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ABSTRACT

In 2009, the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps started merging its two SOF units
into one: The Netherlands Maritime Special Operation Forces (NL MARSOF).
This newly formed unit is envisioned as a unique mixture of %raditional “maritime
special operations and national counter-terrorism capabilities. Even though the
creation of NL MARSOF marks significant progress in the professionalization of
Dutch maritime SOF, new challenges in determining its strategic utility and
cultural differences between NL MARSOF § sub-units hamper its optimal

development and effectiveness.

Based on an organizational model of unit culture and a theoretical
framework based on SOF § strategic utility, this research explored how NL
MARSOF can better unify its culture and clarify its strategic utility. Governing
document analysis, survey research, and interviews with key members of NL
MARSOF revealed several shortcomings that should be addressed in order to
improve NL MARSOF § effectiveness and ensure its survival during times in
which the Dutch Ministry of Defense faces the largest budget cutbacks in its
history.

The survey results and interviews indicate that NL MARSOF is
experiencing a sort of identity crisis. "Even though NL MARSOF leadership has
focused on (infra-)structural elements of the reorganization, it failed to define and
communicate a clear mission supported by the majority of the community, and
thus offered neither a sense of purpose nor sufficient guidance. This lack of a
long-term vision set out in strategic direction now negatively affects the overall
performance of NL MARSOF. The way forward is to get NL MARSOF members
involved in the process of defining the unit § $ay ahead. ”

Strategic management sessions will define the way ahead for NL
MARSOF, thereby clarifying its strategic utility. These sessions are the vital first

step in improving operational effectiveness. A working group on symbols &

\



traditions will give NL MARSOF its much-needed professional face “and provide
the symbols (logos, insignias, traditions, and customs) to strengthen the shared
system of beliefs and values and thus create a stronger unit culture. Finally,
training courses in change management and team-building sessions will help
smooth the transition to one NL MARSOF.

vi
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.  TRANSFORMATION TO NL MARITIME SPECIAL
OPERATIONS FORCES (NL MARSOF)

A. THE DEVELOPMENT OF DUTCH MARITIME SOF

Dutch maritime Special Operations Forces (SOF) capability resides within
the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps. Until 2008, this maritime SOF capability
consisted of three distinct units: the Dutch Frogmen Platoon, the Mountain

Leader Reconnaissance Troop, and the Unit Intervention Marines.

The oldest of these units is the Dutch Frogmen Platoon, a specialized
diving unit created in 1959.1 Its original task was to conduct demolition and
sabotage missions on ships, as done numerous times by British and Italian
frogmen during World War 1.2 Over the last fifty years, the Dutch Frogmen
Platoon developed into a small maritime special operations unit able to conduct
the full spectrum of special operations,® although it naturally specialized in diving
operations. The Dutch Frogmen historically have had a strong connection with
the UK Special Boat Service (UK SBS).*

The second unit, the Mountain Leader Reconnaissance Troop (ML Recce

Troop), was formed in 1990 and modeled after the UK Brigade Patrol Troop

1 Fifty years of Frogmen in the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps [50 Jaar Kikvorsmannen bij
het Korps Mariniers] (Den Helder: Royal Netherlands Navy, 2010).

2 John Parker, SBS: the inside Story of the Special Boat Service (London: Headline, 2004).

3 The NATO SOF HQ identifies four principle special operation tasks: (1) Special
Reconnaissance and Surveillance, (2) Direct Action, (3) Military Assistance, and (4) additional
activities of Allied Joint Special Operations Forces. Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization
[NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center (NSCC), Allied Joint Doctrine for Special
Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons, Belgium: NSCC, January 2009)

4 The UK SBSis a Special Forces unit that specializes in special operations at sea, along
coastlines and on river networks. The SBS also has a team on standby for maritime counter-

WHUURULVP 0&7 RSHUDWLRQV 6R Xhits:Hwwh6spétiblbdaSer¥bde.Comk/6 HUY LFH ~
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http://www.specialboatservice.co.uk/

(UKBPT) of the UK Royal Marines.®> The ML Recce Troop § primary mission was
to serve as a long-range special reconnaissance unit for all the operational
battalions of the Dutch Marines. Most of its members get their initial training from
the Mountain Leader Cadre of the UK Royal Marines and, therefore, have a
strong connection with the members of the UK BPT. The ML Recce Troop
quickly evolved into a small troop able to conduct full-spectrum special

operations in mountainous and arctic environments.®

The Dutch government formed the third unit, the Unit Intervention Marines
(UIM), on 22 February 1973, in response to a rising threat of terrorist attacks in
Europe.” The most infamous of these terrorist assaults was perpetrated during
the Olympic Games in Munich, when Palestine militants of the Black September
terrorist organization murdered 11 Israeli athletes. The German police were
improperly equipped and unprepared to deal with such assaults. Their rescue
attempt failed.® The Dutch government realized the need to protect the nation

against such incidents.

The UIM focuses solely on countering national terrorist threats. The Royal
Netherlands Marine Corps was assigned to form this special counterterrorism
unit from a selection of its members. At its inception, the unit was named
Bijzondere Bijstandseenheid (trans. Special Assistance Unit). In 2006, as a result

of a classified government efficiency report, the Dienst Speciale Interventies

S UK BPT is a special reconnaissance unit within 3 Commando Brigade, Royal Marines.
Brigade Patrol Troop (BPT) will insert ahead of an amphibious landing or other RM operation to
gather intelligence on the surrounding area. The Marines of the Brigade Patrol Troop are
comparable LQ UROH DQG SURILF LPatQfiRdeVPRtodhKWMhi@g Dadl dhwically special
IRUFHY WKH\ DUH FHUWDLQO\ DQ HOLWH ZLWKLQ DQ HOLWH 6RXUFH 3
http://www.eliteukforces.info/royal-marines/brigade-reconnaissance-force/

6 Head of the Netherlands Center of Expertise in Military Operations Under Extreme
Environmental Circumstances (KCMox), conversation with author, Doorn, the Netherlands,
December, 2010.

7 Royal Netherland Navy Staff, Unit Intervention Marines manual [Handboek Unit Interventie
Mariniers] (Den Helder, the Netherlands: 2011).

8 In reaction to the failed rescue attempt, the German government created the GSG-9
(Grenzschutzgruppe 9) in 1972 as a special counter-terrorism unit within the German national
SROLFH 6RXUFH 3*UHQ]6FKkXW]*UXSSH *6*
http://www.bundespolizei.de/nn_249940/DE/Home/03 _Organisation/1Bundespolizeipraesidium/
GSG9/gsg9 node.html?  nnn=true

2
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(DSI) was created as a special national police service responsible for all
domestic counterterrorism activities. The DSI formed its own Intervention Unit
and Support Unit to counter small-scale terrorism. The Bijzondere
Bijstandseenheid changed its name to Unit Intervention Marines; it acts as a
counterterrorist force in the event of large-scale or specific terrorist threats.
During operations, the UIM resides under the operational command of the DSI.
Figure 1 depicts a simplified (unclassified) version of the organizational structure
for the UIM.

UNIT INTERVENTION MARINES
(UIM)

1- Personnel Section

2- Intelligence Section

3- Operations Section

4- Logistics Section

6- Communications Section
7- Training Section

8- Selection Cadre

1%t Troop 2" Troop 3 Troop
Urban Climbers Combat Divers Parachute Teams

Figure 1.  Organization of Unit Intervention Marines

In March 2008, the Dutch Frogmen Platoon and the ML Recce Troop
merged into the Maritime Special Operations Company (MSO-Coy) and were
tasked with all amphibious shaping operations for the Royal Netherlands Navy,
including cliff assaults and maritime special operations.? The organizational chart
below shows a simplified (unclassified) version of the organizational structure for
the MSO-Coy.

9 Royal Netherlands Navy Staff, Reorganization plan: integration Amphibious Support
Battalion & Fighting Support Battalion [Reorganisatieplan Integreren AMFOSTBAT &
GEVSTBAT] (Den Helder, the Netherlands: 2007).
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MARITIME SPECIAL OPERATIONS
COMPANY (MSO-Coy)

Company Staf

1- Personnel Section

2- Intelligence Section

3- Operations/training Section
4- Logistics Section

6- Communications Section

1%t Troop 2" Troop 3" Troop
Frogmen Frogmen Mountain Leaders

Figure 2.  Organization of Maritime Special Operations Company

In retrospect, the creation of the MSO-Coy in 2008 can be seen as the first
step in forming a new and better-organized maritime SOF unit.10 Finally, in 2009
the senior members of the MSO-Coy and the UIM took the initiative to merge
their units into one, The Netherlands Maritime Special Operation Forces (NL
MARSOF). This merger is still informal, but the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps
(RNLMC) staff is developing the necessary reorganization plans to approve the
formal creation of NL MARSOF.* Within these plans, NL MARSOF will still be
one of the subunits of the RNLMC, under direct command of the Commandant of
the RNLMC. NL MARSOF will consist of three squadron-size units.
Conventional-Squadron (C-Squadron) is tasked with full spectrum special
operations outside the Netherlands, and Maritime-Squadron (M-Squadron) is
dedicated to national counterterrorism missions under operational command of

the DSI. Training-Squadron (T-Squadron) will support both M-Squadron and C-

10 yDVHG RQ DXWKRUTV RZQ H [SEby,lin-hqditih @ it evpicssed 6 2
through conversations with NL MARSOF personnel.

11 Royal Netherlands Navy Staff, Policy proposal: restructuring Netherlands Maritime Special
Operations Forces (NL MARSOF) core capacity [Beleidsvoornemen: herschikken kerncapaciteit
Netherlands Maritime Special Operations Forces (NL MARSOF)] (Den Helder, the Netherlands:
Royal Netherlands Navy, 2011).
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Squadron in their training and is responsible for the selection of new members of
NL MARSOF.> The organizational chart below illustrates the desired
organizational structure and position of NL MARSOF. On an informal basis, the
units are already partly working within this structure.

m Royal Netherlands
‘I Naval Command
kb4
ik
Operations Support

Marine Forces Fleet Forces

7.\ Unit Intervention Amphibious (1 * 8l Royal Netherland
Marines o) Support Battalion 'I Naval Command
= = & 2273

v Maritime Special
;.}{. ] Ops Company Operations ‘ Support ‘
Operational HQ Other Divisions
HQ ABNL MARFOR/ MWC/ HYD
glanm."e FCEH Marine Forces Fleet Forces
peration Forces | o
NL MARSOF—]
M-Squadron C-Squadron T-Squadron
2 0—=H Training/Selection =2

Figure 3.  Organization and Position of NL MARSOF

The initiative to create NL MARSOF had two main justifications. Firstly,

the separation of the relatively small SOF units within the Dutch Royal Navy

12 Royal Netherlands Navy Staff, Policy proposal: restructuring Netherlands Maritime Special
Operations Forces (NL MARSOF) core capacity [Beleidsvoornemen: herschikken kerncapaciteit
Netherlands Maritime Special Operations Forces (NL MARSOF)] (Den Helder, the Netherlands:
Royal Netherlands Navy, 2011).
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made SOF management inefficient and SOF operational capability unbalanced.
The imbalance arose from the difference in operational demand between
maritime SOF and domestic CT forces. Over the last decade, the demand for
SOF has grown exponentially, but demand for domestic CT forces remained
relatively stable. Constant SOF deployments abroad overstretched the teams of
MSO-Coy, while the teams of the UIM were tied to stand-by missions in the
Netherlands. The dislocation between the MSO-Coy and the UIM and the
difference in hierarchal position within the RNLMC organizational structure
contributed to the lack of efficiency in allocation management of Navy SOF
operations.13 The merger of MSO-Coy and the UIM will enable a more efficient
management of scarce SOF. The creation of NL MARSOF resolves the issue of

organizational position, which will improve the allocation management.

Secondly, other Dutch units tasked with special operations and national
counterterrorism responsibilities have emerged over recent years. All bid for”~
different SOF tasks and missions, increasing the competition to the MSO-Coy
and UIM at the national level. The larger Dutch ARMY SOF unit (The Dutch
Commandos) has professionalized immensely, becoming a well-respected force
within the Netherlands Defense Forces. It thus has an increasingly strong
position over the MSO-Coy in national-level prioritization of different SOF tasks
and missions. The creation of the national special police service DSI, with its own
Intervention Unit, has also increased the ¥ompetition” with the UIM in the
national allocation of the already limited CT tasks.'* The merger of MSO-Coy and
UIM into one larger and better-organized NL MARSOF having unified
management and greater operational endurance will give the maritime SOF units

a better position towards the Tompetition.

13 The UIM and MSO are located on different bases. In addition, the commander of the UIM
is placed higher in the RNLMC chain of command than the commander of the MSO-Coy.

14 Royal Netherlands Navy Staff, Short study on enhancing SOF capabilities of the Royal
Netherlands Navy [Korte Studie naar versterking van de SOF capaciteit van CZSK] (Den Helder,
the Netherlands: 18 November 2009).
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Figure 4 shows the evolution of NL MARSOF up to mid-2011, which is the
planned date to formalize the creation of NL MARSOF.

2006 2008 2010 2011 \

Figure 4.  Timeline: Evolution of NL MARSOF

In a 1989 Marine Corps Gazette article, William Lind, Keith Nightengale,
and John Schmitt described and predicted the changing nature of warfare. They
divided the history of warfare into three generations and argued that we were
entering the fourth generation of warfare, in which weaker forces are increasingly
adopting unconventional methods (such as terrorism) to defeat stronger foes.15
In 2007, John Robb described this Fourth Generation Warfare (4GW) as the
teath of conventional warfare and the rise of unconventional warfare, “in which
the use of insurgent and terrorist proxies serve as the primary means of warfare
between state and non-state actors.16 As a result of these particularly new
security challenges of 4GW, the international community, as well as the National

Dutch decision making branch, recognize the increasing generic need for SOF

15 william S. Lind, Keith Nightengale, John F. Schmitt, Joseph W. Sutton, and Gary |.
'LOVRQ 37KH &KDQJLQJ )DFH RI :DU ,Q\M&RinN&/Eokps)GaxXettBE, mod QHUDWLRQ ~
11 (Nov, 2001): 65 #68.

1630hn Robb, Brave New War +The next stage of terrorism and the end of globalization
(Wiley, New Jersey: 2007), 24.
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capability and maritime SOF capability in particular.!” The recent increase in
actual SOF missions and overall demand for Dutch SOF capability gives ample
evidence for this increased need.*® These changes in the operating environment
only further strengthen the initial reasons to professionalize maritime SOF units
and form NL MARSOF.

B. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

A practical purpose of this thesis is to help improve the operational
effectiveness of the newly formed Maritime Special Operations Forces
(NL MARSOF). By investigating its strategic utility and organizational culture, the
thesis makes recommendations to unify NL MARSOF § members in culture and
clarify strategic utility, in order to ultimately improve the operational effectiveness
of NL MARSOF.

Because NL MARSOF is still an informal organization, procedures and
organizational design are fluid and amenable to reasonable change In addition,
the recent growth of and organizational changes within the Joint Special

17 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC), The North Atlantic Treaty Organization Special Operations Forces Study (Mons,
Belgium: NSCC, December 2008.); North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special
Operations Coordination Center (NSCC), Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5)
(Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January 2009); North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO], Military
Committee Decision 437/1, Special Operations Policy (June 11 2006). Minister of Defense (NL),
The Netherlands Defense Forces, to serve worldwide [Defensie, Wereldwijd Dienstbaar] (Den
Haag, the Netherlands, 18 September 2007),14; Ministry of Defense (NL), Study: Special
Operations Forces moving to 2020 (Den Haag, the Netherlands: MoD, 2010); Royal Netherlands
Navy Staff, Maritime strategy. The Royal Netherlands Navy in 2030, for security on and from the
sea [Maritieme Visie, De Koninklijke marine in 2030, Voor veiligheid op en vanuit zee] (Den
Helder, the Netherlands: Royal Netherlands Navy, March, 2009); Royal Netherlands Navy Staff,
The Royal Netherlands Marine Corps Commandant vision 2015 [De Visie van de Commandant
van het Korps Mariniers op de Ontwikkeling van het Korps tot 2015] (Den Helder, the
Netherlands: Royal Netherlands Navy, 2008).

18 post 9/11, the Dutch SOF troops have been constantly deployed in various missions in
Afghanistan, Iraq, the former Yugoslavian countries, and the Horn of Africa. In the former
Yugoslavian countries, Dutch SOF has conducted detention operatons WR EULQJ 3,): &1V
(Persons Indicted for War Crimes) to trial in the International War Tribunal in Scheveningen, the
Netherlands. In southern Irag, Dutch SOF has conducted various HUMINT and offensive
operations by deploying Field HUMINT Teams (and other special mission units). In Afghanistan
they have been part of OEF (Operation Enduring Freedom). As Task Force Orange, they were
embedded in Task Force Uruzgan in the South of Afghanistan as Special Task Unit Viper, and
they were part of ISAF SOF as Task Force 55. For the last few years Dutch SOF have embarked
on Dutch Naval vessels to conduct anti-piracy operations in the Horn of Africa.
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Operations Branch of the Operations Staff of The Netherlands Defense Forces

makes a holistic analysis of Dutch maritime special operations forces prudent.19

C. TARGET AUDIENCE

The findings of this thesis are for the use of the NL MARSOF community.
In the proper spirit of SOF, the early initiative by senior members of NL MARSOF
to form this new organization showed dedication, innovation, and boldness. The
previously mentioned internal and external pressures induced the strong urge to
change and improve Dutch maritime SOF units. However, the rapidity of this
organizational change for the MSO-Coy and UIM has resulted in new challenges
for NL MARSOF that must be addressed.

The thesis addresses a research problem recognized by NL MARSOF and
the RNLMC. The problem requires a holistic analysis to determine and optimize
operational effectiveness in order for the NL MARSOF to survive as a new
organization and meet the challenges of the 21 century. The research findings
will be outlined in a formal report to the Commanding General of the Royal
Netherlands Marine Corps, the Commander of all the fighting units of the
RNLMC, the Commander of The Netherlands Maritime Special Operations
Forces (NL MARSOF), and the head of the Joint Special Operations Branch of

the Operational Staff of The Netherlands Defense Forces.
D. THE PROBLEM

1. History Explored

In Commandos and Politicians, Eliot Cohen examines the birth and
evolution of elite units. He studied U.S., British, French, and Israeli elite military
units to describe the developmental stages of elite units.?° Cohen was primarily

interested in the interplay of civil-military affairs related to elite units, and he

19 Head of Joint Special Operations Branch Netherlands MoD, conversation with author, Den
Haag, the Netherlands, 13 December, 2010

20 Ejiot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians +Elite Military Units in Modern Democracies
(Cambridge: Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1978).
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emphasized the political aspects that appear at the birth of elite units and the
difficulties these new elite units face in their struggle with bureaucratic
predators.?* The survival of new elite units depends on: (1) their ability to quickly
show their military utility to military leaders; (2) their natural appeal to influential
sponsors in their ¥fomantic image of war’ and (3) the political benefits SOF
offers to politicians.?> As Cohen writes:

An elite unit must be justifiable to a degree if it is to exist at all. In

order to grow, however, it must either attract a high-level patron of

the romantic type or offer political benefits to less heroically-minded

politicians.23
Elite units, therefore, sometimes undertake missions to prove their worth to
regular army and political skeptics. For example, the British SAS took on tasks
during WWII for which they were neither suited nor equipped, for no other reason
than to prove their adaptability to circumstances and insure their organizational
survivability after the war.24 In her book Unconventional Warfare: Rebuilding U.S.
Special Operations Forces,2> Susan Marquis stresses the necessity for
bureaucratic guerillas ~ during this initial phase of SOF units flexistence. This

coalition of passionate, capable, and experienced SOF supporters, which

21 Eliot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians +Elite Military Units in Modern Democracies
(Cambridge: Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1978), 27.

22 7TKH PLOLWDU\ XWLOLW\ RI 62) FDQ EH GHVFULEHV DV WKH XQLWTV
special operations. Source: Eliot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians +Elite Military Units in
Modern Democracies (Cambridge: Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1978).
S6SHFLDO 2SHUDWLRQV DUH PLOLWDU\ DFWLYLWLHY FRQGXFWHG E\ VSt
and equipped forces using operational techniques and modes of employment not standard to
conventional forces. These activities are conducted across the full range of military operations
independently or in coordination with operations of conventional forces to achieve political,
military, psychological and economic objectives. Politico-military considerations may require
clandestine, covert or discreet techniques and the acceptance of a degree of physical and
SROLWLFDO ULVN QRW DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK FRQYHQWLRQDO RSHUDWLRQ
Organization [NATO], Military Committee Decision 437/1, Special Operations Policy (June 11

7KLY GLVWLQFWLYHQHVY LQ PLVVLRQV IRU 62) GHILQHVY WKH 3RUJL

i.e. SOF.

23 Eliot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians *Elite Military Units in Modern Democracies
(Cambridge: Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1978), 56.

24 Ibid., 59.

25 Susan L. Marquis, Unconventional Warfare +Rebuilding U.S. Special Operations Forces
(Washington, D.C. Brookings Institution Press, 1997), 266.
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promotes and protects the interests of SOF, is vital to the survival of the
organization. Like Cohen, she also points out the predicament in which new SOF

units find themselves.

In his book U.S. Special Operations Forces in Action,26 Thomas Adams
also underscores the hard struggle new SOF units face in the bureaucratic
jungle. “He describes the tough bureaucratic environment of internal rivalry, the
vital importance of competent sponsors to protect SOF interests, and the
adaptations SOF had to make towards conventional units to be accepted. Even
though Adams predominantly focuses on Army SOF, the parallels with Cohen §
and Marquis ffindings are remarkable. David Tucker and Christopher Lamb also
describe the particular struggle of several U.S. SOF units during their birth and
evolution in their book United States Special Operations Forces,2’ and they
describe the recurring tensions between conventional and unconventional, i.e.,
special forces. Therefore, Tucker and Lamb highlighted the vital importance of
good performance during the first operations in which SOF units from U.S.
SOCOM were showcased almost directly after its activation.”® The detailed
description of the problems the new U.S. SOF units faced, as described by
Tucker, Lamb, Marquis, and Adams, serve as lessons learned to prepare other

new SOF units in their own struggle.

NL MARSOF appears to face the same political and organizational
pressure that Cohen identified almost 35 years ago, and that Tucker and Lamb,
Adams, and Marquis described in the case of U.S. SOF. Even though the original
units that form NL MARSOF have a solid @®lite reputation of bravura and
success, 'NL MARSOF is the new kid on the military block and needs to build on
creating a new, unique, elite reputation based on success. Recent Dutch SOF
deployments (after the attacks on the World Trade Center on 11 September

26 Thomas K. Adams, U.S. Special Operations Forces in Action +The challenge of
Unconventional Warfare (New York: Frank Cass Publishers, 2001).

27 David Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007).

28 Ibid., 99.
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2001) have demonstrated the political benefits of SOF to Dutch politicians.*
Nevertheless, as history has demonstrated for most new SOF units, NL
MARSOEF is likely to struggle with its modern-day bureaucratic predators, and it
needs to demonstrate its specific military utility to the political and military
leadership. If the initiative of NL MARSOF is to succeed, it has to perform at its
best to overcome the bureaucratic resistance of those conventional or SOF units,
which might feel their interests and authority threatened by this new unit.*°
Ineffectiveness and inefficiency in NL MARSOF arising from cultural difference,
or misunderstanding about goals and purpose, will weaken NL MARSOF §

external position in this struggle for survival at birth.

In 1982, two management consultants, Thomas Peters and Robert
Waterman, argued that organizations with a strong culture and clear objectives or
aims performed best.3! They argued that a coherent culture and clear, consistent
objectives positively affect the performance of organizations. This positive
influence of cultural coherence and clear, consistent objectives to organizational
performance corresponds directly with the first ground truth of SOF, namely, the
recognition that humans are more important than hardware in special
operations. 2 The importance of the human factor in performance outcome is
caustically illustrated in the saying All the gear, but no idea, “to criticize high-tech
military units without superior military personnel. This simple phrase captures the

importance of human quality over technological quality in SOF operations.

The previous USSOCOM commander, Admiral Eric T. Olson, also points

to the human factor in successful SOF: Investments in weapons platforms and

29 Head of Joint Special Operations Branch Netherlands MoD, conversation with author, Den
Haag, the Netherlands, 13 December, 2010.

30 Norbert Tajti, Enhancing Hungarian Special Forces Through Transformation #he Shift to
Special Operations Forces P D V Wthebig] Monterey, California: Naval Postgraduate School,
2010), 26.

31 Thomas J. Peters & Robert H. Waterman, In Search of Excellence: Lessons from
$P HULF D frvin @orhpanies (New York: Harper & Row, 1982).

32 37KH )LY H7@2)W30Miefs 64, no. 11 (Nov, 2009): 6.
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technologies are incomplete without the right people to employ those systems. %
The USSOCOM Posture Statement 2006 again gives another example to
emphasize the importance of the human factor in SOF: SOF § core philosophy
centers on the human as the most critical capability in special operations and as
foundation of USSOCOM § success in meeting the daunting challenges of
defeating global terrorist networks. 3* Therefore, despite resources like high-tech
equipment and large training facilities, the overall organizational performance of
SOF cannot be optimal unless the human factor is optimized.

Dr. Robert Spulak describes the importance of humans in SOF operations
in several publications for the Strategic Studies Department of the Joint Special
Operations University (JSOU) in Florida.®®> He argues that it is not the specific
missions that are assigned to SOF that define special operations. The missions
can change, but the ability to overcome the limitations of conventional forces is
embodied in the SOF personnel itself. Their qualities and attributes are critical in

successful conduct of SOF operations.

Within the Netherlands Ministry of Defense, NL MARSOF is envisioned as
a unique mixture of %raditional” maritime SOF wunits and a national
counterterrorism unit. Even though the first step in the creation of NL MARSOF
has marked a significant progress in the professionalization of maritime SOF
capability in the Netherlands, new challenges in unit culture and purpose
determination can hamper the optimal development and utilization of NL
MARSOF.

33 (ULF 7 20VRQ 38 6 6SHFLDO 2SHUDWLRQV &RQWH[W DQG &DSDEL:!
Joint Forces Quarterly (JFQ) n58, no. 1st quarter 2010 (January, 2010): 64 0.

34 United States Special Operations Command, Posture Statement 2006 United States
Special Operations Command, 2006.

35 5REHUW * 6SXODN -U 3$ 7KHRU\ Rl 6SHFLDO 2SHUDWLRQV 7KH 21
62) JSOU Report 07 47, Joint Special Operations University (2007): 23 £28.
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2. Identified Friction Points

The first year after the initiative to form NL MARSOF from the UIM and the
MSO-Coy, key members observed some internal and external misunder-
standings in unit culture and unit purpose.36 These misunderstandings have
resulted in several friction points. Internal friction points surfaced when members
of NL MARSOF, who originated from the two separate SOF units, failed to agree
on common practices, behavior, and goals. External friction points emerged
when other organizations (conventional forces, other Dutch SOF, and police
forces) misinterpreted or misperceived, or even worse, second-guessed the

general purpose for NL MARSOF.

These friction points can be divided into four different categories: (1) the
selection process for organization members; (2) the way the organization trains
and prepares for its missions; (3) the generally accepted customs and traditions
of the organization members; and (4) the specific kind of operations that have
been conducted.3” The remainder of this section summarizes some of the most
apparent friction points within these four categories: selection, training, customs

and traditions, and missions.

a. Selection Process

The selection processes for the three separate SOF units were
originally very different. The Frogmen do a physically intense eight-month course
in which they learn all the crafts of maritime special operations and combat diving
in particular.®® The whole course focuses on aptitude testing of the individuals,
and, for that purpose, they undergo arduous physical and mental training. Sleep
deprivation, hazing rituals, and constant physical and mental pressure are

36 KH\ 1 &2 %nd aficers of NL MARSOF, conversations with author, Doorn, the
Netherlands, 2010.

37 $XWKRUTV RZQ VIQWKHVLV IURP IULFWLRQ SRLQWYV H[SUHVVHG WK!
1&21MV DQG RIILFHUV RI 1/ 0%$562)

38 Fifty years of Frogmen in the Royal Netherlands Marine Corps [50 Jaar Kikvorsmannen bij
het Korps Mariniers] (Den Helder: Royal Netherlands Navy, 2010).
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considered a vital part of the selection to assess whether candidates are suitable

for the unit and fit in the distinct unit culture.39

Most of the members of the ML Recce Troop undergo the UK Royal
Marine Mountain Leader course. This eight-month course takes place in
Southern coastal parts of England, the highlands of Scotland, and the arctic
climate of Norway. It is considered one of the most arduous and physically
demanding courses the UK has to offer, and it emphasizes long-range
reconnaissance in mountainous and arctic environments. Again, common factors
like sleep deprivation, initiation rituals, and constant physical and mental

pressure are part of the aptitude testing in this course.*

To become a member of the Unit Intervention Marines requires a
five-month training period. The training starts with a one-week test phase, in
which the aptitude and trainability of the candidates is tested through a high
number of intense physical and mental exercises. Afterwards, the candidates
undergo training that emphasizes acquiring excellent shooting skills and close
quarter battle (CQB)** skills needed in counter terrorist operations.** Aptitude
testing, such as sleep deprivation, mental pressure through hazing, and arduous
physical training are not part of the training. Instead, the members and training
cadre of the UIM deliberately treat candidates more or less as equals to create a

better learning environment.

39 Head of the Frogmen Selection Course at the Royal Navy Dive School (H-KVM, DDS),
conversation with author, Den Helder, the Netherlands, December, 2010.

40 The Mountain Leaders course is one of the hardest in the British military, as indicated by
its 20% pass rate. To gain the Mountain Leaders (ML2) specialty, a Royal Marine must go
through an eight-month training course, which features: climbing cliffs, free climbing (without
ropes), mountaineering, survival, resistance to interrogation (RTI) training, ice climbing, arctic
survival, arctic navigation, and long distance skiing. Once qualified, a Mountain Leader (ML2) will
usually be integrated into the CommaQGRV RIWHQ LQWR WKH %ULJDGH 3DWURO 7URR
JRUFHV %ULJDGH B3tihWWihir 8lituldfBréesS.info/royal-marines/mountain-leaders/

41 close Quarter Battle (CQB) is a type of fighting in which small units engage the enemy
with personal weapons at very short range, in which specific methods of room entry and room
clearance are used, needed to either obtain a suspect or rescue a hostage.

42 The selection course for the Unit Intervention Marines (UIM) focuses on shooting skills,
close quarter battle, and hand-to-hand fighting. This enables an UIM operator to conduct high-risk
arrest operations and hostage rescue missions under the most rigorous circumstances and
demanding environments, like the sea.
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These differences in selection process have historically resulted in
different beliefs about the emphasis on physical toughness and the necessity for
aptitude testing between the two separate units. These deeply held beliefs about
selection processes within the current members of NL MARSOF will not change
overnight with the merger of MSO-Coy and the UIM. NL MARSOF already
identified and implemented the long-term solution. All new members of NL
MARSOF have to go through a newly developed joint selection, so that over the
long run all members of NL MARSOF will share the same selection
background.43 However, at this time the majority of NL MARSOF personnel still

does not.

b. Training

The training philosophy, the type of training, the training locations,
and the duration of the main exercises of the MSO-Coy and UIM have historically
been quite different. These differences in training are not surprising given the
different tasks originally assigned to the units. The Dutch frogmen and the ML
Recce Troop, now merged into the MSO-Coy, generally conduct long and
physically demanding exercises in which they train in all aspects of special
operations. The MSO-Coy training philosophy emphasizes physical and mental
fitness. Arctic warfare training of two to three months, mountain warfare training
of approximately two months, specific dive or rock-climb exercises of multiple
weeks, desert training and jungle training of up to three months are common
recurring exercises in their yearly training cycle.** Adding the duration of these
exercises up shows that, excluding real-time deployments, the members are

conducting long exercises up to nine months of each year.

43 Head of the Frogmen Selection Course at the Royal Navy Dive School (H-KVM, DDS),
conversation with author, Den Helder, the Netherlands, December, 2010.

44 Maritime Special Operations Company Staff, Operational year plans Maritime Special
Operations Company [Operationele Jaarplannen MSO-Coy (OJP)] (Den Helder, the
Netherlands).
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The Unit Intervention Marines predominantly focus on domestic
counterterrorism. For this main task, the UIM members are on constant
readiness alert in the Netherlands. This precludes the members from engaging in
long exercises abroad. The yearly training cycle of the Unit Intervention Marines
consists of short (up to a week) exercises in or near the Netherlands.*® Except for
multiple weeklong exercises each year, the members are predominantly doing
daily training activities. During these short evolutions, the training philosophy
emphasizes shooting skills and tactical procedures. These differences in the
yearly training cycle of the MSO-Coy and the Unit Intervention Marines have
historically resulted in distinct customs and views in training philosophy and

methods.

C. Customs and Traditions

The UIM and MSO-Coy have developed different customs and
traditions. The frogmen and the ML Recce Troop historically have had a strong
connection with their British counterparts. Since 1969, the Dutch Frogmen Troop
has trained extensively with the UK Special Boat Service (SBS), which has also
given them the name of the 7th Troop SBS.*® Adding to that strong connection,
the Dutch frogmen also modeled their selection course closer to the UK SBS
selection.4’ Because of their common selection course and similar mission set,
the ML Recce Troop has trained extensively with the UK Brigade Patrol Troop
(BPT). Even after the merger to MSO-Coy the historical ties to either UK SBS or

45 Unit Intervention Marines Staff, Operational year plans Unit Intervention Marines
[Operationele Jaarplannen UIM (OJP)] (Doorn, the Netherlands).

46 Before 1987, when the UK SBS was still part of the UK Royal Marines and not taken
under control of Directorate of Special Forces (DSF), their C-Squadron consisted of 6 Troops.
Because of the intense cooperation of C-Squadron with the Dutch Frogmen Platoon, the UK SBS
called the Dutch Frogmen 7th Troop SBS. The Dutch Frogmen also used this name when
presenting itself internationally. Source: Royal Netherlands Navy Staff, NL guidelines for
amphibious operations [Leidraad Amfibisch Optreden] (Den Helder, the Netherlands: Royal
Netherlands Navy, 2010).

47 Head of the Frogmen Selection Course at the Royal Navy Dive School (H-KVM, DDS),
conversation with author, Den Helder, the Netherlands, December, 2010.
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UK BPT have remained. The Frogmen and ML Troops of MSO-Coy are currently
conducting annual exercises and cross-training with the UK SBS and the UK
BPT.48

The Unit Intervention Marines, on the other hand, historically have
had strong connections with Dutch police units and other European counterparts,
such as the GSG-9 in Germany, the AKS in Denmark, and GIGN in France.49
The UIM trained extensively with these highly specialized CT units, who
predominantly originated from their respective country § police forces. The
establishment of the National Police Service DSI in 2006, which has operational
control of the UIM in domestic CT operations, has only further emphasized the
close connection with the police forces. Due to this historical difference in
partnership and training, the developed customs and habits within the MSO-Coy

and UIM also display differences.

One difference between the UIM and the Dutch frogmen is the
importance its members place on unit traditions. For instance, the Dutch frogmen
platoon has specific hazing traditions for new members that serve to imbue the
new members with the norms, authority relations, and codes of conduct within
the unit. Most of these customs are similar to their UK SBS counterpart. Although
considered somewhat old-fashioned to most outside observers, this practice is

still highly valued in most military organizations, because it implies a reward

48 Maritime Special Operations Company Staff, Operational year plans Maritime Special
Operations Company [Operationele Jaarplannen MSO-Coy (OJP)] (Den Helder, the
Netherlands).

49 Unit Intervention Marines Staff, Operational year plans Unit Intervention Marines
[Operationele Jaarplannen UIM (OJP)] (Doorn, the Netherlands).

Aktionsstyrken of Action Force (AKS) is a SWAT unit of the National Danish Police, trained in
hostage rescue techniques. They are approximately 70 strong, broken down into 8 man assault
XQLWYV B6RXUFH 3$NW L RtDYXWW.spedisidperakiofs.com/Foreign/Denmark/

7KH 1DWLRQDO *HQGDUPHV ,QWHUYHQWLRQ *URXS RU *URXSHPHQW
*HQGDUPHULH 1DWLRQDOH *,*1 LV )UDQFHYV teRIKDWMHUWHUURULVW )R
following not only the Munich Olympic incident, but more directly because of the Saudi Arabian
embassy incident in Paris in 1973. They are approximately 90 strong, broken down into four
DVVDXOW JURXSV DQG D VXSSRUW JURXISW 5 RN BH , @ WHRUXSHHQGMH. BQFG H O
*HQGDUPHULH 1DWLRQDOH *,*1 °
http://www.specialoperations.com/Foreign/France/GIGN/default.htm
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system in which ultimately becoming a member is the reward.”® The UIM does
not have this long tradition of #egreening. ®* Instead, the new members of the
UIM deliberately do not undergo any type of hazing. Hazing is actually
considered inappropriate within the UIM. Instead, the members create an

environment more open to critique from new, fresh members.

Another example is the difference in social interaction between
members of the units. Because the members of the MSO-Coy practically live
together for almost nine months of the year, they have more opportunities to
bond and form friendships than the members of the UIM. The separate
geographic location of the two home bases of the MSO-Coy and the UIM
reinforces this difference in social interaction. The MSO-Coy is remotely located
at the coast in the city of Den Helder, so the majority of its members are forced to
live with each other on base during the weeks they are not on exercise. The UIM
is located in the city of Doorn in the centre in the Netherlands, which gives its

members the opportunity to live off base during the week.

One last example is the difference in hierarchy between members
of the units. The leadership of the UIM tends to be more hierarchic than the
leadership of the MSO-Coy. The distance between officers, NCOs and enlisted
men within the UIM tends to be greater than within the MSO-Coy. Within the
MSO-Coy it is generally considered normal to be on a first-name basis with every
member. Within the UIM more traditional hierarchy interaction, in which members
address each other with ranks, is considered more appropriate. This simple
custom reveals an important, subtle difference in social distance between the

members of the units. During previous combined exercises and missions, the

50 g QHZ PHPEHUTV W bhme@ socidl tolr @d sfawsRvithin a specific organization
LV D SURFHVV WKDW DW WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHY OLOLWDU\ $FDGHP\ DW :
W LV NQRZQ DV WKH 3 GHJUHHQLQJ" SURJUDP LQ (XURSHDQ PLOLWDU\ L
6RHWHUV 3&XQWXUWHH GQ2 8 J D QHgmibddkR{Dvganizafonal Culture & Climate,
edited by Neal M. Ashkanasy, Celeste Wilderom and Mark F. Peterson (Thousand Oaks, Calif:
Sage Publications, 2000), 465 #81.

51 .RVHSK / 6RHWHUV 3&XOWXUH LQ’ siEandBddldf Grgarizatideal IDW LR QV
Culture & Climate, edited by Neal M. Ashkanasy, Celeste Wilderom and Mark F. Peterson
(Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications, 2000), 465 #81.
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difference in social interaction and distance has resulted in internal friction. The
most recent example is the pre-deployment build-up phase for the latest mission

in Afghanistan.>?

d. Missions

These three different units 2 The Dutch Frogmen Platoon, The ML
Recce Troop, and the UIM?2 have in the past conducted numerous SOF
operations domestically and abroad in regions such as Afghanistan, Iraq, the
former Yugoslavia, and the Horn of Africa. However, the types of operations
differed significantly among the three units. The Dutch Frogmen and the ML
Recce Troop predominantly focused on special operations abroad with an
emphasis on the two NATO SOF principle tasks of Special Reconnaissance and
Military Assistance.’® Within these tasks, they primarily conducted environmental
reconnaissance, target assessment, and training missions.>* The UIM have
predominantly focused on the two principle NATO SOF tasks of Direct Action and
Additional Activities, primarily hostage release operations, direct assaults, and

opposed boarding operations.”

52 |n 2009, teams and staff members form the UIM and the MSO-Coy formed a Task Force
55 SOTG as part of ISAF SOF. The six-month pre-deployment build-up phase marked several
incidents between members of the MSO-Coy and the UIM related to social interaction and
distance.

53 Special reconnaissance and surveillance complements national and Allied theatre
intelligence collection assets and systems by obtaining specific, well-defined, and possibly time-
sensitive information of strategic or operational significance. It is a pre-dominantly HUMINT
function that places eyes-on-target. Military Assistance is a broad spectrum of measures in
support of friendly forces throughout the spectrum of conflict. Source: North Atlantic Treaty
Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center (NSCC), Allied Joint Doctrine for
Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January 2009), 2 #.

54 Environmental reconnaissance is conducted to collect and report critical geospatial
information. Target assessment is conducted to detect, identify, locate, and assess a target to
determine the most effective employment of weapons. Training missions are conducted to
militarily train host nation forces to protect from threats, and to develop individual, leader, and
organizational skills. Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations
Coordination Center (NSCC), Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons:
Belgium: NSCC, January 2009), 2 #1.

S5 Direct Actions are precise (usually offensive) operations on specific well-defined strategic
or operational targets. Additional Activities is an overarching umbrella of specific missions
dedicated to NATO SOF, like CT operations and hostage release operations.
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Until the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in 2001, this
rough division of labor in SOF tasks remained intact. However, after the global
war on terror started, the increasing demand for SOF units caused some
capacity issues for the maritime SOF units. The demand for SOF units abroad
outpaced the capacity of the MSO-Coy. Therefore, on occasion teams from the
UIM have been used for these special operations abroad and teams from the
MSO-Coy have been used for national stand-by mission to fulfill domestic
counterterrorism responsibilities.”® While this mixed employment of UIM and
MSO-Coy teams resolved some of the capacity problems, the mixing of teams for
different missions abroad and domestically has revealed the aforementioned
internal friction points even more. Differences in operational experience,
selection background, training level, and traditional customs have resulted in
initial reluctance between the MSO-Coy and the UIM to work together and

necessitated the need for longer pre-deployment preparation.

The mixed employment of UIM abroad and MSO-Coy teams also
domestically created misunderstandings at other Dutch SOF and police forces
about the exact purpose and missions for NL MARSOF. As a result, the Dutch
Army SOF 2 the Dutch Commandos 2 have formally expressed doubts in the
SOF capabilities of NL MARSOF.>" The National Police Service DSI has also

Hostage release operations are offensive operations conducted to secure the safe release of
hostages. Direct assaults typically involve attacking critical military targets of significance,
FDSWXULQJ GHVLIJQDWHG SHUVRQQHO RU PDWHULDO RU QHXWUDOL]LQ
boarding operations are the forced entering of uncooperative maritime vessels or platforms.
Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCCQC), Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January
2009), 2 4.

56 The deployment of maritime SOF units as part of Task Force Orange, Special Operations
Task Unit Viper, and Task Force 55 in Afghanistan has consisted of teams both of the MSO-Coy
and the Unit Intervention Marines. The MSO-Coy teams that returned from deployments were put
on stand-by for the domestic counterterrorism tasks. That way the members of MSO-teams were
operating in the Netherlands close to their respective families, and the UIM teams were able to go
abroad for missions.

S7 During post-deployment evaluations of SOTU Viper in Afghanistan, the Dutch Army SOF
had critical comments on the capabilities of NL MARSOF units. These comments varied from lack
of specific skill sets and training, lack of experience, and difference in SOF mindset. Source:
classified Army post-deployment report to the Joint Special Operations Branch MoD.
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expressed concerns about the recent mixed deployments. The DSI fears a
change of priorities in preparing and training the UIM-teams for its primary

domestic counterterrorism tasks.>®

e. Friction Points Related to Strategic Utility and Unit
Culture

The identified friction points in the four categories of selection,
training, customs and traditions, and missions are related to either the absence
of one strong cohesive unit culture or the lack of clarity in strategic utility for NL
MARSOF. The schematic overview below summarizes the main identified friction
points and shows the relationship to unit culture and strategic utility. This
categorization in mission, selection, training, and customs and traditions as well
as the connection to unit culture and strategic utility is imperfect. Categories
overlap. For instance, the training philosophy is connected to strategic utility as
well as unit culture. Nevertheless, the categorization and connection is useful
since it illustrates the broad range of friction points in relation to unit culture and

strategic utility.

58 views expressed through conversations with members of the management team of the
Special Intervention Service (DSI) in March 2009.
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Figure 5.  Schematic Overview of Identified Friction Points Connected to
Strategic Utility and Unit Culture

The fact that NL MARSOF still is an initiative and currently in the
process of being formalized within the RNLMC organization arguably contributes
to the observed internal friction points in selection, training, and organizational

customs.

E. RESEARCH QUESTION

This research intends to find remedies to the observed internal and
external friction points in this precarious phase of existence. As mentioned in
previous sections, the specific circumstance is the NL MARSOF § organizational
developmental phase as a new organization. As history has shown, new SOF
units at birth are vulnerable to external bureaucratic forces and therefore have to

be quite strong or enjoy the protection of a powerful guardian to survive this
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crucial phase. The observed friction points resulted from quickly bringing two
distinct units with different tasks and history together and asking its members to
form a new unit. The identified friction points can result from a lack of clarity in
strategic utility and disparate unit cultures. By answering the following research
guestion, these probable deficiencies are addressed and investigated, ultimately
aiming to make NL MARSOF strong enough to stand up to the challenges it

faces in its early days:

How can NL MARSOF better unify its culture and clarify its strategic
utility in order to improve its organizational effectiveness?

In this main research question, %larifying strategic utility ™ means
developing the process to define the strategic utility for NL MARSOF § members.
The definition of unify is %o join (one or more) to or with another, so as to form
one whole or unit. ®® Unifying NL MARSOF culture, therefore, means reconciling
the cognitive processes of the members of the previous different SOF units to

form one effective whole.

Two professors in organizational behavior, Joseph Soeters and Tibor
Tresh, have used a framework (developed by the cross-cultural psychologist
John Berry%0) to distinguish different levels of unifying military organizations.61
Based on this framework three strategies of organizational unification achieve an
acceptable level of effectiveness. The first strategy, assimilation, is when one
organization becomes more similar to the other(s), either because the latter
appears to be better “or has the power to force adaptation. The second strategy,
separation, is when two or more organizations cooperate, but keep their own

cultural characteristics, because they perceive their own organization as being

59 Oxford English Dictionary Online, V.Y 3XQLI\ " DFFHVVHG 'HFHPEHU
http://www.oed.com

60 -RKQ %HUU\ 3)XQGDPHQWDO 3V\FKRORJLFDO 3URFHVVHV LQ ,QWHU
Handbook of Intercultural Training, edited by D. Landis, J.M. Bennett and M.J. Bennett (eds.)
(Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2004), 166 #184. As cited in Joseph Soeters and Tibor Tresch,
37RZDUGYV &XOWXUDO ,QWHJUDWLRQ LQ Dekaydt@ieswe RQD2O 3HDFH 2SHUD
(Mar-Jun, 2010): 272 £87.

61 _.RVHSK 6RHWHUYV DQG 7LERU 7UHVFK 37RZDUGV &XOWXUDO ,QWHJL
2 S HU D WheReQe¥ Studies 10, no. 1/2 (Mar HJun, 2010): 272 £287.
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equal or better than the other ones. The third strategy, integration, is when two or
more organizations cooperate, and try to adapt to the best cultural characteristics
and qualities of one another. In other words, integration identifies and combines
the strengths of each organization into one better overarching organization. The
best strategy to unify NL MARSOF 2 assimilation, separation, or integration 2 will

depend on the research findings.

Two hypotheses will help answer the above-stated main research
guestion. The hypotheses capture the effect of strategic utility and unit culture on
operational effectiveness. They incorporate the following three key terms:
operational effectiveness, strategic utility, and unit culture. The following chapters

will explain these key terms more in detail.

Hypothesis 1: Clearing up misunderstanding and misperception in

strategic utility leads to purpose and direction, which positively affects NL

MARSOF § organizational effectiveness.

This hypothesis entails the clarity in strategic utility and addresses internal
and external misunderstandings about the general mission and purpose of NL
MARSOF. Strategic utility is the strategic value of SOF, by which it contributes to
national goals and policy. The hypothesis describes the difference between what
the strategic utility of NL MARSOF should be (required-situation), as stated by
the Kingdom of the Netherlands and how members actually interpret and
perceive the strategic utility of NL MARSOF (current-situation).

The hypothesis builds on the causal assumption that the more consistent
the perceived strategic utility is with required strategic utility for NL MARSOF on
the national and military service level, the more focused the unit is in
organizational purpose and direction; hence, the more effective NL MARSOF can
achieve its objectives and aims. Several researchers in organizational culture
and effectiveness emphasize the importance of a clear mission to an
organization. The following quote clearly describes the current situation of NL
MARSOF and captures its difficulties:
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7TKH LPSRUWDQFH RI PLVVLRQ WR FXOWXUH DQG HIIH
supported by the observation that the most critical crises in each

organization came when the basic mission was questioned or

altered. Each of the organizations provided a compelling example

of the close relationship between the overall purpose and direction

of the firm, and the meaning held by each of the organizational

members. This loss of meaning and direction seemed to coincide

with significant losses of momentum and effectiveness.®?

Hypothesis 2: One strong and cohesive culture for NL MARSOF creates

more organizational commitment that positively affects organizational

effectiveness.

The second hypothesis focuses on the cultural differences between NL
MARSOF sub-units in order to examine internal friction points in selection,
training, and customs and tradition. It captures the degree of cultural strength
and coherence within NL MARSOF and assumes that cultural strength positively
effects operational effectiveness. The hypothesis builds on the assumption that
dominance of a strong and coherent culture is an essential quality for excellent
organizations, and strong organizational culture permeates the most successful

groups.®®

F. CAUSAL FRAMEWORK OF DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

Each developed hypothesis covers one independent variable against the
dependent variable. Hypothesis 1 covers strategic utility; Hypothesis 2 covers
unit culture. Figure 6 gives a schematic overview of the causal relation between
these independent variables, unit culture and strategic utility; and the dependent

variable, organizational effectiveness.

62 'DQLHO 5 'HQLVRQ DQG $QHLO . OLVKUD 37RZDUG D 7KHRU\ RI 2UJ
(I''HFWLY lofgahization Science 6, no. 2 (Mar #Apr, 1995): 216.

63 Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman, In Search of Excellence: Lessons from
$ P HU L F D fRun%eceMmpmhies (New York: Harper & Row, 1982), 75. This assertion is also
made by other renowned organizational culture researchers such as Daniel Denison, John P.
Kotter, and James L. Heskett.
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Figure 6.  Model of Variables and Causal Mechanism

The first independent variable, strategic utility, is broken down into three
dimensions: special operations spectrum, operating environment, and political
domain. Chapter lll explains these dimensions in detail. The second dependent
variable, unit culture, is broken down in four cultural traits: mission, adaptability,

involvement, and consistency, all derived from Denison § model of organizational
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culture.64 Chapter IV explains these cultural traits in detail. The causal
mechanisms for both independent variables related positive to operational
effectiveness for NL MARSOF. Operational effectiveness can affect the hot and
cold side of organization. Chapter Il explains this delineation in detail.

The hardware factor consists of all factors (other than the two human
factors) that can positively influence organizational effectiveness. Resources and
structural design are the most obvious examples of these hardware factors. The
hardware factor is presumed to complement the human factor in operational
effectiveness. In other words, the human factor is necessary in achieving
operational effectiveness in SOF, which the hardware factor complements. This
research examines only the two human factors 2 unit culture and strategic

utility 2 in relation to organizational effectiveness.

G. RESEARCH DESIGN

To answer both hypotheses, a specific research strategy is developed to
investigate both and ultimately answer the research question. Figure 7 gives a
schematic overview of the complete research strategy, containing the use of
surveys, governing document analysis, and potential follow up interviews. The
remainder of this chapter describes all research methods in detail and explains

the connection to the main research question and both hypotheses.

64 Daniel R. Denison 2% ULQJLQJ &RUSRUDWH & X O \@igahiativiel WKH % RWWRP /L
Dynamics (1984): 5 222; Daniel R. Denison, Corporate Culture and Organizational Effectiveness

1HZ <RUN -RKQ :LOH\ BRQV 'DQLHO 5 'HQLVRQ DQG $QHLO . OL
of OUJDQL]DWLRQDO &XO W X UHgdhi@eGor( Stiéfce/a, Mo ZXMar Yapr, 1995):
204 + 'DQLHO 5 'HQLVRQ 6 +DDODQG DQG 3 *RHO]JHU 3&RUSRUDWH &

(IITHFWLYHQHVVY ,V WKHUH D 6LP L O DAHva#¥ i Global LBatR3h@G WKH :RUOG ~
(2003): 205 227.
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Figure 7.  Research Strategy

Hypothesis 1: Clearing up misunderstanding and misperception in

strategic utility leads to clear purpose and direction, which positively affects
NL MARSOF § operational effectiveness.

Survey research determines the current perceptions of strategic utility for
NL MARSOF. Concurrently, unit history, relevant SOF theory, and governing
documents are analyzed on three levels (international, national, and unit) to
determine the required strategic utility for NL MARSOF. Observed differences
between the current and the required strategic utility are discussed in follow-up
interviews that lead to practical recommendations for creating clear purpose and
direction. Figure 8 illustrates the connection of the chosen methods in the

research strategy to Hypothesis 1.
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Haw can NL MARSOF unify Its culture and clarify its
strategic wtility, to improve its operational effectiveness?
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Operational Effectiveness

Figure 8.  Research Strategy in Relation to Hypothesis 1: Strategic Utility

Hypothesis 2: One strong and cohesive culture for NL MARSOF creates

more organizational commitment that positively affects operational effectiveness.

Survey research is used to determine the current and desired unit culture
within NL MARSOF. Observed differences between the current and the desired
unit culture are discussed in follow-on interviews that lead to practical
recommendations. These recommendations are intended to set the path to the
desired unit culture and ultimately improve cultural coherence and strength.
Figure 9 Iillustrates the connection of the chosen research methods to

Hypothesis 2.
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strafegic wiil to impra pperational effectiveness?

Operational Effectiveness

Figure 9.  Research Strategy in Relation to Hypothesis 2: Unit Culture

1. Methods

Three data-gathering methods are used to collect the necessary data for
the research. These methods provide quantitative as well as qualitative
information. The primary collection method is survey research, augmented by
document analysis and follow-up interviews. The use of these three methods to
provide quantitative and qualitative information allows for statistical analysis as
well as in-depth analysis. This provides richer research data than when using
either quantitative or qualitative data separately and, therefore, enhances better

understanding of NL MARSOF § unique cultural characteristics.

a. Surveys

This method employs a survey questionnaire designed to test the
independent variables (strategic utility and unit culture) in relation to the

dependant variable (organizational effectiveness). Figure 10 illustrates the
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guantitative and qualitative part of the survey in relation to the main research
guestion and the two hypotheses. Chapter V explains the survey design, parts,

and connections in detail.

How can NL MARSOF unify its culture and clarify its strategic
utility, to improve its operational effectiveness?

ADAPTATION ADAPTATION

INVOLVEMENT

CONSISTENCY J CONSISTENCY J

L INVOLVEMENT

=

Operational Effectiveness

Cold Environment

Figure 10. NL MARSOF Survey in Relation to Both Hypotheses.

b. Governin g Document Analysis

Current policy documents, various studies, and doctrine are

analyzed to investigate the required strategic utility for NL MARSOF. Figure 11
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illustrates the governing document analysis in relation to the main research

guestion and Hypothesis 1. The next section explains this relationship in detail.

How can NL MARSOF unify its culture and clarify its strategic
utility, to improve its operational effectiveness?

s

International

National

Operational Effectiveness

Figure 11. Governing Document Analysis in Relation to Hypothesis 1: Strategic
Utility

The governing documents can be divided into three levels of analysis:

international level, national level, and unit level.
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Figure 12.  Governing Document Analysis

At the international level, the documents produced and published
by NATO SOF Headquarters (NSHQ) lead in determining strategic utility. Of
these documents, the NATO SOF Study (2008) sought input from NATO SOF
personnel to examine broad trends in SOF structure, organization, capabilities,
interoperability, and resourcing. Other documents produced by the NSHQ include
MC-437/1 2 Military Committee Special Operations Forces and AJP 3 152 Allied
Joint Doctrine for Special Operations Forces.

At the national level, the governing documents produced and
published by the Ministry of Defense are examined. Though most of the NL MoD
documents concerning SOF are classified, sanitized parts were used for this
thesis. The NL Ministry of Justice (MoJ) has also produced several (classified)
documents concerning the domestic employment of Special Forces in a counter

terrorist role.

At the military service level, the Royal Netherlands Navy has

traditionally been weak in producing doctrine and policy documents, compared to
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the Royal Dutch Army. Nevertheless, several documents have been recently
published in which policy concerning the employment of maritime special

operations forces is described.

C. Interviews

Upon completion and analysis of the survey, interviews were held
with key members of NL MARSOF in order to gather qualitative information
pertaining to the survey results. Figure 7 illustrated the follow-up interviews with
key members of NL MARSOF in relation to the main research question and both

hypotheses.

The purpose of conducting these interviews is twofold. Firstly,
interviews conducted after the survey allow in-depth questions to address any
anomalies in the collected data or to expand any area needing further scrutiny.
This qualitative information is compared to the survey results in an effort to

validate the overall survey results.

Secondly, depending on the survey results, viable possibilities for
improvement are discussed with key members to formulate recommendations.
The target sample for these interviews was a random selection of officers and
senior enlisted members, because they can provide the most comprehensive
view on the NL MARSOF organization and have the authority and influence to

either support or reject recommendations.
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. ORGANIZATIONAL EFFEC TIVENESS

A. ORGANIZATIONAL EFFEC TIVENESS REVIEWED

Organizational effectiveness is the degree to which the organization
reaches its goal or mission. This overall goal, or mission, is the organization §
reason for existence. The organization § leadership usually writes this overall
mission down in a formal mission statement, which describes the organization §
purpose, vision, and shared values and beliefs.65 This overall purpose is broken
down into several operating goals that describe specific, measurable outcomes.
For not-for-profit organizations such as the military, these outcomes specify the

degree to which the organization provides specific utility.

Pierre Richard, Timothy Devinney, George Yip, and Gerry Johnson (from
the business universities in Sydney, Rotterdam, and Lancaster) study
organizational performance and distinguish between organizational performance
and effectiveness. ®©rganizational performance encompasses three specific
areas of firm outcomes: (a) financial performance; (b) product market
performance; and (c) shareholder return. Organizational effectiveness is broader
and captures organizational performance plus the plethora of internal
performance outcomes normally associated with more efficient or effective
operations and other external measures that relate to considerations that are
broader than those simply associated with economic valuation. 8¢ The latter
definition of organizational effectiveness fits the military better, because it entails
more than just economic output. Therefore, this thesis uses the term

effectiveness instead of performance.

65 Richard L. Daft, Organization Theory and Design, 8th ed. (Mason, Ohio: Thomson/South-
Western, 2004), 18.

66 3LHUUH - 5LFKDUG 7LPRWK\ 'HYLQQH\ *HRUJH <LS DQG *HUU\ -RK
Organizational Performance: ToZDUGV OHWKRGR ORJL F DoOrngéb bf WMisviagGdunbrit 86 FH ~
no. 3 (Jun, 2009): 722.
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Richard Daft, a noted expert in organizational behavior and organizational
design, provides a simple definition of organizational effectiveness that captures
the same meaning. ©Organizational effectiveness is the degree to which an
organization realizes its goals. Effectiveness evaluates the extent to which

multiple goals are attained. ©7

Three experts in military organization and effectiveness, Allan Millett,
Williamson Murray, and Kenneth Watman, define military effectiveness as the
process by which armed forces convert resources into intended fighting power. €8
In their definition, a fully effective military unit derives maximum intended combat

power from the resources physically and politically available.

In 2000, the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)
conducted an extensive survey within the U.S. military on a variety of matters
concerning military culture in relation to military effectiveness.®® CSIS simply
defined military effectiveness as the ability to accommodate assigned missions
within an appropriate amount of time with minimal casualties and an appropriate

expenditure of resources. ’

B. MEASURING ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVE NESS

Daft et al. discuss the difficulty of measuring organizational effectiveness
because of its multidimensional conceptualization related to stakeholders,
heterogeneity in resources, environment, strategic choice, and timeframe.’® To

address this difficulty of multidimensional conceptualization, Daft identified

67 Richard L. Daft, Organization Theory and Design, 8th ed. (Mason, Ohio: Thomson/South-
Western, 2004), 24.

68 Allen R. Millett, Williamson Murray, and Kenneth H. Watman, 37 KH (IITHFWLYHQHVV RI
OLOLWDU\ 2UJhehmmabWal Sechnty 11, no. 1 (Summer, 1986): 37.

69 walter F. Uimer, Joseph J. Collins, T. O. Jacobs, and Center for Strategic and
International Studies, American Military Culture in the Twenty-First Century: A Report of the CSIS
International Security Program, CSIS Report (Washington, D.C: Center for Strategic and
International Studies, 2000).

70 3LHUUH - 5LFKDUG 7LPRWK\ 'HYLQQH\ *HRUJH <LS DQG *HUU\ -RK
Organizational Performance: TowardV OHW KR G R O R JL F D OQJourhrVoMarademevit. FH -~
35, no. 3 (Jun, 2009): 718 804.
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several approaches to measuring organizational effectiveness.’l These
approaches measure effectiveness by focusing on different parts of the
organizational process of input, transformation, and output. The following
explains the three approaches:
The goal approach to organizational effectiveness is concerned
with the output side, and whether the organization achieves its
goals in terms of desired levels of output. The resource-based
approach assesses effectiveness by observing the beginning of the
process and evaluating whether the organization effectively obtains
resources necessary for high performance. The internal process

approach looks at internal activities and assesses effectiveness by
indicators of internal health and efficiency.?2

Millett et al. argue that military effectiveness is not measured just in terms
of victory. Instead, one can measure military effectiveness at four different levels:
political, strategic, operational, and tactical.”3 Political effectiveness is the
proficiency achieved in acquiring resources for military activity. The resources
allocated depend on the degree to which politicians regard the military unit as
valuable. Strategic effectiveness is the degree to which armed forces obtain
national goals as stated by political leadership. Operational effectiveness is the
degree to which the military develops successful concepts and doctrine for
effective employment of forces. Finally, tactical effectiveness is the way the
organization successfully uses specific military techniques to win engagements.
In comparing his categorization of military effectiveness in four levels to Daft §
three approaches, one can observe a similarity. Political effectiveness focuses on
the input side of the organization, operational and tactical effectiveness focus on

the transformation side, and strategic effectiveness focuses on the output side.

Joseph Soeters, a Dutch military organizational behavior professor,

distinguishes between two subcultures of the uniformed organization. One

71 Richard L. Daft, Organization Theory and Design, 8th ed. (Mason, Ohio: Thomson/South-
Western, 2004), 24.

72 Ibid., 24.

73 Allen R. Millett, Williamson Murray, and Kenne WK + :DWPDQ 37KH (IIHFWLYHQHVV RI

OLOLWDU\ 2UJDQL]DWLRQV ~ ,QWHUQDWLRQDO#8HFXULW\
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subculture focuses on prevention, facilitation, and preparation, and one
subculture focuses on the real action. The former, which refers to headquarters
and garrison life, is called the ¥old “side, and the latter, which refers to the real-
time military operations, is called the hot " side of the uniformed organization.
The cold subculture is highly bureaucratic and process-oriented, while the hot
subculture tends to be more flexible and goal-oriented because the latter occurs
in critical, dangerous, and ambiguous circumstances.”* Measuring military
effectiveness on the cold side focuses on the input (resource-based approach)
and transformation (internal process approach) part of organizations. Measuring
military effectiveness on the hot side focuses on the output (goal approach) and

transformation part (internal process approach) of organizations.

The bulk of the substantial modern research on military culture in relation
to organizational performance focuses on this hot subculture and the importance
of military cohesion in this particular subculture. Within that narrow focus of
military culture, the literature is heavily weighted toward studies on cohesion in
the U.S. Armed Forces. " The published scholarly literature on cohesion relating
to performance in the Dutch Armed Forces is, by comparison, limited. Some
exceptions might be Peter Boer § early research on a wartime squadron of the
Netherlands East India Air Force and the research of Joseph Soeters in Dutch
military culture.”® Therefore, the majority of literature used in this thesis is
necessarily not Dutch, which raises a question as to whether this literature is

applicable to Dutch Forces in general and Dutch SOF in patrticular.

The forces in the Netherlands are organizationally and culturally distinct,
having different histories and traditions arising out of different national cultures.

This thesis, however, assumes that general research findings about military

74 .RVHSK /| BRHWHUV 3&XOWXUH LQ 8@4dntRdolPdfCrganiratd@L]DWLRQV ~ LQ
Culture & Climate, edited by Neal M. Ashkanasy, Celeste Wilderom and Mark F. Peterson
(Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications, 2000), 465 #481.

75 g KDUOHV .LUNH 3**URXS &RKH VLR Qrm&KFoMex ahH Sobi@y@53 UDFWLFH -~
no. 4 (Jul, 2009): 143 #59.

76 3HWHU & %RHU 36PDOO €ask\df FiyRié SauhdRa 3-DK H , 9Afmed
Forces and Society, vol. 28. (2001), 2 #15.
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cohesion in relation to effectiveness are relevant to the present case of the Dutch
Forces, except where there are visible, scientifically supported contra-indications.
This is a realistic measure, reflecting both the quality and the quantity of the
international scholarship, and the relative scarcity of published work directly
applied to the Dutch Armed Forces.

Examining military cohesion in relation to military effectiveness only during
real-time missions (i.e., the hot side of the organization) is too narrow a view of
military effectiveness. To survive at birth, NL MARSOF needs to be effective on

the cold side as well.

This thesis does not take one singular approach to effectiveness, because
they all are too narrow to encompass the military effectiveness needed at this
stage of NL MARSOF § development. Therefore, this thesis synthesizes Daft §
definition of organizational effectiveness with the above-mentioned military
scholarly literature on effectiveness. To wit:

Organizational effectiveness is the degree to which an organization

achieves its goals on the hot and cold side of the organization.

Effectiveness evaluates the extent to which multiple goals at the
cold side, as well as the hot side, are attained.
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Figure 13 synthesizes the views on military effectiveness to Daft §

approaches in measuring effectiveness.
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Figure 13. Focus in Measurement of Military Effectiveness

To answer the main research question, this thesis investigates NL
MARSOF § strategic utility and unit culture, under the assumption that clear
strategic utility and strong and cohesive culture improve the degree to which an
organization achieves its goals on its hot and cold side (i.e., improves

organizational effectiveness).
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. STRATEGIC UTILITY EXPLORED

A. STRATEGIC UTILITY DEFINED

Before clearly stating the strategic utility of NL MARSOF, a short historical
review of the discussion on SOF strategic utility is needed. This section reviews
the historical works of Eliot Cohen, Edward Luttwak, Colin Gray, Thomas Adams,
and Susan Marquis, as well as the recent works of David Tucker and Christopher
Lamb, Hy Rothstein, James Kiras, Robert Spulak, and Joseph Celeski. This
review presents and analyzes different approaches and definitions of strategic
utility, and develops a conceptual framework to define the strategic utility of NL
MARSOF. This framework separates the more theoretical approaches in defining
SOF strategic utility from the more pragmatic approaches.

1. Review Strategic Utility SOF

In 1983, security analyst Edward Luttwak gave his theoretical perspective
on the strategic utility of SOF and proposed that SOF are best suited for
relational-maneuver warfare. He countered the armed forces fassumption that
low-intensity conflicts’’ can be placed in a one-dimensional scale from low- to
high-intensity conflicts, where low is just 3lesser” form of the high-intensity

conflicts such as full-scale conventional war."®

He argued that the assumption implied by this one-dimensional scale 2

that forces that perform well in high-intensity conflicts will automatically perform

T $FFRUGLQJ WR WKH 8 6 $UP\TV  -in®Ri\WIi®poitdah X DO ORZ
military confrontation between contending states or groups below the level of conventional war
and above the routine, peaceful competition among states. Low-intensity conflict frequently
involves protracted struggles of competing principles and ideologies. It ranges from subversion to
the use of armed force. It is waged by a combination of means, employing political, economic,
informational, and military instruments. Low-intensity conflicts are often localized, generally in the
Third World, but contain regional and global security implications. Source: United States
Department of the Army, Field Manual 100 £0 Military Operations in Low-Intensity Conflicts
(1990).

78 (GZDUG 1 /XWWZDN =3I RWHWVR®QY \FREEMERI .S, Army War
College] XX, no. 4 (December 1983).
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well in low intensity conflicts 2 is false. Instead, he proposed a scale from

attrition-based warfare to relational-maneuver-based warfare.

In attrition warfare, victory is obtained by superior material resources (i.e.,
firepower and number of forces). In relational-maneuver warfare, victory is
obtained by identifying specific weaknesses of the enemy and reconfiguring
one § own capabilities to exploit those weaknesses. Ihe closer [armed forces]
are to the theoretical extreme of pure attrition, the more armed forces tend to be
focused on their own internal administration and operations, being
correspondingly less responsive to the external environment comprising the
enemy, the terrain, and the specific phenomena of any particular conflict. ”® For
these types of forces, optimization of standard operating procedures for general
application, easily interchangeable personnel, and an emphasis on strong
logistics are important. By contrast, the closer [armed forces] are to the
relational-maneuver end of the spectrum, the more armed forces will tend to be
outer-regarding. ® Flexible adaptation to each operating environment, highly
specialized personnel, and low demand for logistic support are important to these

forces.

To the degree that the intensity of a conflict declines because the targets
are less visible, less defined and more dispersed 2 as is the case in, for instance,
counterinsurgencies 2 the usefulness of attrition also declines. Therefore, trying
to fight a low-intensity conflict with forces focused on attrition is ineffective.
Instead, forces with an outward-regarding focus are needed to distinguish
between the enemy and the population and identify the enemy § weakness.
Special operations forces naturally fall into that relational-maneuver category.

SOF use human judgment and persistent surveillance at the scene to discover

79 (GZDUG 1 /XWWZDN =3I RWHYVRW® \/RiEAheeld f).S. Army War
College] XllII, no. 4 (December 1983), 336.

80 |pid., 337.
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what is hidden in plain sight; that is to discriminate between real targets and fake
ones that deceive nonhuman sensors.  Conventional forces naturally fall into

the attrition category.

In 1993, Lucien Vandenbroucke, a Foreign Service Officer in the U.S.
Department of State, distinguished strategic special operations from regular
special operations as having a larger impact on U.S. foreign policy and,
therefore, requiring approval at the highest level of the U.S. government.82 These
missions are also high-risk because of the difficulty of the objective and the
limited means. The strategic utility of these strategic special operations,
therefore, lies in the degree to which they affect foreign policy. In his book
Perilous Options, Special Operations as an Instrument of U.S. Foreign Policy,
Vandenbroucke describes several recurring problems that have hindered the
success of strategic special operations: faulty intelligence, poor joint and
interagency cooperation and coordination, inadequate information provided to
decision makers, wishful thinking on the part of decision makers, and

micromanagement of mission execution from afar.

In 1998, security consultant Thomas Adams argued that one must
conceptually separate the tasks and missions more suited to conventional forces
from the tasks and missions more suited to unconventional forces such as SOF.
Specific SOF strategic utility lies in the latter set of tasks and missions because
conventional forces do not have the skill set for these missions, but SOF does.?®

81 pavid Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 51.

82 Lucien S. Vandenbroucke, Perilous Options: Special Operations as an Instrument of U.S.
Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993).

83 Thomas K. Adams, U.S. Special Operations Forces in Action 2 The Challenge of
Unconventional Warfare (New York: Frank Cass Publishers, 2001).
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The core activities assigned to SOCOM®* can be divided into two types of
missions. The first are missions that include truly special activities that are not
part of conventional war fighting. The second are missions that are essentially
conventional warfare activities, but are special because they have to be done
with a high level of proficiency and special equipment under difficult

circumstances.

In the first type, the mission itself is special, such as Foreign Internal
Defense (FID) and Security Force Assistance (SFA). In the second type, the unit
conducting the mission is special, like Direct Action (DA) and Special
Reconnaissance (SR).2> Adams calls the former missions unconventional
warfare missions and proposes to re-order and assign these missions to an
Unconventional Operations Force (UOF)..® In his opinion, Army SOF 2
specifically Army SF, PsyOps, and Civil Affairs units 2 are best suited to form this
UOF. By differentiating tasks, SOF can even better prepare and train in these
difficult special tasks and missions. According to Adams, SOF are not just better
at doing the same things as conventional forces, but have capabilities distinct
from conventional forces and need to exploit these capabilities to generate the

best strategic value.

In 2006, Hy Rothstein, a retired Army Special Forces colonel and lecturer
at the Naval Postgraduate School, also stressed the importance of a force 2

84 The nine SOF core activities for USSOCOM are: (1) Direct Action, (2) Special
Reconnaissance, (3) Foreign Internal Defense, (4) Unconventional Warfare, (5) Counterterrorism,
(6) Counter-proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, (7) Civil Affairs Operations, (8)
Psychological Operations/Military Information isupport Operations, and (9) Information
Operations. Source: Department of Defense, JP 3 85 Doctrine for Joint Special Operations
(2003). The current USSOCOM commander recently added two more activities to these core
tasks: (10) security-force assistance by sustaining and assisting host-nation or regional security
forces in support of a legitimate authority through the unified action of the joint, interagency,
intergovernmental and multinational communities, and (11) other activities specified by the
SUHVLGHQW RU VHFUHWDU\ RI GHIHQVH 6RXUFH 20VRQ (
&DSDELOLWLHYV LQ ,UdihHRbKesuartddJ(UBQ) H58, no. 1st quarter 2010
(January, 2010): 64 #0.

85 FID, SA, DA, and SR are defined in U.S. Department of Defense, JP 3 £5 Doctrine for
Joint Special Operations (2003). See Appendix F: U.S. SOF Doctrine.

86 Thomas K. Adams, U.S. Special Operations Forces in Action 2 The Challenge of
Unconventional Warfare (New York: Frank Cass Publishers, 2001), 305.
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USSOF 2 capable of conducting unconventional warfare to meet current and
future threats. The progress of the war in Afghanistan showed a U.S. Army that
struggled with accepting and conducting unconventional warfare. The initial
unconventional warfare proposal to confront the Taliban in Afghanistan was
developed by the CIA, not the Army. According to President Bush, the Army put
forth nimaginative plans. “Furthermore, when the big Army took over from the
USSF teams in Afghanistan: jthe Army] snatched defeat from the jaws of victory.
As the war became increasingly unconventional, the command & control
arrangements became more conventional. The command arrangement evolved
into a large and complex structure that could not adequately respond to the new
unconventional setting. The bureaucratized military reproduced their own

image. 87

In 2006, Professor James Kiras of the U.S. School of Advanced Air and
Space Studies examined the connection between special operations and
strategy by, on the one hand, countering grossly exaggerated claims of special
operations strategic effects in war and conflict and, on the other hand, countering
reductionists who were critical of any claim of strategic utility of special
operations. Kiras made the counterintuitive argument that SOF strategic utility
lays in its ability to inflict strategic attrition.88 This strategic attrition not only
contains the more widely known material dimension of combat power destruction,
but specifically the moral dimension. he cumulative effect of a number of
special operations focused against an enemy § moral and material vulnerabilities,
in conjunction with conventional operations, is a more rapid and less costly
dissolution of an enemy § will to fight than by conventional means alone. 89
Special operations are defined throughout his work as: ¥nconventional actions

against enemy vulnerabilities in a sustained campaign, undertaken by specially

87 Hy S. Rothstein, Afghanistan and the Troubled Future of Unconventional Warfare
(Annapolis, Md: Naval Institute Press, 2006), 14.

88 James Kiras, Special Operations and Strategy: From World War 1l to the War on
Terrorism (Cass Series #5trategy and History, 17. London; New York: Routledge, 2006).

89 |pid., 3.
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designated units, to enable conventional operations and/or resolve economically
politico-military problems at the operational or strategic level that are difficult or
impossible to accomplish with conventional forces alone. 90 Kiras ftheory of SOF
strategic utility draws from the classic work of Clausewitz. Kiras methodologically
supports his argument of strategic attrition with a less known historical SOF case
study of the British SAS campaign of attrition in Normandy, 1944. In this case
study, he identifies the difficulty for special operations in conducting a sustained
campaign, in conjunction with conventional forces, to extend and expand upon
the moral and material effects they both generate cumulatively at the strategic
level. In the modern fight against terrorism, special operations get their strategic
utility not only from depriving these terrorists of their leaders and logistical
support, but specifically from neutralizing the ideology that fuels recruitment and
sustains their will to fight.

In their 2007 book United States Special Operations Forces, Professor
David Tucker of the Naval Postgraduate School) and Christopher Lamb, director
of the Center for Strategic Research Institute for National Strategic Studies of the
National Defense University, described strategic utility in ¥oles and missions. ”
SOF § military roles are defined by the broad and enduring purposes
(implementing national policy) for which Congress established SOCOM; the

missions are the more specific tasks assigned to combatant commanders.®*

90 James Kiras, Special Operations and Strategy: From World War Il to the War on
Terrorism (Cass Series #5trategy and History, 17. London; New York: Routledge, 2006), 5.

91 pavid Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007).
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SOF have the strategic role to attack adversaries and targets not vulnerable to

92]

conventional forces, and that unconventional warfare[*] is a mission that

supports role. %

The strategic value of SOF is measured by the way it can best support
national strategy for dealing with current and future security challenges. Without
a clearly defined strategic utility, SOF is more likely to be ill-prepared and used
ineffectively. SOF will also have more problems getting needed political support
and material resources to conduct missions effectively. A well-defined strategic
utility thus keeps the organization focused on what is most important. This
strategic utility depends on three factors: (1) the unique force capabilities, (2) the
national security challenges, and (3) the military requirements derived from
national strategy. These three factors show much overlap with Eliot Cohen §
reasons for creating elite units 2 military utility and political usefulness 2 and Colin
Gray § main areas of SOF strategic utility 2 economy of force and expansion of

choice. Both Cohen and Gray are discussed in following sections.

However, contrary to Eliot Cohen, Tucker and Lamb say the most
distinguishing characteristic of SOF is that they are not just elite, but also special.
SOF do not just perform military tasks with greater proficiency; instead, they
conduct missions that conventional forces cannot perform at acceptable levels of
risk and costs. SOF are, therefore, distinguished, not by their proficiency, but by
their operating environment § unique characteristics and the specific capabilities

required for successful operations.

92 Unconventional warfare is described as operations that involve a broad spectrum of
military and paramilitary operations, normally of long duration, predominantly conducted through,
with, or by indigenous or surrogate forces who are organized, trained, equipped, supported, and
directed in varying degrees by an external source. UW is unique in that it is a SO that can either
be conducWHG DV SDUW RI D JHRJUDSKLF FRPEDWDQW FRPPDQGHUTTV RYHU
independent, subordinate campaign. When conducted independently, the primary focus of UW is
on political-military objectives and psychological objectives. UW includes military and paramilitary
aspects of resistance movements. Source: U.S. Department of Defense, JP 3 405 Daoctrine for
Joint Special Operations (2003), 11-7.

93 David Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 143.
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Five requirements distinguish SOF: (1) SOF must possess political
sophistication; (2) SOF must have an uncommon will to succeed; (3) SOF must
use unorthodox approaches; (4) SOF require unconventional equipment and
training; and (5) SOF have special intelligence requirements.’* To be able to
conduct the whole spectrum of special operations,® SOF have two unique sets
of characteristics. Commando skills refers to their superior small unit penetration
and precision strike skills, and warrior-diplomat skills refers to their political,

cultural, and linguistic skills.

Tucker and Lamb split SOF missions into direct and indirect approaches
to underscore the difference between commando and warrior-diplomat skills. The
direct approach in special operations puts SOF against the enemy and,
therefore, provides more control over outcomes. In his book, Spec Ops: Case
Studies in Special Operations Warfare: Theory & Practice Admiral William
McRaven has elaborated principles for successful conduct of these direct
missions.%¢ The indirect approach in special operations enables indigenous
forces and populations to target the enemy and, therefore, reduces resource and
political commitment. In his work, Thomas Adams called these indirect missions

unconventional warfare missions.

94 David Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 148.

95 Special operations are operations conducted in hostile, denied, or politically sensitive
environments to achieve military, diplomatic, informational, and/or economic objectives employing
military capabilities for which there is no broad conventional force requirement. These operations
often require covert, clandestine, or low-visibility capabilities. SO are applicable across the range
of military operations. They can be conducted independently or in conjunction with operations of
conventional forces or other government agencies and may include operations by, with or through
indigenous or surrogate forces. SO differ from conventional operations in degree of physical and
political risk, operational techniques, mode of employment, independence from friendly support,
and dependence on detailed operational intelligence and indigenous assets. Source: U.S.
Department of Defense, JP 3 85 Doctrine for Joint Special Operations (2003), I-1.

96 The six principles of direct special operations (simplicity, security, repetition, surprise,
speed, and purpose), when applied appropriately to the planning, preparation, and execution
phases of operations, will allow SOF to achieve relative superiority, necessary for successful
completion of a special operations mission. William H. McRaven, Spec Ops: Case Studies in
Special Operations Warfare: Theory & Practice (Novato, CA: Presidio, 1995).
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Tucker and Lamb make the argument that the primary strategic value of
the commando and warrior-diplomat skills of SOF is in their ability to counter
unconventional threats. Given that SOF § unique warrior-diplomat skills differ
most from conventional force skills, SOF indirect missions can make a
comparatively larger strategic contribution than SOF direct missions. Direct
action missions in support of larger conventional force operations only hasten
victory or retard defeat, which is pretty much the historical norm in the modern
era for special operations. ®" Therefore, in these times of combating modern
terrorism and counterinsurgency warfare, SOF should make better use of its
strategic value as warrior-diplomats. In comparison to Edward Luttwak §
theoretical spectrum of warfare, Tucker and Lamb argue that SOF naturally have
the most strategic value at the relational-maneuver based end, because their
commando skills and warrior-diplomat skills are particularly well suited to
distinguish between the enemy and the population and identify the enemy §

weakness.

In a 2008 article in the journal Special Warfare, Joseph Celeski, a retired
Special Forces colonel and senior SOF Fellow with the Joint Special Operations
University, makes a similar distinction between the direct and indirect approach.
Celeski, however, argues that SOF demonstrate strategic utility primarily as a
countervailing force that directly counteracts or neutralizes security threats and
secondarily as an instrument of foreign policy that enables others to indirectly
neutralize threats.®® Contrary to Tucker and Lamb, Celeski thus emphasizes the
SOF strategic utility of the direct approach mission over the indirect approach
mission. Within this realm of direct and indirect missions, SOF strategic utility is
then accomplished by: (1) improving the performance of conventional forces, (2)
leading covert and clandestine operations (i.e., unconventional warfare), or (3)

preventing war or conflict. This distinction between supporting missions (in which

97 David Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 159.

98 _RVHSK ' &HOHVNL 36WUDWHJILF (PSOR\PHQWpéiala\2ayfare) D 8: (QYLUI
21, no. 4 (Jul/Aug, 2008): 19 £5.
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SOF facilitate the achievement of conventional-force objectives) and independent
missions (in which SOF take the lead as the primary force) has previously been
made by Tucker and Lamb. The lack of a clear, unified and sound understanding
of SOF strategic utility can hamper its correct employment.®

As early as 1978, future counselor to the Secretary of State Eliot Cohen
studied the strategic utility of SOF and identified three reasons to create and

maintain elite light infantry units (i.e., SOF).*®

The first reason is military utility, in which the usefulness of elite units is
considered from a military rational perspective. The military needs elite units,
because their specialized skill set allows operations to be conducted in
hazardous situations. The distinctiveness of these specialized hazardous
missions defines the brganizational essence “of elite units. Elite units also inject
fresh thinking into the mainstream of military thought by their ®dut of the box”
nature and can develop leaders with special skills for the rest of the army. From
the military utility perspective, the specialist function seems the most compelling

military reason for elite units.

The second reason is what Cohen called the ¥omantic “image that elite
units bring to the conduct of war. Their reputation as highly trained, professional,
and fearless forces has appealed to certain highly ranked political leaders, like
Churchill and Kennedy.

The third reason, Cohen argued, is the increased political usefulness of
military actions other than war. This last argument for the usefulness of SOF has
especially grown during the last decades. The fading distinction between war and
peace, of which the Global War on Terrorism is the latest example, necessitates
the particular skills of low visibility elite forces. Effective politico-military signaling

can be better done by elite units than by regular forces, because of their

9 _RVHSK ' &HOHVNL 36WUDWHJILF (PSOR\PHQWpe&ilal&\2ayfdre) D 8: (QYLUI
21, no. 4 (Jul/Aug, 2008): 19 £5.

100 Ejiot A. Cohen, Commandos and Politicians *Elite Military Units in Modern Democracies
(Cambridge, Mass: Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1978).
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reputation and their better chances of success in performing sensitive signaling
operations. For political purposes, elite units can also raise public morale with
their reputation of heroism and bravery.

In his 1996 book Explorations in Strategy, the strategist Colin Gray
describes the strategic utility of special operations forces in wars and conflicts.***
To demonstrate the strategic use of SOF, its assigned mission and purpose must
have strategic utility and clarity in assessing how SOF directly contributes to the
outcome of a wars and conflicts. Gray categorized the general strategic utility of
SOF in nine areas of military and/or political benefit: (1) economy of force, (2)
expansion of choice, (3) Innovation, (4) morale, (5) showcasing of competence,
(6) reassurance, (7) humiliation of the enemy, (8) control of escalation, and (9)
shaping of the future.!® Of those categories, economy of force (i.e., the
achievement of significant results with limited forces) and expansion of choice
(i.,e., expanding the choices available for political and military leaders) are
considered the most important areas of SOF strategic utility.1903 Even though
some of these categories seem somewhat nebulous, the gist 2 that SOF creates
the ability to facilitate others to military success or is an effective deterrent
against hostilities 2 is valid.’** Based on historical factors, Gray later also defines
eleven independent conditions for success that can increase the prospect for
achieving strategic affect. These conditions for success can be stated as

recommendations for policy.105

In several studies published in 2007 by the Strategic Studies Department
of the Joint Special Operations University (JSOU), Robert Spulak also

101 colin s. Gray, Explorations in Strategy, Contributions in Military Studies, no. 164.
(Westport, Conn: Greenwood Press, 1996).

102 |pid,169.

103 e ROLQ 6 *UD\ 3+DQGIXOV Rl +HURHV RQ 'HV&aiOperatithsO HQW X UHV
6 X F F H HP@rameters 29, no. 1 (Spring, 1999): 2 4.

104 colin s. Gray, Explorations in Strategy, Contributions in Military Studies, no. 164.
(Westport, Conn: Greenwood Press, 1996), 168.

105 g ROLQ 6 *UD\ 3+DQGIXOV RI + H WiRekt WHRrtdd Bpédat Operatihsd H Q W
6 X F F H HP@rameters 29, no. 1 (Spring, 1999): 2 4.
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categorizes the strategic utility of SOF into nine areas: (1) SOF provide unique
capabilities to address strategic objectives; (2) SOF can create initiative by their
offensive posture; (3) SOF can provide somebody else § mass by enabling
partner nations fforces; (4) SOF can prevent the commitment of large numbers of
conventional forces in conflicts; (5) SOF can create the right conditions for the
maneuver of conventional forces; (6) SOF can perform liaison functions because
of their cultural and language skills; (7) SOF can provide strategic security for the
overall force; (8) SOF can create deception in military campaigns; and (9) SOF
can sometimes just be the simplest way to achieve the strategic goal.'® The
utility categorization of Spulak shows much overlap with the two most important
categories identified by Gray, namely, that SOF provide economy of force to the
military and expansion of choice to politicians.

2. Framework for Strategic Utility

SOF strategic utility can be illustrated in a theoretical framework that
separates the more conceptual approaches in defining strategic utility from the
more pragmatic approaches. This framework is not perfect, as several overlaps
exist between the conceptual and more pragmatic approaches. However, this
simple framework serves as a theoretical foundation from which three
dimensions are formulated that capture Dutch SOF strategic utility. These
dimensions can be used to distinguish NL MARSOF unique strategic utility from
other Dutch SOF.

106 SREHUW * 6SXODN -U 3% 7KHRU\ Rl 6SHFLDO 2SHUDWLRQV 7KH 2
62) JSOU Report 07 47, Joint Special Operations University (2007): 23 £28.
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Theoretical framework: Strategic Wtility
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Figure 14. Theoretical Framework for Strategic Utility

The first dimension of the special operations geographic environment is
derived from the more traditional approach to division of labor between land and
maritime units. General SOF operating environment differs from conventional

forces by their Tonceptual and sometimes physical distance from [them] and/or
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their closer proximity to indigenous forces and populations. *°’ Within this
operating environment, SOF can distinguish themselves by the nature of their
physical environment. This pragmatic approach categorizes SOF on the specific
skill sets needed to operate in particular physical environments. The Netherlands
does not have an SOF Air component. Dutch Army and Naval SOF forces use
the air to insert, but will operate at sea, on land, or somewhere in between.
Therefore, the second dimension will cover SOF missions from sea to land.
Figure 15 illustrates the special operations geographic environment.

4

MARITIME LAND

Sea- Littoral- Riverine | | Inland

Figure 15. Dimension I. Special Operations Geographic Environment

The second dimension, special operations in the political domain, is
derived from the pragmatic approaches to strategic utility, separated in political
and military utility. This domain can be divided into domestic counterterrorism
missions and full-spectrum SOF activities abroad. Within the U.S., this division in
political domain is represented by the organizational separation of the
Department of Homeland Security and the Department of Defense. In the former,
the SOF focus is predominantly domestic with the emphasis on counterterrorism
to prevent and disrupt terrorist attacks.198 For the latter, the SOF focus is

predominantly on protection of the nation-state in accordance with the national

107 pavid Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb, United States Special Operations Forces (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 148.

108 ynited States Homeland Security Counsel, National Strategy for Homeland Security
2007 (United States Department of Homeland Security, October 2007).
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military strategy with the emphasis on special operations abroad.199 In the
Netherlands, the employment of SOF abroad lies within the political domain of
the Ministry of Defense. The employment of SOF for policing tasks such as
domestic counterterrorism is grounded in the legislation Dutch Police Law articles
59 and 60. Figure 16 illustrates the political domain of special operations. The
Dutch Special Intervention Service (DSI) of the national police has command
authority in domestic counterterrorism missions and can employ Dutch SOF for
these missions. This difference in political domain is also referred to as the
difference in military and policing missions. In missions abroad, strategic
utilization is found in the direct contribution to the outcome of a conflict. In
domestic missions, strategic utilization is the degree to which the country is

protected against terrorist threats.

4 Environment
Domestic Abroad

Type of Mission
Counter Terrorism | | Full Spectrum Special Operations

Figure 16. Dimension Il. Special Operations Political Domain

The final dimension of the special operations spectrum is derived from the
more conceptual approaches to strategic utility. Almost three decades ago,
Edward Luttwak defined the particular type of warfare in which SOF could
operate best. However, Luttwak did not distinguish between different types of
missions within this relation-based warfare, in which identifying and exploiting the
specific weaknesses of the enemy is crucial, but extremely difficult. Within this
difficult operating environment, Thomas Adams divided SOF missions into

unconventional warfare missions and more conventional warfare missions;

109 37KkH &-&6 YLVLRQ LV D MRLQW IRUFH WKDW SURYLGHYV PLOLWDU\ F
allies, and to advance broader peace, security, and prosperity. Our military power is most
effective when employed in support and in concert with other elements of power as part of whole-
of-QDWLRQ DSSURDFKHYVY WR IRUHLJQ SROLF\ =~ 6RXUMR&INaBlQdl WHG 6WDWHYV
oLoLwbu\ 6WUDWHJI\ RI WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHYV RI $PHULFD: SBHGHILQ|
United States Department of Defense, 2011.
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Tucker and Lamb subsequently placed these special operations in a spectrum
from direct missions to indirect missions. SOF core missions according to U.S.
doctrine (JP 3 5 Doctrine Joint Special Operations) and NATO doctrine (AJP-
3.5 Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations) are positioned along this

spectrum.*'° Figure 17 illustrates this spectrum of special operations.

N
Indirect Action

Counterproliferation WMD o @
Security Force Assistence

Other Activities specified by the President or Sec.Def.
«»

Additional Activities

Figure 17. Dimension Ill. Special Operations Spectrum

The 3-D Cube

The three dimensions (geographic, political and spectrum) described
above can be placed on the three axes of a cube. This cube than represents the
whole range in strategic utility of SOF. All possible identified SOF missions can
be placed within the 3-dimensional context of the cube. Each of these SOF
missions has specific strategic utility from a pragmatic or conceptual perspective

described in the previous paragraphs.

It is possible to position every single SOF unit within this 3-D cube. By
identifying the SOF unit § focus on each axis, their specific strategic range can be

visualized. The visualization of strategic utility in these three dimensions is not

110 see Appendix F for the definitions of the SOF core missions according to U.S. doctrine
and see Appendix E for the definitions of the SOF core missions according to NATO doctrine.
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perfect. When, for instance, looking at the historical employment of some SOF
units, you can see that they have performed missions along the whole of all three
dimensions. Nevertheless, one can always identify a particular focus in specific
missions every SOF unit has conducted. Therefore, as a visual tool the 3-D cube

is useful for comparison and contrast analysis.

Figure 18.  Strategic Utility SOF

In the following sections, this thesis uses the 3-D cube for a comparison-
contrast analysis by looking at desired/required strategic range versus actual
strategic range. The required strategic utility can be derived from the analysis of
governing documents and from a survey. The governing document analysis
reveals the (inter)national demand in NL SOF, and the survey research exposes
what the unit actually thinks its strategic value and utility should be. This strategic
requirement in NL SOF is discussed in chapter Ill B. NL MARSOF and Governing
Documents, Doctrine, and Policy and the desired strategic utility of NL MARSOF
is analyzed in chapter V. Empirical Research. The actual strategic range can be
derived from the historic employment of NL SOF and is discussed in Chapter Il
C. Historical Employment of NL SOF.
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B. NL MARSOF AND GOVERNING DOCUMENTS, DOCTRINE, AND
POLICY

The purpose of a governing document analysis is to identify the required
strategic utility of NL MARSOF. The analysis uses the 3-D cube as a framework
to look at how each document describes SOF strategic utility. The dimensions of
the 3-D cube identify each document § priorities and focus within the whole range
of SOF strategic utility.

As mentioned, the governing documents have three levels of analysis:
from international level, to national level, and finally to Royal Netherlands Navy
level. The analysis uses the 3-D cube framework to investigate documents,
doctrine and policy in detail on each level and provides answers to the following
guestions in order to determine the required strategic utility of NL MARSOF:

X Is there a connection between the theoretical analysis of strategic
utility (3-D cube) and NL MARSOF § required strategic utility?

X Is there a connection in NL MARSOF § required strategic utility among
the different levels of governing document analysis?

X Is there a connection between future scenarios in political stability and
NL MARSOF § required strategic utility?

x Does the required strategic utility for NL MARSOF give priorities in
missions and allow for division of labor?

Positive answers to these questions would reveal a high degree of
coherence in international, national, and unit policy concerning SOF utilization.
The answers will also identify strategic utility by illustrating whether roles and
missions are grounded in formal policy or not. Finally, the answers will help
determine options for potential division of labor between Dutch SOF units. Figure
19 depicts the levels of analysis of the governing documents, in which the 3-D

cube is used as a framework on each level.
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International:

* NATO Doctrine and Policy
* US Doctrine

National:

* Department of Defense
*» Department of Justice

Unit:

* Royal Navy Policy
* Marine Corps Policy
* NL MARSOF Doctrine

Regquired Strategic utility NL MARSOF

Figure 19. Governing Document Analysis, Using the 3-D Cube as a Framework

1. International Governing Documents, Do  ctrine, and Policy.

At the international level, the documents produced and published by
NATO SOF Headquarters (NSHQ) lead in determining strategic utility. NATO
SOF doctrine and policy are described in AJP 3152 Allied Joint Doctrine for
Special Operations Forces and MC-437/1 en 22 Military Committee Special
Operations Policy. In addition, the NATO SOF Study from 2008 offers the most
current NATO perspectives on SOF strategic utility. All three documents use the
same cornerstone definition to characterize special operations for NATO
members, including the Netherlands:

Special Operations are military activities conducted by specially

designated, organized, selected, trained, and equipped forces

using unconventional techniques and modes of employment. These
activities may be conducted across the full range of military

operations independently or in conjunction with other joint forces to
help achieve NATO § objectives.
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Politico-military considerations may require discreet or covert
techniques and the acceptance of a degree of political, military, or
physical risk not associated with conventional operations.111

The NATO definition highlights the strategic nature of special operations
by emphasizing that such operations are undertaken to achieve military,
psychological, and informational objectives that represent the foundational

instruments of national power.112

NATO AJP 3 152 Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations Forces

The 2009 NATO AJP 3 15 refers to SOF § strategic utility in terms of high-
value objectives. Special operations should be directed at the accomplishment
of high value, critical objectives that may entail high risk but also high pay-off
value. 113 The high risk of these operations is justified by the potential high pay-
off.

AJP 31 also gives specific special operations mission criteria for
evaluating SOF employment. A special mission has to be appropriate, feasible,
sustainable, and justifiable.114 These criteria, however, are generic and do not
give specific direction for SOF in gaining strategic utility.

Of further help in determining strategic utility of NATO SOF are the three

defined principal tasks (Special Reconnaissance and Surveillance, Direct Action,

111 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC) Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January
2009), North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Military Committee Decision 437/2, Special Operations
Policy, (Belgium: NATO, 2006), and North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special
Operations Coordination Center (NSCC). NATO Special Operations Forces Study (Mons,
Belgium: NSCC, December 2008).

112 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC). NATO Special Operations Forces Study (Mons, Belgium: NSCC, December 2008), 8.

113 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC) Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January
2009), section 1 #.

114 Ibid., section 1 5.
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and Military Assistance) and additional activities.115 These principal tasks can all

be placed in the 3-D cube along Dimension Ill. Special Operations Spectrum.

Within the principal tasks, AJP 3415 briefly discusses the distinction in
special land operations, special air operations, and special maritime operation.116
This traditional distinction is in accordance with Dimension |. Special Operations

Geographic Environment.

Finally, AJP 3 &5 mentions Hostage Release Operations (HRO) of one §
own nationals as a Ppredominantly national responsibility. " It is unlikely that
nations would give operational control of such operations to NATO.117 Here, it
must be emphasized that this NATO policy in HRO does not fit Dimension II.
Special Operations Political Domain. Even though NATO sees HRO as a national
responsibility, the AJP 3 45 was intended for special operations abroad, which still
falls within the political domain of the Ministry of Defense. Domestic (policing)
operations by definition are not part of NATO operations.

NATO MC-437/1 and 22 Military Committee Special Operations Forces
Policy

MC-437 defines SOF as a %trategic asset to be employed by a
commander to help achieve specified operational-level objectives. " Therefore,
special operations can, but do not need to, have specific strategic goals. This
also fits James Kiras finterpretation of strategic utility as the Tumulative effect of
numerous special operations that have strategic attrition. ”

According to MC437/1 SOF differ from other Joint forces principally

through their unique capabilities, agility, and flexibility and are not a substitute for

115 Appendix E gives a detailed explanation of these tasks and activities. Source: North
Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATQO] Special Operations Coordination Center (NSCC) Allied Joint
Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January 2009), section 2 1 +
245,

116 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC) Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January
2009), section 2 66 *2 8.

117 Ibid., section 2 #4.
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conventional forces. 118 Their strategic utility thus lay in the fact that they are
different from conventional forces in capabilities: they can react and move
quickly, and they can continuously adapt to developing situations. The point that
SOF has to be different (not just better) than conventional forces is also
emphasized in the work of, for instance, Thomas Adams.

The latest versions of MC-437/1 and MC-437/2 also add several notes to
the definitions of the three principle SOF tasks: special reconnaissance (SR),
direct action (DA), and military assistance (MA). These additions address some
of the recent discussion in tasking and strategic utility of NATO SOF. For
instance, MC-437/1 and MC-437/2 state, SOF conduct MA within their field of
expertise and therefore MA is not exclusively a SOF task. 119 So, the domain of
training, advising, and mentoring indigenous friendly assets is not exclusive to
SOF anymore.120 NATO concluded this after the recent experiences of
conventional forces conducting similar tasks in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Finally, MC-437 states that Direct Action (DA) differs from conventional
offensive actions in the level of risk, technigues employed and the degree of
precision utilized to achieve a specific effect” and BOF employ unique
capabilities for Special Reconnaissance (SR), like HUMINT activities, or the
employment of ISR assets. 121 DA and SR missions, therefore, are not exclusive
to SOF, and SOF § strategic utility lies in its unique abilities to mitigate the level
of risk involved, to employ the special techniques and skills required, and the

ability to discriminate in target acquisition.

118 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Military Committee Decision 437/1, Special
Operations Policy (Belgium: NATO, 2006), 1.

119 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Military Committee Decision 437/2, Special
Operations Policy (Belgium: NATO, 2006), 3.

120 This non-exclusiveness in tasks is also stated in a broader sense in the NATO SOF
6WXG\ 3&7 DQG &2,1 DUH QRW WKH H[FOXVLYH GRPDLQ RI 1$72 62) EXV
complement the overarching application of diplomatic, economic, informational, and military
RSHUDWLRQV DSSOLHG LQ D &2,1 UROH ~ 6RXUFH 1RUWK $WODQWLF 7U
Operations Coordination Center (NSCC). NATO Special Operations Forces Study (Mons,
Belgium: NSCC, December 2008), 13.

121 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Military Committee Decision 437/1, Special
Operations Policy (Belgium: NATO, 2006), 4.
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Within the 3-D cube, MC-437/1 and MC-437/2 predominantly focus on
describing the different kinds of special operations within the Special Operations
Spectrum (Dimension IIl). The NATO document, for obvious reasons, does not
address the realm of domestic counterterrorism (Dimension IlI) nor does it make
distinctions in geographic environment (Dimension 1) as does the Allied Joint

Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5).

NATO Special Operations Forces Study (2008)

The 2008 NATO SOF Study § purpose was to examine broad trends in
SOF structure, organization, capabilities, interoperability, and resourcing. The
study specifically analyzed the roles and tasks of national SOF organizations. To
that end, NATO SOF HQ interviewed personnel from twelve different NATO
nations, including the Netherlands, to see which of three different types of
national SOF organizational models would determine the optimal special

operations organization.122

As strategic assets, SOF are understandably viewed primarily through the
lens of national interest. However, the increasingly prevalent security perspective
indicates that multinational collective security arrangements are a prerequisite for
confronting the disparate and complex security challenges of the 21 century.
NATO SOF derives its strategic utility from this anticipated security environment,
abstracted from NATO § Comprehensive Political Guidance. This environment is
characterized as #ncreasingly complex and unpredictable where more diverse,

less visible and less predictable irregular threats create a state of low level

122 The three models from which NATO members can choose depending upon their national
requirements and their stage of SOF development are: a National Military Staff Element; a
Component Command; or a Military Service. 7TKH VWXG\ FRQFOXGHG WKDW WKH 3FULWLF|
optimize SOF is a dedicated national special operations organization to provide coherent, long
term stewardship, authority, DQG GLUHFWLRQ RYHU DOO DV S$bhargeMdkth VSHFLDO RSH
Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center (NSCC). NATO
Special Operations Forces Study (Mons, Belgium: NSCC, December 2008), 22.
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persistent conflict for the foreseeable future. 123 Specific capabilities required to
operate in this security environment are:124

X Strategic Anticipation: The capability for rapid and effective response
to unforeseen circumstances. This requires high-readiness forces with
the capabilty to analyze the environment and task-organize
accordingly in order to deploy rapidly to provide tailored responses to
many different situations.

x Deter, disrupt, defend and protect against terrorism: This capability is
needed to protect the Alliance§ populations, territory, critical
infrastructure and forces, and to support consequence management.

X Support to Counter-Irregular threat activities: These activities are
predominately related to CT and COIN operations.125

X Secure, interdict, destroy, or assist with rendering safe weapons of
mass destruction: The additional pressing concern for NATO regarding
future enemy capabilities in WMD has elevated the importance of this
capability.

x Conduct operations in demanding geographical and climatic environ-
ments.

x Identify hostile elements, including in urban areas, in order to conduct
operations in a way that minimizes unintended damage.

X The ability and flexibility to conduct operations in circumstances where
the various efforts of several authorities, institutions and nations need
to be coordinated in a comprehensive manner to achieve the desired
results.

From this analysis of the security environment in which SOF should be
able to operate, the study does not explicitly define NATO SOF strategic utility.
The Study merely gives a series of statements that complement NATO § formal

definition of special operations:

123 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC). NATO Special Operations Forces Study (Mons, Belgium: NSCC, December 2008), 11.

124 1 RUWK $WODQWLF 7UHDW\ 2UJDQL]DWLRQ >1%$72@ 31%$72 &RPSUHKF
North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATQ].

125 Counter-insurgency operations are those military, paramilitary, political, economic,
psychological, and civic actions taken to defeat an insurgency. Counter-terrorism encompasses
all offensive measures taken to neutralize terrorism before and after hostile acts are carried out.
Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC) Allied Joint Doctrine for Special Operations (AJP-3.5) (Mons: Belgium: NSCC, January
2009), LEX-3.
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x BOF in essence provide a strategic offensive and defensive
asymmetric  capability. 126 SOF provides an alternative to
overwhelming military force in the form of precision attacks against the
enemy § critical vulnerabilities. Therefore, SOF gives political and
military leaders ®xpansion of choice “and ®conomy of force. 127

X WMilitary activities deemed special are outside the realm of
conventional operations or beyond the standard capabilities of
conventional forces. 128

X  The full employment of SOF is brought to bear through the comple-
mentary employment of direct and indirect approaches across the full
range of potential military operations. 129

X The current and anticipated future security environments plagued with
uncertainty and ambiguity are precisely those for which SOF are
ideally suited. "130

x Finally, SOF can also maintain formal and informal relationships to
domestic counter-terrorism organizations and can provide varying
degrees of support when circumstances require additional capabilities
and assistance is required. 131 This point emphasizes the homeland
security utility of SOF.

Fitting NATO SOF Headquarters fperspective on SOF strategic utility to
the 3-D cube framework of three dimensions reveals a substantial resemblance.
The NATO SOF Study supports the applicability and relevance of all three
dimensions. The relevance of Dimension I: Special Operations Geographic
Environment ~ is demonstrated, because SOF must be able to <¥onduct
operations in demanding geographical and climatic environments. " The NATO
SOF Study supports the applicability and relevance of Dimension II: Special
Operations Political Domain, “because it recognizes SOF § utility in the support of

domestic counter-terrorism organizations for homeland security. Finally, the SOF

126 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC). NATO Special Operations Forces Study (Mons, Belgium: NSCC, December 2008), 10.

127 colin s. Gray, Explorations in Strategy. Contributions in Military Studies, no. 164.
(Westport, Conn: Greenwood Press, 1996).

128 North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] Special Operations Coordination Center
(NSCC). NATO Special Operations Forces Study (Mons, Belgium: NSCC, December 2008), 5.

129 |piq., 7.
130 |pid., 10.
131 |pid., 13.
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study demonstrates the relevance of ®Dimension Ill: Special Operations
Spectrum, ~ because NATO SOF has to be able to function through the
complementary employment of direct and indirect approaches across the full
range of potential military operations. ”

In summary, the various relevant NATO studies and doctrine all support
the applicability and relevance of the 3-D cube as a visual tool for showing the
whole range of SOF strategic utility. However, as expected, the NATO guidelines
are generic and all encompassing. They do not give strategic focus to specific
NATO countries or specific NATO SOF units. This task is left to the discretion of
the different NATO country members. Therefore, to discover further guidance on
strategic utility for the two SOF elements in the Netherlands, this thesis must
undertake the second level of analysis: the national governing documents,

doctrine, and policy.

2. National Governing Documents, Doctrine, and Policy

At the national level, the documents addressing SOF strategic utility are
predominately produced by the Netherlands Ministry of Defense. However, the
rules and regulations concerning the domestic counterterrorism task of MARSOF

are described in legislation and documents from the Department of Justice.

National Defense policy and cooperation is laid out in the Minister of
Defense § written policy in Netherlands Defense Forces, to Serve Worldwide
from 2007, and this policy is in turn based on the publication Netherlands
National Security Strategy 2007. The Final Report on Explorations, Guidance for
the Defense Forces of the Future from 2010 describes future scenarios in global
stability and the several policy options to address these scenarios. The Dutch
Chief of Defense has formulated his military strategy accordingly in the Dutch
National Military Strategy 2010.

As a final important point, the Dutch government recently decided to

implement the most severe budget cutbacks in the history of the Dutch Military
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Forces. This decision also has implications in national policy choices for the

Dutch armed forces that this analysis will address.

Dutch National Security Strategy (2007) and Netherlands Defense Forces,
to Serve Worldwide (2007)

The Dutch National Security Strategy states five vital interests for the
Netherlands.132 These interests are interconnected, as a breach in one interest
can affect other interests as well.

1. Territorial Security: territorial integrity and independence of the Kingdom of
the Netherlands

2. Economic Security: an undisturbed, effective and efficient economy

3. Ecologic Security: the capability to recover completely after environmental

disasters

4. Physical Security: undisturbed living conditions for all citizens in the
Netherlands by preventing and protecting against threats to national
health, terrorism, and other, human inflicted disasters

5. Social and Political Stability: an undisturbed social climate where values

such as tolerance, collaboration, and democracy prevail

Nine threats are identified that can disturb these vital national interests
and cause social disruption in Dutch society. They are divided (and subdivided
below) into: classic threats, socio-economic threats, and natural threats. Classic
threats are CBRN attacks, terrorism, the degradation of international law and
order, and international organized crime. Socio-economic threats are cyber
attacks, resource attacks, and radicalization. Natural threats are climate change

and natural disasters, and pandemic outbreaks.133

132 Department of State (NL), Dutch national security strategy [Strategie Nationale
Veiligheid] (Den Haag, the Netherlands: DoS, 2007), 10.

133 |pid., 12.
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The Dutch military forces fcontribution in protecting the five vital interests
from the aforementioned nine threats is grounded in the Dutch Constitution and
legislation. The Constitution states that ¥he Dutch military forces are to protect
the territory and interests of the Kingdom of The Netherlands and help maintain
and promote international law and order. 134 To uphold this constitutional
obligation, Dutch forces have three core tasks, recorded in various legislative

acts:

1. The protection of national and allied territory, including the Dutch
Antilles and Aruba;

2. Maintaining and promoting international law and order;

3. Supporting civil authorities, national as well as international, in law

enforcement, disaster prevention, and humanitarian aid.

The 2007 policy statement from the Dutch Minister of Defense highlights
the shift in Defense strategic focus to counter-insurgency capability. Besides the
protection of territorial integrity and national interests, Dutch MoD is to remain an
active and constructive partner within the international community (NATO, UN,

and EU) in order to promote international law and order.135

The minister § policy statement addresses the change in the security
environment to a more global nature with inherent growing threats, such as weak
states, terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. Furthermore, the rise of

powerful states like China as a world power is perceived as a potential threat.

To prepare for these threats the Dutch military forces need to be prepared
to conduct effective security sector reform (SSR), operate in complex (human)

environments, work amongst the local population, and integrate the military force

134 The protection of territorial integrity and national interests, and the promotion of
international law and order is stated LQ WKH 'XWFK &Re@ kMijlydmAcKi\¥ teR Rehdeve
van de verdediging en ter bescherming van de belangen van het Koninkrijk, alsmede ten
behoeve van de handhaving en bevordering van de internationle rechtsorde ~ 6 RXUFH 'XWFK
Const. art. 97.

135 Minister of Defense (NL), The Netherlands Defense Forces, to serve worldwide.
[Defensie, Wereldwijd Dienstbaar.] (Den Haag, The Netherlands, 18 September 2007).
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with the other instruments of power in a multinational operational environment.
To that end, the Netherlands adopted the 3-D approach of Diplomacy, Defense,
and Development as the way forward for Dutch foreign policy and defense

capability.136

From a national security perspective, military disaster support capability
and counterterrorism forces are required. This use of military force for domestic
counterterrorism is grounded in legislation. Articles 59 and 60 of Dutch Police
Law states that units that national counterterrorism capability (bijstands-
eenheden) will be provided by special police forces as well as special defense

forces.

Final Report on Strategic Explorations, Guidance for the Defense Forces
of the Future (2010)

This study was the most extensive strategic exploration ever for the
Netherlands defense forces. The Minister of Defense § policy statement
Netherlands Defense Forces, to Serve Worldwide from 2007 led directly to this
study. The study § purpose was to explore long-term global developments and
construct policy options to best accommodate different future scenarios in
political stability towards 2030. Depending on the likelihood of each scenario,
policy makers can objectively assess choices in the future roles and missions of
the Netherlands defense forces. Thorough analysis of the findings in this final
report, therefore, is most relevant in determining the required Dutch (maritime)

SOF strategic utility.

The study presents a quadrant of four different strategic scenarios that

represent the hypothetical developments in future political stability around the

136 , QWHUHVWLQJO\ 8 6 62&20 DOVR HPSKD-VIRENUDKMRBGHUYWRRSPHQW
counter current and future threats.
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world. These four scenarios give detailed insight in how?2 and with what

consequences 2 the world could develop in the next two decennia. The scenarios
are based on two core uncertainties:137

1. Is there a tendency toward global cooperation and integration, or self-
reliance and fragmentation?
2. Is our security predominantly determined by state or non-state actors?
States
S
MULTI -POLAR MULTILATERA L
fGlobal powers and power }Strong position of the West in
blocks DGGLWLRQ WR %5,&1V
FEconomic and political rivalry fGlobal governance reformed
Non - 1 Protectionism T Contintinnis alnhalizatinn
. < » Cooperative
cooperative
P FRAGMENTATION N ETWORK
fGlobalization stagnates FNon-polar world order
fSocial insecurity $Global market and civil society
$Own identity p  riority FInherent unpredictability
v
Non - State Actors
Figure 20.

Four Hypothetical Scenarios in Future Political Stability around the
World. (Afterl38)

In the multi-polar scenario, state actors determine security and the states
have formed multiple power blocks. In the multilateral scenario, state actors also

137 Ministry of Defense (NL), Final report: explorations, guidance for the Defense Forces of

the future [Eindrapport: Verkenningen. Houvast voor de krijgsmacht van de toekomst] (Den Haag,
The Netherlands: MoD, 2010).

138 Ministry of Defense (NL), Final report: explorations, guidance for the Defense Forces of

the future [Eindrapport: Verkenningen. Houvast voor de krijgsmacht van de toekomst] (Den Haag,
The Netherlands: MoD, 2010), 128.
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determine security, but states have formed well-functioning systems of
international cooperation. In the fragmentation scenario, non-state actors
determine security and the states have formed multiple power blocks. Finally, in
the network scenario, non-state actors determine security, but states have

formed well-functioning systems of international cooperation.

These scenarios all offer different implications for the bdest fit ~ strategic
focus of the Dutch defense forces. The study proposes different configurations in
conventional forces for each scenario, but it emphasizes a growing need for
special operations capability within all four future scenarios.13° Having said that,
the four scenarios do not explicitly mention a specific need and/or priority in one
particular SOF principal tasks (e.g., Direct Action, Special Reconnaissance,

Military Assistance, or Counter Terrorism).140

The study also divides the role of the Dutch military forces into seven
strategic functions. These functions provide a coherent approach to looking at
national security issues and help determine the role of Dutch military in each

function.141

1. Anticipation: prepare for foreseen and unforeseen developments that

affect the Netherlands fhational interests and international law and order.

2. Prevention: conduct operations in and outside country borders to prevent
threats to the Netherlands fnational interests and international law and

order from rising.

3. Deterrence: credibly discourage all activities taken against the

Netherlands fhational interests and international law and order.

139 Ministry of Defense (NL). Final report: explorations, guidance for the Defense Forces of
the future [Eindrapport: Verkenningen. Houvast voor de krijgsmacht van de toekomst] (Den Haag,
The Netherlands: MoD, 2010), Part lll. 128 $194.

140For a detailed description of SOF principle tasks, see Appendix E: SOF core missions
(NATO doctrine).

141 Ministry of Defense (NL). Final report: explorations, guidance for the Defense Forces of
the future [Eindrapport: Verkenningen. Houvast voor de krijgsmacht van de toekomst