interpret 

the more defensive military posture of the later generations of Nordbat as a 

pattern of restrictive caveats. Not because of any lack of political intent but be-

cause Nordbat's use of force at that time did not deviate much from the coalition 

RoE. The rather stand-offish coalition RoE was already reflecting the very deli-

cate political situation in the Balkans. 

 
15  Everything else being equal, a diachronic extension of cases increases the inferen-

tial power of the study and the degrees of freedom. However, a diachronic extension 

of cases also introduces the problem of non-independent observations (autocorre-

lation). 
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11.3.4.3.2 Theory Testing and the Method of Agreement 

The basic inferential logic of the two multiple case designs of the MD and the 

Method of Agreement (MA) is the same: to identify patterns of covariation and 

eliminate independent variables that do not covary with the dependent variable. 

However, while we in the MD use similarities across contexts to find the one 

differing variable to explain an empirical pattern, in research employing the MA, 

we use the “many differences found across cases to isolate a [decisive] com-

mon feature, the one variable that covaries” with the pattern of caveats “across 

each of the otherwise disparate cases” (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 103). In the 

multiple case design of the MA, patterns of covariation are then revealed by 

focusing on “cases that are similar on the dependent variable and different on 

all but one of the independent variables”, thus eliminating “extraneous variables 

that do not vary across cases” (Levy, 2008: 10). By applying case-selection 

criteria emphasizing some decisive difference or similarity in covariation across 

cases, both the MD and the MA's multiple case designs invite dichotomous 

variables, produce binary cases, and lead to the subsequent loss of nuanced 

information. 

Moses and Knutsen argue that the MA is not "encumbered with the same sorts 

of strict conditions as we saw with the MD," thus "lending itself more easily to 

Social Science." However, the MA is generally regarded as inferentially "inferior 

to the MD because it tends to lead to faulty empirical generalizations" due to its 

incapacity to establish "any necessary link between cause and effect" (2012: 

102-103). In particular, the MA is incapable of dealing with the challenge of

multiple causation (or equifinality) (Ragin, 1987). For such reasons, the MA 

should be regarded primarily as a method for eliminating explanatory candi-

dates. Still, the MA has been applied for political studies, such as explanatory 

research on political revolution (Brinton, 1965; Wolf, 1968). More frequently, we 

have seen the MA applied in comparative research combined with other meth-

ods for control of third variables. 
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Our study of conditions for effective international peacekeeping may illustrate 

how (Fermann, 1992: 121-130; 178-198). First, we reasoned that the number 

of cases could be extended diachronically from 11 to 13 because the United 

Nations Emergency Force I (UNEF I) and the United Nations Force in Cyprus 

(UNFICYP) underwent considerable changes due to force majeure, and thus 

could justifiably be counted as two cases each. Second, we applied both MD 

and MA techniques to maximize the number of pairwise combinations of cases 

that fulfilled said comparability/matching criteria to strengthen the study's infer-

ential validity. Third, applying a comparative technique resembling a crisp set 

QCA16 (Rihoux and De Meur, 2009), we constructed a truth table to sort cases 

by their combinations of causal conditions. Finally, the pattern-matching config-

urations were computed, and covariation was expressed as gamma coefficients 

(-1 through 1) for each of the six relationships hypothesized. 

George and Bennett recommend that qualitative research involves a combi-

nation of cross-case comparisons and within-case analysis “using the methods 

of congruence testing and process tracing” (2005: xiv). The study referred to 

above shows how research combining synchronic and diachronic multiple 

cases techniques may be applied in combination. In the final section of the 

chapter, we will indicate how more advanced multiple case designs (Quantita-

tive Comparative Analysis) may benefit from applying the high resolving power 

of the single case process tracing technique. Before this, John Stuart Mill has 

more to offer on multiple case designs. 

11.3.4.3.3 Theory Testing and the Joint Method of Agreement and Difference 

Mills’ third multiple case selection method is the Joint Method of Agreement and 

Difference (JMAD). The JMAD relies on a mirror application of the Method of 

Agreement (MA) elaborated on in the previous. Applying the multiple cases pro-

cedure of the JMAD, we systematically compare all cases for both agreement 

16  A crisp set of data implies that data is dichotomized and belongs at the nominal 

level of measurement. 
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and difference,17 thus allowing for the inclusion of negative cases. Moses and 

Knutsen note that “the major difference between the JMAD and the [consider-

ably weaker] MA is that the Joint Method uses negative cases to reinforce con-

clusions drawn from positive ones” (2012: 107). If it by way of the MA method 

is found that the presence of X is the likely cause of Y, and it also can be shown 

through the MD procedure that in cases where X is not present neither is Y, we 

have conducted a very strong comparative test of the theory in question. In-

deed, by “juxtaposing positive and negative cases […] we can be more certain 

of the causal relationship at work” (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 107). 

The JMAD procedure has been used as a multiple case selection design in the 

acclaimed works of Barrington Moore and Theda Skocpol. Moore used the 

design in his study on the social conditions for dictatorship and democracy 

(1966), as did Skocpol in her study of social revolutions and their origin in great-

power war, peasant rebellion or rifts between elite groups, and subsequent state 

collapse (1979). 

As for research on coalition politics, recall our study on conditions for effective 

international peacekeeping (Fermann, 1992), which in the previous section was 

used to illustrate several points: To argue the importance of clarifying the scope 

conditions of theories, explain the advantages of comparative research, and to 

show how Mill's Method of Agreement (MA) can be applied in conjunction with 

other case selection and statistical techniques where required or possible. We 

shall make a final point on the back of our comparative peacekeeping study. By 

utilizing both the MD and the MA as case-selection criteria (pairwise compara-

bility criteria), the multiple case study also satisfies the basic conditions for a 

JMAD comparable cases design. 

17  The Joint Method of Agreement and Difference (JMAD) has also been referred to 

by Mill as the Indirect Method of Difference (IMD). 
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11.3.4.3.4 Theory Testing and the Method of Concomitant Variation 

Moses and Knutsen observe that Mill’s Method of Concomitant Variation (MCV) 

is "remarkably similar to the statistical approach" in that his final multiple case 

design is capable of observing "the quantitative variations of the operative vari-

ables" (2012: 110, 109). This implies that the MCV is not limited to binary cases 

but can track variation in magnitude rather than in the simple presence or ab-

sence of a trait, which is a severe limitation in the multiple case selection tech-

niques of MD, MA, and JMAD, as discussed in the previous sections. The down-

side of reducing nuanced data to “black” and “white” - variables treated as 

dichotomies, at the nominal level of measurement - is that we miss out on the 

proverbial “fifty shades of grey.” Mill explains the information enhancing MCV 

procedure as follows: 

Whatever phenomenon varies in any manner whenever another pheno-

menon varies in some particular manner, is either a cause or an effect of 

that phenomenon or is connected with it through some fact of causation 

(Mills, 2002 [1891]: 263). 

This formulation points to continuous variables and degrees of causal relation-

ships and consequently requires data on the interval measurement level. Moses 

and Knutsen argue that while Emile Durkheim was "skeptical about the applicat-

ions of the Method of Agreement and the Method of Difference to social pheno-

mena, [but], his skepticism did not extend to Mill's Method of Concomitant Vari-

ation" (2012: 109). Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba inductively used the MCV 

to come to grips with the underlying commonalities related to the political culture 

associated with democracy (1965). In The Civic Culture, they “followed J.S. 

Mill’s lead […] by operationalizing a number of very slippery and amorphous 

concepts, such as “pride” (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 111). The clarification of 

concepts was a precondition for surveying compatible data on political attitudes 

in five countries. Subsequently, the descriptive statistical data was put to work 

and showed that “democracy is most stable in societies where participation is 
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tempered by [a “civic culture” characterized by] elements of subject and paroch-

ial attitudes” (ibid.). 

The MCV observes and measures the quantitative variations of the operatio-

nalized variables. Hence, the most advanced of Mill's multiple case techniques 

are very close to resembling a statistical method, saving enough units. The de-

velopment of modern statistics came after Mill and provided a much more 

powerful toolbox for identifying the factors Mill was seeking to identify. Still, Mill's 

basic matching strategies help clarify our understanding of causal relationships 

and test for covariation through multiple case designs. 

Shortcomings in Mill’s arsenal of comparable case techniques are neverthe-

less evident at this point. First, a significant problem confronting any multiple 

case research design is the difficulty of identifying genuinely comparable cases 

– identical or different in all respects but one. Second, the case selection rules

presuppose that we have a list of candidate cases to consider. However, the 

rules themselves do not tell us how to come up with such a list. If it were not for 

our previous theory-building (inductive) single case studies, we would have no 

well-developed theory to deduce empirical propositions from saving the hunch 

of an informed guess. Third, Mill's comparable cases techniques assume that 

only one factor on the list is capable of causing the effect among the list of 

factors under consideration. This is an unrealistic assumption in a Social Sci-

ence with few if any law-like relationships. The more exciting research questions 

we come up with tend to deal with complicated puzzles involving several factors. 

Such puzzles are more likely than not to find their answer in the causal plural. 

Following from the first and third point, we finally have no guarantee that the 

single relationship tested for is a causal relationship even if confirmed in the 

empirical analysis because we cannot rule out that covariation is due to some 

other factor that is hidden in an invalid assumption of comparability (spurious-

ness). For such reasons, several of Mill's matching strategies are better suited 
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for eliminating causal candidates than with confidence confirming causal relat-

ionships. We are thus inclined to consider Mill's methods probative and not 

definitive as regards theory testing. 

 

This line of reasoning leads to a methodological crossroads. If we have a large 

enough number of units/cases at our disposal, we can exploit statistical tech-

niques to control for third variables in research. However, since our field of study 

does not yet possess systematic and reliable data to the extent necessary to 

run statistical analyses, we are left with Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) 

to move generic research on the (foreign) politics of caveats forward. Preferably 

in combination with some single case study designs. At the end of the chapter, 

we assess what combination of theory testing methods is likely to give more 

inferential traction in a relatively nascent field of inquiry such as ours. 

 

11.3.4.3.5 Theory Testing by Means of Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

We should not consider QCA an inferior choice to statistical control. QCA can 

deal with research engaging too many cases (double-digit) to keep all the case 

knowledge in our heads, but too few cases for conventional statistical techniq-

ues. Following Ragin (1987, 1994, 2008, 2011), Byrne and Ragin (2013), and 

Rihoux and Ragin (2009), QCA is a bridge between qualitative and quantitative 

methods and based on the analysis of set relations, not correlations. QCA re-

quires familiarity with cases and some in-depth knowledge. Simultaneously, 

QCA can detect decisive cross-case patterns, the usual domain of quantitative 

analysis. In examining cross-case patterns, QCA accounts for the diversity of 

cases and their heterogeneity concerning different causally relevant conditions 

and contexts by comparing cases as configurations (combinations) of values on 

several variables (Ragin 2000: 67-82: Elman, 2005).  

 

Note that important causal relations, necessity, and sufficiency, show when cer-

tain set relations exist: With necessity, "the outcome is a subset of the causal 

condition." As for sufficiency, the "causal condition is a subset of the outcome" 
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(Ragin, 2000: 22).18 Due to its Boolean-based and pattern matching logic 

(Ragin, 2000), QCA is better than the probabilistic logic of inference that under-

pins statistical methods in dealing with causal complexity in what Mill concept-

ualized as "plurality of causes" (2002 [1891]), and in general systems theory is 

known as "equifinality" (Lieberson, 1992). Ragin himself (1987) terms such cau-

sal complexity as "multiple conjectural causation." He argues that standard 

statistical methods cannot easily deal with this phenomenon because the num-

ber of interaction terms necessary to capture combinatorial effects increases 

rapidly with the number of variables and thus quickly overwhelms the degrees 

of freedom. 

Ragin developed “qualitative comparative analysis” based on Boolean algebra 

to identify and test a combination of several hypotheses. QCA allows for pat-

tern-matching strategies that deal with complex causation involving interaction 

effects and “several different sets of causal conditions that may lead to the same 

outcome” (our italics, George and Bennett, 2005: 162-163). We may thus use 

QCA to uncover different sets of conditions that explain patterns of caveats. 

Such sets of conditions are “different configurations of factors conditioning pat-

terns [of caveats] through different causal paths” (Platt, 2007: 115). 

Arguably, explanatory complexity is the rule rather than the exception in study-

ing social and political phenomena, foreign policymaking included (Haney, 

2002). Jack S. Levy observes that claims of conditional necessity and suffici-

ency are common in theories involving causal complexity in which there are 

"multiple paths to an outcome, and the presence of one condition might be a 

necessary condition for the impact of another variable along that particular 

18   “In general, a necessary condition is one which must be present for another condit-

ion to occur, while a sufficient condition is one which produces the said condition. The 

assertion that a statement is a "necessary and sufficient" condition of another means 

that the former statement is true if and only if the latter is true. That is, the two state-

ments must be either simultaneously true, or simultaneously false” (Betz, 2011: 247). 
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causal path" (2008: 9). This assessment sits well with the multi-level and decis-

ion-making approach of FPA, which directs us to include and prepare for such 

causal complexity in the subsequent choice of several bodies of theory and, in 

turn, research methods. Recall that research on the foreign politics of caveats 

currently also lacks the data required to run statistical analyses of caveats-rele-

vant relationships. Hence, in this regard, QCA and a research program ground-

ed in the FPA approach would seem to be a perfect fit. 

The QCA methodology excels in the five to some 75 cases range and when we, 

for theoretical reasons, anticipate complex causation. The strategy is to unravel 

configurational causation by establishing set relations. QCA can handle data on 

the nominal, ordinal, and interval level of measurement. This corresponds to 

crisp set, multi-value set, and fuzzy-set QCA. While the technicalities differ, the 

basic procedure of the three QCA techniques is quite similar. Following Ragin 

closely (undated), the first step is to identify relevant positive and negative 

cases on the outcome and the various combinations of conditions, a "causal 

recipes," that might generate the outcome. 

Second, we construct a truth table based on the causal conditions specified or 

some reasonable subset of these conditions. A truth table sorts cases by all the 

logically possible combinations of causal conditions they exhibit, including those 

without empirical instances. We then assess the consistency of the cases in 

each row concerning the outcome. To what extent do they agree? We identify 

contradictory rows and compare cases within each contradictory row to identify 

decisive differences between positive and negative cases and revise the truth 

table accordingly (Ragin, undated). 

Third, we analyze the truth table. The goal is to specify the different combinat-

ions of conditions linked to the selected outcome, based on the features of the 

positive cases that consistently distinguish them from the negative cases. Pair-

ed comparisons continue until no further simplification is possible. We eliminate 
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the paired comparisons that differ. This process of paired comparisons culmi-

nates in a list of causal combinations linked to the outcome. The truth table is 

thus the key tool for systematic analysis of causal complexity. Truth tables “list 

the logically possible combinations of causal conditions,” such as the presence 

or absence of some threat perception (AP-H1; AP-H2), decision-making auto-

nomy (DGP-H3), or willingness to accept risk (PI-H6), “along with the outcome 

exhibited by the cases conforming to each combination of causal conditions.” 

That is, whether the application of national reservations on the use of force is 

“consistently present among the cases displaying each combination of condit-

ions” (Ragin, 2011: 73). 

The final step is to evaluate the results of the previous elimination process. We 

interpret the results as causal recipes, meaning combinations of conditions that 

might generate the outcome. Do the combinations make sense to us? What 

causal mechanisms do they entail or imply? How well do they relate to existing 

theory? Do they challenge or refine existing theory? Then we identify the cases 

that conform to each causal recipe. Do the recipes group cases in a meaningful 

way? Do the groupings reveal aspects of cases that have not been considered 

before? At the end of the QCA testing procedure, we “conduct additional case-

level analysis with an eye toward the mechanisms implied in each recipe. How-

ever, causal processes we can study only at the case level and should be eva-

luated at that level“ (our Italics) (Ragin, undated).19 

QCA is a powerful pattern-matching technique capable of revealing paths of 

multiple causation, “several different sets of causal conditions that may lead to 

the same outcome” (George and Bennett, 2005: 162-163). However, the ad-

vanced multiple cases design of QCA cannot empirically trace within-case de-

cision-making and implementing processes, so essential in the FPA approach. 

19  For detailed expositions on QCA crisp set, multi-value set, and fuzzy set procedures 

confer Rihoux and De Meur (2009), Cronqvist and Berg-Schlosser (2009), and Ragin 

(2009).   
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The means necessary to register the “how”-mechanisms at work in the causal 

chain in-between causal inputs and outcomes, we must seek elsewhere. 

11.3.4.3.6 Theory Testing and Process Tracing 

The reason we have postponed the discussion of process tracing as a theory-

testing single case design became apparent in the previous paragraph. Process 

tracing excels and supplements where both QCA and statistical analyses show 

their limitation: At the single case level, process tracing is capable of "capturing 

causal mechanisms in action" where comparative and statistical techniques 

cannot (Bennett and Checkel, 2015: 9). 

Ragin notes that scholars focusing on variables as a matter of routine assum-

es theoretical mechanisms to explain empirical patterns across cases (2000: 

28). However, if we cannot empirically confirm such mechanisms on the single 

case level, the results from statistical and comparative analyses cannot be en-

tirely trusted (Møller, 2015: 127-132). The merit of the within-case method of 

process tracing is its capacity to rule out and eliminate spurious inferences not 

traceable using comparative and statistical control for third variables. How is 

this particular single case design capable of tracing causal paths between input 

and outcome? Moreover, how may process tracing contribute to research on 

caveats? Finally, to what extent does the single-case design of process tracing 

provide an answer to the directional requests of the FPA approach that we take 

the study of foreign policymaking and implementing processes seriously? 

Andrew Bennett and Jeffrey Checkel define process tracing as “the analysis of 

evidence on process, sequences, and conjectures of events within a case for 

the purposes of either developing or testing hypotheses” (2015: 7). Alexander 

L. George (1979: 46) developed process tracing as a method for empirically

assessing the assumed mechanisms used to argue claims about causation be-

tween two phenomena (variables). George considers a causal relationship 

something more than a covariation between two variables controlled for some 
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number of third variables. Instead, he understands causation in terms of a caus-

al path made up of a shorter or longer string of mechanisms connecting inde-

pendent and dependent variables (George and Bennett, 2005: 214-215; Brady, 

Collier, and Seawright, 2010: 15-32;). By adding process tracing to our research 

tool-box, we engage in the uncovering of “linear causal processes embedded 

in time” (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 134), where “A causes B, B then causes 

C, C then causes D and so on” (Checkel, 2006: 363). Process tracing thus shifts 

our empirical focus from what happened to how and why it happened (Moses 

and Knutsen, 2012: 225). The purpose of process tracing is to examine "the 

observable implications of hypothesized causal mechanisms within a case to 

test whether a theory on these mechanisms explains the case" (Bennett and 

Checkel, 2015: 7).20 By so doing, the process tracing technique at the level of 

the single case makes us more convinced that statistical covariations and com-

parative pattern-matching inferences are causally connected and how. 

Levy argues that the process-tracing case design has a comparative advantage 

in the empirical analysis of "decision making at the individual, small group, and 

organizational levels," including the analysis of leaders' perceptions, judgments, 

preferences, internal decision-making environment, and choices” (2008: 11). 

Pascal Vennesson concurs in the assessment that process tracing "provides a 

way to learn and to evaluate empirically the preferences and perceptions of 

actors, their purposes, their goals, their values and their specification of the situ-

ations that face them" (our Italics, 2008: 233). For such process tracing purpos-

es, we may use "histories, archival documents, interview transcripts, and other 

20  Recall that there is a theory building side to process tracing as well. Applied for 

theory developing purposes, the process tracing case study is geared towards the 

inductive "practice tracing" of real-life decision-making processes (Pouliot, 2015). 

Here, the effort is to generalize case-specific empirical observations of "many mecha-

nisms linked in causal processes" (Mjøset, 2015: 58), develop "analytical narratives" 

to better understand why certain inputs are associated with certain outputs (Bates, 

Weingast, Greif, Levi and Rosenthal, 1998), and use "evidence from within a case to 

develop hypotheses that might explain the case" (Bennett and Checkel, 2015: 8). 
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sources to see whether the causal process a theory hypothesizes or implies in 

a case is evident in the sequence and values of the intervening variables in that 

case" (George and Bennett, 2005: 6). As process tracing evidence, we would 

include various within-case evidence of a temporal, spatial, or topical nature 

(Bennett and Checkel, 2015: 7-8). 

As indicated, we may combine process tracing single case design with QCA 

multiple case design to empirically examine the alternative causal mechanisms 

associated with observed patterns of covariation. It is also effective in discover-

ing and explaining deviant cases regarding causal paths and outcomes. 

Attempts to combine large-N statistical studies with case studies may involve 

process tracing (Sambanis, 2004). Similarly, attempts to combine formal model-

ing approaches with single case studies also utilize process tracing, in part to 

validate the preferences and decision-making calculus attributed to political 

leaders and other actors (Bates, Weingast, Greif, Levi and Rosenthal, 1998; 

Brams, 1994; de Mesquita, 2000). 

As elaborated on above, process tracing case design is a door opener to the 

proverbial "black box" of governmental decision-making and implementing pro-

cesses. As QCA responds to the multi-level explanatory ambition of FPA by 

allowing for "multiple conjectural causation," process tracing is tailor-made to 

deliver on this the second central tenet of the FPA approach that underpins our 

empirical research program. Process tracing delivers by tracing the political, 

institutional, and psychological mechanisms at work in the molding and trans-

lation of external and domestic input impulses in the foreign policymaking and 

implementing processes that eventually produces some coalition behavior out-

come and some caveats pattern. 

We should also consider mining the potential in applying process tracing induc-

tively as "practice tracing" to feed Alexander L. George's method of "structured, 
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focused comparison" with relevant policymaking and implementing data (Geor-

ge and Bennett, 2005: 67-72). "Structured, focused comparison" is tailor-made 

for theory building in the study of foreign policymaking processes and subse-

quently a fruitful point of departure for the generation of hypotheses on the for-

eign politics of caveats. Per Marius Frost-Nielsen used a combined structured 

focused comparison and process tracing design for theory testing on cases not 

already contributing to theory building. In his comparative study of the applicat-

ion of caveats on Denmark’s, the Netherland’s, and Norway’s contributions to 

NATO’s intervention in Libya in 2011, he finds that “caveats are linked to three 

different causal pathways” (2017: 3:) in that “domestic factors help to explain 

whether or not there will be caveats, while external pressures help to explain 

the form that such caveats take” (Ibid.: 22). As to the politics of implementation, 

Frost-Nielsen concludes that “in lack of clear guidance from their national 

principals, military officers might themselves apply reservations in anticipation 

of what their political authorities find acceptable” (Ibid.). At the more overarching 

level, his study also confirms that the caveats phenomenon is conditioned 

through "multiple conjectural causation." Consequently, the multi-level and 

decision-making approach of FPA is a fruitful analytical point of departure to 

study the politics of caveats. Indeed, Frost-Nielsen suggests that “caveats are 

best accounted for through a typological theory by distinguishing between 

several types of caveats based on different causes or configurations of causes 

that led to caveats” (2017: 3). 

We may also apply process tracing in the empirical analysis of critical junctures 

and path dependence. In combination with diachronic comparative case design, 

which is feasible to establish and explain continuity and change in caveats pat-

terns over time (e.g., Husby, 2015), the close-up and high-resolution method of 

process tracing can make a critical contribution in providing a more accurate 

description of critical junctures and tipping points as regards caveats policies in 

individual cases (Tarrow, 1995: 474). While the study of path dependence is 

likely to detail causal mechanisms that reinforce early predominance (Hall, 
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2007: 92), Levy argues that the high resolving power of process tracing re-

search is capable of revealing the precise timing of critical junctures and turning 

points as well as the critical mechanisms causally involved in the process (2008: 

12). Whether used for theory-development or theory-testing purposes, process 

tracing is likely to improve our understanding of both trigger mechanisms and 

reinforcing mechanisms at work in foreign policymaking processes related to 

caveats behavior. 

It is significant in what sequence we combine QCA and process tracing metho-

dologies. We suggest single case process tracing ("practice tracing") be given 

precedence to multiple case study designs for theory-building purposes. How-

ever, for theory testing, we are better served by first executing QCA to uncover 

the extent and patterns of "multiple conjectural causation" (Ragin, 1987). If we 

were to find that three different clusters of combinations are involved in produc-

ing the same outcome, we would subsequently conduct one process-tracing 

study at the level of the single case for each one of the three groups of cases 

identified in the preceding QCA to trace the three distinct causal paths in 

question. 

Conducting a single case process tracing procedure before any QCA would risk 

us overlook alternative causal paths to the same outcome. The best practice 

would be to use QCA to get a crude overview of the causal landscape and then 

apply process tracing at the level of the single case to get a high-resolution pic-

ture of the process mechanisms at work in each one of the causal paths that 

connect the input factors to the outcome. For our purposes, the tracing proce-

dure would include the detailed study of the several phases of the foreign 

policymaking and implementing processes explained in Chapter 6, as far 

access to data allows. 



 

PART SIX 

CONCLUSIONS 



 



251 

Chapter 12 

Recapitulations and Contributions 

Why do states make substantial military contributions to coalition operations 

while at the same time applying reservations, caveats, to how the coalition can 

use the national military contributions? Caveats often signal reluctant participat-

ion, which is a challenge to the effective use of coalition forces and implemen-

tation of political mandates. The use of caveats on national coalition contribut-

ions is likely as old as organized warfare and alliance politics. The issue of nat-

ional reservations on the use of force rose to political prominence in defense 

and policy circles with NATO’s campaign in Afghanistan. The application of 

caveats in the context of UN, NATO, and “coalition of the willing” operations 

after the Cold War has stimulated research on the politics of caveats.  

This study is a programmatic effort to make sense of the foreign politics of 

caveats. That is the foreign policy calculations behind the application of national 

reservations on the use of force in coalition warfare. In Social Science, the es-

sence of an empirical research program is to provide directions on how to study-

ing some social or political phenomena. This implies that the outlined program 

by itself does not pretend to provide any conclusive answers to actual research 

questions such as how prevalent is the phenomenon of caveats in post-Cold 

War coalition operations and deeper down in history? What are the conditions 

for the application of caveats? What mechanisms are involved in the expla-

nation of patterns of caveats in foreign policy and coalition operations? What 

are the effects and impacts of caveats use on coalition forces and alliance 

politics? Would more states abstain from contributing to coalitions if caveats 

were not an option? It is mainly for subsequent research to probe answers to 

such empirical research questions. 
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We have argued that any contributions of the empirical research program be 

assessed on its capacity to inspire, theoretically direct, and facilitate empirical 

research. In particular, we suggest the program be scrutinized on its capacity 

to reason precise conceptual constructs capable of consistently delimiting the 

phenomenon of caveats. This requirement includes the conceptual capacity to 

distinguish between different expressions of national reservations on the use of 

force in coalition warfare when observed. Furthermore, we propose the program 

be judged on the coherence and the capacity of its analytical framework to guide 

the selection of theory by which arguments are reasoned and empirical propo-

sitions deduced. Finally, the research program's utility depends on the rele-

vance of the directions for gathering and analyzing data while considering the 

research field's attributes and the ontological content of the analytical frame-

work suggested. 

The program needs to deliver on all these accounts. We may add that the em-

pirical research program is also assessed on its capacity to inspire exciting 

research questions on the politics of caveats at different degrees of specificity. 

The following questions have been the driving curiosity behind our research 

effort:  

• May caveats limit the political costs of participating in coalition forces

motivated by alliance obligations?

• May caveats facilitate the construction of domestic winning political coa-

litions required to participate in allied coalition operations?

• May caveats secure some national control of contingents put under a

common military chain of command?

Also, the programmatic intent of the study has been encouraged by a three-fold 

recognition. First, caveats as national reservations on the use of force in coa-

lition operations are a real phenomenon that tends to erode the military effici-

ency of coalition forces. This is the primary reason why the phenomenon of 
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caveats has become a contentious issue in alliance and coalition politics. After 

the Cold War, the use of caveats in coalition operations has been discussed at 

the highest political level in the United Nations and NATO (United Nations, 

2000; NATO, 2006). Force Commanders have criticized the application of cave-

ats as a threat to the integrity of coalition forces (Jones, 2004; Johnson, 2004; 

Clark, 2001). For such reasons, national reservations on the use of force in 

coalition operations warrant scholarly attention. There are some real epistemo-

logical puzzles to solve and a host of potential research questions of political 

relevance to pursue. Not least related to the foreign politics of caveats. 

Second, there is emerging academic literature and scholarly dialogue to build 

and reflect upon. Responding to the significant operational and political chal-

lenges national reservations on the use of force pose to military coalitions, cave-

ats have frequently been mentioned in the scholarly security literature since the 

early 2000s. References to caveats are found in research on: 

(i) civil-military relations in complex military operations (Ruffa, Dandeker

and Vennesson, 2013; Auerswald and Saideman, 2014),

(ii) counter-insurgency doctrine and state-building activities (Meyer, 2013),

(iii) combat effectiveness and multinational operations (Marten, 2007; Deni,

2004),

(iv) multilateral military intervention and burden sharing (Richter and Webb,

2014; Kreps, 2008),

(v) the comparative study of democratic participation in armed conflict

(Mello, 2014), and

(vi) the foreign politics of national reservations on the use of force (Frost-

Nielsen, 2009, 2013, 2016, 2017; Husby, 2015).

Some of the field's best research designs are shaped mainly by Comparative 

Politics (CP) and International Relations (IR) approaches. However, we have 

argued that these approaches tend to have less to say about actual decision-
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making processes and the theoretical implications of seeing national reser-

vations on the use of force as a foreign policy instrument (Fermann, 2013). 

Moreover, scholarship on the politics of caveats disagrees on how caveats are 

defined and operationalized for empirical research (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 5, 44; 

Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019). This situation is an obstacle to systematic 

research, tends to slow down the longer-term development of reliable data-

bases on which comparative and high N-research depends, and thus inhibiting 

generic and cumulative research ambitions. 

 

Third, caveats research is likely to benefit from the systematic application of 

Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA). FPA invites the scholar to consider the nature of 

foreign policymaking; understand the implications of seeing national reservat-

ions on the use of force as a foreign policy instrument of the state; grasp the 

causal mechanisms of foreign policymaking and implementation, and capture 

the interaction between explanatory factors at different levels of analysis that 

largely remains to research. In these regards, the FPA approach to caveats can 

supplement existing research by shedding light on tracks seldom or lightly trav-

eled by scholars using CP and IR approaches as points of departure for political 

caveats research. 

 

In the final chapter of the study, we shall recapitulate the main conceptual, ana-

lytical, theoretical, deductive, and methodological contributions to the research 

program on national reservations on the use of force. We acknowledge that 

considerable deductive effort remains to clarify the theoretical mechanisms at 

work in several of the 43 hypotheses formulated. Furthermore, several empirical 

propositions are formulated as macro hypotheses, thus leaving it to subsequent 

researchers to decide precisely how to operationalize the independent variables 

in question. Finally, much nitty-gritty work remains regarding exactly how single 

and multiple case designs can best be utilized for theory building and theory 

testing. Then again, an empirical research program is no instruction manual. 
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The study is limited to providing foundations, clues, and directions, which com-

petent researchers would need and want to specify for their own research pur-

poses. 

12.1  Conceptual Contributions: Delimiting the Empirical Footprint 

of the Concept of Caveats 

The first main contribution of the research program relates to the conceptual 

delimitation of the phenomenon of caveats. Before constructing a framework for 

analysis capable of better explaining why and how national reservations on the 

use of force are applied in coalition contexts, it is crucial to have a clear grasp 

of the caveats phenomenon. We required a concept that makes the phenome-

non of caveats recognizable, possible to measure, and capable of producing 

reliable data on caveats as dependent or independent variables. Our concep-

tion of national reservations on the use of force also needs to distinguish clearly 

between different kinds of caveats. 

Recall from Chapter 4, we found the literature on the politics of caveats to be 

both suggestive and confusing in terms of what the concept of caveats was to 

include and exclude. In some instances, scholars cross the conceptual border 

to an adjacent phenomenon. Sometimes the confusion and lack of compatibility 

are due to scholars emphasizing different aspects of caveats without acknow-

ledging or discussing the broader range of categories within which caveats may 

manifest. Such collective inconsistency in how the concept is defined and meas-

ured impedes systematic research by rendering comparability of research find-

ings in doubt. 

Our approach to rectifying this situation was to consider the best of what the 

caveats literature has to offer and sort out the remaining ambiguities. Firstly, 

this was achieved by reasoning a set of conceptual properties that fed moves 

of conceptual extension and limitation, thus creating a conception of caveats 



256 

that is broad enough to grasp the full complexity of the phenomenon and narrow 

enough to exclude related phenomena that likely have other causes. 

Before reasoning the conceptual properties of caveats, we emphasized that 

scholars use and develop concepts for some analytical purpose. Our approach 

to caveats assumes that national reservations on the use of force in coalition 

operations are an instrument serving some political purpose in foreign policy-

making, in the balancing of diverging concerns in alliance politics, domestic 

politics, and the politics of implementation. While the use of restrictive caveats 

does signal reluctant coalition participation, caveats may also allow states to 

participate in coalitions when they otherwise would have chosen to abstain. 

On this theoretical assumption, we set out to specify the initial conception of 

caveats as reservations concerning the use of force a government imposes 

upon its military units subordinated to a coalition military command through five 

delimiting or expanding propositions:  

(i) The concept of caveats is reserved for conditions and reservations that

result from calculated political decision-making, implying that the use of

caveats as a political instrument reflects some national intentions and

priorities.

(ii) Caveats understood as national reservations on the use of force is analy-

 tically distinct from the several initial political decisions regarding whether 

to contribute forces to the coalition, what and how large forces to deploy, 

and for how long. 

(iii) Caveats understood as national reservations on the use of force are

limited to military combat units subordinated to a coalition military com-

 mand. 

(iv) Caveats understood as national reservations on the use of force are a

symmetrical concept, including restrictive and permissive manifestat-

 ions of the phenomenon. 



 

257 
 

(v) Caveats understood as national reservations on the use of force include 

 caveats announced, reported, and codified in public political statements, 

 operational codes of conduct, and white papers showing in behavior, but 

 also include the more informal, undeclared, and even denied use of nat-

 ional reservations on the use of force that show in behavioral practice 

 patterns. 

 

Arguably, by reasoning several additional properties to the theoretical definition 

of caveats as those reservations on the use of force governments impose upon 

its military units subordinated to a coalition military command, the conception of 

caveats evolved into an analytical construct with considerably higher resolving 

and phenomenon discriminating power: 

 

The requirement that the instrument of caveats results from some calculated 

political decision-making builds an analytical fence against restrictive military 

behavior that results from uncoordinated action due to some limiting circum-

stances – operational, technical, or financial – not to political intent. 

 

The second criterion acknowledges that when governments decide to contri-

bute significant forces to coalitions, a decision remains to be made concerning 

the terms contingent assigned to coalition command can operate on in the 

battlefield (see Figure 2.1 in Section 2.1). 

 

The specification that the concept of caveats is limited to military combat units 

subordinated to a coalition military command rules out non-combatant operat-

ional units from the empirical universe of caveats, as well as unilateral military 

operations. 

 

For empirical, semantic, and theoretical reasons, we suggested the definition of 

caveats to include also permissive interpretations of the phenomenon to capture 
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instances of national contingents applying excessive force compared to some 

operational criterion for the use of force. 

 

Finally, the requirement that caveats be understood in terms of actual behavior 

was formulated to rule out expressed caveats that are not implemented and 

register actual caveats that are undeclared or unadmitted by governments.  

 

However, the question remained how were we – more precisely – to measure 

national reservations on the use of force as restrictive or permissive caveats in 

actual behavior in some theater of war? How were we to recognize caveats 

when we observe the phenomenon? We argued that to measure the pheno-

menon of caveats, we need to relate caveats behavior to the primary mecha-

nisms to regulate force in military organizations. This is because caveats have 

no direct observable meaning if not related to some regulatory framework at the 

coalition level. 

 

On that ground, we suggested that caveats as reservations on the use of force 

in multinational military operations be empirically observed and measured in 

two ways: First, coalition rules of engagement (RoE) are used as a yardstick for 

measuring direct reservations on the use of force. Second, national reservations 

on task-assignment and geographical mobility are used to register indirect 

reservations on the use of force. 

 

Direct reservations on the use of force are observed as deviations from coalition 

RoE. Recall from Chapter 3 that RoE is a guideline that informs soldiers and 

commanders on (i) what conditions need to be fulfilled to take specific military 

action and (ii) who has the authority to make decisions on the use of force under 

different circumstances. The first dimension of RoE supervises decisions to 

various degrees of specificity as to when, where, against whom, and how mili-

tary force is used. The second dimension relates to how delegating the RoE is 
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regarding who has the authority to make judgments about conditions for using 

force and approve of specific military actions at different levels of command. 

A government thus applies some sorts of direct caveats to the extent the natio-

nal military contingent in its operational practice and for political reasons devi-

ates from the coalition RoE, whether it be in (i) the conditions for the use of force 

and the kind of force permitted, or (ii) in the questioning of who has the authority 

to make judgments on the use of force in the coalition chain of command. By 

juxtaposing coalition RoE against national behavior, we recognize caveats in 

national deviations from the force-regulating guidelines of the coalition RoE and 

in an assertive government interfering in the coalition chain of command utilizing 

military personnel as operational agents of the government. 

We suggested indirect reservations on the use of force be observed in the 

extent to which the coalition is delegated authority to make full use of the 

operational capacity of the national contingent. When a national military unit is 

assigned to coalition command, and it is part of a settlement that the contingent 

is to be deployed in a particular area, or that the unit is assigned a specific role 

which is functionally limited to the execution of particular tasks, these conditions 

are not adequately registered as deviations from the coalition RoE. Indirect 

reservations on the use of force are instead regulated in settlements in NATO 

or bilateral force agreements negotiated between the coalition-leading state and 

the contributing ally. 

As argued in Section 4.3.2, indirect reservations on the use of force fail to 

register as deviations from RoE precisely because, in a professional military 

context, RoE is not the mechanism regulating what kind of mission contingents 

are asked to execute where to deploy. RoE only provides directions on how to 

implement the assigned mission. Declining to take on specific missions assign-

ed by coalition command with reference to a force-generating and burden shar-

ing mechanism (a settlement) that also influences contingent's use of force is 
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nevertheless a result of a calculated political decision to reserve oneself from 

entirely subordinating national contingent to coalition command. This final em-

pirical indicator is context-specific and thus requires knowledge about the parti-

cular contingent’s military capabilities to judge whether the geographical and 

task-specific restrictions are due to political reservations or due to some military, 

technical or financial limitations (Fermann and Frost-Nielsen, 2019: 64-65). 

To summarize, the empirical footprint of caveats as national reservations on the 

use of force is observable along three dimensions: 

(i) In national deviations from force-regulating coalition RoE in terms of

when the use of force is permitted and how on any level of operational

command.

(ii) In national interference in coalition chain of command in discretion to veto

orders using designated red card-holders, staff officers assigned to coa-

lition command, or personnel further down coalition chain of command.

(iii) In national conditions in which coalition is delegated the authority to make

full use of the national contingent's operational capacity as to where,

when, and how contingent be deployed and used in the theater of war.

Arguably, much of the literature's conceptual confusion originates from the fact 

that only one of the several operational dimensions is applied in many studies, 

and some cases, inconsistently so. By systematically applying the more com-

plex operational definition, we may observe and reflect upon previously unde-

tected instances and kinds of caveats. Common to all three operational dimens-

ions is the fundamental attribute that national reservations on the use of force 

are not the reflection of some lack of military capacity, insufficient coordination, 

or chance, but rather the result of a calculated political decision, serving some 

foreign policy purpose. However, in classifying particular caveats, it is, depend-

ing on the research question, crucial to consult also other distinguishing proper-

ties of the concept relating to whether the caveats in question are of a restrictive 
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or permissive kind and the extent to which caveats used are officially recognized 

and admitted.  

 

12.2  Analytical Contributions: Reasoning the Framework for 

Analysis - Approach, Theories, Hypotheses 

 

The second main contribution of the empirical research program was the elabo-

ration of a framework for analysis to study the politics of national reservations 

on the use of force. The purpose of the framework is to prepare for and facilitate 

the testing of theory by empirically analyzing hypotheses. We developed the 

framework through three steps: 

 

(i) The reasoning of an approach to the study of caveats that constitutes the 

“hard core” of the empirical research program, providing direction and co-

herence to research. 

(ii) The selection and review of several middle-range theories on several 

levels of analysis from which caveats behavior can be theoretically reas-

oned. 

(iii) The theoretical arguing and formulation of hypotheses on conditions for 

national coalition behavior, particularly concerning national reservations 

on the use of force. 

 

The first step in developing the framework for analysis was to argue the ap-

proach of Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) as a promising point of departure for 

the systematic study of caveats behavior. In FPA, we frame caveats as a foreign 

policy instrument facilitating the projection of national interests and issue-spe-

cific priorities. Following FPA, the primary agency in the political study of cave-

ats rests with the foreign policymaking state. We did not restrict ourselves to the 

perception of the state as a unitary actor acting on some superficial notion of 

rationality. Instead, we saw the state as a social organization made up of mul-
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tiple decision-making and implementing institutions and actors that may be sen-

sitive toward external environments and proactive in behavior. We argued that 

the foreign policymaking process is institutionalized and embedded in collective 

self-conceptions, culture, and norms influencing policy decisions on foreign poli-

cy preferences, means, and behavior.  

 

Although the state is considered politically independent (sovereign), its freedom 

of action in international affairs is limited by other states, multilateral institutions, 

and transnational actors operating within the political, economic, and normative 

structures of global politics. We also insisted that foreign policymaking on issues 

related to alliance politics and reserved use of force in coalition operations are 

likely to be influenced by society and domestic politics. In FPA, this implies that 

key decision-makers’ perceptions and narratives of the foreign policymaking 

state's dual environments strongly influence what is deemed politically feasible 

to do in foreign policy, including decisions related to alliance dynamics and parti-

cipation in coalition forces. In this sense, foreign policymaking on caveats is a 

rather complex decision-making process pinched between a rock (society, 

domestic politics) and a hard place (global politics). 

 

Still, there is a space for political engineering in foreign policymaking, according 

to FPA. Strategic decision-makers may deliberately engage in political, creative 

action to exploit the scope for political maneuvering (SPM) offered by structural 

opportunities and other actors' actions or passivity. In this context, we argued 

that caveats are a political instrument that foreign policymakers can use to 

extend the SPM and make the military participation in coalition forces politically 

feasible domestically. Preparing for the application of theories on the implemen-

tation of policies, we also argued that caveats might be used to impose stricter 

national control of military contingents in coalition warfare on the very reason-

able assumption that "national political control of military does not stop when 

coalition wars start" (Saideman, 2018). 
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The FPA approach is criticized for only qualifying as a "pre-theory," implying 

that FPA by itself lacks the required ontological content from which empirical 

propositions on the explanation of foreign policy phenomena can be theoretic-

cally argued (Rosenau, 1966). This is true, but only up to a point. The ontologi-

cal deficit of FPA does not render this approach and other approaches, meta-

phors, and taxonomies useless in giving direction to the choice of middle-range 

theories from which to deduce hypotheses. We used the distinction Imre Laka-

tos (1978: 47-51) made between the “hard core” (the approach) and the “auxi-

liary hypotheses” (theories) of a scientific research program to clarify the episte-

mological division of labor between the approach of FPA, and the middle-range 

theories from which hypotheses are inferred about the application of national 

reservations on the use of force. Typically, approaches (“pre-theories”) are too 

underspecified in terms of ontological content (assumptions about system, 

structure, agency, and relationships between actors) to be able to identify the 

particular causal factors at work or reason the specific mechanisms involved in 

the explanation of empirical relationships. As became evident in Chapters 8–

10, this is for subsequent middle-range theories to generate.  

The still crucial epistemological contribution of FPA to the study of foreign 

policymaking, decisions on caveats included, is instead to provide direction, co-

hesion, inspiration, and bottom-up insights to the study of the politics of coalition 

behavior. This directional contribution of the FPA approach comes in three 

packages: First, FPA directs attention to and conceptualizes decision-making 

processes often neglected in comparative analyses of covariation related to 

caveats and research emphasizing burden-sharing negotiations in alliance poli-

tics. By directing attention to states' coalition behavior in terms of (i) identifying, 

constructing, and widening the SPM, (ii) prioritizing objectives and goals, (iii) 

composing packages of policy instruments to serve preferences, and (iv) actual 

implementation behavior, FPA invites us to study actual policymaking behavior, 

and thus to discover the institutional, organizational, social and psychological 
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mechanisms at work when governments make decisions on coalition partici-

pation and the application of caveats on national contingents. 

 

Second, the approach of FPA is exceptionally ambitious in urging the integrat-

ion of several levels of analysis in the search for input factors to the decision-

making process. In explaining policymaking outputs, FPA directs us to include 

the theoretical input that explains caveats from the levels of global politics, 

domestic politics, and the institutional and individual level of decision-making 

and implementation. In the FPA approach to the politics of caveats, we are in-

vited to study how domestic and global politics interplay in influencing the 

foreign policymaking processes that produce decisions on the participation in 

coalition forces. 

 

We are further encouraged to research how attributes of the state governmental 

apparatus and key decision-makers might influence perceptions of SPM and 

preferences and the choice of policy instruments, caveats included. In an 

integrated FPA model, all these levels of analysis may be theorized for the 

benefit of discovering how global and domestic causal impulses interact through 

policymaking and implementing processes (Fermann, 2013: 117-128). This is 

not to say that we are to include all analysis levels and phases of decision-

making and implementation in each research project. The holistic ambition of 

the FPA approach must be understood as a collective and cumulative research 

responsibility. 

 

Third, in addition to insisting on a multi-level and decision-making approach to 

the explanation of foreign policy outputs and outcomes, the FPA approach pro-

vides directional advice on how to select and translate bodies of theory from the 

Political Science branches of International Relations, Comparative Politics, Poli-

tical Behavior, Political Communication, Public Administration and beyond to 

study foreign policymaking and the politics of caveats. Critical selection is ne-

cessary due to the vast range of bodies of literature available in Political 
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Science, Political Sociology, Political Psychology, and organizational theory 

(Gerner, 1992). 

 

Theory translation is usually required because the dependent variables of other 

branches of Political Science are related to adjacent or completely different poli-

tical phenomena such as other kinds of international cooperation and conflict, 

elections and public opinion, and areas of public policies other than foreign poli-

cy. Hence, the FPA approach does not seem to pay lip service to concerns 

about research parsimony but is due to its ontological realism nevertheless like-

ly to contribute to the filling of some crevasses in the present knowledge on the 

politics of caveats. 

 

Hence, in FPA, we have to do with a multi-level, decision-making, theory bor-

rowing, and theory translating approach to the study of foreign policymaking 

and state behavior in coalition warfare. This makes FPA an eclectic and theory 

pragmatic approach that provides us with considerable latitude to adapt the 

choice and translation of theories to the phenomenon under study and particular 

research question. 

 

The second step in elaborating the framework for analysis was to act on the 

FPA approach's advice by selecting and reviewing middle range bodies of onto-

logically rich theory from multiple levels of analysis. Epistemologically, the con-

tribution of fully-fledged theories (“auxiliary hypotheses,” in Lakatosian lang-

uage) to the analytical framework is to identify promising explanatory variables 

and make sense of the mechanisms at work between the explanatory variables 

and the phenomenon under scrutiny. To protect the “rear guard” of the deduc-

tive bridge in the analytical framework, the selected theories are required to 

harmonize with the ontological tenets of the FPA approach (the "hard core"), 

either directly or through appropriate ontological translation. To prepare for the 

subsequent hypotheses generating move, we should attempt to clarify by way 
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of theoretical reasoning how some factor “X" through some mechanism "m" are 

likely to condition and mediate specific coalition and caveats behavior (“Y”). 

In Chapters 8–10, we supplemented the FPA approach with several carefully 

selected bodies of theories to shed light on exactly how caveats may be used 

as a political instrument to secure the political compromises necessary to make 

participation in coalition forces feasible. At the level of global politics, we discus-

sed the literature on alliance dynamics as to how security dilemmas could help 

explain coalition participation and caveats behavior in terms of the balancing of 

divergent interests in alliance politics. At the level of domestic and governmental 

politics, we applied theory on intra-governmental relations, institutions, and de-

cision-making processes to explain, e.g., how structural conditions and mecha-

nisms of risk aversion may influence the application of caveats as an instrument 

for the brokering of domestic winning political coalitions for the decision to parti-

cipate in coalition forces. Finally, concerning the politics of implementation, we 

discussed how principal-agent literature on civil-military relations might explain 

caveats in terms of national political control of military implementation. 

Recall that the primary implication of approaching national reservations on the 

use of force as a foreign policy instrument is that caveats are framed as a tool 

to make possible participation in coalition forces and maximize the coalition's 

national military footprint within the political constraints prevailing. Without the 

policy option of caveats, more states would likely reserve themselves against 

any serious military participation or withdraw troops prematurely. In this regard, 

the FPA approach to the politics of caveats is in marked contrast to the lion-

share of the literature on caveats and the predominant political and military dis-

course, which tend to approach caveats as a burden-sharing problem, a drain 

on military efficiency, and a threat to the implementation of the political mandate 

of the military coalition. 
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While the IR approach to international negotiations and burden sharing implies 

that national reservations on the use of force are part of the problem, the bot-

tom-up and multi-level approach of FPA is open for less dystopic implications. 

Indeed, an overriding conclusion from the study is that the foreign policy instru-

ment of caveats may be less of a liability for the military execution of the political 

mandate of the coalition than it is a vital means for recruiting allies to the coa-

lition in the first place. While the use of restrictive caveats does signal reluctant 

participation, caveats may allow hesitant and lukewarm governments to partici-

pate in coalitions they otherwise would have chosen to abstain from. 

Such framed, inconvenient caveats may be a blessing in disguise for multinat-

ional military operations – if fighting alone is not an option. This essential sug-

gestion, in turn, is a reminder that facts about phenomena do not interpret them-

selves but are assigned meaning depending on the interpretive framework 

applied. Choice of analytical framework does matter in terms of what empirical 

connections we can hope to recognize and what such connections may imply. 

The third and final contribution to the framework for analysis for the political 

study of caveats was the deduction of several empirical propositions (hypo-

theses) through several lines of theoretical reasoning on three levels of analysis 

(Chapters 8–10). The theoretical discussions suggested six, 23, and 14 hypo-

theses on the levels of "alliance politics," "domestic and governmental politics," 

and the "politics of implementation," respectively. The empirical propositions 

were offered for further theoretical consideration and empirical research, as as-

sembled below (Table 12.1).  

The three-tier framework for analysis summarized was not suggested as a com-

prehensive blueprint for research but rather as directions on how to reason 

systematically on the politics of caveats. Having said that, the decision to frame 

caveats as a foreign policy instrument, the emphasizing of the study of actual 

decision-making and implementing processes, and theorizing how these pro- 
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Table 12.1 Caveats and coalition participation – empirical propositions for further 

consideration 

Empirical propositions deduced21 

"Alliance Politics" hypotheses (AP-H1-6): 
AP-H1 - "Abandonment" hypothesis: Governments primarily motivated by fear of aban-
donment are inclined to provide unconditional military support to the coalition (no caveats) 
AP-H2 - "Entrapment" hypothesis: Governments primarily motivated by fear of entrap-
ment are not inclined to provide military support to the coalition (no participation whatso-
ever) * 
AP-H3 - "Optimal trade-off” hypothesis: Governments primarily concerned with the balan-
cing of the dual risks of abandonment and entrapment are inclined to apply caveats to an 
extent compatible with the relative importance of the two concerns (measured application 
of caveats) 
AP-H4 - “Historical legacy” hypothesis: Caveats are in greater demand in coalitions where 
troop-contributing states have a mutual historical legacy of tension and distrust. 
AP-H5 - “Small is beautiful” hypothesis: Because the selection of coalition members will 
have to rely on a broader base of countries, a larger coalition force with more national 
contingents is more likely to contain a larger share and number of contingents applying 
restrictive caveats. 
AP-H6 - “Restrictive-permissive” hypothesis: Extensive use of restrictive caveats in 
coalition increases the inclination of remaining contingents to compensate in ways 
qualifying as permissive caveats. 

“Domestic and Governmental Politics” hypotheses (DP-H1-23): 
DGP-H1 - “If and how” hypothesis: When assessing invitations to participate in coalition 
forces, states are inclined to let external considerations related to threats to security and 
alliance politics decide whether to contribute, and domestic concerns related to political 
feasibility decide how to contribute. * 
DGP-H2 - “Dual-purpose” hypothesis: States apply caveats not only to balance security 
dilemmas in alliance politics but even more to reconcile domestic political disagreements. 
DGP-H3 - “Latitude” hypothesis: Decision-makers with a high degree of autonomy in 
relation to other foreign policy decision-making institutions and with considerable 
discretion to make decisions on coalition participation are inclined to contribute 
substantial military forces to the coalition. * 
DGP-H4 - “Veto, no impact” hypothesis: Parliamentary veto powers on decisions related 
to the use of force abroad do not make a difference as to whether and how states partici-
pate in coalition forces. * 
DGP-H5 - “Reservations in numbers” hypothesis: The more actors (veto-players) have 
access to the domestic decision-making process, the more demanding it is to reach a 
compromise solution on coalition participation, thus a greater inclination to apply caveats 
on the contribution as part of a political compromise. 
DGP-H6 - “Deep compromise” hypothesis: In democratic coalition governments in multi-
party parliamentary systems, the challenge of having military coalition participation 
approved by the other parties in the government coalition is amplified, and the inclination 
to apply restrictive caveats even stronger to protect the contribution to the coalition 
forces. 

21 Eight out of the 43 hypotheses formulated do not relate to caveats, but to the initial govern-
ment-decision as to whether and with what forces to participate in coalition force. These propo-
sitions are marked "*" in the table and include AP-H2, DP-H1, DP-H3-4, DP-H8, DGP-H11, 
DGP-H14 and DGP-H21. The remaining 35 hypotheses relate to the main task of the study, 
the conditions for governments’ application of caveats on their coalition force-contributions. 
Recall that the issue of caveats is limited to governments’ decisions on applying national reser-
vations on the use of force on contingents in the field. 
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DGP-H7 - “Ideological polarization” hypothesis: The larger the ideological distance 
between the veto players in the decision-making process, the more demanding it will 
become to work out a compromise solution. The prospect of deadlock increases the 
probability that caveats are attached to force contribution. 
DGP-H8 - “Legitimate cause” hypothesis I: A Center-Left coalition government is inclined 
to turn down an invitation to contribute militarily to a narrowly composed “coalition of the 
willing” coalition, which rests on a weak foundation in International Law, and fails to find 
support in a credible humanitarian narrative. * 
DGP-H9 - “Legitimate cause” hypothesis II: A Center-Right coalition government is 
inclined to make an unreserved military contribution to a coalition force if considerable 
economic and security interests are at stake. 
DGP-H10 - “Legitimate cause” hypothesis III: For a Center-Left government to accept 
military participation in a coalition on mainly economic and security grounds, considerable 
concessions are likely to be made in the form of restrictive reservations on the use of 
force. 
DGP-H11 - “Legitimate cause” hypothesis IV: For a Center-Left government to accept 
military participation in a coalition on mainly economic and security grounds, the military 
contribution would likely be reduced to a token one, depending on what other scope 
conditions need to be taken into consideration. * 
DGP-H12 - “Cosmopolitan outlook” hypothesis I: The inclination and primary position of a 
coalition government party with a cosmopolitan/globalist outlook is to accept full partici-
pation in coalition force without any strings attached (no caveats). 
DGP-H13 - “Cosmopolitan outlook” hypothesis II: The subsidiary position of a coalition 
government party with a cosmopolitan/globalist outlook would be to prefer the application 
of caveats on the military contribution to no participation at all. 
DGP-H14 - “Communitarian outlook” hypothesis I: The inclination and primary position of 
a coalition government party with a predominantly communitarian/nationalist outlook is to 
decline any participation in coalition forces. * 
DGP-H15 - “Communitarian outlook” hypothesis II: The subsidiary position of a coalition 
government party with a communitarian/nationalist outlook is to accept some degree of 
military participation provided that the government coalition partners accept considerable 
restrictive caveats. 
DGP-H16 - “No unity, no leverage” hypothesis: A party split by disagreement on war 
participation and thus incapable of blocking or conclusively influence its coalition partners 
is unlikely to gain acceptance for the application of caveats. 
DGP-H17 - “Unlikely case” hypothesis: A small party in a coalition government, with a 
communitarian/nationalist outlook on foreign affairs and in control of the ministry of 
foreign affairs, is inclined to favor a smaller military contribution to the coalition and to 
attach a degree of caveats to it. 
DGP-H18 - “Institutional prerogative” hypothesis: The inclination to apply caveats on force 
contributions is stronger if the decision-making power rests in the ministry of foreign 
affairs rather than in the ministry of defense. 
DGP-H19 - “Institutional connect” hypothesis: The inclination to apply caveats on force 
contributions is weaker if the foreign policymaking process is close or firmly integrated 
into the multilateral politics of security organizations. 
DGP-H20 - “Variable-sum” hypothesis: The more divisible and structurally open for 
compromise the issue of coalition participation is, the more inclined is the coalition 
government to apply caveats on the military contribution. 
DGP-H21 - “Zero-sum” hypothesis: The more indivisible and structurally closed for 
compromise the contentious issue of coalition participation is, the less inclined is the 
coalition government to agree upon a military contribution. * 
DGP-H22 - “Game changer” hypothesis: The more skilled the political entrepreneur 
(mediator) is in framing the political instrument of caveats as a tool capable of trans-
forming the contentious issue of participating in coalition force from one of zero-sum 
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(indivisible) to one of variable-sum (divisible), the more likely it is that restrictive caveats 
are applied to secure coalition participation. 
DGP-H23 - “Facing political extinction” hypothesis: Where the government's future is at 
stake, foreign policy decision-makers will either back down from participating in the 
coalition operation or – depending on circumstances – offer a minimal force or force with 
considerable restrictions on the use of force. 

"Politics of Implementation" hypotheses (PI-H1-14): 
PI-H1 - “Principal’s dilemma” hypothesis: Political efforts to maximize military effective-
ness using restrictive caveats is likely to reduce military efficiency. 
PI-H2 - "No-arm-tied-on-the-back" hypothesis I: To the extent the military agent acts as a 
veto-player in the planning and decision-making on the participation in the coalition, this 
decreases the political principal’s inclination to apply restrictive caveats on the national 
contingent.  
PI-H3 - "No-arm-tied-on-the-back" hypothesis II: To the extent the political principal 
applies restrictive caveats to the national contingent, the military agent is inclined to apply 
a flexible interpretation of the caveats imposed.  
PI-H4 - “Too strong for comfort” hypothesis: The more robust the coalition force, the more 
inclined are political principals to apply restrictive caveats on the national contingent. 
PI-H5 - “Too close for comfort” hypothesis: The more integrated into other nations’ forces 
the national contingent becomes, the more inclined are political principals to apply 
restrictive caveats. 
PI-H6 - “Tolerance for political risk” hypothesis I: Political principals with a risk-averse 
mindset have a strong incentive to monitor and apply national reservations on the use of 
force. 
PI-H7 - “Tolerance for political risk” hypothesis II: The more willing political principals are 
to accept the potential repercussions from domestic politics, the less inclined they are to 
apply restrictive caveats. 
PI-H8 - "Tolerance for political risk" hypothesis III: The more willing political principals are 
to accept the risk of being singled out for criticism by allies, the more inclined they are to 
offer a limited military contribution or apply restrictive caveats. 
PI-H9 - "Prospects for gain and risk acceptance" hypothesis: The more the political 
principal frames the participation in the coalition concerning the prospect for gains, the 
less risk the principal is willing to accept, and thus more inclined to apply restrictive 
caveats. 
PI-H10 - "Prospects for loss and risk acceptance” hypothesis: The more the political 
principal frames the participation in the coalition force in terms of prospect for loss, the 
more risk the principal is willing to accept, and thus less inclined to apply restrictive 
caveats. 
PI-H11 - “Police-patrol oversight” hypothesis: Political principals preoccupied with 
avoiding mission creep and goal-slippage are inclined to apply restrictive caveats on the 
military contingent using the assertive mechanism of "positive command." 
PI-H12 - “Fire-alarm oversight” hypothesis: Political principals preoccupied with the mili-
tary flexibility and efficiency of the contingent are inclined to delegate authority to national 
"red card-holders" ("command by negation") to the extent of applying restrictive caveats 
at all. 
PI-H13 - “Crisis-management” hypothesis: Political principals accepting high levels of risk 
due to prospects for huge losses are inclined to remove restrictive caveats in the chain of 
command, apply permissive caveats on the use of force and strengthen the military 
contribution with more troops.  
PI-H14 - “Political insurance” hypothesis: Political principals that need to establish "plaus-
ible deniability" in case the mission backfires is inclined to delegate full authority to 
military agents to decide how to execute the military operation. 
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cesses are impacted by attributes of the global, domestic, institutional, and indi-

vidual decision-making level of analysis (FPA) are fundamental to the research 

program. Hence, the ontological directions elaborated on will influence subse-

quent research design recommendations, as will be reiterated in Section 12.3. 

 

Still, in the subsequent effort to select, translate and reason specific theories on 

each one of several levels of analysis, the number of design decisions multiplies 

and become contingent on the specific research purpose, as do the number of 

potential causal inferences and operational choices regarding how the indepen-

dent variables are to be measured before any gathering of empirical data. In 

dealing with the triple challenge of being theoretically comprehensive in scope, 

deductively meticulous, and operationally precise, we have made some com-

promises. 

 

Starting with the last step before engaging in empirical research, note that the 

independent variables in the 43 hypotheses deduced are not all nearly enough 

specified to represent a precise guide to empirical measurement. The indepen-

dent variables range from the very precise operationalization to the abstract 

conception. As mentioned in hypotheses AP-H1 and AP-H2, the independent 

variables "fear of abandonment" and "fear of entrapment" need further specifi-

cation before any empirical research. Further specification is also required for 

the independent variable of "plausible deniability" in hypothesis PI-H14 and 

"cosmopolitan/globalist outlook" in DGP-H13. Until such vague independent 

variables are properly operationalized, they cannot be used for empirical re-

search. The relevant associated empirical propositions should thus, for the time 

being, be considered macro hypotheses requiring further specification. 

 

Notable is also that we have not phrased the 43 hypotheses according to some 

singular standard of formulation. In an applied empirical study, such a lack of 

consistency is problematic. Less so in a programmatic study offering hypothes-

es mainly as raw material to the research community on the expectation that 



272 

researchers will need to adapt hypotheses and produce deductive lines of 

reasoning to the requirements of their particular research. It is impossible to 

outguess what specific formulation of hypotheses might serve future research 

projects the best. Arguably, the several hypotheses’ formulation-heterogeneity 

reflects the present state of the research literature in the field. Regardless, the 

semantic heterogeneity of hypotheses formulations indicates the suggestive 

nature of the empirical propositions. 

Less of a limitation and perhaps more of a useful addition is that eight out of 43 

hypotheses do not deal with conditions for national reservations on the use of 

force in the field, but with the preceding government decisions as to whether 

and what to contribute to the coalition. In reviewing the caveats literature and 

several bodies of theory, the explanatory ideas on the two preceding govern-

ment decisions and related phenomena came up (see Figure 2.1). Sometimes 

as a separate issue, at other times intertwined with the issue of caveats. Sus-

pecting that such inferences might be helpful for some research purposes, we 

decided to allow this deviation from the central variable of the study to reflect in 

the deduction of hypotheses. Empirical propositions dealing not directly with 

conditions influencing governments’ propensity to apply caveats include AP-H2, 

DGP-H1, DGP-H3-4, DGP-H8, DGP-H11, DGP-H14, and DGP-H21. The re-

maining 35 hypotheses relate to the study's main task, the conditions for 

governments’ application of national reservations on their contingents’ use of 

force in coalition warfare.  

A more serious compromise or limitation is the varying extent to which the full 

range of hypotheses formulated enjoys the support of a solid theoretical argu-

ment, which reasons precisely how, through what mechanism/s, a condition "X" 

may causally impact another phenomenon "Y." For instance, in hypotheses AP-

H1-3, the mechanisms involved in the security dilemma in alliance politics were 

argued in considerable detail, as were the prospects for loss and gain mecha-

nisms linking independent and dependent variables in hypotheses PI-H6-10. 
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However, in some other instances, the deductive link – the theoretically argued 

mechanism – between independent and dependent variables is considerably 

weaker. For instance, in several of the input hypotheses discussed at the level 

of governmental politics, additional theory is required to explain the mecha-

nisms at work. The reason such hypotheses still have been included is the mul-

tiple indications in the literature on foreign policymaking that certain factors may 

affect caveats behavior, however, without offering a fully developed argument 

as to how this might be going about. 

Deficiencies in explaining the mechanisms at work in a hypothetical relationship 

are invitations to introduce additional theory and literature to fill the deductive 

reasoning cracks before any empirical testing. Alternatively, to think harder on 

the theory known to us. Additional literature is required where increasingly im-

portant developments (such as the possibly growing cleavage between globalist 

and communitarian ideological outlooks in foreign policy) are not adequately 

accounted for in caveats relevant literature. The tapping into theory is also re-

quired to explain the possible causal links between external and domestic con-

ditions for the foreign policymaking process. We need to theorize more thor-

oughly on how global and domestic input factors are institutionally received, 

politically perceived, made sense of, and acted upon in the foreign policymaking 

process. 

In the latter effort, Graham T. Allison’s classical work on bureaucratic politics 

may still have much to offer, as a point of departure, to the understanding of 

how the institutional structure and division of labor in government shape the 

external input to the foreign policymaking process (Allison and Zelikow, 1999). 

Suppose the decision-making output is a negotiated result of infighting between 

government institutions with different mandates and kinds of resources. In that 

case, it is crucial to understand how the organizational make-up and the rules 

regulating the foreign policymaking process affect decisions on coalition partici-

pation and caveats. How are bureaucratic ownership to the issue and decision-
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making process settled, and how are several mindsets made into one? If at all, 

or to what extent?  

Furthermore, the distinction made in the FPA approach between perceptions of 

SPM, the choice of preferences and goal-serving policy instruments, and the 

actual implementation of policies offers ample additional opportunities to apply 

insights from Social Psychology (Ross, Lepper and Ward, 2010) and Political 

Psychology (Levy, 2003). As Jack S. Levy’s prospects theory (1997; 1996) was 

used to explain the connection between risk-averseness and the application of 

caveats in foreign policy, we may apply theories on confirmation bias, cognitive 

attributes, groupthink, and decision-makers’ prior experience and career to bet-

ter explain the causal mechanisms at work between external input factors and 

decision-making output in foreign policymaking. 

Hence, in a causal chain originating in input from global politics and domestic 

politics, and finally ending in the actual practicing of caveat policies in the field, 

the several intermediate stages in the foreign policymaking and implementing 

processes is a fruitful place to seek answers to the critical “how”-question in 

causal explanations. Regarding the crucial “what” and “why”-questions, they are 

answered through the reasoned identification of some independent variable and 

by establishing an empirical relationship between a particular independent vari-

able and the phenomenon of caveats. However, the question remains how do 

phenomenon-, approach- and field-specific attributes of the current empirical 

research program impact our preferred choice of strategies for gathering and 

analyzing data in the context of the politics of caveats? 

12.3 Methodological Contributions: Designing Empirical Research 

The research program's final main contribution deal with the cluster of metho-

dological issues that need to be addressed in the gathering and analyses of 

data. At the outset, we suggested that solutions to methodological issues must 
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take into account the key characteristics of the policy domain we are studying 

(security policy, foreign policy), the degree of maturity of our field of research 

(politics of caveats), and the analytical approach applied (FPA). 

 

As to the gathering of data, we identified two main challenges. One was the lack 

of a shared conception of caveats across studies. Without a common yardstick 

on how to measure national reservations on the use of force, we will not be able 

to build a systematic database on the phenomenon. The lack of agreement on 

the defining, core concept of a research field (caveats) told us that the field 

(politics of caveats) still is in a nascent stage of development. Recall that our 

initial contribution to building systematic and comparable data on caveats was 

to reason a three-dimensional conception of caveats that distinguished caveats 

from adjacent phenomena and made it possible to differentiate between differ-

ent kinds of caveats. 

 

The second impediment to gathering data is that not all relevant information on 

caveats patterns is readily available. Such empirical data may include nation- 

and coalition-specific information on RoE, command structures, and bilateral 

force agreements so essential to our operational definition of caveats. We 

argued that one should expect some information to be classified or hard to find 

in a policy area pervaded by concerns about national security and political 

accountability. We should also expect to see variations in how willing states are 

to offer information on coalition participation and national RoE. We have also 

experienced that information, which is hard to retrieve from national authorities, 

may be available from coalition sources. Nevertheless, political and military sen-

sitivity provides an incentive to control information flows and restrict access to 

some caveats relevant information. 

 

The challenge of gathering reliable data multiplies when we put the approach 

of FPA to action precisely because this particular framework invites the study 
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of several levels of analysis and multiple phases in the decision- and implement-

ing processes. Data gathering may include the attempt to map what conside-

rations influence the assessment of SPM, the deciding on goals and prefer-

ences, the calibration of policy instruments, and the structuring of the interface 

between political decision-making and military implementation (Fermann, 2013: 

89-139). Recall that this kind of information is rarely available in some pre-made

generic database but in high demand among FPA researchers conducting a 

process-tracing analysis of policy decisions and implementation behavior (Ben-

nett and Checkel, 2015). The more crucial it is to look at ways to work around 

obstacles to data gathering in the field of coalition participation. What can we 

do to circumvent political and military incentives to protect caveats relevant 

information against exposure? 

Besides being equipped with a precise conception of caveats and using avail-

able open sources and material, we have argued that caveats research benefits 

from including political scientists with a military background in the research team 

and establishing research cooperation with military schools. Well-placed rese-

archers and military academics can get access to data in the shape of unclassi-

fied documents through interviews and even participatory observation. The 

officer-turned-scholar can utilize military and institutional “local knowledge” and 

professional skills to find the richest sources of information, access key military 

personnel, ask the door-opening questions, and better interpret, contextualize, 

and follow-up on the feedback they receive from their interviewees. 

By getting access to the higher echelons of military command, the military aca-

demic may also retrieve crucial information on what is going on at the interface 

between political decision-makers and top military brass (Auerswald and Saide-

man, 2014; Henriksen, 2007). Such information gathering may reveal the exist-

ence of informal caveats of the restrictive or permissive kind. Information gath-

ered from mid-and lower-level officers may reveal the existence of national RoE 

deviating from coalition RoE, the behavior of national red card-holders in the 
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chain of military command, and particular conditions on the use of force codified 

in bilateral force agreements (Frost-Nielsen, 2016: 16-19). 

Caveats relevant data on decision-making and implementing processes is un-

likely to all come in the form of hard evidence, the proverbial "smoking gun." 

Circumstantial evidence provided through unconfirmed statements, rumors, 

and perspective-dependent sources is a legitimate empirical part of the picture 

we form about hard-to-establish framework factors; this or that decision-maker; 

certain kind of priorities; and particular assessments of means-end relationships 

made behind closed doors. While having a sharp eye on the reliability of the 

sources and the validity of the information gathered, we use all kinds of retriev-

able data to the extent justified by the research questions posed, the approach 

applied, and the operational definitions decided on. Along with theoretical in-

sights, we systematically triangulate hard and circumstantial evidence to estab-

lish the relevant facts, and subsequently, to argue causal relationships. 

Concerning empirical analyses of data, we have been limited in our methodo-

logical choices by the scattered availability of data for generic inquiry and influ-

enced by the decision-making approach of FPA, which is at the core of our 

empirical research program. Fortunately, both considerations pointed in the di-

rection of single and multiple case designs, including Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis (QCA). Considered collectively, we assessed the various case designs 

to be capable of: 

(i) making theoretical generalizations by providing analytical answers to the

question as to what some case is a case of (Moses and Knutsen, 2012:

143),

(ii) adjusting the boundaries of scope conditions for the explanatory theory

in question (Harris, 1997),

(iii) establishing control for third variables using a pattern matching logic of

causal inference (Lijphart, 1975: 164),
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(iv) dealing with an outcome which can be explained in terms of different sets

of combinations of causes ("multiple conjectural causations”) (Ragin,

1987),

(v) coping with several levels of measurement (nominal, ordinal, interval) (Ri-

houx and Ragin, 2009: 33-122), and

(vi) tracing causal paths between independent and dependent variables to

validate theoretical assumptions on mediating mechanisms (Checkel,

2006).

The study's main methodological contribution is the Chapter 11 review of the 

case design literature regarding theory development and theory testing. The 

account was scattered with foreign policy and caveats relevant illustrations to 

indicate applicability. For theory-building purposes, we first discussed how the 

deviant case design is used to refine existing theory to account for anomalies, 

either by broadening or limiting the theory's empirical scope. Furthermore, we 

suggested the inductive version of the plausibility probing design to be applied 

as a pilot study to probe “the details of a particular case in order to shed light 

on a broader theoretical argument [thus] allowing the researcher to sharpen a 

hypothesis or theory, or to refine the operationalization or measurement of key 

variables” (Levy, 2008: 6). For theory developing purposes, the inductive vers-

ion of the process tracing design direct us to “practice trace” real-life decision-

making processes (Pouliot, 2015) to “capture causal mechanisms in action” 

(Bennett and Checkel, 2015: 9), to better understand how certain inputs are 

associated with specific outcomes. 

Common to the three case designs is the generalizing move of procedures. We 

observed that plausibility probing for inductive purposes is not limited to a spe-

cific kind of generalizing focus as it, in principle, covers any inductive reasoning 

from case-specific facts used to develop precise conceptual, typological, and 

ontological constructs for the subsequent study of a class of cases. Process 

tracing as "practice tracing," on the other hand, is more specific in its theory-
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building purpose. The case study procedure of “practice tracing” borrows from 

historicity, “the temporal structuration of social actions and processes” (Hall, 

2007: 82), in the attempt to conceptualize and theorize the social processes 

that causally connect independent and dependent variables. 

By theorizing the timeline and causal path of case-particular decision-making 

processes, the “practice tracing” researcher makes sense of the connecting and 

mediating mechanisms at work, without which we cannot fully understand the 

presence of cross-unit empirical pattern (univariate frequencies and relation-

ships). Recall that understanding the causal chain of decision-making and 

implementing processes is at the core of the FPA approach. As crucial, in the 

still-nascent field of research on the politics of caveats, theorizing and testing of 

hypotheses on the mechanisms that may or may not constitute the causal path 

from “X” to “Y” is insurance against spurious inference in multiple case designs, 

and statistical large-N studies further down the road. 

Turning to the theory testing capabilities of single and multiple case designs, 

we emphasized that in such designs (except process tracing), causal inference 

is assessed through the calculated, biased selection of cases based on the 

theoretical argument under consideration. In the test of a theory, it is essential 

to decide whether the case up for testing qualifies as a "fitting" empirical plausi-

bility probe or some considerably more demanding crucial case. In case studies, 

causal inference relies on selecting a particular case fitting both the argument 

and the case design well. Recall that the aims of theory testing procedures are 

to “strengthen or reduce support for a theory, narrow or extend the scope condit-

ions of a theory, or determine which of two or more theories best explains a 

case, type or general phenomenon” (George and Bennett, 2005: 109). 

Applied for theory testing purposes, in the plausibility probing design, we select 

a novel but “theory confirming” case (Lijphart, 1971: 691) to “investigate the 

degree to which a given case fits a general proposition” (Moses and Knutsen, 
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2012: 137). This case selection criterion induces us to look for a case that is 

likely to illustrate our theoretical arguments and initially confirm our hypotheses, 

thus reassuring us that we may be heading in the right direction (Eckstein, 

1975). Such assurance may, in turn, justify more time-consuming investments 

in theory infirming (most- and least-likely case study), deviant, process tracing, 

and multiple case designs (Levy, 2008: 6). 

Theory testing crucial case design is the most demanding single case test (Eck-

stein, 1975). The selection procedure mimics the well-constructed, decisive 

experiment by selecting a case, which can “provide strong support for, or falsify, 

a given theory” (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 139). However, recall that cases 

that provide “the most definitive type of evidence” for the falsification or vali-

dation of a theoretical argument are hard to find in the social and political world 

(George and Bennett, 2005: 120). As a still demanding but more realistic alter-

native, Eckstein suggests studying most-likely and least-likely cases. In a most-

likely test, the independent variables posited by a theory are at values that 

strongly posit an outcome or posit an extreme outcome, while in a least-likely 

case, the independent variables in a theory are the values that only weakly pre-

dict an outcome or predict a low-magnitude out-come. 

The most robust possible supporting evidence for a theory in a tough test set-

up, as mentioned, is “a case that is least-likely for that theory but most likely for 

all alternative theories, and one where the alternative theories collectively pre-

dict an outcome very different from that of the least-likely theory” (George and 

Bennett, 2005: 121). In the least-likely case design, the assumption and the 

inferential logic is that “if a theoretical argument can make it there, it can make 

it anywhere." In the most-likely case design, the inferential logic is instead that 

“if the theory tested cannot make it there, it cannot make it anywhere” (Levy, 

2008: 12). 



281 

Also, in multiple case designs, we achieve control and establish causal infer-

ence through case selection procedures. While statistical control for third vari-

ables relies on the random selection of a representative sample of cases and 

probabilistic relationships, multiple case analysis relies on a pattern-matching 

logic of causal inference that requires the careful selection of cases to "maxi-

mize the variance of the dependent variables and to minimize the variance of 

the control variables" (Lijphart, 1975: 164). Recall that the main pitfalls of mul-

tiple case analysis are the sampling bias in selecting cases resulting from 

relaxing of comparability criteria and the overdetermination problem resulting 

when the comparative analysis depends on too few cases relative to the number 

of explanatory variables. 

Multiple case research designs come in the basic shapes of the Method of 

Difference (MD), the Method of Agreement (MA), the Joint Method of Agree-

ment and Difference (JMAD), and the Method of Concomitant Variation (MCV) 

reasoned by John Stuart Mill (2002 [1891]), and to varying degrees iterated and 

elaborated on in the “different systems/similar systems” approaches (Prze-

worski and Teune, 1970); the “comparable cases strategies” (Lijphart, 1975); 

the “focused comparisons” (Hague, Harrop, and Breslin, 1998: 280); the case-

oriented comparisons (Ragin, 1987); and the “method of systematic compara-

tive illustration” (Smelser, 1973). Thus, multiple case designs come in different 

configurations but unite in the ambition to widen the empirical basis for making 

causal inferences while simultaneously preserving some of the contextual 

richness typical of single and few cases designs. We observed that the latter is 

in part what makes comparative case study not merely an intermediary step 

towards the statistical large-N study but a design with its own epistemological 

advantages. 

We have discussed John Stuart Mill’s four basic approaches to comparative 

control for third variables in some detail (see Sections 11.3.4.3.1–11.3.4.3.5). 

We concluded that Mill’s comparative matching strategies are better suited for 
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eliminating explanatory candidates than with confidence confirming causal re-

lationships (Moses and Knutsen, 2012: 111). Hence, Mill’s methods are proba-

tive and not definitive as regards theory testing. At this point, we found our-

selves at a methodological crossroads. If we have had a significant number of 

units/cases at our disposal, we could have exploited statistical techniques to 

control for third variables in research on caveats. Since our field of study does 

not yet possess systematic, valid, and reliable data to the extent necessary to 

run statistical analyses, we were left looking for other alternatives. 

In reviewing notable contributions to the multiple case designs literature, we 

assessed that Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) is a promising design 

for our theory-testing research purposes. Preferably in combination with single-

case designs. QCA excels in the five to 75 cases range and fits well with the 

data situation in our field of inquiry. QCA can deal with research questions en-

gaging too many cases (double-digit) for researchers to keep all the case know-

ledge in their heads, but still too few cases for conventional statistical tech-

niques. QCA requires familiarity with cases and some in-depth knowledge. Also, 

QCA can detect decisive cross-case patterns, the established domain of quanti-

tative analysis. Furthermore, QCA can handle data on the nominal, ordinal, and 

interval level of measurement. This corresponds to crisp set, multi-value set, 

and fuzzy-set QCA. While the technicalities differ, the three QCA techniques' 

basic procedure is quite similar and explained in Section 11.3.4.3.5.  

QCA is equipped to deal with complex causation in what Charles C. Ragin terms 

“multiple conjectural causation” (1987). As discussed, we may apply the pattern 

matching strategies of QCA to uncover “several different sets of causal con-

ditions that may lead to the same outcome” (George and Bennett, 2005: 162-

163). In other words, to uncover “different configurations of factors conditioning 

patterns of [caveats] through different causal paths” (Platt, 2007: 115). Expla-

natory complexity is the rule rather than the exception in the study of social and 

political phenomena; foreign policy decision-making included (Haney, 2002). 
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The multi-level and decision-making approach of FPA encourages us to include 

and prepare for such causal complexity in the subsequent choice of several 

bodies of theory and research methods. Recall also that research on the foreign 

politics of caveats currently lacks the data required to run statistical analyses of 

caveats-relevant relationships. For such reasons, we concluded that QCA and 

a research program grounded in the FPA approach would be a close to perfect 

fit. 

Our final contribution to the methodology discussion was to argue that QCA is 

combined with the process tracing single case design to establish an even 

stronger theory testing regimen. The main advantages of QCA are the capacity 

to deal with many cases and uncover different sets of conditions explaining the 

same outcome. What is lacking in QCA, however, is the capacity to trace causal 

processes. This is where the process tracing single case design comes to the 

rescue in its unique capacity to “capture causal mechanisms in action” (Bennett 

and Checkel, 2015: 9). Process tracing on the single case level allows us to 

check with considerable confidence whether the theoretical mechanisms as-

sumed or argued are part of the causal chain between two phenomena as 

proposed in the hypothesis. This capacity to capture process detail is crucial 

because we otherwise cannot be reasonably sure that covariation equals caus-

ation. 

In process tracing, we understand causation as a causal path made up of a 

shorter or longer string of mechanisms connecting some independent and de-

pendent variable. In particular, the process-tracing case design has a compara-

tive advantage in the empirical analysis of "decision making at the individual, 

small group, and organizational levels," including the analysis of leaders' per-

ceptions, judgments, preferences, internal decision-making environment, and 

choices. (Levy, 2008: 11). We have argued that this sounds like and is an invi-

tation to FPA. 
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As further detailed in Section 11.3.4.3.6, the process tracing single case design 

is a door opener to the proverbial "black box" of governmental decision-making 

and implementing processes. As QCA responds to the multi-level explanatory 

ambition of FPA by allowing for "multiple conjectural causation" (Ragin, 1987), 

we consider process tracing tailor-made to deliver on the second central tenet 

of the FPA framework that underpins our empirical research program. In parti-

cular, process tracing delivers by tracking the political, institutional, and psycho-

logical mechanisms at work in the translation and shaping of external and 

domestic input impulses to the policymaking and implementing processes that 

eventually produce an outcome in terms of national coalition behavior and cave-

ats patterns. 

We have reasoned that a best practice for theory testing purposes would be to 

use QCA to get a broad overview of the causal landscape and then apply pro-

cess tracing on the level of the single case to render a high-resolution picture 

of essential details in the causal path researched. If we were to find that three 

different clusters of combinations are involved in producing the same outcome, 

we would subsequently conduct one process-tracing study at the level of the 

single case for each one of the three groups of cases identified in the preceding 

QCA to trace the three distinct causal paths in question. Conducting a single 

case process tracing procedure before any QCA would risk us overlook alterna-

tive causal paths to the same outcome. 

The lion share of our methodology discussion has dealt with theory testing pro-

cedures. At the end of the road, we should remind ourselves what is up for 

empirical testing. It is not the FPA approach as such since we at the outset 

granted FPA a privileged, axiomatic, and directional status in the broader ana-

lytical framework of the research program. By constituting the epistemological 

“hard core” of the framework for analysis, the approach of FPA is, in principle, 

beyond testing (Lakatos, 1978). However, FPA is not beyond scholarly debate 
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as to how fruitful or necessary the approach is for the systematic study of the 

politics of caveats. 

What is on immediate epistemological trial though, and wide open for testing 

against relevant empirical material, are the three bodies of “auxiliary hypothes-

es” (middle-range theories) on alliance politics, governmental politics, and the 

politics of implementation we reasoned to use as ontological extensions of FPA 

and from which empirical propositions on the foreign politics of caveats subse-

quently were argued (Table 12.1). 
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