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Prefhce Nicole Gnesotto

remarkable success stories of the Union ‘at 15°. What was polit-

ically unthinkable at the time that the Amsterdam Treaty was
being negotiated in 1998 has now become a reality: the EU has been
involved in several military and police operations, in the Balkans and
Africa; bundreds of military personnel are now working daily in the
Council buildings in Brussels; the EU has set itself the goal of being able
to call upon a 60,000-strong force that can execute various missions in
implementation of ESDP; an ‘Agency in the field of defence capabilities
development, research, acquisition and armaments’ will be operational
at the end of 2004; last but not least, a European Security Strategy was
approved by the 25 heads of state and government last December. These
are just a few of the many achievements of ESDP since the Cologne
Council in June 1999, when this new European policy was officially
launched.

There are at least two reasons to believe that ESDP will continue to
grow substantially in the years to come. The first is the deterioration of
the international context: in the Balkans, Africa, the Caucasus and
Moldova, but especially in Iraq and the Middle East, crises remain
unresolved, wars are still going on and chaos could spread, while inter-
national terrorists have already proved that they are capable of strik-
ing everywhere and destabilising the traditional pattern of interna-
tional security. Whether they like it or not, whether they are ready or
not, Europeans will not be able to avoid this international disorder, at
atime when security has become a major concern of European citizens.
The second reason concerns the United States: whatever the divergences
that may exist between Europe and the United States over the manage-
ment of Iraq, it is now obvious that America will want its allies to do
more, either on a bilateral basis with the American military, or within
a UN or NATO framework, or even within a purely European frame-
work on occasions when the US decides not to be involved. Even though
it bad reservations about the political dimension of ESDP, the United
States has always been in favour of greater European capabilities. The
large number of crises in the world, overstretch of US military forces
and a common plea for a serious transatlantic partnership are thus,
among others, good reasons why ESDP will continue to develop within
the enlarged EU.

D uring the last five years, ESDP has become one of the most
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After the shock of the terrorist attacks of 9/11 on US territory, the
Institute decided to set up an independent task force to address the issue
of future European capabilities, in the light of two developments during
the Belgian presidency in the second half of 2001: the ‘Declaration on
the operational capability of the common European security and
defence policy’ was approved by the European Council in Laeken on 15
December 2001, while the presidency report on ESDP, having paid spe-
cial attention to improving the way public opinion is informed, stated
that the Institute ‘will work in particular on a publication on Euro-
pean Defence in the framework of the Petersberg tasks’. Made up of
some of the most well-known academics experts on ESDP, this inde-
pendent task force shared a basic assumption: even though the use of
force is neither the first nor the only way to deal with regional or inter-
national crises, the EU must have at its disposal a certain level of forces
at a certain state of readiness and operational efficiency, if only to
widen its range of options when faced with a crisis and facilitate deci-
sion-making at the highest political level.

Rob de Wijk, André Dumoulin, Jan Foghelin, Francois Heisbourg,
William Hopkinson, Tomas Ries, Lothar Riihl and Stefano Silvestri
participated in the task force from the beginning. Marc Otte was also
an active member before being appointed Javier Solana’s special
representative for the Middle East. He was then replaced by Hans-
Bernhard Weisserth, both of them having participated, on a personal
basis, in the ten meetings of the task force at the Institute. Jean-Yves
Haine, from the Institute, had the difficult task of coordinating the dif-
ferent contributions and acting as rapporteur. The final report was
widely discussed before being collectively endorsed by the task force. As
chairman of the group, I have also to thank those advisers, outside the
task force, who, on an ad hoc basis, agreed to provide the group with
their comments and expertise on European defence.

The main task of the group was to select the most likely generic crisis
scenarios that the EU could face in the decades to come, to assess the
capabilities needed to deal with each of these contingencies, to identify
the main current shortfalls within European forces and to propose
remedies and options for adapting European capabilities, if the option
of military intervention were to be chosen at the EU level. The group’s
mandate was not to address the institutional setting of security and
defence policy, within the Treaty on European Union, nor to review the
full range of political constraints that have shaped ESDP so far. Also,
important questions such as the legitimacy of the use of force, the future
of transatlantic relations, the EU-NATO ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement, the
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decision-making process and the role of the Commission versus the
Council and member states were obviously not ignored but were not
addressed as such.

One of the main findings of this report is that there is a growing ten-
sion between two types of military requirements: on the one hand, the
ability to provide very mobile, flexible and rapid forces for expedi-
tionary intervention; on the other, the necessity to deploy and sustain
for a very long period substantial peacekeeping forces for crisis man-
agement. Both are equally demanding and risky tasks, and could even
be the two complementary phases of a single military operation, but
they call for different types of forces, organisation, doctrine and train-
ing among European forces. The report does examine these two models
of military operation but does not establish any order of priority nor
does it attempt to choose between them: that will be a matter for EU
political authorities and for member states, at a time when the new
terrorist threats make the definition of agreed priorities even more
difficult. In any case, as all European forces are today facing the same
phenomenon of changing and increasing demands — while, in most
European countries, increases in defence expenditures do not seem
very likely — a degree of long-term, common European defence plan-
ning may become increasingly attractive. One of the most striking ele-
ments of today’s world is indeed that external events outstrip strategies
and political will.

Paris, May 2004
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Introduction

The aim of this report s to assess European capabilities in the light
of generic scenarios that the Union may face in the near future, to
underline their deficiencies and to suggest the necessary reforms
that the European Union should promote in order to enhance its
capacity for autonomous action in the world arena. Based on
strategic scenarios, this report points out military and security
deficiencies in Europe’s ability to respond to international chal-
lenges, threats and risks that are likely to arise in the coming years.
It suggests that solutions in the field of defence to bridge current
gaps can be found if members of the Union have the political and
budgetary willingness to implement the necessary reforms. The
costs of not doing so would be much greater in the long term than
those of making the required adjustments in the short term.

Europe is at peace, but the world is not. The European Union
represents a uniquely successful endeavour to overcome rivalries,
disputes and wars among its members. With the obsolescence of
force as an instrument for resolving disputes between its mem-
bers, security in a situation of mutual vulnerability has become
based on transparency, openness and interdependency.’ The
result of the half-century process of European integration is
inescapable: member states of the European Union have never
been so prosperous and free. They enjoy a level of peace and stabil-
ity unprecedented in European history. The Union has become a
model for the world and an attraction for the rest of Europe. Hav-
ing begun with just six members, the Union now encompasses 25
countries representing more than 450 million people.

The international environment, however, does not share the
same characteristics. In the era of globalisation, no sovereign
entity is invulnerable to security risks and threats. What is hap-
pening in distant places has direct or indirect consequences for
Europe and European interests. Since 11 September 2001, inter-
national terrorism has become the most prominent security

European defence —
A proposal fora
White Paper

1. On this evolution, see Robert
Cooper, The Breakingof Nations, Or-
der and Chaos in the Twenty-first Cen-
tury (London: Atlantic Books,
2003), pp. 26-37.
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threat. Combined with the risk of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD), international terrorism represents a strategic threat to
Europe. Attacks carried out in recent months include those in
Spain, Turkey, Kenya, Morocco and Bali. European citizens have
been among the victims of these aggressions. Most importantly,
international terrorism attempts to destroy and disrupt the inter-
ests and values on which European societies are built. In addition,
regional conflict, especially in the Middle East, the collapse of
states, notably in Africa, regional instability in neighbouring
countries of Europe like Belarus or Moldova, organised crime and
cross-border trafficking constitute real and severe risks for the
Union. All these security threats have complex roots. Among
them, endemic inequalities, perceived injustice and failing gover-
nance demand active, comprehensive and lasting determination
to address them.

The contrast between a peaceful Europe and an unstable inter-
national environment is not new, but the challenges it currently
poses suggest that new objectives should be set. When in 1992 the
Union decided to launch the euro and expressed its willingness to
develop a Common Foreign and Security Policy, the tragedy of the
Balkans conflicts demonstrated the contrast between integration
in the West and disintegration in the East. The Union has learned
from its early failures; it is now implementing a successful stabili-
sation policy in the Balkans. When, at the European Convention,
new ideas for more efficient defence and security policies were put
forward, the Union was deeply divided over the Iraq conflict. It
now has a security strategy framework first proposed at the Thes-
saloniki summit in June 2003, then endorsed at the Brussels sum-
mit in December 2003. Beyond that document, there is a genuine
willingness to actin a more proactive and responsible way in world
affairs. Operation Artemis and, more recently, the coordinated
diplomacyvis-a-visIran, are tellingillustrations of this newattitude.

The consequences of an enlarged Europe are also demanding,
internally and externally. At 25, the Union is more diverse and the
intergovernmental decision-making process in foreign policy is
likely to become more difficult. Enlargementis one of the Union’s
most successful security strategies but, with borders stretching to
Russia, hitherto remote problems will become immediate con-
cerns. Instability in the Caucasus, stabilisation in the Balkans,
environmental issues, organised crime and illegal trafficking
represent a combination of old and new challenges for the Union.
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Thereisarenewed awareness among member states of the need
for a ‘more active, a more capable and a more responsible’ role for
the Union. The European Security Strategy is the best illustration
of thisnew disposition. The documentis historic: for the first time
in the history of the Union, member states have agreed to endorse
a threat-driven document. The key threats identified are terror-
ism, WMD proliferation, regional conflicts, state failure and
organised crime:

Taking these differentelements together - terrorism committed to

maximum violence, the availability of weapons of mass destruc-

tion, organised crime, the weakening of the state system and the
privatisation of force - we could be confronted with a very radical
threatindeed.?

The strategy is based on three pillars: first, responding to the
global threats of terrorism, WMD proliferation and organised
crime by recognising that the firstline of defence now lies abroad;
second, building security in Europe’s neighbourhood by consoli-
dating stabilisation in the Balkans and extending economic and
political cooperation to our neighbours in the South and East,
and remaining engaged and committed to resolution of the Arab-
Israeli conflict, which is a strategic priority; third, upholding and
developing international law and strengthening the United
Nations Charter, and building an international order based on
effective multilateralism.

The Solana documentis a major success: it is sufficiently broad
to include varying strategic traditions but precise enough to
become a motor of international action; it enhances the Union’s
credibility in the eyes of the major international actors, above all
the United States; and it identifies the new threats without
renouncing the Union’s specific acquis and identity. The Security
Strategy is by definition outward-looking. The homeland defence
role of military forces is therefore not explicitly dwelt upon. The
corresponding requirements need to be addressed, however, and
they are taken into account in this report. The documentis, in any
case, demanding in terms of capabilities required.

The Union has a wide range of tools to enhance its role in world
politics, from assistance programmes to police missions. Two of
its members are permanent members of the UN Security Council
and usually two others are members on a rotating basis. The
Union provides 40 per cent of the UN’s budget, and is the largest
contributor of aid and economic assistance in the world. Forces

11

2. Javier Solana, ‘A secure Europe
in a better world. European Secu-
rity Strategy’, document adopted
at the European Council, Brus-
sels, 12 December 2003.
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3. “ll nous faudra développer cet
horizon ensemble en vue d’un ob-
jectif de moyen terme pour 2010.
Cette dimension temporelle nous
offre le plus de possibilités de
coopération et de synergie entre
les efforts des Etats membres et
nous donne le plus de flexibilité
budgétaire.” Remarks by Javier
Solana, EU informal meeting of
defence ministers, Rome, 3-4 Oc-
tober 2003 (official version avail-
ablein French only).

4. This is the official name; for

simplicity it is referred to hereafter
as ‘the Agency’.
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from European members intervene to restore and maintain peace
all over the world. In 2002, they were present in Afghanistan,
Bosnia, Georgia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Kosovo, Kuwait, Macedonia,
Rwanda, Sierra Leone and Tajikistan. In 2003, significant deploy-
ments were decided individually in Iraq, collectively in Democra-
tic Republic of Congo. All in all, more than 100,000 European
troops were deployed abroad. Yet, in a majority of cases, such
deployments were dependent on external sources for transport,
support and protection. The capacity for autonomous action
remains severely constrained.

Since the St-Malo agreement over five years ago, the Union has
set up its institutional structures in order to be able to act more
effectively in defence and security. It has set itself an ambitious
‘Headline Goal’ - the ability to deploy up to an army corps to fulfil
‘Petersberg missions’. Yet the target date of 2003 was not met. At
the October 2003 informal meeting of EU defence ministers,
Javier Solana implicitly acknowledged that the likely deadline
would be 2010.3 If members of the Union are clearly aware of
Europe’s deficiencies in terms of capabilities, the often dilatory
process of correcting them is inadequate. It took nearly a decade to
agree on such a fundamental programme as the A400M military
cargo aircraft. While the Union’s role cannot be reduced to its mil-
itary component, it should not be forgotten that hard power is
sometimes the best route to soft power. The stabilisation policy in
the Balkans, which involves police forces and civilian officials, is a
success, but without the enforcement of peace by military forces,
such a policy would not have been possible. To be effective, an
engagement must be backed by force. That was the chieflesson of
Bosnia.

For budgetary and political reasons, redressing the imbalance
between a civilian and a militarily responsible Europe is difficult.
Over the last decade, defence budgets in the Union have been con-
stantly reduced. With the exception of France and Britain, this
trend has not been corrected despite the significant worsening of
the international context. Moreover, opportunities to take advan-
tage of obvious synergies and economies of scale have been missed.
The current European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP) has made
some improvements but crucial deficiencies remain. In that
respect, the European ‘Agency in the field of defence capabilities
development, research, acquisition and armaments* should
enhance cooperation among members.
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The Security Strategy could be seen as a wake-up call for the
Union’s members. By recognising that the world is dangerous and
complex, it calls for a Europe that is more capable in foreign
affairs. Sharing more global responsibilities, enhancing an effective
multilateralism, and taking on a preventive engagement strategy
are ambitious goals that will stay unfulfilled if the current gap
between ends and means persists. These goals call for rapidly
deployable and long-term sustainable forces; they imply a better
integration of civilian and military missions; they are based on the
assumption of a more autonomous Union in defence matters
inside and outside the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement. The credibility of
Europe’s strategy will ultimately be based on its capacity to fulfil
these ambitions.

Most importantly, the Union is a strategic actor with values
and interests to protect and project. All EU members have vital
interests, beginning with defence of the Union’s territorial
integrity, economic survival and its social and political security.
The ‘value interests’ of the Union lie in the promotion of a stable
and peaceful environment in its neighbourhood, and in the
strengthening of a rule-based international order. These interests
suggest several possible types of missions:

Vital interest Mission
Integrity of member states Homeland defence and consequence man-
agement
Economic survival Projecting stability to protect trade routes

and the free flow of raw materials

Social and political security Combating organised crime and projecting

stability to preventa massive influx of refugees

Value interest Mission

International peace and security Projecting stability to protect and enforce the

international rule of law

Universally accepted norms and values Projecting stability to protect and enforce

fundamental norms and freedoms; humani-

tarian aid; peacekeeping; peace building

13
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5. Draft Treaty establishing a
Constitution for Europe; available
at http://europa.eu.int/futurum/
constitution/preamble/index_en.
htm.
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The European Union is a community firmly based on values
such as democracy and the rule of law, respect for human rights
and fundamental freedoms. What the Union stands for has never
been better summarised than in the preamble to the European
Union’s 2003 draft Constitution:

Conscious that Europe is a continent that has brought forth civil-

isation; that its inhabitants, arriving in successive waves from ear-

liest times, have gradually developed the values underlying
humanism: equality of persons, freedom, respect for reason,

Drawing inspiration from the cultural, religious and humanist

inheritance of Europe, the values of which, still present in its her-

itage, have embedded within the life of society the central role of
the human person and his or her inviolable and inalienable rights,
and respect for law,

Believing that reunited Europe intends to continue along the path

of civilisation, progress and prosperity, for the good of all its inhab-

itants, including the weakest and most deprived; that it wishes to

remain a continent open to culture, learning and social progress;
and that it wishes to deepen the democratic and transparent
nature of its public life, and to strive for peace, justice and solidar-

ity throughout the world .. .5

The European post-modern order needs to be completed, but
most importantly it needs to be secure and defended. The con-
struction of the European political organisation, which by its very
nature is inward-looking, must also endeavour to adapt to new
international developments and contingencies. The scenarios
identified in thisreportareillustrations of the challenges that may
lie ahead for the Union.
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The international context

The international system has witnessed fundamental changes
since the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Soviet Empire.
This peaceful change opened an era of unprecedented globalisa-
tion that benefited liberal democracies politically and economi-
cally. The information technology revolution, and the so-called
‘new economy’ based on it, produced decade-long economic
growth that helped the integration process. The creation of a single
currency in turn boosted European economies and common mar-
ket practices. By contrast, the political and social heritage of Soviet
or Communist domination in Eastern Europe was far more diffi-
cult to overcome. In particular, social fragmentation and deficient
governance plunged some countries into social unrest, hostile frag-
mentation and civil wars. In the case of Yugoslavia, the worst mas-
sacres since the Second World War and its immediate aftermath
were committed. These presented major humanitarian challenges
for Western liberal democracies. It took nearly a decade to recog-
nise that diplomacy without a credible threat of force has a limited
impact. With the tardy but decisive intervention of NATO, and
therefore US power, these wars ended and lasting peace was
achieved. With it also came the first recognition by the Union that
coordination of foreign policies and modernisation of its military
tools were necessary to address the difficult task of crisis preven-
tion and management.

The end of bipolarity offered opportunities for the reunifica-
tion of the European continent based on shared values and com-
mon interests. The Union represents a model for the entire conti-
nent,and indeed an example of peaceful integration for the world.
This emerging ‘post-modern’ order is unique in the world. The
Union seems ready to defend it by entering conflicts to uphold
principles, as it did in Bosnia and Kosovo, albeit belatedly and
reluctantly. But there are few, if any, problems of this kind that
Europe can deal with on its own.

15
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Globalisation creates wealth butitalso carries global problems
and risks. Environmental challenges such as global warming,
worldwide diseases such as AIDS or epidemic such as SARS, or
computer viruses, cannot be effectively tackled without the collec-
tive involvement of the international community. Globalisation
also creates tensions and conflicts. Economic crises, failed gover-
nance, ethnic violence and religious antagonism are amplified by
the gap between the haves and the have-nots. These dividing lines
cross the old geopolitical system based on territories and sover-
eignty. The latter sources of conflicts are not new, and not more
numerous or bloodier than before, but their impact today is quite

different.

The new world

In the 1990s, security debates presented a paradoxical face. On the
one hand, there were efforts to broaden the debate to include envi-
ronment and soft power issues; on the other, violent signs of dis-
content, like the first attack on the World Trade Centre or the
attempt to target the Eiffel Tower, went relatively ignored. With 11
September 2001, this ambiguity was over.

The rising threats: international terrorism and WMD proliferation

As stated in the European Security Strategy, ‘international terror-
ismisastrategic threat’. While terror is not a new phenomenon, its
current manifestation has thrown up an unprecedented combina-
tion of non-state actors and capabilities to inflict mass destruction
or disruption. Naturally, the empowerment of these non-state
actors does not exist in isolation: it interacts with strategies of state
actors, and from the Taliban in Afghanistan to the Kashmir con-
flict between India and Pakistan.

If there was one phenomenon that members of the Union were,
if not accustomed to then at least aware of, it was terrorism. How-
ever, hyper-terrorism is quite different from the classical terrorist
groups, like ETA,IRA, Action Directe, the Red Brigades or the Red
Army Faction, who were active in Europe. Because of their need to
win over the population, these groups were restrained in their will-
ingness to use unlimited violence. As one expert has argued, these
terrorists wanted ‘many people watching, but not many people



The international context

dead’.6 As demonstrated by the terrorist attacks in Madrid on 11
March 2004, with hyper-terrorism there is a readiness to resort to
unrestricted violence and a willingness to inflict the widest possi-
ble damage. It comes from a conviction that the battle is absolute,
even more so when it is waged in the name of a divine authority.
Religious extremism reinforces a strictly Manichaean view in
which the enemy is demonised and provides the justification for
whatever level of violence is needed to destroy him. This radicali-
sation, along with the non-state nature of the threat, makes cer-
tain terrorist strategies basically non-deterrable.

Non-state actors attempting to wage mass destruction terror-
ism and suicide attacks cannot be countered by the same set of
policies as those applying to antagonists controlling a state. The
classic nuclear deterrence is irrelevant against such groups, all the
more so as their operating bases and cells are often in the heart of
the targeted country itself, as was the case with al-Qaeda in the
United States or Aum Shinrikyo in Japan. A policy of containment
through the deployment of military forces along sealed borders is
equally ineffective. Balancing strategies against this kind of threat
has virtually no meaning against non-state, cross-border terrorist
groups. In the absence of such options, the tools available to pol-
icy-makersliein the detection of potential and actual perpetrators
through accurate intelligence and analysis; in preventive policies
that address the root causes of hyper-terrorism through eco-
nomic, political and ideological means; in pre-emptive operations,
either by police or military forces, againsta group and its network;
in damage limitation through timely and effective hardening of
the terrorists’ objectives; in damage confinement and manage-
ment after a terrorist attack through the identification of its
source. These policies and strategies require significant depar-
tures from existing defence policies and current strategic cultures
in Europe. Because thelines between internal and external security
have become blurred, a new balance between homeland defence
and operations abroad must be found. Because hyper-terrorism is
a global threat, it must be countered by a comprehensive
approach, ranging from political and diplomatic initiatives to
military operations. In the latter case, transformation of existing
European forces to enhance their deployability and effectiveness
either for protection or for projection is a necessary condition.

The second rising threat, linked to the first, is the risks result-
ing from the failure of non-proliferation regimes. According to

17

6. Brian Jenkins ‘International Ter-
rorism: A New Kind of Warfare’,
RAND Corporation, June 1974,
quoted by Harald Miller, ‘Terror-
ism, proliferation: a European as-
sessment’, Chaillot Paper 58 (Paris:
EU Institute for Security Studies,
March 2003), p. 22.
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7. Gustav Lindstrom and Burkard
Schmitt (eds.), ‘Fighting prolifera-
tion - European perspectives’,
Chaillot Paper 66 (Paris: EU Insti-
tute for Security Studies, Decem-
ber2003).

8. Although definitions vary, it is
understood here as a geographi-
cal concept extending from
Morocco to Afghanistan.
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the European Security Strategy, proliferation of WMD is ‘poten-
tially the greatest threat to our security’. Non-proliferation poli-
cies and regimes have been relatively successful over the last
decades.In 2003, thelist of states actively seeking nuclear weapons
was shorter than it was in 1975, with countries such as Argentina,
Brazil, South Africa, South Korea and Taiwan having abandoned
their programmes. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
has become a quasi-universal norm, with only four states - India,
Pakistan, Israel and recently North Korea - remaining outside. In
the field of chemical weapons, existing stockpiles have been dis-
armed and partially destroyed, notably in Russia, India, South
Korea and the United States. Ballistic proliferation has also
decreased. During the 1970s and the 1980s, Scud, Frog and SS-21
missiles were exported by the USSR to more than 20 countries,
from Algeria to Vietnam. China exported 2,500 km-range CSS-2
missiles to Saudi Arabia. Missile proliferation on this scale is no
longer occurring.”

However, notwithstanding this positive historical record, pro-
liferation of WMD is becoming an increasingly serious security
risk for Europe. If the case of North Korea does not represent a
direct threat to Europe, some elements are none the less disturb-
ing. There is first the possibility that Pyongyang could develop a
10,000 km-range ballistic missile that could hit Europe directly.
Second, a failure of the NPT regime with North Korea could trig-
ger an escalating arms race in Asia. Third, North Korea’s policy of
gaining hard currency through the transfer of missiles and missile
technology, especially to such countries as Pakistan, is a destabil-
ising factor in an already volatile region.

Most importantly, the combination of enhanced WMD prolif-
eration and the aggravation of tensions in the ‘Greater Middle
East’8 represents the most serious challenge to the Union. This is
so for two mutually reinforcing reasons. First, the nuclear break-
out of along-standing NPT signatory such as Iran could lead toa
chain reaction of similar endeavours by other Middle East states
and beyond, notably in East Asia. In this respect, the web of coop-
eration between elements of Pakistan’s nuclear military establish-
mentand countries such asIran and Libya, as well as North Korea,
demonstrates that the material elements of such a chain reaction
are already in place. Such a nuclearisation of the highly unstable
Middle East would have direct consequences for Europe, over and
above the general effects of the break-up of the international non-
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proliferation regime. Second, the consequences of WMD tech-
nologies spreading to radical groups committed to maximum
destruction are lethal. Some may argue that these proliferation
risks do not constitute a direct military threat to the Union
proper,butas 50 per cent of Europe’s energy needs come from this
region, the threat is direct. Moreover, with the EU’s potential
admission of Turkey, the whole security situation in the Middle
East and the Persian Gulf will become a primary concern for the
Union, because the security of one its members will be directly at
stake.

The Union hasrecently demonstrated thatit does notintend to
ignore nuclear proliferation. Following its strategy document and
Action Plan of spring 2003 against proliferation of WMD, the
Union has successfully engaged in constructive diplomatic dia-
logue with Iran. The IAEA has now secured better access to Iran’s
nuclear facilities. In the same vein, the diplomatic efforts of the
United Kingdom and the United States have produced significant
results vis-a-vis Libya.

International terrorism embodies the darkest side of globalisa-
tion. Terrorists can access technology for mass destruction or
mass disruption against any target around the world. Thus, the
nature of the threat has changed. From localised atrocity to the
capability to commit mass murder, terrorist attacks, coupled with
the worrying prospects of WMD like chemical weapons or bombs
designed to disperse radioactive material, have significantly raised
the level of fear and anxiety in the world. Indeed, since 11 Septem-
ber, innocuous means of travel like civilian aircraft can become
missiles of destruction. This ‘dark side of the global village’® has
the potential to significantly disrupt and destruct the global vil-
lage itself. Europe remains a primary target of such terrorist acts.

The traditional threats and their new consequences

With the expansion and consolidation of the democratic peace,
classic interstate conflicts have receded but sources of instability
and conflicts have not. As stated in the European Security Strategy,
‘collapse of the State can be associated with obvious threats,such as
organised crime or terrorism. State failure is an alarming phenom-
enon that undermines global governance and adds to regional
instability.” Organised crime, cross-border trafficking and illegal
immigration represent challenges for the rule of law and could
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undermine the social order. Civil unrest, endemic anarchy or the
breakdown of state structures in Africa or the Caucasus do not con-
stitute direct threats to the Union or its members in the classical
strategic sense. However, their by-products, such as drugs, disease
and refugees, can seriously affect the daily life of European citizens.
Because criminal activities in these pre-modern environments are
often linked to legitimate economic activity in the Union, their
impact is more direct and more damaging than their often remote
locations seem to indicate. As the wars of Yugoslav succession have
demonstrated, but also the collapse of Sierra Leone or the rising
chaos in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), the harmful
consequences of failing states have a tendency to spread. Without
effective control of borders, anarchy expands quickly. Without an
effective monopoly of the legitimate use of force, terrorist activities
proliferate.

Failing states could thus have negative consequences for the
Union, but firstand foremost, their effects onlocal populations are
the most destructive. Even though calculations of interests may
point to non-intervention, value judgments may demand interven-
tion. The more peaceful the post-modern European order
becomes, the less tolerant it becomes of violations of human rights
and crimes against ‘humanity’. Publics ask their governments to
intervene in remote places where such violations occur. The war in
Kosovo was an attempt to stop human suffering, while the non-
intervention in Rwanda allowed a massive genocide. Interventions
in the defence of values are demanding and difficult.

In order to achieve humanitarian objectives, armed forces have
to become rapidly and effectively deployable to far-away theatres.
In parallel, public opinion is reluctant to tolerate national casual-
ties and desires, no less understandably, the limitation of unnec-
essary damage to the societies in which forces operate. High-tech-
nology weapons could help produce such results. But this
high-tech side of warfare is not by itself sufficient. Military opera-
tions have to lay the grounds for postwar reconstruction, so that
when the violence stops lasting peace can be built. Peace-building
efforts and a commitment to lasting stabilisation are indispensa-
ble if the sources of violence are to be effectively addressed.

The Union has developed a capacity to address these peace-
building operations but has so far been less successful in the trans-
formation of its armed forces into integrated, rapidly deployable,
modern war-fighting units. However, since the creation of a Euro-
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pean Security and Defence Policy a half decade ago, important
improvements have been made. These are reviewed in the next
chapter.

The new international context raises a fundamental question:
can ‘post-modernism in one region’ really work? The European
Security Strategy provides the first answer: ‘Asa Union of 25 states
with over 450 million people generating a quarter of the world’s
Gross National Product, and with a wide range of instruments at
its disposal, the European Union is inevitably a global player . . .
Europe should be ready to share in the responsibility for global
security and in building a better world.”10

The new Europe

The process of European political integration, begun more than
half a century ago with the Coal and Steel Community, has
endured many external as well as internal changes. The ‘ever-closer
union’ formula pointed to the deepening of the Union, such as the
completion of the single market, the launch of the euro and the
Schengen agreement. In parallel with these successes, the ever-
enlarging Union also became a reality. From its initial 6, the Union
grew to 25 members in May 2004. This new dimension confers
upon the Union even more legitimacy but also raises important
concerns in terms of the new security environment and the hetero-
geneity of its members and the decision-making process that this
implies. These issues have received provisional but promising
answers, with debates at the Convention and with the European
Security Strategy.

The enlarged Union and its environment

Over the past decades, the Union has pursued at least two distinct
genuine security policies towards its immediate and extending
neighbourhood: an approach aimed, first and foremost, at stabilisa-
tion, based mainly on fostering regional cooperation and broad
partnerships; and an approach aimed at integration proper: bring-
ing neighbouring countries directly into the EU through a bilateral
process based on ‘conditionality’. The more successful the first
strategy of stabilisation has been, the greater has been the likeli-
hood thatitleads to the second strategy of integration.
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The stabilisation approach was born with the first Stability Pact
proposed by former French Prime Minister Edouard Balladur in
1993 for Central Europe, and has taken the form of a series of Part-
nership and Cooperation Agreements eventually leading to the
current enlargement process. The stabilisation process is now
aimed in three main directions: the Balkans, the East and the
South.

Historically, the Balkans was the area where a European secu-
rity policy began, albeit inadequately, to emerge. Indeed the
Balkans wars were the crucial reason behind an autonomous and
responsible ESDP.11 With the pacification of the area, the Union
has launched a Stabilisation and Association Process (SAP)
intended to foster peace, prosperity and democracy in the region.
The Union has agreed to a ‘contractual’ relationship with the rele-
vant states or entities: Albania, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Macedonia/FYROM, Serbia and Montenegro, plus Kosovo. The
aim is to bridge the gap between ‘simple’ stabilisation and ‘full’
integration. But most importantly, this stabilisation policy has
taken the form of major peacekeeping and police missions that
underline the Union’s approach to stability and nation-building.
At the Thessaloniki European Council of June 2003, the Union
reiterated its support for the ‘European perspective’ of the West-
ern Balkan countries, which were due to ‘become an integral part
of the EU once they meet the established criteria’. Croatia filed a
formal application for membership in February 2003, followed by
Macedonia/FYROM in March 2004. The Union is understandably
wary of being too hasty, given the record of violence in the region
and because it is reluctant to be seen as rewarding such violence.
This ambivalence, however, risks creating a dilemma: the commit-
ment eventually to grant full membership cannot be honoured
unless there is substantial progress on the rule of law and eco-
nomic viability, yet these may not be achieved without that com-
mitment.

The second direction of the stabilisation process is the East.
The Eastern dimension has acquired a central character, owing in
part to the round of enlargement. Ukraine, Belarus, and most
importantly Russia, have become neighbours of the Union and as
such they deserve particular attention. Enlargement will bring the
EU some 2,400 km of borders with Ukraine and Belarus, to which
Romanian membership will add 450 km on its border with
Moldova. Compared with the original Treaty of Rome, the imme-
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diate environment of the Union has changed dramatically. This is
particularly the case with Russia.

The Union has been slow to initiate a security dialogue with
Russia, leaving that to the United Sates and NATO whose rela-
tions, after the crisis over Kosovo, have dramatically recovered to
include an agreement on peacekeeping operations and crisis man-
agement. This is not to say that European countries do not culti-
vate special links with Moscow - Germany developing close trade
ties, the Baltics keeping their distance and France recognising its
particular status - but, as such, the Union has until now not taken
a coordinated approach vis-a-vis Russia.’? This is all the more
important since the Union has expressed a renewed interest in
neighbouring countries like Ukraine and Moldova which will rep-
resent new border challenges. In particular, Moldova has recently
received special attention from the Union, owing to the conflict
with Transnistria, Moldova’s easternmost region that has
declared independence, where so far a small OSCE mission has
assumed the main burden. Since the Union has expressed its inter-
est in exploring, together with the other international mediators,
joint actions in Moldova, a genuine security dialogue with Russia
has become necessary and urgent.

The third dimension is the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership,
commonly referred to as the Barcelona process. Here, the results
have been more mixed. Because of the diverse colonial heritage,
the members of the Union have sometimes given priority to inter-
nal regime stability over the defence and promotion of democratic
rights. However, with the potential connections between illegal
immigration and terrorism, the preventive engagement strategy
adopted by the Union will require a more coordinated approach as
well as more targeted and specific instruments in keeping with the
findings of the two UNDP reports on human development in the
Arab world. With the American ‘Greater Middle East’ initiative
arises the issue of policy coordination between the Union and the
United States in the region.

The Union’s stabilisation policy has been a success but the
challenges ahead are demanding. Article I-56 of the draft Consti-
tutional Treaty states: ‘The Union shall develop a special relation-
ship with neighbouring states, aiming to establish an area of pros-
perity and good neighbourliness, founded on the values of the
Union and characterised by close and peaceful relations based on
cooperation.” The European Commission President, Romano

23

12. See for example Dov Lynch,
‘Russia faces Europe’, Chaillot Pa-
per 60 (Paris: EU Institute for
Security Studies, May 2003).



European defence — A proposal for a White Paper

13. ‘Wider Europe - Neighbour-
hood: ANew Framework for Rela-
tions with our Eastern and South-
ern Neighbours’, Commission
Communication COM(2003),
104 final, Brussels, 11 March
2003.

24

Prodi, has set out a vision of the EU offering its neighbours ‘every-
thing but institutions’. The aim is to promote the emergence of a
‘ring of friends’ around Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean,
bound together by shared values, open markets and borders, and
enhanced cooperation in such areas as research, transport, energy,
conflict prevention and law enforcement.’3 This ambition has
now been translated into a coherent strategy of preventive engage-
ment. As stated in the European Security Strategy,

Our taskis to promote a ring of well governed countries to the East

of the European Union and on the borders of the Mediterranean

with whom we can enjoy close and cooperative relations . . . We

need to extend the benefits of economic and political cooperation

to our neighbours in the East while tackling political problems

there. We should now take a stronger and more active interest in

the problems of the Southern Caucasus, which will in due course
also be a neighbouring region.

Building security in the Union’s neighbourhood demands a
comprehensive approach that employs a wide range of tools,
including the military. In operational terms, implicit planning
assumptions have envisaged a virtual geographical radius for EU
military crisis management up to approximately 4,000 km from
Brussels that roughly covers the present immediate neighbour-
hood, starting with the Balkans up to the former Soviet Union
proper and south of the Mediterranean. This has serious implica-
tions in terms of projection and sustainability of forces. Some of
the scenarios stress this point.

The second strategy of the Union, enlargement, is a more gen-
uine European approach vis-a-vis its environment. The reunifica-
tion of Europe and the integration of acceding states have
increased the Union’s security but also bring Europe closer to
troubled areas. Enlarging the Union has been, and should remain,
the mosteffective security policy. By extending the Union’s norms,
rules, opportunities and constraints to successive applicants, the
Union has made instability and conflict on the continent ever less
likely. The current enlargement, however, is nothing like the previ-
ous ones. It is fundamentally different in size, scope, and charac-
ter: enlarging from an EU of 15 member states to one of 25-plus, as
decided at the Copenhagen European Council of December 2002,
has changed the character of the Union.

The accession of Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia
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as full members in May 2004 means an increase of population of
20 per cent but an added GDP of only a few percentage points,
between 5 and 9. This enlargementincreases the Union’s diversity.
In ESDP matters, different strategic traditions and orientation
and size make common security more difficult. However, this
enlargement will not fundamentally affect the Union’s common
foreign and security policy, whose principles the new members
have endorsed and to which they have already contributed in
actual operations. If the new members add relatively little in terms
of capabilities, it should be stressed that some have over the years
developed niche capabilities that are extremely valuable, and some
are transforming their military forces in a fast and effective man-
ner. In particular, some have successfully initiated functional spe-
cialisation that will contribute to the strength of the Headline
Goal.

If the Union’s enlargement process raises the difficult question
of the ultimate frontier of the Union, for the immediate future its
borders are now broadly defined.’# This new Union will have new
responsibilities that call for transformed capabilities.

The European Security Strategy

Adefence and security policy, like every action in international rela-
tions, embodies values and interests. In their combination lies the
true identity of an international actor. The Union has been build
up on democratic values and human rights that it has projected
and enlarged over the past decades. But this post-modern order
contrasts starkly with a less regulated and more violent interna-
tional context. The recognition of this not-so-benign environment
hasled the Union to formulate a truly European security strategy.

A strategic framework

Theinternational context, as we have seen, has clearlybecome more
unstable and uncertain since 11 September. In Europe, awareness
of a deteriorating international environment has been less acute
than in other parts of the world. With the advent of catastrophic
terrorism, the Union cannot escape this increasing insecurity. Fur-
thermore, after the crisis in Iraq, there has been a general and rapid
acknowledgement that the Union, when divided, is powerless.
These lessons have produced a new realism and a new activism in
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the Union’s security policy. Diplomacy cannot be conducted with-
out the promotion of specific interests, nor can it be effective with-
out taking into account international realities, threats and oppor-
tunities.

Drawing up a security concept has been an historic event fora
post-modern organisation like the Union. Its aim was to reach an
agreement sufficiently broad to include widely varying strategic
traditions but precise enough to become a motor of international
action; to maintain credibility in the eyes of other major interna-
tional actors, above all the United States; and to address the new
threats without renouncing the Union’s particular acquis and
identity. In this last objective, the Union has undertaken a clear
shift, by balancing its ‘soft’ power tradition with new and more
‘hard’ power elements, by adding some sticks to its carrots.

First, it has recognised the reality and danger of international
terrorism. It reminds the general public that Europe is both a tar-
get and a base for such terrorists, that al-Qaeda networks include
links and cells in the territory of the Union, and that al-Qaeda has
named, and indeed attacked, European countries. There is thus
nothing to be complacent about. Butitisalso clear that the Union
does not endorse only a military approach to terrorism; the solu-
tion to this complex issue must be global and political.

Next, there is the problem of proliferation of WMD. In that
respect, even before the Security Strategy the Union had agreed
common principles and actions. While relying on classic regime
tools to contain proliferation, the Union has acknowledged that
active measures, including the use of force, could sometimes be
necessary:

To address the new threats, a broad approach is needed. Political

and diplomatic preventative measures (multilateral treaties and

export control regimes) and resort to the competent international
organizations (IAEA, OPCW, etc.) form the first line of defence.

When these measures (including political dialogue and diplo-

matic pressure) have failed, coercive measures under Chapter VII

of the UN Charter and international law (sanctions, selective or

global, interceptions of shipments and, as appropriate, the use of

force) could be envisioned. The UN Security Council should playa
central role.1>

Lastly, it hasidentified the problem of failed states, which feeds
terrorism and proliferation, and sometimes both. In that respect,
the Union has re-emphasised its traditional approach of stabilisa-
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tion and long-term commitment. While the Union recognises that
bad governance is a major source of instability, it advocates the
extension of good governance rather than regime change.
As the European Security Strategy concludes its section on the
threats,
Taking these different elements together - terrorism committed to
maximum violence, the availability of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, organised crime, the weakening of the state system and the
privatisation of force - we could be confronted with a very radical
threat indeed.

A multilateral identity

The Union’s international actions are based on the defence and
projection of its interests, but they also embody its specific values
and principles. The values of the EU are defined in a wide range of
legal and political instruments. The Union has a European Court
of Human Rights and a Court of Justice, and was instrumental in
the creation of the International Criminal Court. In its Articles 2
and 3.4, the draft Treaty delivered by the Convention states that:
The Union is founded on the values of respect for human dignity,
liberty, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human
rights. These values are common to the Member States in a society
of pluralism, tolerance, justice, solidarity and non-discrimination
...Initsrelations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and
promote its values and interests. It shall contribute to peace, secu-
rity, the sustainable development of the earth, solidarity and
mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of
poverty and protection of human rights and in particular chil-
dren’s rights, as well as to strict observance and development of
international law, including respect for the principles of the
United Nations Charter.16
In promoting and defending these values abroad, this specific
ethic takes several forms. First, because of Europe’s twentieth
century history of self-destructive wars, the Union relies, as a
guiding principle, on peaceful means to negotiate and settle
disputes. More broadly, the Union has been keen to use what some
have called its ‘soft’ power rather than its ‘hard’ power. As seen
above, the stabilisation and enlargement process has set clear
criteria for contractual agreements and negotiations with third
parties.
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Second, the Union has over the past decades cultivated and
implemented a moral diplomacy. In this, European governments
have been at the forefront of the international community in
recognising and promoting a droit d’ingérence humanitaire. This has
served as the basis of the ‘Petersberg tasks’, it led to a proactive
commitment in Bosnia and Kosovo, and has constituted a core
dimension of ESDP so far. Most importantly, it has been trans-
lated into specifically European types of peacekeeping and polic-
ing operations. This specific dimension is unique in the world.

Third, and most importantly, the Union has considered the
UN Charter as a basis for international action. Clearly, there have
been difficult issues of international legality, the limits of which
were tested in the case of Kosovo, where NATQO’s intervention was
clearly endorsed ex post facto by the UN Security Council and the
UN Secretary-General. However, a UN framework remains a cor-
nerstone of European action in the field of peace enforcementand
peacekeeping. In the same vein, the Union rejects the unilateral
use of force. As stated in the European Security Strategy,

In a world of global threats, global markets and global media, our

security and prosperity increasingly depend on an effective multi-

lateral system. The development of a stronger international soci-
ety, well functioning international institutions and a rule-based
international order is our objective.

The Union now has a general framework in which to think
strategically. European Security and Defence Policy therefore rests
on firmer ground. However, this strategic concept does not specif-
ically address the adequacy between ends and means. Clearly, it
calls for a sustained effortin capabilities but remains vague on the
crucial question of adapting the tools at the disposal of the Union
to these new strategic tasks. The aim of the scenarios given in
Chapter 3 is to provide the reader with specific examples of what s
lacking and what is needed.

The post-modern order builtinside the Union contrasts vividly
with the disorderin much of the outside world. ESDP as a policy of
the Union was launched after the trauma of Bosnia. The deterio-
rating international landscape demands adaptation and improve-
ment so that the Union is able to act, and not simply react. It is its
duty to defend and protect the Union against international
threats; it would be an historical mistake to underestimate their
likelihood and their potentially lethal effects. This obligation
arises at a moment when the traditional partner of the Union, the
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United States, following the tragedy of 11 September 2001, has
initiated international actions and reactions whose direct and
indirect consequences are significant for the Union.

The new America

US foreign policy has major effects on the European Union. In
2003, Washington’s actions, supported in Afghanistan but con-
tested in Iraq, had seriously divided the Union and significantly
split NATO. Because American strategy after 11 September was
variously appreciated within the Union, it created a risk of diver-
gencesinside the Union atamoment whenits enlargementand the
Convention called for cohesion and unity. Europe’s situation was
thus difficult: on the one hand, the threat of terrorism called for
increased collective measures and consensus; on the other, US
strategy provoked centrifugal tendencies and divisions.”

With the end of the Soviet empire and following the 1991 Gulf
War the United States was obviously the only superpower in the
world. In international security, its power was essential. Yet Wash-
ington often displayed great reluctance to use that power, and
whenitdecided to do so, it was under strict conditions designed to
minimise American casualties. Throughout the 1990s, the United
States was a superpower with limited domestic support for a
world role. Public opinion was reluctant to endorse foreign
involvements, or duties and responsibilities beyond its borders.

The attacks on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon were
an historical moment, a period of ‘tectonic shifts’ as Condoleezza
Rice put it, similar to the rise of the Soviet challenge at the end of
the 1940s. This tragedy conferred on the Bush administration a
new paradigm through which every problem in the world arena
had to be assessed. America was at war and, taking advantage of its
supremacy, it intended to wage it on its own terms, following its
own agenda, defining friends and foes by the sole criterion of their
stance in the war on terrorism, and proclaiming a sovereign right
to attack and change any regime that harboured terrorists while
naming countries in a supposed ‘axis of evil’ that was only
remotely, if atall, linked to al-Qaeda.

The answer of the Bush administration to 11 September
displayed permanent trends as well as specific new features of US
foreign policy. Among the former, several old habits could be
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identified:a Manichean approach to the definition of the enemy, a
global interpretation of the threat, an ideological perspective in
framing the challenge, a missionary zeal in fulfilling its new-
found mission with the usual premium on power, technology and
warfare as solutions to the new security dilemmas raised by inter-
national terrorism. Among the latter features, several innovations
stand out: a clear emphasis on unilateralism to achieve US objec-
tives, a shift from institutional management to ad hoc coalition
building and a new prominence for the preventive use of force.
This combination represents a more assertive version of American
exceptionalism in world affairs, a kind of ‘Wilsonianism in boots’,
as Pierre Hassner has aptly putit.18

America’s security strategy

Global in its essence, the war against terrorism reveals the new US
role in the world as it was envisaged in the National Security Strat-
egy of September 2002. The working assumption of the NSS docu-
ment underlines America’s indisputable hegemony around the
world. But this unparalleled hegemonic position, once a source of
questioning if not a motive for inaction, is now a reality that needs
to be maintained to discourage other nations from challenging US
power. It sets a clear objective of continuing American military
superiority where no state is to be allowed to equal the United
States. But this embracing of hegemony followed paradoxically
from a sudden, unprecedented and now exposed vulnerability.

From this starting point, the US strategy identified threats in
the combination of terrorism, tyranny and technology, i..
weapons of mass destruction (WMD). The combination of these
‘three Ts’ makes the security environment more complex and dan-
gerous. Thus, at its core, the NSS document calls for the United
States to use its ‘unparalleled military strength and great eco-
nomicand political influence’ to establish ‘a balance of power that
favours human freedom’.’® A combination of unparalleled
supremacy that should stay unchallenged and a global perception
of the new threats formed the basis of the Bush doctrine.

In the fight against terror, some officials in the Bush adminis-
tration advanced the idea - promoted well before September 2001
- that the expansion of democratic regimes was the only definitive
solution that would prevent other terrorist attacks. According to
its advocates, regime change was ultimately the best guarantee
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against terror. Their objective was to democratise the entire Mid-
dle East, even if it meant imposing democracy by force. By linking
the type of regime with the source of proliferation and the threat
of terrorism, the Bush administration basically endorsed an
extended agenda of overthrowing failed and/or rogue states. This
identification of the threat was therefore global, not confined to a
particular group like al-Qaeda. It named countries in the ‘axis of
evil’ more than it identified groups and networks. If international
terrorism is a transnational phenomenon, the US answer was
none the less based mainly on geopolitics and territories. This
combination of hegemony and regime change made all the differ-
ence between a prudent, realist policy of adjustments and a pre-
ventive doctrine whereby US hegemony would be used to win, not
to manage, the ‘war on terror’.

The peculiarity of the National Security Strategy lay in the
methods envisaged for achieving these goals. Among the strate-
gies contemplated, pre-emption and ad hoc coalitions of the will-
ing were relatively new in US strategic thinking and had poten-
tially disturbing consequences for transatlantic relations and for
the Union.2%The first option, prevention and pre-emption, has
received detailed treatment, even though one should not exagger-
ateits place in the document. It should be noted that the potential
use of preventive and pre-emptive strikes as such is not entirely
new to US foreign policy, even though previous notions of pre-
emptive strikes have been typically associated with covert opera-
tions, and that some European countries have explicitly included
such a conceptin their national doctrines.?? The NSS posits a pol-
icy of ‘proactive counter-proliferation’, whereby it ‘will disrupt
and destroy terrorist organizations by . . . identifying and destroy-
ing the threats before they reach our borders’. It does make clear
that:

today, our enemies see weapons of mass destruction as weapons of

choice. We must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terror-

ist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass

destruction against the United States and our allies and friends.22

The American strategy has indeed two distinctive and contro-
versial features. First, the document assumed that containment
and deterrence, the strategic pillars of the Cold War, were no
longer applicable in a world where the threat of retaliation ‘is less
likely to work againstleaders of rogue states’. Evenif the argument
only questions the rationality of the leaders of these specific states,
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the assumption none the less shifted the emphasis from the
weapons involved to the personality of leaders that may have
them. Second, it rejected the classic international law definition of
pre-emption based on imminent danger of an attack by proclaim-
ing the right to ‘anticipatory action to defend ourselves, even if
uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s
attack’. This ‘right’ constitutes a clear broadening of the jus ad bel-
lum and represents a controversial extension of international
law.23 In any case, this pre-emptive doctrine put a heavy premium
on intelligence and its reliability. If there is disagreement about
the accuracy, the probability or the existence of an imminent dan-
ger, the diplomatic room for manoeuvre becomes extremely nar-
row and multilateral frameworks such as the UN or NATO rapidly
become ineffective.

The second specific feature of the Bush administration was the
‘coalition of the willing’ mantra: the main vehicle for cooperation
is likely to be coalitions of the willing rather than institutional
frameworks.?4 It broke with an American tradition of promoting
and practicing international multilateralism that goes back to
1945. NATO, the backbone of the transatlantic partnership,
becomes merely a toolbox for an American agenda to which allies
have to submitor run the risk of beingignored. The consensus and
diffuse reciprocity that formed the principles of the Atlantic grand
bargain for fifty years were dismissed in favour of unilateral and
sovereign actions. Coupled with the Manichean view of ‘being
with us or against us’, this disinclination confronts traditional
allies with an impossible dilemma of choosing between blind sub-
mission and overt opposition.2>

The combination of these two elements - preventive strategy
and unilateral policy - did put the Union in a difficult position.
The war launched against the Taliban in Afghanistan appeared to
be an appropriate way to destroy bin Laden’s networks and sanc-
tuaries, but the US strategic and military focus shifted rapidly to
Iraq, which had only remote if not non-existent links with al-
Qaeda. This opened a rift in the transatlantic community and,
most importantly, a divide within the Union.

Consequences for the Union

The preventive doctrine has had at least three consequences for
Europe: the first, the principle one, is direct, the second indirect
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and strategic, and the third domestic and political. The first con-
cerns differing interpretations of international public law regard-
ing the crucial issue of the use of force. The divergence over the
necessity of and the reality of ‘an imminent danger’ touched upon
the right of self-defence in Article 51 of the UN Charter.26 The dis-
puted legality was part of a broader and more significant disagree-
mentaboutlegitimacy. In that respect, practical questions quickly
became issues of principle, and room for diplomatic manoeuvre
quickly disappeared. In the case of Iraq, this disagreement became
unbridgeable. Precisely because Iraq was a war of choice rather
than a conflict of necessity, the debate evolved rapidly from the
particular case to general principles, from Saddam’s disarmament
to Washington’s use of force, from the opportuneness of a second
UN resolution to the relevance of the UN itself, from a specific
demand for assistance to Turkey to NATO’s raison d’étre. In that
respect, the period starting from agreement on Resolution 1441
until the first opening salvo against Iraq was certainly historical.
The damage caused to transatlantic relations by the Iraq crisis was
unprecedented and considerable. But beyond Iraq, the transat-
lantic community remains deeply split over the legitimate condi-
tions for the use of force. This disagreement runs the risk of put-
tingan alliance suchasNATO thatisbased on collective defence in
serious trouble. In the past Europe has endorsed a preventive/pre-
emptive policy for human rights violations, as in the case of
Kosovo, but such a strategy has been deemed too controversial to
be applied to regime change.

The second consequence is strategic. Once the most powerful
actor in the international system had changed the rules of the
game, these rules became more fragile. Preventive strike may be an
overwhelmingly tempting tactic for a superpower like the United
States but, precisely because it is advocated and practiced by a
great power, it sets a new standard of international rules of con-
duct and a clear precedent that could be copied by other powers.
China could well decide to adopt a ‘pre-emptive strategy’ towards
Taiwan, India could do the same with Pakistan, etc. In other
words, it is the idea itself that is disturbing. If emulated by others,
this doctrine will render the world far more uncertain and risky.
Moreover, it could potentially lead other actors to acquire nuclear
capabilities in order to deter preventive/pre-emptive strikes. The
true meaning of international norms and rules lies in the defini-
tion of what is and what is not permissible in the international
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arena. Norms shape the expectations and calculations of states-
men; they generate understandings among the units of the system
and they influence public opinion. These understandings are
always fragile, the temptation to bypass them always present. In
that respect, initiatives by the great powers are especially crucial
because above all they shape these norms, invite imitation and
emulation, and sanction their respect. The Concert of Europe
after 1815 and Roosevelt’s Four Policemen after 1945 were
attempts to organise world politics around understandings
among great powers. The current UN Security Council is the latest
embodiment of that principle. Its main duty lies in ensuring the
application of two cornerstones of today’s international relations:
the sovereignty of its units and the legitimacy of collective action.
Because the pre-emptive doctrine produces a unilateral assess-
ment of security imperatives, it suggests that there is one law for
the United States and other states of which it approves, and
another law for the remainder. This contrasts significantly with
the Union’s principles of peaceful negotiation and consensus
building, and leads to an international system that is more uncer-
tain and less regulated than it was before.

The third consequence of US preventive doctrine is domestic
and political. US pre-emptive strategy as applied in Iraq severely
divided the European Union. At the very moment when the Union
for the first time began the already difficult debate aboutits ESDP
architecture at the Convention, major European countries - Ger-
many, France, Spain, Italy, Poland and the United Kingdom -
adopted different positions vis-a-vis the Iraq crisis. Furthermore,
these disagreements seem to have been exacerbated by the United
States. There was a distinct US readiness to emphasise differences
rather than encourage agreement. When such crucial divergences
exist among the big players of the Union, Europe is paralysed.
Recognition of this incapacity to act when divided and acknowl-
edgement of strong public support for an active and coherent
European foreign policy led to a quick political recovery at the
June 2003 Thessaloniki summit when, for the first time, an ambi-
tious draft of a European security strategy was unanimously
endorsed. As in the past, the Union was able to transform a crisis
into an opportunity for progress.

11 September and America’s response to it significantly pulled
the transatlantic framework in two different directions. On the
one hand, the terrorist attacks had the salutary consequence that
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Western democracies drew closer together through their enhan-
ced cooperation on anti-terrorism. On that level, the capture and
dismantling inside Europe of a significant number of terrorist
cells bears witness to this successful cooperation. On the other
hand, the methods on which the United States is relying to imple-
ment its security strategy have deeply divided the Atlantic com-
munity.

The main characteristic of this community today is the hetero-
geneity of its members. Alot has been written about the imbalance
of power between Europe and the United States This is partially
true, but hardly new.2” The real divides lie elsewhere. First, there is
a divergence about the scope of the global agenda set by Washing-
ton. The United States now views the world through the prism of
the war on terror. It made connections between it and, for exam-
ple, the Iraqi regime and others in the ‘axis of evil’, which is cer-
tainly not an axis, and whose members pose very varied kinds of
security or political problems, most of which havelittle or nothing
to do with hyperterrorism. While the Union recognises the threat
posed by international terrorism and WMD proliferation, it does
not endorse this American revisionist ambition in its entirety.?8
Second, even when there isa convergence of objectives, thereis still
deep disagreement about the means to achieve them. Effective
multilateralism and UN legitimacy remain the Union’s most
favoured paths. For its part, because it is able to, and because it
believes that it has a right to act alone when it deems it necessary,
the Bush administration places a much higher value on acting on
its own judgement and authority, and in particular on the use of
military force. It also asserts, in Manichean vein, that whosoever is
not with it is against it. Almost all European countries are unable
to follow these US perceptions. The scope for transatlantic part-
nership in addressing common problems is therefore limited. If
the United States were able to accept partners rather than subor-
dinates, and modify or limit its insistence on having its own way
despite potential partners’ views and objectives, the scope for
transatlantic collaboration would be greater than ever.
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The EU integration process has been based largely on a common
perception of the calamitous consequences of Europe’s twentieth-
century wars; the challenge ahead is a shared conception of its
future. The wars in former Yugoslavia led to a realisation that, to be
effective, diplomacy must be coordinated among the main Euro-
pean partners and backed by a credible ability to use force. This les-
son remains even more valid today.

The antecedents of ESDP: the quest for responsibility, the
failure in Bosnia

During the Cold War, Europe’s military security remained a NATO
monopoly, although that did not preclude differences of view
between the two sides of the Atlantic, nor specific instances of
intra-European cooperation. While the Western European Union
was occasionally resorted to as a European forum for discussing
security questions, its military significance and political role were
marginal. After the failure to ratify the European Defence Com-
munity in August 1954, coordinated European defence was in
practice taboo and remained so until the fall of the Berlin Wall.
The end of the Cold War undoubtedly opened up new possibil-
ities. A latent division of labour emerged between the European
Community, which was focused on economicintegration, and the
Atlantic Alliance, which was laying the foundations for new polit-
ical relations with a liberated Central and Eastern Europe. The
integration of the unified Germany within NATO, an option
actively advocated by Washington and accepted, against all expec-
tations, by Moscow, made it possible not only to maintain cohe-
sion between the Germans and Americans but also to consolidate
the NATO monopoly on European security issues. In a context
that was both unexpected - the threat from the East had disap-
peared - and familiar - NATO was still in being in the West -
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discussion of European security was still characterised by histori-
cally based divergences between major members of the Union,
while at the same time the first moves towards a single currency
were being made. This ambivalence was seen during the Maas-
tricht summit. On the one hand, countries like Britain that were in
favour of the Alliance’s primacy, while acknowledging the need for
greater coordination of foreign policy, were opposed to any trans-
fer of competence in security matters to the Union. On the other
hand, France, reasserting its desire to strengthen its relationship
with Germany, had suggested raising its military collaboration
with Bonn toa Europeanlevel. Setting up the Eurocorps was a first
step in relaunching the idea of European defence, but from the
outset it encountered major political difficulties. The remainder
of Europe remained divided along traditional lines, between
‘Atlanticists” and ‘Europeanists’. In the field of foreign policy,
progress was more significant. The Maastricht summit saw the
birth of the second pillar, the Common Foreign and Security Pol-
icy which, after bitter negotiation, included ‘which might in time
lead to a common defence’.2®

Atthebeginning of the 1990s, the European security landscape
thus had asomewhatschizophrenicappearance. On the one hand,
the Union asa political entity was taking its first steps on the inter-
national scene but without its own defence capability; on the
other, NATO remained the essential military instrument in
Europe but now had a new political vocation vis-a-vis its former
enemies in the East. These changed circumstances prevented the
renationalisation of defence instruments in Europe, safeguarded
the essential part of the transatlantic relationship and preserved
American influence in Europe, but it left unanswered several con-
tradictions. On the European side, a European defence identity
was somewhat at odds with the reduced budgets and peace divi-
dend demanded by public opinion. Across the Atlantic, the end of
the Cold War called for a redefinition of America’s role in Europe
and Europe’s place in American strategy, and it involved a revision
of NATO’s mission and partnership.

The limitations of this hybrid architecture became evident
with the first signs of tension in the Balkans, and the impact of
those tremors was considerable. The wars in former Yugoslavialed
to a new direction in the debate on European defence, Britain’s
new position on it, greater French flexibility and Germany’s mod-
ernisation of its military. Above all, they showed that America’s



ESDP so far

involvement was no longer as spontaneous and natural as in the
past, and that the Europeans did not have the means to question
or really influence Washington’s strategic decisions. In addition
to these imbalances between the transatlantic partners in influ-
ence and ability to act, the Balkans conflicts were in particular dra-
matic blows for Europe’s values, leaving deep scars on its common

design.

The tragedy of Bosnia

With the first military confrontation in Slovenia in July 1991, the
Europeans, anxious to put their infant common foreign policy into
practice, dispatched their ‘“Troika’ to negotiate a cease-fire. This
‘diplomatic rapid reaction force’, as it was called by the Italian For-
eign Minister, Gianni de Michelis, was intended to demonstrate
that the Balkans, unlike the Gulf, was Europe’s responsibility.30
The Slovenian crisis rapidly resolved itself but much greater diffi-
culties arose over Bosnia. The Carrington mission, which met with
some success, quickly handed the baton over to the UN’s envoy
Cyrus Vance, who managed to arrange a cease-fire that was essen-
tial for the deployment of UN ‘blue helmet’ peacekeepers. Dis-
agreements over strategy led Europe to leave the management of
the conflict to the international community, which of course
largely reflected, in another forum, European disagreements and
did not have the machinery to manage complex crises with
demanding military tasks. The peacekeepers’ mandate, which was
minimal and ambiguous, was patently seen as inadequate so long
as peace had not been re-established. It was impossible to keep a
peace that did not exist or impose one without becoming involved
in the conflict. This classic conundrum of collective security led to
paralysis in international institutions, which restricted them-
selves to following the conflict without resolving it. The limits of
international law in situations of civil war, the inadequacy of tra-
ditional peacekeeping instruments and the outbreak of real vio-
lence in Europe following 40 years of political but peaceful con-
frontation, all contributed to the Europeans’inability to judge the
scale of the conflict and appreciate the size of the resulting prob-
lems. Yet Europe’s inability to act had more deep-seated causes.
Political divisions among the main European actors were espe-
cially wide, both on the nature of the conflict and on diplomatic
and military solutions. Germany, for historical reasons, Britain

39

30.°...the ECwas keen to exorcise
the ghost of indecision and inac-
tion during the Gulf conflict the
previous year’. James Gow,
Triumph of the Lack of Will: Interna-
tional Diplomacy and the Yugoslav War
(New York: Columbia University
Press, 1997), pp. 48-50.



European defence — A proposal for a White Paper

31. As W. Zimmerman recalled:
‘Nothing happened, even after the
American  Press  discovered
Serbian concentration camps in
Bosnia. The Vietnam syndrome
and the Powell doctrine proved to
be powerful dampers on action by
the Bush administration, parti-
cularlyinan electionyear.” Warren
Zimmerman, Origins of a Catas-
trophe (Times Books, 1999),
p. 215.

40

for fear of becoming ‘bogged down’ and France owing partly to the
tyranny of ‘short-termism’, were unable to put an end to the con-
flict,even when the horror of ethnic cleansing and unacceptability
of concentration camps gave the lie to the fundamental values of
European construction.

Washington’s support was a necessary condition for imple-
menting a more interventionist policy and dealing with increas-
ingly serious humanitarian emergencies. Yet America’s position
on this was unambiguous. The break-up of Yugoslavia seemed to
it senseless and irresponsible, but the ethnic mix too complex for
any intervention to be decisive. In the absence of clear strategic
interests, Washington refused to become involved in the con-
flict.31 After all, ‘Europe’s hour’ had come. Whereas the Euro-
peans were trying to work out a peace formula that could beimple-
mented, Washington’s rhetoric encouraged the Bosnians’ hope
for a military intervention that the United States was determined
to avoid. In the grey area between American ambivalence and
European impotence, Slobodan Milosevic pursued his destructive
agenda with impunity.

The lessons of the tragedy of Bosnia were harsh for the interna-
tional community as a whole, and in particular for Europe. The
first of these was one of ethics: the return of barbarity to the Euro-
pean continent dealta serious blow to the very essence of the Euro-
pean project, based as it was on democratic and liberal values that
were flouted onits doorstep. Moreover, the UN’s mandate as guar-
antor of international legitimacy put the Union in an awkward
position. The delegation of crucial decisions, the overlaying of
chains of command that were parallel but had different objectives
and the possible interference of outside actors in the shape of a
Russian veto or American diplomacy often wentagainst European
interests. The gap between UN logic and security imperatives on
the ground, which was reflected in the limitations on UN troops’
mandates, was to have dramatic consequences. That ambivalence
led to the tragedy of Srebrenica.

The second lesson concerned the use of force, and here several
factors should be stressed. The first of these was the evident inad-
equacy of defence institutions based on a system of territorial
defence. Given the institutional handicaps or historical legacies
that reduced the room for manoeuvre of certain member states,
and going beyond the inertia produced by 40 years of deterrent
confrontation, the requirement to be able to project mobile
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operational units contrasted with the fact that most forces in
Europe were tied to specific areas, and their numbers in reality
reflected no more than their relative ineffectiveness. The very idea
of European defence was affected by this. The reorganisation of
military forces, begun in June 1992 by WEU and in December of
the same year by NATO, to allow force projection and the manage-
ment of far-off crises, was a slow business: the defining by WEU of
‘Petersberg tasks’ was a first expression of the new strategic envi-
ronment. The second factor is specific - the need to have the
means to carry out the peacemaking and peacekeeping tasks codi-
fied at Petersberg - but it is also more general: the requirement to
acquire and develop a strategic culture and an organisation that
can anticipate events. Without a credible threat to use force, there
can be no effective collective security.32 The Bosnian conflict
marked the end of the illusion of a period of post-Cold War peace
that those responsible for defence in Europe had been over-eager
to anticipate, reducing their defence budgets accordingly. Fur-
thermore, the risks entailed in the new type of operation implied
the professionalisation of forces, a gradual and costly process. It
called for a constitutional amendment in Germany to allow its
forces to serve abroad and for institutional coordination between
London and Paris, as effective collaboration on the ground had
brought their respective military hierarchies closer together.

The third lesson was in a sense paradoxical. The reappearance
of war in Europe demonstrated the gap between the reality of the
effective power of a few large European countries and the Euro-
pean Community’s collective decision-making framework. The
unifying effect of the Soviet threat being no more, the security
risks resulting from the disintegration of Yugoslavia were in real-
ity largely value-oriented and opened the way for national
responses that reflected disparities of power and therefore Euro-
pean divergences of interest. Whereas European security had been
amatter of necessity during the Cold War, it now seemed a matter
of choice. Takingaccount of that reality was to become a necessary
condition for any common European defence policy, and at the
same time it set its limits. What is more, the ultimate decision to
usearmed force and acceptance of the attendant risks is basicallya
national prerogative. This renewed importance of national sover-
eignty marked the limits of the institutional changes ratified at
Maastricht. At the same time, no individual member state could
hope to deal with this type of conflict alone: it called for a
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collective response. Efforts therefore had to be directed at cooper-
ation on foreign policy while taking national prerogatives into
account.

The final lesson had to do with the world beyond the Union.
The conflict in Bosnia had underlined just how important, but
also how fragile, the transatlantic relationship was. Without
American involvement, and without NATO’s intervention, Milo-
sevic would never have signed the Dayton peace accord. Also, the
late involvement of the United States in the conflict was a reflec-
tion of distinctly American political uncertainties but also of
European misjudgements. Transatlantic discord was such that
NATO itself was seriously weakened by it. Moreover, the division
oflabourin the eventual military intervention, whereby European
ground forces ran the greater part of the risks and US aircraft oper-
ated from a safe height, was unfavourable and untenable to the
Europeans.

This imbalance of risks and strategic divergence suggested a
reform of the Atlantic Alliance that took into account this Euro-
pean specificity. The Clinton administration, both through its
determination to keep operational involvement to a minimum in
accordance with its ‘zero casualties’ doctrine and its support for
European integration, backed the idea of a specific European
defence identity, and this was confirmed at the NATO summit in
January 1994. The proposed solution was centred on ‘separable
but not separate’ forces and was to allow WEU to act independ-
ently while making use of NATO assets and capabilities. The con-
cept of Combined Joint Task Forces offered an instrument by
which WEU could become rapidly operational without having to
duplicate headquarters and staffs.33 The European identity
within the Alliance was recognised; its effectiveness, however,
depended on its acquiring much improved capabilities.

The main lesson for the Europeans may be summed up as fol-
lows: to be effective, diplomacy must be coordinated among the
main European partners, and be based on a credible ability to use
force. The crisis in Kosovo provided striking confirmation of this
lesson.

The crisis of Kosovo

The Kosovo conflict confirmed Europe’s military shortcomings
and the ambiguities in America’s international position.
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Compared with Bosnia, what was new was the White House’s great
prudence concerning the use of force and the conduct of opera-
tions. President Clinton’s decision, even before the beginning of
the air campaign, to rule out any participation by US ground
troops, presented the Europeans with a political fait accompli and a
clear strategic constraint. Besides Madeleine Albright’s conviction
that human rights had to be defended, the credibility of the
Atlantic Alliance, whose ultimatums could not remain indefinitely
hollow, was the main issue in this crisis.34

While there had been no disagreement within the American
administration over use of the Alliance to resolve the crisis, on the
other hand, the choice of ‘political’ strikes to force Milosevic to
negotiate had major consequences. That choice was essentially the
result of American political imperatives but at the same time it
represented the point of minimal agreement within the Alliance.
Drawing largely on the Bosnian precedent, that strategy was none
the less based on a major error of appreciation: military ‘compel-
lence’, that is to say the use of force for political rather than mili-
tary ends, has no chance of succeeding unless the adversary con-
siders the issues in dispute to be secondary matters. Kosovo,
however, was of vital importance to Milosevic.35 This initial error
in US appreciation of the situation was gradually rectified, but the
consequences were important. Firstly, it is questionable whether
the air strikes alone would in the end have made Milosevic capitu-
late: Serbia’s precarious economic situation, Belgrade’s political
isolation, its inability to defeat the KLA forces, the presence of con-
siderable numbers of Western troopsin the region and the more or
less overt threat of an invasion by land forces were all factors that
combined to bring about the Serbs’ defeat.36 Next, the strategy of
coercive diplomacy, which itself was interpreted in different ways
once its initial failure had been seen, gave rise to major tensions
within the Alliance by putting the Europeans in an ambiguous sit-
uation: on the one hand the technological inadequacy of their
means made them dependent on the US effortif the campaign was
to be waged by airpower without allied casualties; on the other,
consensual political control within the Alliance gave them a droit
deregard over the targets selected for the most part by the planners
within the US European Command. Whereas the European allies
carried out only about 40 per cent of the strikes, the latent crisis
within the Alliance stemmed from the fact that while the Ameri-
cans had great technological superiority in the air, political nego-
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tiations were necessary to obtain approval for most (807 out of
976) of the sorties carried out against targets in addition to those
initially planned.37 For the Europeans, there were two important
lessons. If they did not make an effort to improve their military
capabilities, their influence and responsibility would continue to
be limited. Their wish to influence America’s war strategy was all
the more important since they had rightly realised that the subse-
quent reconstruction and peacekeeping would fall to them in the
first instance. European autonomy therefore meant not alien-
ation but responsibility. Yet NATO unity was a precondition for
its success.38 The crisis also confirmed both the relevance and the
peculiar nature of the transatlantic relationship. An effort to
improve Europe’s military capability had become essential if the
strategic decoupling of a Europe that was lagging behind techno-
logically was to be avoided; yet doing so would raise fears of the
political decoupling of a more autonomous Europe. In European
eyes, the Kosovo crisis gave further justification for establishing
an ESDP as conceived at St-Malo and approved at the Cologne
European Council that was held during the closing days of the air
campaign.

In the United States, the Kosovo issue was seen through a spe-
cific prism. Some in the Pentagon pointed to the needlessly
paralysing effects of ademocraticalliance and its need to seek con-
sensus of which its European partners had, it was felt, taken undue
advantage, given the ineffectiveness of their military means. Argu-
ments over ‘war by committee’ - a term that implied excessive
restrictions on American room for manoeuvre but was in fact
entirely in line with the fundamentals of the Atlantic organisation
- became widespread in the American media. To this controversy
was added the dispute among the Administration, the Pentagon
and Congress that had affected the conduct of the campaign, and
manifestly overshadowed the ruling out of the use of ground
forces by the President before hostilities began.3?

More deeply, and even before 11 September, the new American
administration had concluded that Europe was of lesser strategic
importance, heralding more selective and restrictive external
actions by the United States, which would now be decided on the
obvious but reassuring assumption of American hegemony and
focused on the main strategic balances in the world. This partial
reading of the conflict, and the explicit exclusion of any future
NATO operation like that in Kosovo, influenced Washington’s
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views on ESDP. After Kosovo, US misgivings over European inte-
gration became more pronounced. More generally, by the time of
the Kosovo campaign, more than 90 per cent of the US force struc-
ture was not earmarked for assignments to NATO, reflecting the
strategic realities after the end of the Cold War. In this context, the
Pentagon was reluctant to delegate command responsibility to
NATO.

Europe and transatlantic relations have thus been profoundly
marked by the conflicts in the Balkans. Firstly, they revealed the
greatreluctance of European democracies to use force to stop even
flagrant violations of the most basic values and human rights. At
the same time, they highlighted the limitations inherent in collec-
tive security when, in the eyes of major powers, vital interests are
notinvolved. Secondly, the contrast between American power and
Europeans’ inability to resolve conflicts led to a collective realisa-
tion of the need to rectify the imbalance between the reality of
Europe as an economic power and its potential as a political
power. Europe’s ambition to be an international actor cannot be
separated from the European project itself, but achieving that
ambition will owe much to the trauma of Kosovo. Lastly, it became
obvious thatitisnecessary to have a coordinated diplomatic effort
based on a credible threat to use force, especially among major
European actors.

That observation implied institutional changes that had in
fact been in hand in Europe since the fall of the Berlin Wall. At the
European level, the process of normalising German defence had to
be finished, the habit of solidarity between Britain and France
acquired on the ground in Bosnia confirmed and the transforma-
tion of national armed forces into smaller, professional forma-
tions coordinated. Begun at St-Malo and confirmed at Cologne
and Helsinki, European security and defence policy made rapid
progress.

From St-Malo to Copenhagen: the build-up of a European
defence

Although the bases of ESDP were above all exogenous, its imple-
mentation had essentially to respond to endogenous constraints
connected with the specificity of the European project. From the
beginning, the Maastricht provisions in the field of foreign policy
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had taken account of the imperatives of national sovereignty
within the Union. On defence matters, the setting up of a common
security system was to depend much more on national realities
from both the military and political points of view. The differing
strategies of member countries - neutral, NATO-oriented or
favouring the European framework - their disparity of military
means and diverging views on the nature of threats, their national
prerogatives on the use of force, were additional obstacles. The
process was thus essentially voluntary and gradual. In addition,
there were, and still are, severe constraints linked to defence spend-
ing. In the course of the last decade, military budgets have been
constantly subject to restrictions, partly imposed by the single cur-
rency rules. Yet despite these recurring problems the progress made
since St-Malo has been considerable.

Institutional setting

All the major European actors were affected by the Bosnian
tragedy. France drew several lessons from the conflict. Firstly, in its
view, there was a real risk that the United States would withdraw
from European security at the very moment when there was an
increased chance of armed conflict on the Continent. Next, close
cooperation on the ground in Bosnia between British and French
troops had cultivated a de facto solidarity between the military
hierarchies. This led in 1995 to a noticeable rapprochement
between France and the Alliance.4? Begun at the June 1996 Berlin
meeting but shaken by the question of the nationality of com-
manders in AFSOUTH, this rapprochement combined happily
with the new British viewpoint.

Frustration vis-a-vis President Clinton’s continuing hesitation
over Bosnia and rapprochement with the French on the ground
led London to reverse its opposition to an autonomous European
defence capability, which had been one of the consequences of its
special relationship with Washington for nearly half a century. If
the search for influence was a recurring leitmotif in London, the
choice of Europe as a way of attaining it was indeed a diplomatic
revolution. On the basis of its July 1998 Strategic Defence Review,and
noting thelevel of European participation in Bosnia, the Blair gov-
ernment was dismayed by the Europeans’ operational powerless-
ness despite a European GDP that was greater than that of the
United States. It concluded, even before the Kosovo crisis erupted,
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that, if this imbalance continued, it would imperil the very foun-

dation of the Atlantic partnership. It was a matter of laying down

amore balanced and therefore healthier basis for the relationship.

The way to save the Alliance was via Europe. In the eyes of the

British, European defence had acquired real added value. The lan-

guage used at the St-Malo summit, referring to a ‘capacity for

autonomous action’, represented a compromise between these
two logics: the St-Malo declaration should be read as a turning
point in London’s approach to Europe as much as a French con-
cession to Atlantic legitimacy.4? Between the means and the end,
between the autonomy asserted and the assured conformity with

NATO, ESDP found a fragile but real area of entente. The core of

the compromise lay in the effort to improve the Europeans’ mili-

tary capabilities and their intention to take on Petersberg mis-

sions.

The Kosovo conflict opened the way to a rapid Europeanisa-
tion of the St-Malo agreement. The German presidency worked on
transforming this bilateral initiative into a European reality and
changing the European defence identity into a European security
and defence policy. At the June 1999 European Council in Cologne,
member states stated their determination:

that the European Union shall play its full role on the interna-

tional stage. To thatend, we intend to give the European Union the

necessary means and capabilities to assume its responsibilities
regarding a common European policy on security and defence. ..
the Union must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed

up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and

a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises

without prejudice to actions by NATO.#2

To achieve these goals, several institutional changes were
made:

D thenomination ofJavier Solana to the post of High Representa-
tive for CFSP, which had been agreed in principle at the June
1997 European Council in Amsterdam. The High Representa-
tive is also Secretary-General of the European Council.

D thecreation of a Political and Security Committee (PSC, more
often referred to by the French abbreviation COPS), consisting
of ambassadors of each member state meeting twice a week in
Brussels. Dealing with all aspects of the CFSP and ESDP, its
function is to manage developing crises, carry out evaluation
and planning and give political advice to the European Coun-
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cil. In the event of a deployment of military forces from the

Union, it assumes political control of the day-to-day direction

of military operations.

D the creation of a European Union Military Committee
(EUMC), officially made up of chiefs of defence staff of mem-
ber countries but in practice attended by their military dele-
gates. It is responsible for giving advice and recommendations
to the COPS and the European Council, and issuing military
directives to the European Union Military Staff (see below). Its
chairman attends sessions of the Council when decisions are to
be taken by it that have defence implications. The EUMC is the
Union’s most senior military body and a forum for consulta-
tion and cooperation between member states.

D the creation of a European Union Military Staff (EUMS) pro-
viding expertise for the COPS, in particular in the conduct of
any Union military crisis management operation. It is respon-
sible for early warning, evaluating situations and strategic
planning for Petersberg missions, including the earmarking of
national and international European forces. It constitutes a
source of technical expertise for the Union on all aspects of
security and defence, and acts as an interface between political
and military authorities within the Union. It gives military sup-
port to the EUMC during the strategic planning phase of crisis
management situations, for the complete range of Petersberg
missions, and develops working methods and operational con-
cepts based on or compatible with those of NATO.

D the creation of a Situation Centre that gives relevant informa-
tion to the EUMS in preparation of its tasks.

D the holding of regular sessions of the General Affairs Council,
with the participation of defence ministers.

D the inclusion of those WEU functions necessary for the Euro-
pean Union concerning Petersberg missions. That integration,
referred to since the Amsterdam European Council, signifies
the accomplishment of WEU’s mission but does not imply the
end of the WEU treaty as such.

These institutional changes decided at Cologne, elaborated at
Helsinki and finalised at Santa Maria da Feira, were agreed at the
Nice meeting of the European Council in December 2000. Also
decided at Nice was the creation of autonomous agencies that
would incorporate within the EU the WEU structures dealing with
ESDP, i.e. the Satellite Centre in Torrejon and the Institute for
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Security Studies in Paris. These two agencies were officially cre-
ated by European Council Joint Actions in July 2001.

Setting up institutions in support of a true defence policy in
Europe posed no major problem at the European level. On the
other hand, relationships between the Union and NATO - the
Atlantic aspect of St-Malo - were beset by some problems. At
Helsinki, the principle of full consultation, cooperation and
transparency between the EU and NATO was affirmed, as was the
necessary dialogue, consultation and cooperation with non-EU
European members of NATO. At Santa Maria da Feira in June
2000, the details of such consultation were spelt out. Outside peri-
ods of crisis, periodic meetings would be held between the Union’s
15 and the 15 countries concerned, i.e. the non-EU European
members of NATO and the candidates for membership, ‘at’
15+15. Within this structure at least two meetings of the non-EU
European NATO members at 15+6 were envisaged. Two phases
were distinguished during periods of crisis: in the pre-operational
phase, dialogue and consultation would be intensified at all levels,
including ministerial, during the period preceding the Council’s
decision. If an option entailing the use of NATO assets and capa-
bilities was being considered, particular attention was to be paid
to consultation with the six non-EU European members of
NATO. During the operational phase, the latter might participate
in the operation if they wished, if it was one making use of NATO
assets and capabilities. When those assets and capabilities were
not involved they would be invited, on a Council decision, to par-
ticipate. Confirmed at Nice, these provisions reaffirm EU control
over ESDP while allowing for the participation of non-EU Euro-
pean NATO members.

The US administration attempted to attach conditions to the
European effort, as expressed in Madeleine Albright’s ‘three Ds’:
no decoupling, no discrimination and no duplication. The first of
these was a reference to Washington’s concern that the ‘separable
but not separate’ condition would be challenged by St-Malo. The
second illustrated its worry vis-a-vis non-NATO members of the
Union and the third its preoccupation that the Europeans might
devote their limited resources to capabilities that already existed
within the Alliance. To these three conditions had to be added a
fourth,an implicit one, giving the Alliance the right of first refusal
before the Union took over an operation.
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After Nice, and notwithstanding Turkey’s position, the first
official meetings of the COPS and NAC were held. On the military
side, consultation between the military staffs of the two organisa-
tions began the process of identifying NATO capabilities to be
used ‘where NATO as a whole is not engaged’, in the words used at
Helsinki, and began working on the mechanism for accessing
planning and capabilities. At the May 2001 Atlantic summit in
Budapest, considerable progress was noted, in particular on the
operational level and on the role of DSACEUR. The constructive
atmosphere between the two organisations was symbolised by the
joint mission by Lord Robertson and Javier Solana to Macedonia.
The reassurance given by Britain to Washington, in particular vis-
a-vis the new Bush administration, bore fruit even if it stressed
capabilities and included a restrictive interpretation of the Peters-
berg missions. Accepted with more reservations than enthusiasm,
the idea of a European rapid reaction force only interested Wash-
ingtonin so far as it would make it possible to reduce US responsi-
bilities in the Balkans without calling into question the Alliance’s,
and therefore America’s, privileged role in Europe. Overall, rela-
tions between the two organisations were normalised, apart from
the problem of Turkey.

Turkey remained a serious problem. In its view, the difficulty
lay in the formulation chosen at Cologne, according to which the
Union would take the measures necessary to guarantee that all
participants in an EU-led operation would have equal rights in the
conduct of the operation ‘without prejudice to the principle of the
EU’s decision-making autonomy, notably the right of the Council
to discuss and decide matters of principle and policy’. In plain lan-
guage, all participants had the same rights, but they would only
become participants following a Council decision. This was
deemed unacceptable by Ankara. In so far as certain European
governments wanted all European crisis management operations
to be subject to a final agreement on ‘Berlin-plus’, ESDP was de
facto dependent on the Turkish exception. On the principle that
nothing is decided until everything has been decided, however, an
overall agreement was not possible. Thus the constructive rela-
tionship between the two organisations was not put into practice.
The final settlement on the ‘Berlin-plus’ framework had to wait
until December 2002 (see below).

The progress made between St-Malo and Copenhagen was
thus rapid, when one considers thatit took three decades to estab-
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lish the European single market and over ten years to introduce
the single currency. It was also considerable, given the turbulent
history or relations between certain EU member states and the
Atlantic Alliance. Yet institutions represent only one aspect of the
ESDP process, probably the most important for diplomats, but
the real testlay in giving the Union the assets and capabilities that
would enable it to assume an operational role in defence as envis-
aged at St-Malo. Here, progress was clearly less rapid, although
substantial.

Operational development

In December 1999, just one year after St-Malo, the Helsinki sum-
mit set out the ESDP process’s Headline Goal objectives. The aim
was to put at the Union’s disposal forces capable of carrying outaall
the Petersberg missions, including the most demanding, in opera-
tions up to army corps level, i.e. 50,000 to 60,000 troops. Member
states undertook, by 2003, to deploy forces ‘militarily self-sustain-
ing with the necessary command, control and intelligence capabil-
ities, logistics, other combat support services and additionally, as
appropriate, air and naval elements. Member States should be able
to deploy in full at this level within 60 days, and within this to pro-
vide smaller rapid response elements available and deployable at
very high readiness. They must be able to sustain such a deploy-
ment for at least one year.’43

The missions assigned to this Rapid Reaction Force are those
defined at Petersbergby WEU in 1992 and reiterated in Article 17.2
of the TEU, in other words, ‘humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-
keeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management,
including peace-making’. However, there were a series of succes-
sive interpretations of this legal definition. At Cologne in June
1999 the Council had stated that these tasks included ‘the full
range of conflict prevention and crisis management tasks’. At
Helsinki, to fulfil these missions particular attention was paid to
the means necessary for effective crisis management: deployabil-
ity, sustainability, interoperability, flexibility, mobility, survivabil-
ity and command and control. At Laeken, where ESDP was pro-
claimed operational, it was emphasised that the development of
means and capabilities would allow the Union ‘progressively to
take on more demanding operations’.
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Following the events of 11 September, the extraordinary Euro-
pean Council of 21 September stated that it would fight terrorism
in all its forms, and that ‘the fight against terrorism will, more
than ever, be a priority objective of the European Union’. ESDP
could notignore this new strategic context. At the June 2002 Euro-
pean Council in Seville, it was decided to increase the Union’s
involvementin the fight against terrorism through a coordinated,
interdisciplinary approach ‘embracing all Union policies, includ-
ing by developing the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CESP) and by making the European Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP) operational’. It was recalled that ‘the CFSP, including the
EDSP, can play an important role in countering this threat to our
security.’#4 The way in which the Petersberg missions were inter-
preted thus evolved. They now covered nearly every hypothesis
except collective self-defence, which remained a NATO preroga-
tive.

ESDP does not come down to just military forces. In parallel,
the Helsinki Council decided to set up a mechanism for civilian
crisis management to coordinate and use more effectively the var-
ious civilian means and resources that the Union and its member
states possess. This civilian part of ESDP is peculiar to the Euro-
pean approach to conflict prevention and crisis management.
With the experience of Bosnia, particularly the civil administra-
tion of Mostar by WEU, the Multinational Protection Force (MPF)
in Albania and the Multinational Advisory Police Element
(MAPE) in Operation Alba, the Union acquired considerable
expertise in civilian crisis management. It was therefore logical to
incorporate and develop that experience in ESDP. The June 2000
Santa Maria da Feira European Council listed the four priority
areas in which the Union intended to acquire practical capabili-
ties: the police, strengthening the rule of law, civil administration
and civil protection. The aim was to set up a police force up to
5,000 personnel.4> Rapid progress was made and member coun-
tries’ contributions were greater than the number requested. On
18 February 2002, the Union announced that it would be ready, as
from 1 January 2003, to take over from the UN’s International
Police Task Force (IPTF) in Bosnia-Herzegovina. This aspect of
ESDP is now a reality but it remains limited. During the recent
meeting of European Union Defence Ministers in Rome on
3 October 2003, France proposed the formation of a European
Military Police Force. The idea, which is based on the success
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achieved in the Balkans by the Multinational Specialised Units or
MSUs, is to create a sort of European Gendarmerie to be employed
on Peace Support Operations.

However, the core of ESDP was the development of military
capabilities. The Helsinki Headline Goal was thus the point of ref-
erence for efforts to be made if Europe were not to lose its strategic
relevance, not only compared with its American partner but above
all with respect to its immediate geopolitical environment. The
firstinitiative taken to identify Europe’s lack of operational capa-
bility was launched in June 1998, even before Kosovo. NATO’s
Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI) identified the well-known
deficiencies in the areas of mobility, intelligence, headquarters
infrastructure and deployment, air and/or sea projection. It
pointed to the shortcomings of C4ISR, i.e. command, control,
communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance. In some European countries, notably France and
Germany, there was a feeling that the DCI was more an answer to
American strategic needs than to European priorities, and that it
reflected more the commercial concerns of American exporters
than the real requirements of European forces. While all were
agreed that greater interoperability between allied forces was
desirable, it is nevertheless the case that the DCI produced little in
the way of an effective transformation of European forces.

The strictly European effort sprang from a WEU study of
November 1999 on European forces available for Petersberg mis-
sions. Although the numbers under arms prima facie permitted a
wide range of missions to be executed, several shortfalls were iden-
tified, particularly air transport, precision-guided missiles, the
deployment of headquarters to relatively near theatres of opera-
tion, mobility and intelligence. This purely quantitative exercise
concluded that, for an operation requiring the deployment of two
divisions to a theatre of operations several thousand kilometres
distant, Europe had adequate ground forces but was incapable of
deploying them, and that in that respect any operation of any size
would have to depend on the infrastructure and forces of the
Atlantic Alliance. For smaller, pre-emptive deployments nearer at
hand, Europe had adequate means.#® This inventory, seen in the
light of the precedent of Bosnia, served as the basis for the defini-
tion of the Helsinki Headline Goal. In summer 2000, experts of the
Headline Goal Task Force, created at Feira, had estimated that
80,000 ground troops, 350 aircraft and three or four naval task
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forces would be required to meet the Helsinki objectives.#” In
November 2000, the Capabilities Commitment Conference drew
up a catalogue of forces that member countries intended to ear-
mark to meet the overall objective. The EUMS concluded that, as
from that date, the target number of troops had been met, but
underlined the inadequacies in terms of air transport, C3I and
others.

The next stage was to make up the shortfalls. In June 2001 the
gap between what was required to meet the Headline Goal and
forces actually committed by member states was identified in the
Helsinki Process Catalogue (HPC). This served as a basis for dis-
cussionat the Union’s Conference on EU Capability Improvement
in November 2001, at which the European Capabilities Action
Plan (ECAP) was launched.#8 The ECAP exercise, which began in
February 2002, set up a series of panels headed by one or two mem-
ber states responsible for coordinating work. Although this for-
mula has the advantage of giving greater responsibilities to the
countries in charge, at the same time it runs the risk that countries
may take no interest in the panels in which they are not involved.
The report of the ECAP was submitted in March 2003. The new
panels set up in May 2003 are now focused on the way to make
good particular deficiencies.

In addition to the effort on capabilities in the strict sense, the
Union held a first crisis management exercise to test decision-
making mechanisms and the interoperability of military infra-
structures in the Union. This paper exercise, the scenario for which
was ethnic conflict on an island in the Atlantic, was held in May
2002 in Brussels and involved all European capitals, and also the
Council, the Commission and the High Representative Javier
Solana, and made use of the Torrején Satellite Centre.

Progress has been made on capabilities and infrastructure but
the processis encountering structural obstacles. The firstand best
known concerns military expenditure. Only a few countries have
actually raised their defence budgets. On average, European coun-
tries spend onlyabout 2 per cent of their GDP on defence. Only the
United Kingdom spends the same proportion as the United States
on research, development and procurement. Beyond quantitative
budgets, the real issue is spending better by reducing operating
costs, which represent a European average of 60 per cent, and hav-
ing more rational procurement with reductions in unit costs and

through-life support.



ESDP so far

The second challenge lies in the transformation of European
military forces. The ‘revolution in military affairs’ has dramati-
cally changed the way American forces now operate. Such con-
cepts as Network Centric Warfare (NCW) and Effects Based Oper-
ations (EBO) are the major factors behind force transformation
and industry restructuring. As envisioned in Joint Vision 2020,
information superiority on a global scale will allow US forces to
move more quickly, to target harder and more precisely and to sus-
tain operations longer. The effects of this transformation were
obvious in the military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Europe would not be able to match change on such a scale. The
transformation of European forces from territorial defence to
intervention and expeditionary warfare is none the less a precon-
dition for an effective European Security Strategy. Some Euro-
pean countries have recognised the importance of this shift in
doctrine. The United Kingdom in the New Chapter of the Strategic
Defence Review published in July 2002 emphasised the relevance of
Network Enabled Capability (NEC). Over the period 2002/3 to
2005/6, the defence budget has to rise by £3.5 billion, with a third
of this increase dedicated to equipment and capabilities to
respond to the challenges of the transformation towards lighter
and mobile, deployable and sustainable forces. In addition, two
large aircraft carriers are to be procured. France has announced a
significant increase in defence spending for the period 2003-08
(more than €3 billion from the 2002 level). The priorities identi-
fied include intelligence, (the development of a new satellite com-
munications network and two more reconnaissance satellites),
strategic air- and sealift (a new additional aircraft carrier and the
A400M aircraft) and defence against nuclear, biological and
chemical weapons. Germany is still struggling with the legacy of
its past. Conscription will not be abolished in the short term.
None the less, the defence policy guidelines released in May 2003
by the German Defence Ministry recognised that traditional terri-
torial defence no longer responded to present security policy
requirements. Defence policy is now geared to the prevention and
containment of crises and conflicts. The Bundeswebr will thus be
optimised for force projection. The defence budget constraint,
however, has significantly reduced the scope and the pace of force
restructuring. Apart from the ‘big three’ members of the Union,
several countries have already begun the restructuring of their
forces. Most notably, in 1999 Sweden launched a New Defence
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Programme that includes the systematic adoption of Network
Centric Warfare techniques. The Netherlands and Belgium have
already implemented some force integration.

The third obstacle is to do with the fact that it will take time to
correct Europe’s military deficiencies. Military equipment pro-
grammes sometimes spread over several decades, and as a result
delays are inherent in the actual process of correcting shortfalls.
The important A400M programme, which has been scaled down
compared with the initial objectives but now finalised regarding
itsbudget, is symbolic of this. That means thatin the years to come
Europe will continue to depend in part on American assistance for
operations of any size.4? In October 2003, EU defence ministers
meeting in Rome recognised that 2010 constitutes a reasonable
target date by which significant progress in fulfilling the current
deficiencies identified in the ECAP exercise should be made.

The last handicap is more fundamental and concerns the very
definition of the Headline Goal. Designed on the basis of the
Bosnian experience, and therefore corresponding to a strategic
imperative of the 1990s, the military tool aimed at seems at once
over-ambitious if it is to be used essentially for crisis management
in the Balkans, a region which is now more peaceful, and ill-tai-
lored to cope with the rising strategic demands of the twenty-first
century.®0 The European Security Strategy, however, has provided
the Union with a new framework.

ESDP since 2003

It was a revealing characteristic of the Union in 2003 that, despite
severe disagreements over the crisis in Iraq, efforts to improve
ESDP institutional settings and operational developments did
continue among its members. At the Convention and the Intergov-
ernmental Conference, defence did not present the most difficult
issues. Most importantly, the finalisation of the ‘Berlin-plus’agree-
ment in December 2002 opened the way for EU operations.

The ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement

Relations between the EU and NATO are now firmly established;
they constitute a vital part of the Union’s security and defence
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policy. To reach a final agreement in December 2002 was indeed
difficult. As noted earlier, Turkey had so far rejected the ‘Berlin-
plus’ agreement. Despite the reassurance and the possibility of
future Union membership agreed at Helsinki, Ankara considered
itself excluded from the decision-making process. At the NATO
ministerial meeting on 14-15 December 2000, Turkey indicated
that it would block ‘Berlin-plus’. The British-inspired Ankara text
of December 2001 was a further attempt to break the deadlock.
Without specifically mentioning Turkey - at the request of Greece
- that document confirmed that ESDP, irrespective of the type of
crisis, would not be directed against an ally, and that it would
respect Union member states’ obligations regarding members of
NATO. The reinforcement of consultations between the EU and
the NATO 6 was to permit the latter to be ‘associated’ with deci-
sions, to become ‘permanent interlocutors’ of the COPS and to
appoint ‘representatives’ to the European Union Military Com-
mittee. The document specified, moreover, that concerning EU
operations in which they were invited to participate, the committee
of contributors would be the main forum for the conduct of opera-
tions, and that decisions would be taken by consensus even though
the COPS maintained political control if necessary. Lastly, if crises
were to arise in their ‘geographic proximity’ that could affect their
‘national security’, the European Council undertook to establish a
dialogue and consultations and take their positions into account,
while at the same time respecting the terms of Article 17 of the
TEU.>' This compromise proposed at Ankara was rejected by
Turkey, whose military considered the concessions too limited.

The text was, however, to serve as the basis for the final com-
promise that was signed in December 2002. Following three long
years of negotiation, the Copenhagen decision on enlargement,
American pressure and above all the Tayyip Erdogan’s party’s elec-
toral victory cleared the way for ratification of the Nice provisions
regarding ‘Berlin-plus’. The Brussels agreement of 16 December
2002 thus opened the way for a strategic partnership between the
EU and NATO on crisis management. Completed on 11 March
2003, the implementation of permanent arrangements, notably
the agreement on classified information, allowed the EU to take
over Operation Allied Harmonyin Macedonia on 31 March 2003.1In
this respect, the Union has indicated its willingness to take over
SFOR in Bosnia in 2004.
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New developments

The year 2003 also witnessed some important developments in
terms of capabilities. Some were agreed upon independently, oth-
ers were linked to the draft Constitution that was rejected in
December 2003. Despite this failure, they represent potential steps
forward for ESDP in the coming years.

The acquis 0o£ 2003

First, the ECAP exercise led to the creation of project groups where
EU members are by choice active participants or leaders. The areas
covered by these groups are comprehensive, and include air-to-air
refuelling, strategic airlift, combat search and rescue, ISTAR and
ground surveillance. This new phase of the ECAP exercise will sig-
nificantly address the most serious gaps in Europe’s current
defence capabilities.

Second, the Brussels Council meeting on 17 November 2003
agreed to the creation of an Agency that will be established in
2004. This intergovernmental agency ‘will aim at developing
defence capabilities in the field of crisis management, promoting
and enhancing European armaments cooperation, strengthening
the European defence industrial and technological base and creat-
ing a competitive European defence equipment market, as well as
promoting, in liaison with the Community’s research activities
where appropriate, research aimed at leadership in strategic tech-
nologies for future defence and security capabilities.”>> Among its
tasks, the Agency will identify the EU’s future defence capability
requirements in quantitative and qualitative terms, for both
forces and equipment, assess the capability commitments made
by member states through the ECAP process, propose multilateral
projects to meet the ESDP requirements, strive for coordination in
programmes implemented by member states and for manage-
ment of specific cooperation through OCCAR, with the aim of
promoting cost-effective and efficient procurement. In liaison
with the Commission, the Agency will furthermore help to iden-
tify and implement policies aimed at strengthening the European
defence industrial and technological base.

Third, an agreement was reached on the politically sensitive
issue of an EU headquarters. Thisidea was firstlaunched in spring
2003, but the Tervuren initiative was controversial from the out-
set. The accord reached between Paris, London and Berlin at the
Naples meeting at the end of November on this issue opened the
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way for a common European position.>3 The solution followed a
political rather than a militarylogic. Under the terms of the agree-
ment, a small EU cell will be established at SHAPE to improve the
preparation of EU operations having recourse to NATO assets
under the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements. At the same time, NATO
liaison arrangements with the EUMS will be defined so as to
ensure transparency between the EU and NATO. In parallel,
another cell, with a civil-military composition, will be set up
within the EUMS in order to enhance the capacity of the latter to
conduct early warning, situation assessment and strategic plan-
ning. An implicit division of labour seemed to have emerged
between the two headquarters. Apart from the ‘Berlin-plus’ agree-
ment,aregional criterion seemed to have been introduced, namely
that operations in Africa would be the prime responsibility of the
plannersinside the EUMS. Institutionally, there are now three dif-
ferent ways in which Europeans can act. The first is as part of a
NATO operation, the second under the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement
and the third an autonomous operation with either a lead-nation
framework involving a national headquarters ora European head-
quarters. All these options are now offered and agreed.

Fourth, building on the success of Operation Artemis
(see below), in February 2004 France, Germany and the United
Kingdom presented the so-called ‘battle group’ concept with a
view to improving the EU’s capacity for rapid reaction. Two
months later, EU defence ministers approved the trilateral pro-
posal, transformingitinto a Europeaninitiative. According to this
concept, battle groups (or ‘tactical groups’) of 1,500 troops,
including the appropriate support elements, are to be formed
ready for deployment within 15 days. They should be capable of
high-intensity operations, either as stand-alone forces orasinitial-
entry forces for operations on a larger scale. In order to be deploy-
able within 15 days, battle groups will need to be fully manned,
equipped and trained. At the same time, member states providing
battle groups must also earmark sufficient strategic lift assets to
ensure deployment within 15 days. In line with the European
Security Strategy, these forces will be designed specifically but not
exclusively for use in response to requests from the UN. The aim is
to establish 2-3 such high-readiness battle groups by 2005, and
7-9 by 2007, providing the ‘first-stop’ option for EU rapid
response, in particular for crisis management operations in failed
or failing states. Battle groups could be formed by one nation
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alone, by a lead nation with other nations contributing niche
capabilities, or as a multinational formation if individual coun-
tries are unable to contribute a complete battle group. As the con-
ceptis based on small force packages, it significantly increases the
flexibility of the Union’s armed forces, and as such constitutes an
important step towards Headline Goal 2010.

Potentialities for the future

Some agreements have been reached but are still provisional, since
the draft Constitution was not endorsed in December 2003. None
the less, in this respect, two major initiatives stand out. First, mem-
ber states have agreed to a solidarity clause. This clause was first
proposed by the Barnier Group at the Convention, which intended
to give more substance to the notion of solidarity and common
security in the event of attacks within the Union’s territory. The
provisional Article 42 states that:

The Union and its Member States shall act jointly in a spirit of sol-

idarity if a Member State is the victim of terrorist attack or natural

or man-made disaster. The Union shall mobilise all the instru-

ments at its disposal, including the military resources made avail-

able by the Member States, to:

(a) prevent the terrorist threat in the territory of the Member

States; protect democraticinstitutions and the civilian population

from any terrorist attack; assist a Member State in its territory at

the request of its political authorities in the event of a terrorist
attack;

(b) assista Member State in its territory at the request of its politi-

cal authorities in the event of a disaster.

Following the 11 March 2004 terrorist attacks in Madrid, the
European Council declaration on combating terrorism reaf-
firmed ‘the political commitment. .. to act jointly against terror-
istacts, in the spirit of the Solidarity Clause contained in Article 42
of the draft Constitution for Europe.’>#

Second, in 2003 permanent ‘structured cooperation’ was
agreed to deepen defence relations among the Union’s members.
This way forward is open to all members according to objective cri-
teria, such as the availability of rapidly deployable contingents, a
certainlevel of military spendingand a degree of harmonisationin
defence. The decision to take part in structured cooperation will
be decided by qualified majority by the European Council. As
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envisaged in the draft Treaty, permanent structured cooperation
could also have far-reaching consequences for European defence
capabilities. As stated in the Protocol on structured cooperation
implementing Article ITI-213 of the draft Treaty,

Those Members which declare their willingness to go faster and
further in developing the Union’s capability to undertake crisis
managementactions and operations, including the most demand-
ing of these tasks, shall establish structured cooperation among
themselves. .. Member States participating in structured coopera-
tion must undertake, on the date of entry into force of the Treaty
establishing a Constitution for Europe, to:

a) engage more intensively in the development of defence capabili-

ties, including through the development of their national contri-

butions and participation, where appropriate, in multinational
forces, in the main European equipment programmes and in the
activity of the Agency

b) have the capacity to provide by 2007 at the latest, either at

national level or as an essential part of multinational force pack-

ages, targeted combat units for the missions planned, structured

at a tactical level as combat formations, with support elements

including transportand logistics, capable of carrying out the tasks

referred to in Article III-210, within a period of 5 to 30 days, in par-
ticular to requests from the United Nations, and which can be sus-

tained for an initial period of 30 days be extended up to atleast 120

days.

Moreover, it was agreed that the Agency could contribute to
regular assessment of member states’ contributions with regard to
capabilities. This implicit system of European certification could
open the way for major improvements in defence spending
throughout Europe. Depending on political willingness, the level
of rationalisation of European defence capabilities could be
impressive, through some task specialisation, assets pooling and
collective capabilities. Structured cooperation has the potential to
do in defence what the euro has achieved in monetary affairs.

External developments

Significant developments have also taken place in the Atlantic
framework. The NATO Response Force (NRF), first proposed at
the NATO Prague summit, was envisaged as a force for the most
challenging missions consisting of an air component capable of
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carrying out 200 combat air sorties a day, a brigade-sized land force
component and a maritime component up to the level of NATO’s
standing naval forces. The force could consist of up to 21,000 per-
sonnel drawn from the pool of European high-readiness forces. It
would be capable of fighting togetherat 7-30 days’ notice anywhere
in the world. The NRF would draw its forces from the pool of Euro-
pean high-readiness forces. Since the original proposal, the plan
actually envisaged is to have three response forces which would
rotate and be at different states of readiness. Only the stand-by
forces would be deployable. So, the NRF in fact requires a total of
63,000 troops, i.e. roughly the same number required to fulfil the
Helsinki Headline Goal.

The NRF represents a precious opportunity to introduce new
doctrinal concepts and techniques into European forces. How-
ever, since both it and the European Rapid Reaction Force draw
from the same, limited pool of deployable forces, it is clear that
most of the EU’s most capable troops will be ‘double-hatted’. Con-
sequently, controversy about the organisation responsible for
running an operation could arise. If one operation has priority
over another, there would be a problem as to whether NATO or the
EU was in charge of it. There is thus the political risk of a division
within the Union over the respective priority of one organisation
over the other. Moreover, if the stand-by forces were placed under
the authority of a NATO joint force commander, this would
deprive the Europeans of their most capable forces for independ-
entactions.

ESDP in operations

The year 2003 will be remembered as the one when the Union actu-
ally conducted operations for the first time. The necessary institu-
tional framework being in place with the final agreement on
‘Berlin-plus’, the Union was able to conductits first military opera-
tion in Macedonia, as part of an increasing role in the Balkans.
First, there was the EU Police Mission in Bosnia, where a total
of over 500 police officers, 80 per cent of them from EU member
states, backed by 400 supporting staff, worked to establish local
law enforcement capabilities. Based in Sarajevo, the Police Com-
missioner works with the EU Special Representative and UN
envoy Lord Ashdown. The EUPM is based on a Council decision of
March 2002, following a UN Security Council Resolution that
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endorsed the EU engagement. In October 2003, the EU signed an
agreement with the Bosnian authorities and received a mandate
that runs until the end 0of 2005.

Second, in March 2003 Operation Concordia was launched in
Macedonia. This EU operation made use of NATO assets and
capabilities and fourteen non-EU countries also participated. The
aim of the mission was to help enhance a stable and secure envi-
ronment so as to allow implementation of the Ohrid Framework
agreement by patrolling and monitoring Albanian-populated
regions of Macedonia bordering Albania, Serbia and Kosovo. A
total of 350 military personnel were engaged in the operation, all
EU members except Ireland and Denmark contributing to this
force in which France acted as framework nation. The operation,
requested by FYROM and endorsed by UN Security Council reso-
lution 1371, was expected to last six months and officially ended
at the end of 2003. Before the end of this mandate, on 29 Septem-
ber 2003 the Union decided to establish a European Union Police
Mission in the country, following an invitation from Prime Minis-
ter Crvenkovski. This police operation, called Proxima, is aimed at
consolidatinglawand order, including the fightagainst organised
crime, implementing the comprehensive reform of the Ministry of
Interior, including the police, facilitating the operational transi-
tion towards and creation of a border police, as a part of the wider
EU effort to promote integrated border management. This EU
police force began its deployment in December 2003 for one year.
Around 200 personnel, uniformed police personnel and civilian
internationals, from EU member states and other countries, are
taking part in this mission. Experts are drawn from different
policing fields in order to offer a wide range of police expertise.
Under the EU Special Representative in the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, and in partnership with the government
authorities, EU police experts monitor, mentor and advise the
country’s police, thus helping to fight organised crime more effec-
tively and consolidate public confidence in policing.

Third, areal turning point for the Union was Operation Artemis
launched on 12 June 2003. This was the first fully autonomous
crisis management operation, i.e. outside ‘Berlin-plus’, outside
continental Europe. It took place within the framework of UN
Security Council Resolution 1484 and the Council’s Joint Action
adopted on 5 June 2003. It consisted in the deployment of an
Interim Emergency Multinational Force in Bunia, in the Ituri
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region of the Democratic Republic of Congo. The aim of the
mission was to contribute to stabilisation of security conditions
in Buniaand to theimprovement of the humanitarian situation to
ensure the protection of the airport, displaced persons and the
civilian population. This force stayed until 1 September 2003 to
allow the return of a reinforced MONUC. It was thus a bridging
operation, limited in time and space.

None the less, this operation demonstrated the capacity of the
Union to react quickly and effectively in an unsettled and remote
theatre. President Jacques Chirac was first contacted by UN Secre-
tary-General Kofi Annan and then the Union agreed to act, with
France as framework nation. By early July, all elements of the oper-
ation were already in place. While the French forces represented a
large majority of the military personnel involved in the operation,
itis important to note that the planning of the operation and the
rules of engagement were decided at 15. In a very brief space of
time, Union members committed staff officers and troops to work
with Paris. Apart from the French troops on the ground (90 per
cent of the force), a special operations unit from Sweden, intelli-
gence units from the United Kingdom and a medical team from
Belgium were involved on the ground. The Operation Headquar-
ters was based in Paris and included 80 officers drawn from all
European countries. The Force Headquarters was set up in
Entebbe, which served as alogistical hub to dispatch the necessary
forces to Bunia.

In all respects, Operation Artemis was a success. First, the secu-
rity situation in the region was restored, a large number of
refugees returned and a significant disarmament of local militia
took place. Politically, it led to renewed peace efforts between the
DRC government and the armed groups. Second, it was a success
for Europe. Artemis was proof that the Union could respond to an
emergency situation in a very short period of time in an extremely
demanding theatre of operations, notably in terms of logistics.
The institutional framework putin place years before worked ade-
quately. It also demonstrated the EU’s willingness to take risks.
Although the operation did not involve casualties on the Euro-
pean side, it should be stressed that such an eventuality was real
enough when the operation was planned and conducted.

Apart from the military intervention by 1,800 troops, the EU
decided on a three-pronged strategy for Ituri: first, to help disarm,
demobilise and reintegrate armed groups, particularly children;
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second, to prepare a socio-economic rehabilitation programme to
back up the interim administration, including grass-roots recon-
ciliation; and third, to give an immediate €200 million aid pack-
age fromits European Development Fund (EDF) in order to set up
an ethnically mixed police force. Operation Artemis was the first
concrete step towards a more responsible, autonomous and
proactive Europe. But it was only a step: not all operations would
be as limited and as short as Artemis.

Finally, the EU has expressed its willingness to take over
NATO’s peacekeeping operation in Bosnia. This commitment will
represent its largest operation so far. It will involve several thou-
sand military personnel, and police forces for a longer period of
time. This operation will certainly constitute a test of EU military
and civilian capabilities. Even if it takes place under ‘Berlin-plus’,
this operation could give ESDP its first real significance, and will
reinforce the credibility of the Union as a strategic actor.
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Strategic scenarios

The Union embodies the process of political integration, but it is
also at the crossroads of globalisation and its consequences. But
that integration does not guarantee shelter from the latter: the
strategic environmentis by nature uncertain. In this respect, the sce-
narios presented in this chapter serve four complementary pur-
poses which, taken together, will assist the policy debate and
defence planning. We have selected five scenarios in which the use of
armed forces is crucial to the outcome. This does not mean that
other tools - diplomatic, political, economic, and cultural - will be
unimportant; nor does it mean that most major international con-
tingencies will call primarily for the use of defence forces. Interna-
tionallegal issues are not considered either. Simply, the scope of this
analysisis by definition focused on defence as such, and by reference
to its military manifestations, not to security policy more generally.
First, the scenarios serve as broad descriptions of potential missions,
based on challenges or threats which European countries may
have to face over a 10-20 year timeframe, a duration reflecting the
time necessary to reshape, if need be, force structures and develop
the corresponding weapons systems. These descriptions are
generic in nature, given the fairly long period involved; thus, spe-
cific countries or adversaries are not named. As will be seen, the
base-line scenarios presented here combine the type which figured
in early post-Cold War defence white papers prepared by EU mem-
ber states and contingencies which reflect the strategic change
broughtabout by the 11 September attacks in the United States.
Second, the scenarios set forth assumptions as to the scope of the EU’s
aims vis-a-vis challenges or threats that have substantial implica-
tions on the shaping and sizing of European defence capabilities.
In all cases, the aims described are collective in nature, in terms of
both their definition and their fulfilment. Naturally, in practice,
this may turn out not to be the case. Until 2003 the ambition to
fulfil Petersberg tasks collectively as EU operations had not yet
been translated into a major real-life military contingency,
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notwithstanding the conduct, during this period, of operations
that could be construed as Petersberg tasks. Therefore, even where
a legally defined and politically asserted ambition exists, there is
no guarantee that it will actually be realised. But by the same
token, it is by no means obvious that the existence of a legally
agreed EU provisionisa prerequisite for the realisation of the aims
laid out in the scenarios given here. This is particularly the case in
scenarios IV and V (involving the threat of weapons of mass
destruction by a terrorist organisation against the territory of the
EU). A collective response may well occur as the result of the mate-
rialisation of threats similar to those described in the scenarios
more directly than from the pre-existing interpretations of EU
treaty language.

None the less, the assumption of a collective European ambi-
tion in the scenarios selected here has led us to exclude those that
may otherwise have their place in strategic planning undertaken
in other contexts, national or NATO. Such is the case for an attack
on non-EU overseas territories placed under the sovereignty of an
EU member. Thus, attacks against the Falklands, New Caledonia,
Aruba or Greenland are not considered here as necessarily calling
for an EU military response. The corresponding counter-actions
will be assumed to be principally of a national nature. It should be
borne in mind that such contingencies are not necessarily mar-
ginal in military terms: to recover the Falklands from the Argen-
tine invasion, the British projected a division-sized amphibious
force ata distance equal to that separating the United States from
Afghanistan. There is of course some ambiguity as to where to
draw the line between various sorts of overseas possessions. Some
of them are indeed an integral part of the EU, most clearly the Por-
tuguese or Spanish islands in the Atlantic. The French Départe-
ments d’Outre-Mer>> are within the eurozone but outside Schengen
and the EU customs area. In some cases European assets are
located there, for instance the Kourou space centre in French
Guyana.

Conversely, we have not avoided presenting scenarios in which
the national nuclear forces of EU member states (France and the
United Kingdom) may enter into the equation either explicitly or
implicitly. This is not because of any assumptions about an as yet
hypothetical ‘European role’ of these national nuclear arsenals.
Indeed dissuasion concertée, along the lines tentatively suggested by
France in 1994, was not a consensus item. Nor do we assume any
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basic change vis-a-vis the contribution of these nuclear arsenals to
NATO-wide deterrence.5® Simply, in recent historical experience,
inaconflictsuch as the 1991 Gulf War, in which EU members were
involved, there was a nuclear aspect, as witnessed by US, French
and British statements during the war concerning the prospective
threat (or refusal of threat) of use of nuclear weapons if Iraq used
its own weapons of mass destruction (WMD). In cases where an
adversary has a WMD potential, the conflict will by definition
have a WMD dimension.

Third, the scenarios are tools to help defence planners define capabili-
ties to conduct operations.5” The scenarios deal with defence
planning, not with operational planning. The distinction is of
great importance. Defence planning is concerned with turning
assets into capabilities. Operational planning is concerned with
the actual deployment of armed forces. On the one hand, the sce-
narios assume that no one can predict with any degree of certainty
where exactly and in what precise circumstances a European force
will be deployed. For this reason, flexibility through modularity,
interoperability, sustainability, strategic mobility and firepower
are necessarily key characteristics of such a force. On the other
hand, generic contingencies can be usefully described and acted
upon. That is what the scenarios set out to do.

Furthermore, to fulfil their defence planning role, these
generic scenarios are spelt out in fairly precise terms, under the
heading ‘contingency’ for each scenario. This gives the scenarios
an air of reality, which is useful for determining the outer limits
and the context of the force structures and capabilities required to
meet a given threat and attain a given objective. However, this pre-
cision should not be allowed to mislead the reader into regarding
the scenarios as accurate portrayals of a predetermined future.
This would be a self-defeating pretension, since in reality no oper-
ation ever unfolds exactly as predicted. Scenarios are by definition
imperfect tools for a force planning process, which can also by def-
inition only be imperfect. But without such prior force planning
the ability to respond in a timely and effective manner to real-
world challenges will be severely hampered. The aim is to keep the
imperfection within acceptable bounds.

Given this force planning role, the contingencies selected will
tend to be at the outer limits of stress level which a given challenge
and a given ambition may induce. This does not, however, lead us
systematically into worst-case analysis, even if we are closer to the

69

56. As contained in the 1974 Ot-
tawa Declaration.

57. The force packages presented
are based on the current state of
affairs but do not preclude
changes.



European defence — A proposal for a White Paper

70

most demanding case than to the least demanding. Hence, for
instance, our focus in scenario I is on a large-scale EU-led peace
supportoperation rather than on a small one. This does not mean
that small ones are unlikely or unimportant. On the contrary,
thesearebothlikely and important, including conflict-prevention
deployments such as have occurred in Macedonia. Simply, the
ability to mount a large operation will tend to demonstrate the
ability to fulfil smaller missions of a similar nature.

The scenarios take account of the requirements of military
transformation flowing from the broadly based set of organisa-
tional, managerial, technological and operational changes known
as the ‘Revolution in Military Affairs’ (RMA). Where appropriate,
each scenario will indicate in cursory form the implications in
terms of transformation and integration; the scenarios are not
considered as static depictions, but as dynamic instruments.

Finally, the scenarios must naturally be credible. The scenarios cover
the whole range of military missions. Except for relatively low-risk
peacekeeping, scenarios deal with both conventional and uncon-
ventional war-fighting operations in low- and high-intensity envi-
ronments. The scenarios also spell out the role of the individual
services. An underlying assumption is that combined ‘jointness’,
i.e. collaboration of different services and different countries, is a
prerequisite for successful operations.

Furthermore the scenarios reflect agreement within the
Union: they are in conformity with the Petersberg tasks or Treaty
language concerning the objectives of both the CFSP and the
ESDP. Planning assumptions have been taken from agreed Euro-
pean Union documents, including those on the Headline Goal,
and other reports by high-level working groups, such as the UN
report of the Brahimi committee on peacekeeping. Thus, assump-
tions on troop rotation, sustainability and readiness reflect broad
international agreement.

Not too much should be read into the order of presentation of
the scenarios, although there is a rough escalation from the chal-
lenges of peacekeeping to the threatened horrors of the use of
weapons of mass destruction. The levels of stress and risk do not
increase in a linear manner from scenario I to scenario V. Indeed,
the conduct of large-scale operations such as Allied Force, the
Kosovo air campaign, and Enduring Freedom, the post-9/11, US-led
operations in and around Afghanistan - operations similar to sce-
narios III and IV - is not of a clearly higher order of risk or even
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financial cost than so-called ‘low-intensity’ peace support deploy-
ments in Bosnia or Somalia, as in scenario I.

These scenarios are not exclusive of other contingencies.
Indeed, reality is not likely to conform to any predetermined sce-
nario. However, each of the five scenarios selected tends to have
significant force dimensioning and force structuring aspects, set-
ting, as it were, the outer limits of the envelope of EU capabilities.

Scenario I: a large-scale peace support operation

A. The challenge

Peace support operations (PSOs), ranging from modest and
uncontroversial monitoring and truce supervision to large-scale
multi-dimensional deployments of the IFOR and KFOR variety
have been a constant of the post-Second World War security land-
scape. One is bound to be struck by the size and forceful nature of
the UN’s operations in Congo (ONUC) in 1960-64, with up to
20,000 peacekeepers involved using lethal force to quell the
Katanga secession, 250 UN soldiers being killed in the process. In
the early post-Cold War period, major peace support and nation-
building operations were carried out around the globe, with vary-
ing degrees of success, as in Namibia, Cambodia and Mozambique,
or failure, as in Somalia. In terms of troops mobilised, these were
quite substantial. Indeed, in the peak years of 1993-94, the UN had
more than 100,000 peacekeepers in the field. Overall, the Euro-
peans contributed a majority of the forces involved.

In subsequent years, the focus of European participation in
peacekeeping and other peace support operations has been firmly
located in the Balkans, with the overwhelming majority of mili-
tary forces not operating under the UN flag:

UNS8
Total NATOS? | otherf0
(per cent)
Europeans (EU15)in PSOs (June 2003) 41,111 | 2,342(5.7) | 32,288 (81) | 5,480 (13.3)
In the Balkans 28,797
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This is a result both of the waning role of the UN as the princi-
pal vehicle for PSOs after the failures in Somalia and in the
Balkans, and of the spread of conflict to Kosovo and Macedonia.
PSOs will emerge in the next 10-20 years as the consequence of the
widespread collapse of states with the understanding that such
state-failure entails higher penalties than hitherto in the form of
cross-border criminal and terrorist activity.6? Similarly, peace-
keeping operations (PKOs) will be required for preventive deploy-
ments, such as occurred in Macedonia under the UN flag from
1992 to 2001. Such deployments will not tend to be of a greater
scale or have more forceful rules of engagement than would be the
case for PSOs of the Bosnia or Kosovo variety. Indeed, many con-
flict-prevention operations will tend to be smaller and less force-
ful. Therefore, they can be considered in practice to be a subset of
scenario I. Finally, PSOs will be required to deal with the aftermath
of regime change in countries targeted by the fight against global
terrorism (as is already the case in Afghanistan, with the deploy-
ment of ISAF in Kabul). Therefore, there will be an even greater call
than hitherto on European resources for participation in PSOs.

B. The aim

Europe’s aim here is to be able to assemble and, if politically appro-
priate, to lead a multidimensional peace support operation in a
complex environment, whether under chapter VI or VII of the UN
Charter, withouta priori restrictions in terms of geographical loca-
tion. The precedents of East Timor (1999-2000), Cambodia (1992-
93) and Namibia (1989) demonstrate that the corresponding capa-
bility should not and need not be geared to a deployment in the
close-to-home Balkans. The objective corresponds to the existing
Petersberg tasks, and should therefore not raise a priori issues of
general principle. Given the nature of the operations (PSOs), legit-
imisation through the UN Security Council will tend to be both
required and obtainable. The basic issue for the EU will tend to be
of a pragmatic nature: which PSOs to enter into, in view of compet-
ing claims on European military, political and financial resources.
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C. The contingency

The EU agrees to take over both SFOR and KFOR on the condition
that both operations will be integrated and will be led from one
operational headquarters. The scenario involves a complex or mul-
tifaceted peacekeeping operation. The force will operate under a
mandate of the UN Charter, based on Chapter VII. This means that
troops deployed should be able to enforce the peace at the tactical
level, and that force will be used in self-defence. However, coercive
action at company level should not be ruled out. The objective is to
maintain peace and stability and create favourable conditions for
post-conflict peace building.

The ground forces will act in conformity with the Petersberg
tasks, i.e. peacekeeping as stated in Title V, Article 17.2 of the TEU.
Although this is not a particularly stressful scenario in terms of
distance - the Balkans are close to home - the scale is greater than
that of any extra-European PSO undertaken since the creation of
the United Nations.

D. The capability

Planning assumptions

D The EU deploys a main force of 30,000 troops for peace support
and stabilisation operations. The sustainability requirement is 3
years. In support of the ground operation, the EU deploys 40 com-
bat aircraft, 6 surface combatant warships, 1 command ship and 6
maritime patrol aircraft for ground observation tasks and to
enforce sanctions. Deployment is within 60 days; a mission head-
quarters is set up within 15 days. These requirements are well
within the recommendations made by the United Nations Depart-
ment for Peacekeeping. As stated in the Brahimi Report, recom-
mendations are to ‘. . . develop the operations capabilities to fully
deploy ... complex peace-keeping operations within 90 days, and
the mission headquarters should be fully installed and functioning
within 15 days.’
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D Troop rotation will take place after six months; units cannot be
deployed more than twice during the three-year period.

D Distance from Brussels is 2,000 km.

D Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC) with IGO and NGO is con-
sidered a critical factor for success.

Operational assumptions

D Themissionrequireslightinfantry, some special forces for deal-
ing with war criminals, supported by air- and sealift. The following
military operations will be carried out: observation, monitoring;
interpositioning; military assistance; demobilisation; reconstruc-
tion.

D Reconstruction cannot include only military forces. This mis-
sion also requires a civil component. The following civil opera-
tions will be carried out as part of the peace support and stabilisa-
tion operation. A police force of 500 men will be deployed within
30 days and its sustainability is three years. Among the force
should be the appropriate mix of police and justice and home
affairs (JHA) officials to perform tasks of strengthening the rule of
law, reinforcing civil administration and civil protection.

E. Implications

These numbers fall well within the scope of the European Rapid
Reaction Force (ERRF), but with a significant nuance. PSOs of the
sort described put a premium on staying power and on the multi-
dimensional nature of the forces deployed rather than on speed of
intervention or on the capability to ‘knock doors open’. Neither
Operation Desert Storm, nor Enduring Freedom, nor indeed the initial
INTERFET deploymentin East Timor, is the appropriate template
here. Momentum and tempo are less important than durability
(always) and (in some cases) sheer scale. Such forces do not there-
fore call for the full panoply of joint task force capabilities, whether
in terms of dedicated strategic mobility or from the standpoint of
C4ISR. However, they may call upon Combined Joint Task Forces
(CJTF), with the European Union drawing on the corresponding
NATO assets. Such operations will be all the more successful if they
bring into play the EU’s considerable soft power assets. Therefore
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European involvement in large-scale PSOs will tend to be politi-
cally tempting.

The civil component of the operation is of utmost importance.
PSOs cannotbe successful withoutassignificant civil contribution
to reconstruction. One of the advantages of the European Union
is thatit possesses the appropriate institutions, infrastructure and
experience for performing civil stabilisation operations.

Even if the numbers foreseen in this scenario fall within the
scope of the EU Headline Goal, some remarks are in order.

I Inthelongrun, PSO activity is far from risk-free. 204 mili-

tary personnel were killed in UN PKOs in former Yugoslavia.

The Beirut Multinational Security Force in 1982-84lost 299 US

and French servicemen killed in the 22 November 1983 bomb-

ings alone, i.e. more than all coalition losses in Operation Desert

Storm (244 KIA).62 In other words, PKOs in a hostile environ-

ment are demanding.

I Intermsofduration, PSOsentail an oftenlong and nearly

always indeterminate deployment. Extreme cases are Cyprus

(since 1964) and South Lebanon (since 1978). In other words,

PSOs may fit into the EU Headline Goal force in terms of size,

but may tend to go beyond its one-year timeframe. As EU force

structures retract to levels in keeping with the new strategic
context, with its emphasis on leaner expeditionary forces,
entering long-lasting PSOs will increasingly reduce Europe’s
subsequent margin of strategic manoeuvre. Thus, UNPRO-

FOR, IFOR/SFOR and KFOR have consistently mobilised

between 20,000 and 40,000 European soldiers every year dur-

ing the last decade. The effort, equivalent in scale to that of the

United States forces stationed in South Korea, may have been

worthit,butthereare serious opportunity costs, all the more so

since peacekeepers tend to be high quality soldiers, in view of
the complexity and stress of the ‘neither war nor peace’ envi-
ronment in which they have to operate. These soldiers are con-
sequently not available for war-fighting operations in which

Europe may be otherwise involved. The financial and opera-

tional opportunity costs thus turn out to be extremely high in

thelong run.

I Finally, precisely because PSOs do not call for top-end

strategic mobility and C4ISR assets, a heavy investment in

peace support may lead in the long run to under-investment in
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the tools of the RMA that are all necessary to deal with other
scenarios as well as, in the short run, to the pinning-down of
forces required for contingencies that suddenly arise. There is
thus a trade-off between the implementation of this kind of
operation and the military requirements of other scenarios.

F. Shortfalls

Analysis of this scenario does not reveal serious shortfalls. EU
nations have sufficient capabilities to conduct a large-scale peace-
keeping operation. The most pressing challenge is deployable and
secure command, control and communications. However, as has
been noted, an emphasis on PSOs can have high opportunity costs,
which can have a substantial impact on the ability to perform satis-
factorily in scenarios involving high-intensity force projection.

Scenario II: high-intensity humanitarian intervention

A. The challenge

Since the end of the Cold War, massive war crimes and crimes
against humanity have been committed in Europe, while one of the
twentieth century’s most intensive genocides occurred in Rwanda
in spring 1994.63 With the widespread collapse of states and the
political exploitation of the human yearning to belong to set com-
munities of identity, the probability of new instances of crimes
against humanity and other humanitarian challenges is high and
rising. These challenges also include a direct threat to sizeable
communities of EU citizens in situations of state collapse and civil
war.

In political terms, there is a built-in obstacle against timely
action to counter such occurrences. Aslong as nothing serious has
happened, intervention can hardly occur, and if crimes are already
being committed it may be politically possible to intervene but by
then it may be too late. This was the kind of quandary with which
decision-makers were faced in the case of East Timor in 1999. They
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acquitted themselves of their duties remarkably under these con-
straints. However, this dilemma is not what prevented timely
intervention in Rwanda in 1994 or a timely change of rules of
engagement in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1992-95. Without neglect-
ing the real political difficulties of countering genocide, the fact
remains thataction to prevent crimes against humanity is militar-
ily possible. Indeed, the availability of the appropriate military
tools makes it more difficult to justify a political decision not to
intervene. The same remarks apply to interventions relating to the
urgent and large-scale evacuation of EU and other threatened for-
eign nationals in a context of direct aggression.

B. The aim

Europe’s aim here s to field and, if politically appropriate, tolead a
force capable of stopping an emerging genocide without too severe
a limitation on geographical location, given the global range of
precedents like Bosnia, Rwanda and East Timor. The force’s objec-
tive is to prevent the génocidaires from operating effectively in the
area where criminal activities occur. Therefore, this kind of inter-
vention will tend to put the emphasis on speed and momentum,
with follow-on forces exercising a de facto international protec-
torate in the framework of what will then become a PSO as in
scenario I. Humanitarian operations are an explicit part of Peters-

berg tasks.

C. The contingency

A humanitarian disaster is under way in a land-locked country in
central Africa. The threat is posed by small but deadly groups of
insurgents who are terrorising the local population and are hostile
to any intervening power. The killing of civilians has started and
the threat of genocideis real. If nothing is done, some 200,000 civil-
ians could be killed by approximately 4,000 insurgents, who oper-
ate in groups of 10-20 combatants.

The objective of the intervention is to restore peace, to prevent
further humanitarian suffering and to enable a humanitarian
relief operation by providing a secure environment for humani-
tarian aid and peace building efforts by intergovernmental organ-
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isations (IGOs) and non-governmental organisations (NGOs).
The operation may have as a corollary task the protection and/or
evacuation of EU and other threatened foreign nationals. The
ground forces will be deployed in conformity with the Petersberg
tasks, i.e. ... tasks of combat forces in crisis management, includ-
ing peace-making.’ (Title V, Article 17.2 of the TEU)

D. The capability

High-intensity humanitarian operations, notably anti-genocide
actions, will put an extreme premium on speed of deployment and
tempo of operations. This requires élite infantry, specialised and
special forces. Depending on the location, they may include air
manoeuvrable and/or marine assault units. The Australian-led
INTERFET operations in East Timor give a reasonably idea of the
capabilities involved, i.e. a brigade-sized force, landing in East
Timor within days of a relevant and timely UNSC resolution.4
Such time-lines and the scale of the force used are comparable to
what could and should have been effectively used in Rwanda in
April 1993. Such a force falls well within the ERRF’s scope in terms
of size but deployment times are radically shorter than the 60-day
pace of the EU force, which admittedly applies to the full ERRF
complement, with presumably shorter deployment times for
smaller force packages.

Planning assumptions

The contingency assumes that during the deployment 10,000 men
will be continuously employed in combat operations to enforce the
peace. They should be trained to deal with terrorist attacks and
guerrilla warfare in a rural environment. There will be no sustained
fighting by other friendly forces, but they should take asymmetri-
cal responses into account.

D The EU deploys up to 10,000 land forces including armed heli-
copters for a period of up to ayear. The land force is supported by
105 aircraft, including 60 support aircraft, and a naval task force
of 10 surface combatant warships, 4 amphibious transport ships,
1 command ship, 2 support ships and 10 maritime patrol aircraft
for ground observation. Troop rotation will take place after six
months; units cannot be deployed more than twice during the
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three-year period.

D Troops shall be deployed within 15 days; headquarters within
15 days.

D Distance from Brusselsis 5,000 km, e.g. central Africa. The near-
est available seaportis 300 km from the theatre of operations.

D After successful completion of the operation, an appropriate
scenario I type of operation will be tasked.

Operational assumptions

The intervention requires special operations forces and specialised
forces (SF), supported by tactical air forces (close air support, offen-
sive air support) and air- and sealift. The following operations will
be carried out:

counter-insurgency operations in a rural environment (cordon,

search and destroy);

establishing and controlling safe areas;

denial and guarantee of movement;

hearts and minds operations (psychological warfare);

military assistance to IGOs and NGOs;

humanitarian relief.

E. Implications

The corresponding level of risk-taking will tend to be high but
within an extremely compressed timeframe. Comparatively large
humanitarian interventions undertaken by the Europeans and the
Australians have tended to have fairly low casualty figures. France’s
combat airdrop of some 700 Légionnaires to save several hundred
hostages in Kolwezi (Katanga) in 1978 resulted in S combat fatali-
ties. INTERFET’s brigade-scale operations in East Timor experi-
enced no combat fatalities.

Given the extreme urgency for action, this type of scenario may
call for a lead nation approach as was the case for Operation
Artemis in Ituri. Given the major role played by special operations
forces (SOFs) and specialised forces, a collective European capa-
bility for timely and effective humanitarian intervention will call
for a dedicated effort at cooperation and coordination in an area
where each country has tended to keep its own secrets. In many
ways, this scenario will therefore call for efforts and foci similar to
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those of the otherwise rather different scenario IV, involving
counter-proliferation operations. Strategic and tactical mobility,
effective mobile and long-range C4ISR capabilities will be of the
essence in terms of technical abilities. High-speed, large-scale
humanitarian intervention calls for the tools of the RMA.

F. Shortfalls

The most important shortfall is secure and deployable command,
control and communications; theatre surveillance and reconnais-
sance; surveillance and target acquisition; and human intelligence
(HUMINT). Although EU countries have limited sea- and airlift
capabilities, these will be sufficient for a relatively limited deploy-
ment. Regarding combat power, EU nations could conduct most of
the aspects of an INTERFET-scale operation, i.e. less than is
posited in the scenario. But in the case envisaged by the scenario,
they lack highly mobile forces for unconventional warfare and suf-
ficient numbers of SOF, either for initial deployment or to sustain
the operation. They also lack both support and attack helicopters.
The shortfalls, while significant, could be corrected through the
reallocation of funding and changes in organisational priorities,
with limited impact on the overall level of defence spending.

Scenario I11: regional warfare in the defence of strategic
European interests

A. The challenge

Major wars have wreaked havoc on the Middle East on at least seven
occasions during the last six decades.®> India and Pakistan have
foughteach otherin threelarge-scale wars,in 1948,1965,and 1970-
71, and in a number of smaller confrontations, most recently the
Kargil conflict of 1999. In East Asia, conventional wars have
occurred in the Indo-Chinese and Korean peninsulas, not to men-
tion a host of lesser conflicts as well as ‘wars of national liberation’,
foremost the French and American wars in Indo-China.66 There
may be some reasons to believe that the prevalence of conventional
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wars may be waning, either as a consequence of political change -
democratisation in East Asia appears to have had a pacifying influ-
ence - or, more ominously, as a result of the nuclear factor entering
into the power equation - major state-to-state wars have not
occurred between Israel and the Arab states since 1973.67
However, even if major regional wars may have become less
prevalent, they have not disappeared, as was demonstrated in the
recent war between Eritrea and Ethiopia. Indeed, they may exist
with elements of mass destruction weaponry factored into them.
This was the case of the Iran-Iraq war (with the widespread use of
chemical weapons by Iraq, and subsequently and to a limited
degree by Iran) and, in a different manner, with the Gulf War in
1991, in which Iraq’s WMD capabilities and ambitions on the one
hand,and the mass destruction potential of the Westand Israel on
the other hand, played at least a background role.
Future regional wars could affect European interests in two
very important but rather different ways:
I bydirectly threatening European prosperity and security,
for instance in the form of the interruption of oil supplies
and/or massive increases in the cost of energy resources, the
disruption of flows in goods and services - a larger share of EU
exports goes to conflict-prone Asia than to North America - or
the forced emigration of war-threatened populations towards
Europe’s shores. European interests are no less affected by con-
flicts which threaten the framework of international rules and
laws. The Gulf War of 1990-91 was a typical example of a con-
flict in which all of the above were at stake, from the energy
dimension to the attempted fait accompli of the forceful annex-
ation of an internationally recognised state. The Middle East
remains an obvious area of European concern in all of these
respects, butitis worth pondering the consequences of a major
regional war in East or South Asia for European economic
interests. It is by no means obvious that Europe should auto-
matically opt for a bystander position in such contingencies, in
the expectation that the United States alone will do the fight-
ing: as the Korean war of 1950-53 showed, European involve-
ment should not be discarded out of hand.
I by affecting Europe’s ties with the United States, Euro-
pean interests will not simply depend on the specifics of a given
regional conflict, its ‘merits’ as it were; they will also depend
on the consequences of such a conflict on the US-European
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strategic relationship, the ‘context’. Thus, there may exist all

sorts of reasons not to participate or support a US war of inva-

sion in Iraq but ultimately one of the most significant factors
in shaping European policies towards such a war will be the
future of the US-European relationship. What applies to the

Iraq case has general validity, notably in the case of military ten-

sion between the United States and China in East Asia.

If one looks ahead 10 or 20 years, there are reasons for both
reassurance and concern, with a possible majority of the latter.
Areas which used to be war-torn appear to have entered a long
period of pacified relations, notably in much of East Asia. Con-
versely, Europe’s and the industrialised world’s dependence on
Middle Eastern oil gives no sign of lessening over the next 20 years.
Half of the world’s oil exports flow from the Middle East, mostly
through the Straits of Hormuz, and two-thirds of known oil
reserves are located there, of which 25 per centin Saudi Arabiaand
11 per cent in Iraq. In the comparatively short time span of 20
years, it is highly unlikely that alternate energy sources will have
displaced this extraordinary dependence on a handful of oil-pro-
ducing states in the world’s politically most fractured region.

Thus, the reduction of the potential for regular wars affects
regions which tend to be far from Europe, but the regions closest
to us are both highly volatile and of key economic importance. In
other words, Europe cannot build its defence policy on the
assumption that there will not be a major military challenge in the
Middle East of an order of magnitude at least equal to and possi-
bly greater than that encountered at the time of the 1990-91 Gulf
War. However, as was the case with that conflict, such a challenge
would presumably not be specifically directed only at Europe; it
might affect in at least equal measure the other industrialised
countries, including the United States. This is notably the situa-
tion concerning energy dependence, with the United States rely-
ing on oil imports and all EU countries, including the United
Kingdom, being net oil importers.

B. The aim

The EU should be able to field a force capable of providing militar-
ily and politically significant support to an international coalition
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in a major regional conflict. If one uses the 1990-91 Gulf War as a
benchmark, the operation, in political terms, would be authorised
by a UN Security Council resolution and would aim to re-establish
the status quo ante. In effect, this would be a peace enforcement oper-
ation, albeit of a particularly muscular variety. Whether this could
be construed as a Petersberg task is a matter of interpretation. In
legal terms, thereis nothing in the Amsterdam or Nice Treaties that
would appear to preclude such an interpretation if it were consid-
ered politically desirable.

C. The contingency

In a state bordering the Indian Ocean, anti-Western elements in
state x have seized power, and are using oil as a weapon, expelling
Westerners and attacking Western interests. In addition, they have
commenced an invasion of neighbouring country y, whose regime
is pro-Western and plays a crucial role in the free flow of oil to the
West, and are threatening more generally the unimpeded use of
vital maritime bottlenecks. Country y asks the EU and the United
States for helpinaccordance with Article 51 of the UN Charter. The
EU, together with the United States as the senior partner, intervene
with a large combat force to assist country y and also protect their
own interests. The intervention requires forces trained and
equipped for conventional manoeuvre warfare. The military objec-
tive of the operation is to help liberate occupied territory and to
obtain control over some of the oil installations, pipelines and har-
bours of country x. The adversary has some 250,000 troops
deployed. The EU also imposes sanctions, including the blockade
of country x.

This objective is in concurrence with the Treaty on the Euro-
pean Union, Title V, Article 11, i.e. ‘to safeguard the fundamental
interests and independence of the Union, in conformity with the
principles of the United Nations Charter’. Needless to say, the
operation is to take place in a high-intensity environment, under
the threat of WMD. Unlike the situation at the time of the Gulf
War in 1991, there are not four months in which to deploy and
organise.
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D. The capability

Using the 1990-91 Gulf War as an example in terms of war-fighting
potential and firepower, a European force package would be within
the outer quantitative limits of the Headline Goal. In that conflict,
some 40,000 ground forces from Britain and France were engaged
in Operations Desert Shield, Desert Storm and Desert Tempest. Around
100 combat aircraft were committed by Britain, France and Italy,
along with a comparable number of support aircraft, notably in-
flight refuelling aircraft. Naval ships from 8 maritime members of
the EU 15 were involved. However, the forces committed by Britain,
France and other EU members lacked political as well as military
coherence. There obviously was no European-wide command
structure answering to the US coalition commander; nor was there
any theatre-wide integration of national British, French or other
forces. Indeed, this lack of theatre-scale combined operating was
one of the factors which led Britain and France subsequently to
acquire mobile, theatre-wide command capabilities. Logistical
assets, notably strategic airlift, were inadequate. The problem was
tolerable only to the extent that there was plenty of time to deploy
before the actual engagement of forces, allowing for substitute
solutions, e.g. chartering commercial aircraft.6® This time, accord-
ing to the scenario, there would be an integrated European force.
The scenario would also imply a faster deployment than was the
case during the Gulf crisis of 1990-91.

Planning assumptions

D The EU makes a contribution of 10 brigades (60,000 troops).
This land force is supported by 360 combat aircraft, support air-
craft, and two maritime task forces, totalling 4 carriers, 16
amphibious ships, 12 submarines, 40 surface combatants, 2 com-
mand ships, 8 support ships and 20 maritime patrol aircraft. This
contribution is within the Headline Goal. As stated at the Euro-
pean Council in Helsinki in December 1999, ‘Member States
should be able to deploy in full at this level (up to a corps) within 60
days, and within this to provide smaller rapid response elements
available and deployable at very high readiness. They must be able
to sustain such a deployment for at least one year.” Moreover, this
contribution is in the framework of the capabilities committed by
member states: as stated in the Capabilities Commitment Confer-
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ence, Brussels, 20-21 November 2000, ‘. . . The contributions, set
out in the “Force Catalogue”, constitute a pool of more than
100,000 persons and approximately 400 combat aircraft and 100
vessels...

D The sustainability requirement is one year.

D The force will not require the 60 days for deployment as allowed
in the Headline Goal, but will deploy within 21 days. Headquarters
will be deployed within 15 days.

D Distance from Brussels is 4,500 km, e.g. along the Western
littoral of the Indian Ocean region.”0

D The theatre of operationsis 300 km from the nearest seaport.

D If required, after successful completion of the operation a
scenario I operation will be mounted.

Operational assumptions

To achieve the objectives set, alarge-scale, joint and combined, sus-
tained combat operation with regular forces is required.
I Ground forces will carry out manoeuvre warfare, includ-
ing air mechanised/airmobile operations.
I Air forces will support ground forces with strategic and
tactical air campaigns (close air support, offensive air support,
suppression of enemy air defences), air defence, theatre missile
defence, and tactical air transport.
I Navalvessels will supportland operations with strike mis-
sions, extended air defences, lift and support of sanctions.

E. Implications

In order to achieve the required capability, major improvements are
in order, notably in the field of strategic mobility and of C4ISR.
Similarly, organisational measures, such as the creation of an EU
strategic mobility command as mooted at the Helsinki European
Council, and the pooling of C4ISR assets,”! would be essential if
the EU and its members are to be substantial players in a US-led
coalition.

Such initiatives would have significant budgetary implica-
tions, involving an increase of overall defence spending, and not
simply internal reallocation of funding. Strategic mobility and
C41ISR are not cheap, even if in other areas of the revolution in
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military affairs (such as precision-guided stand-off munitions)
costs are coming down. Therefore, even if scenario III does not go
beyond the quantitative bounds of a robust definition of the
Headline Goal, it would in effect shape and dimension national
force structures. In particular, it would presumably accelerate the
downsizing of EU defence forces, in order to generate force projec-
tion punch at the expense of the size of the overall force structure.
In 2003, EU military manpower, despite substantial reductions in
recent years, was still at US levels, 1.4 million military personnel,
while benefiting from substantially less than half of US spending
levels. If scenario III is taken seriously, European force size has to
continue to fall, while defence spending has to increase.

Unless there is a major increase in the relevant aspects of Euro-
pean defence spending (R&D, procurement, operation and main-
tenance) in the medium term (5-10 years), increasing problems of
‘cooperability’ will arise between the EU and the United States,
with European forces being incapable of following the pace of US
defence transformation. In 1997, the European members of
NATO countries spent 28 and 65 per cent of US defence invest-
ment in R&D and procurement respectively. By 2001, these Euro-
pean percentages had dropped to 23 and 47.72 This had been hap-
pening before the Bush administration’s spending increases.

F. Shortfalls

Only the United States would be able to provide the framework for
such an operation. There is a lack of deployable and secure
C4ISTAR, including IMINT and SIGINT collection, and early
warning and distant detection; tactical assets, including theatre
surveillance and reconnaissance, surveillance and target acquisi-
tion and HUMINT. Regarding combat capabilities, EU countries
lack carrier-based air power, precision-guided munitions, stand-
off weaponry, attack helicopters and SOF. Regarding combat sup-
port, the EU nations do not have enough combatsearch and rescue,
air-to-air refuelling, theatre ballistic missile defences, battle dam-
age assessment, psychological warfare units, medical units and
transport helicopters. Finally, EU members do not have sufficient
logistical capabilities to sustain the operation. Itis unlikely that the
Union could sustain the operation for the required period.
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In view of these implications and shortfalls, it has not been
deemed realistic to put forward a European-led variant of this sce-
nario, since this would require defence spending increases far in
excess of those already called for in the baseline scenario.

Scenario IV: prevention of an attack involving WMD

A. The challenge

Although proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is not a
recent concern, and despite substantial progress accomplished by
the non-proliferation regime, WMD proliferation remains a seri-
ous concern for the Union. Some experts suspect that, notwith-
standing their legal commitments, proliferating countries like
North Korea or Iran are speeding up their efforts. The spillover
effects of a nuclear North Korea could spread throughout Asia. In
the most pessimistic scenario, non-proliferation as a policy princi-
ple could become increasingly unappealing for other Asian coun-
tries, and for Middle Eastern countries such as Egypt or Saudi Ara-
bia. North Korean or Pakistani scientists could put fissile material
on the market or, as was revealed recently, they could try to initiate
nuclear cooperation with other states. Moreover, biological
weapons are the object of major technological breakthroughs,
facilitating their effective military use and as a means of terror,
while the Biological and Toxic Weapons Convention of 1972 still
lacks any credible verification mechanism.

Most ominously, the breakdown of state power, combined
with the growing technical ease of acquisition of militarily signifi-
cant chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN) capa-
bilities, opens up the prospect of the spread of WMD to non-state
groups or to irregular groups whose affiliation with any given
state is not admitted. Such groups, by definition, cannot be
deterred in the way that states may be amenable to the nuclear
deterrent of other states. Groups that have no power, population
or territory at stake will not be swayed by threats aimed at such
state-related assets. Thus, our countries may well, in a 10 to 20-
year perspective, and quite possibly sooner, have to face the threat
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ofadedicated mass destruction attack by anon-stateactoragainst
their centres of population and power. Such groups will have to be
countered by means other than traditional manifestations of mil-
itary or political power. As strategic options vis-a-vis this non-state
threat, deterrence, containment and balancing are waning; pre-
emption and repression are waxing.

B. The aim

Europe’s aim is to field, and if need be to lead, a force capable of
conducting a successful operation against a major non-state actor
benefiting from the de facto impunity provided by its weak host
state, whether this state is complicit, as was the Taliban regime in
Afghanistan, or simply incapable of extending its rule over its ter-
ritory. The targeted group and its host state would be the object of
such action in order to prevent the occurrence or the repetition of
a mass destruction operation, such as in scenario V (homeland
defence). Such was the aim of the US-led Operation Enduring Free-
dom, with its primary objective of preventing renewed mass
destruction operations after the 11 September attacks. Although
9/11 was conducted with conventional, not CBRN, weapons, its
effect was one of mass destruction.

Such an aimisin line with European statements at the highest
levels following 11 September 2001. At the Meeting of the Heads
of State or Government of the EU and the President of the Com-
mission in Ghent on 19 October 2001, it was affirmed that ‘the
European Council is determined to combat terrorism in every
form, throughout the world’. In the same vein, at the European
Council in Laeken in December 2001 it was recognised that
‘through military and civil capabilities developed by the European
Union for crisis management, the CFSP will become stronger and
better contribute to preventing and controlling the terrorist
threat for the benefit of the populations concerned.’ Likewise, the
Franco-German Defence and Security Meeting in Nantes in
November 2001 stated that ‘(ESDP must also establish the where-
withal for combating international terrorism’. As noted in Chap-
ter 2, the Solana document recognised the threat of WMD prolif-
eration and explicitly mentioned the potentially devastating
connection between non-state actors and these kinds of weapons.
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Despite the failure of the IGC, potential developments agreed
upon in Brussels in December 2003 could be taken into account.
In that hypothesis, this objective will be in line with the definition
of Petersberg tasks according to the draft Constitution: ‘The task
referred to in Article I-40 (1) . . . shall include joint disarmament
operations . . . tasks of combat forces in crisis management,
including peacemaking and post-conflict stabilisation. All these
tasks may contribute to the fight against terrorism, including by
supporting third countries in combating terrorism in their terri-
tories.””3 As noted earlier, the Solidarity Clause (Article 1-42)
would require the Union ‘to prevent a terrorist threat in Member
States’ territory, and . . . protect democratic institutions and the
civilian population from any terrorist attack.’ This clause, reaf-
firmed in the European Council’s 25 March 2004 Declaraton,
includes the provision that a member state may request aid and
assistance ifit is ‘[the] victim of armed aggression on its territory’.

These references, although not yet incorporated in law,
acknowledge the threat of terrorism to European society. From a
broad perspective, if an act of mass destruction of a magnitude
equal to, or greater than, the 9/11 attacks occurred in an EU coun-
try, itis fair to assume that this country would not be left to its own
devices. One may also assume that there would be an EU-wide
interest in preventing a recurrence of such mass destruction. We
also know that NATO would not be the most likely vehicle with
which to conduct such actions.

C. The contingency

Combating terrorism continues. The Americans and the EU agree
that the EU should carry out a stand-alone operation in country x
against groups associated with al-Qaeda. The EU sets up a mission
in a remote part of Asia with SOF and SF. The mountainous and
urban environment is high-risk, and the threat of WMD very
acute. The adversary uses irregular tactics, such as terrorism and
guerrilla warfare.

The EU forces are tasked to find and destroy the terrorist
camps, command and control posts and facilities related to the
production and use of WMD. The scenario involves extensive
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search missions and small-scale, high-intensity engagements with
terrorists, gangs or irregular local fighters.

The objective of the operation is to reduce the threat of cata-
strophic terrorism to the West by eliminating terrorist cells and
destroying WMD, their means of delivery and production facili-
ties in the defence of interests in accordance with the Treaty on
European Union, Title V, Article 11.

D. The capability

Planning assumptions

D The land forces amounts to 1,500 SOF for clandestine and
covert actions, and a brigade of four battalions of SF, such as air
manoeuvre forces, for covering operations in support of SOF.
These forces will be supported by transport and combat helicop-
ters. The air component is 60 combat aircraft and 40 support air-
craft. The naval componentis one carrier, 10 surface combatants, 1
command ship, 3 submarines and 2 support ships.

D The force will be deployed within 15 days, the mission head-
quarters within one week. The contribution is for a three-year
period. Troops will be replaced after 6 months.

D Distance from Brussels is 5,000 km-plus e.g. in south-west Asia
or beyond.

D If required, after successful completion of the operation an
appropriate scenario I operation will be tasked.

Operational assumption

The mission requires SOF and SF, supported by tactical air forces
(close air support, offensive air support) and air- and sealift. The
following military operations will be executed:
I counter-insurgency operations in mountainous and
urban terrain (cordon, search and destroy);
I control of airfields and lines of communication;
I hearts and minds: humanitarian aid, psychological
operations.
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E. Implications

Operation Enduring Freedom was a combination of large-scale
unconventional warfare and medium-scale, broad-spectrum naval
and air operations in which, in autumn 2001, the United States
deployed some 6,000 soldiers to Afghanistan, i.e. less than the
British in the Falklands in 1982. These were supported by a CENT-
COM force array in the broader theatre of operations of some
60,000 (no more than the ERRF). A European counter-prolifera-
tion force package would aim to achieve similar results to Enduring
Freedom and would be broadly equivalent to CENTCOM'’s force
package. Emulating what the United States achieved within and
around Afghanistan in October-December 2001 is entirely within
Europe’s technical and operational capability, albeit with a higher
level of risk-taking due to the specific nature of European air assets.
It presupposes, however, that fairly low-cost procurement meas-
ures are conducted in the short term (2-4 years) and somewhat
higher-cost structural measures are taken in the medium term (5-
10 years).

Given Europe’s continuing lack of intercontinental bombers,
and its limited number of aircraft carriers, European in-flight
refuelling capabilities will have to be increased, along with an
upstream diplomatic emphasis on securing access to abroad array
of foreign air bases, preferably with preparatory work on the facil-
ities. The French-inspired network of largely unmanned but well-
prepared air bases in the hinterland of a number of African coun-
tries is an example of such advance activity.74

European C4ISR capabilities will require improvement, with
particular emphasis on medium- and long-endurance unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs). One of the reasons for the high tempo of US
operations in Afghanistan was the exploitation of the RMA’s
potential in ensuring ‘full battle situation awareness’, i.e. near real-
time intelligence and information gathering, exploitation and dis-
semination, resulting in the shortening of the ‘sensor-to-shooter’
sequence. As in scenario III, intra-EU intelligence sharing at the
strategic, operational and tactical levels will be at a premium.

In the short run, Europeans must intensify their efforts to
acquire cheap and effective precision-guidance packages for the
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bombs and missiles used by the ‘shooters’, i.e. manned aircraft
and, progressively, unmanned combat aerial vehicles (UCAVs). At
the time of Enduring Freedom — an operation in which more than 70
per cent of the air-launched munitions used were precision-
guided, mostly in the form of GPS-guided bombs - no European
air force had deployed GPS-guided bombs, although these are
based on incredibly cheap, commercially available technology. At
the higher end, no European air force had conventionally armed
land-attack cruise missiles.”3

The level of effort required by the Europeans to assemble an
effective long-range counter-proliferation/counter-terrorism
capability is not of an overall budget and force dimensioning
nature.”® However, it would imply a significant qualitative impact,
by giving greater emphasis to the top end of the scale in both
human and materiel terms, and by giving priority to special forces
broadly defined on the one hand, and to state-of-the-art data gath-
ering, processing and exploitation on the other hand. The chal-
lenge in the case of the former is to ensure a high degree of cooper-
ation and compatibility between these forces, which tend to live
separate lives as a result not only of the requirements of secrecy
and concealment, but also because of the exceptionally strong
esprit de corps of such units. The latter would imply substantial
changes in procurement priorities and service culture, as has been
demonstrated time and again in Afghanistan as well as in Kosovo,
by the imbalance in European defence investment between
manned platforms on the one hand and smart munitions and
force multipliers (C4ISR) on the other.

For these reasons, as well as for reasons of preserving ‘cooper-
ability’ with US forces (see scenario III), European defence budget
structures would have to lay greater emphasis on technologies
upstream and force readiness downstream. The widening gap
between US and EU military R&D spending would have to be nar-
rowed: the EU’s expenditure in this field has stayed flatat some 10
bn during the last five years (representing less than 7 per cent of
European defence spending) while US expenditure jumped from
$38 bn in FY 1995 to more than $50 bn in FY 2003 (13 per cent of
US defence spending). At a minimum, the share of European
defence budgets devoted to military R&D should be similar to the
US proportion (thus entailing R&D expenditure of €20 bn a year).

Although the comparison should not be taken too far, the fea-
sibility of a European version of Enduring Freedom can be tested
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against the reality of a similarly far-flung but much larger military
operation, the British Falklands expedition. This was conducted
12,000 km from the home country, a distance comparable to that
separating the US East Coast from Afghanistan, over a period of
slightly more than two months (2 April 1982, Argentine landingin
Port Stanley; 21 May, British landing in the Falklands; 14 June
1982, Argentine surrender in Port Stanley), comparable to the
time span between 11 September 2001 and the fall of Kandahar in
13 December 2001. The British landed a force of some 28,000 in
the Falklands supported by alarge naval task force, albeit with lim-
ited air power from carrier-based aircraft and a handful of Vulcan
strategic bombers. The United Kingdom benefited from US and
other logistical and C4ISR support of the sort which an EU
counter-proliferation operation could reasonably expect.

F. Shortfalls

EU countries have sufficient numbers of SOF and highly mobile
forces for specialised missions, but they are unable to sustain such
operations over a longer period. Moreover, it is unlikely that most
of these forces would perform well in difficult terrain and under
the threat of CBRN weapons. The former calls for an adaptation of
doctrine and training, the latter NBC protection. Furthermore, the
EU lacks the relevant strategic intelligence assets, attack helicop-
ters, precision-guided munitions and stand-off weaponry for pro-
viding the necessary air support, which also suffers currently from
thelimited carrier-based assets. Hence the scenario’s assumption is
that the operation is conducted in coordination with the United
States.

Scenario V: homeland defence

A. The challenge

In recent years, non-state actors have begun to use or threaten to
use unconventional weapons and weapons of mass destruction.
The sarin nerve gas attacks by the Aum Shinrikyo sect in Japan
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(12 fatalities), the ostentatious placing of a quantity of caesium-
137 in Izmailovo Park in Moscow and the anthrax attacks in the
United States leading to S fatalities demonstrate that the chemical,
biological and radiological threats are already real rather than vir-
tual. Eventually, a dedicated WMD attack could be conducted
against a population target in Europe. This threat was recognised
by the European Council in Seville in June 2002: ‘Priority action for
the European Union, includingin the field of CFSPand ESDP, con-
cerning the fight against terrorism, should focus on. .. strengthen-
ing arrangements for sharing intelligence and developing the pro-
duction of situation assessments and early warning reports,
drawing on the widest range of sources, and developing our com-
mon evaluation of the terrorist threatagainst the Member States or
the forces deployed under ESDP outside the Union in crisis man-
agement operations, including the threat posed by terrorist use of
weapons of mass destruction.’””

B. The aim

Theaim is to provide a collective military contribution to the oper-
ations required:

I toprotect facilities which intelligence sources consider to

be targets of an impending terrorist attack;

I tolimit the consequences of a terrorist attack which has

either already occurred or is in progress (as an ongoing biolog-

ical attack).

Neither of these contingencies is a Petersberg task. Neverthe-
less, we have seen that homeland defence is clearly covered by the
draft Constitution in its solidarity clause. In light of recent EU
decisions and declarations concerning the fight against terror-
ism in the EU, notably in the JHA context, it would not be
unlikely that the political decision would be made to marshal
assets collectively, rather than leave every member state to fend
for itself.
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C. The contingency

Two different contingencies are foreseen in this scenario: protec-
tion prior to any terrorist attack, and palliatives and consequence-
limitation after an attack.

C.1.Protection

The threat of catastrophic terrorism continues. Because of the
scale of the threat, the distinction between internal and external
security is blurred. There is no other possibility but to use military
forces for homeland defence. Individual countries are likely to lack
capabilities for extensive homeland defence efforts. For that rea-
son, the EU has created a pool of assets. This contingency involves
the protection of a number of critical facilities on EU territory,
including power plants, harbours, airports and government build-
ings, against terrorist attacks.

Terrorists are expected to attack with unconventional means,
possibly ‘dirty bombs’ and biological weapons, which they smug-
gle in or produce locally. They will use these as weapons of mass
disruption and mass destruction. Moreover, further attacks with
aircraft cannot be ruled out. The contingency also involves inten-
sified controls of the EU’s external borders.

C.2. Consequence-limitation

A biological weapons attack has occurred with a known but viru-
lently infectious agent, for example smallpox, in two shopping cen-
tres in separate EU countries. The spread of the disease threatens
wide-scale disruption, along lines similar to the US Dark Winter
high-level exercise of summer 2001,78 with the following differ-
ences: two areas are targeted rather than three; first respondents
will have been vaccinated before the attack; advance stockpiling of
vaccines at the national and EU levels has taken place; appropriate
contingency planning, along with extensive exercising of the
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EURATOX variety has been carried out; the corresponding meas-
ures are implemented in an aggressive and timely manner.

D. The capability

D.1.Protection

Planning assumptions

D Given theavailableintelligence, the fourlargestairports, the two
biggest harbours, the ten most critical power plants, the ten most
critical chemical plants and all the capitals of EU member states,
including the seat of the EU in Brussels, must be protected.

D The EU will provide light infantry as a back-up to national
police forces, in order to help protect critical infrastructure and to
assist member states to secure the external borders of the EU.

Operational assumptions

The mission requires the use of light infantry, SOF and (layered) air
defences to assist national governments with:
I air defence against aircraft and UAVs;
I military assistance to civil authorities for the mainte-
nance of law and order;
I surveillance, intelligence and observation.

D. 2. Consequence-limitation

D National armed forces of the countries affected or at risk of
being affected assist civil authorities’ actions in implementing
measures including:
I support in the maintenance of law and order, as in the
French emergency plan Vigipirate Renforcé;
I the control of external borders and points of entry, air-
ports, ports, etc.;
I theeffective quarantining of areas in which ‘ring vaccina-
tion’ is to be conducted, in order to treat all of the affected pop-
ulation without having to divert scarce resources to other



Strategic scenarios

areas. Such a fatal dissipation of resources would occur if the
epidemic were not contained.
I Suchmeasures, while going beyond the use of the military
in current counter-terrorism operations - such as the role of
the French military in Vigipirate Renforcé or of the British Army
in Northern Ireland operations - would be similar in their phi-
losophy to WHO-inspired quarantining during the final eradi-
cation of naturally occurring smallpox in the Indian subconti-
nent during the 1970s. The scale of mobilisation would be
contingent upon the virulence of the attack but could well
involve a substantial portion of armed forces. General purpose
forces would be involved no less than specialist forces.
D Collective EU police, civil defence and military (ERRF) assets
could be dispatched in particular to those areas where national
capabilities would be insufficient, i.e. notably in some of the
smaller states but more generally to the most exposed areas in
terms of points of entry and transit routes. In this respect, it may
be useful to develop, alongside the standing ERRF capabilities,
earmarked reserve assets, in effect an EU-style National Guard, or
Territorial Army.

E. Implications

In both types of contingencies a premium would be put on both
speed and mass. Therefore, large-scale advance simulation and
exercising of potential contingencies would be necessary at all lev-
els - political, operational and tactical - and would in certain cases
involve the general public. Unlike other scenarios, exercising and
contingency planning would have to integrate both civil authori-
ties and military forces.

Similarly,and more broadly, military defence, civil defence and
domestic security organisations will have to be brought together
at the political and administrative levels, both in the member
states of the EU and within the EU institutions. An example of
such a trend is provided by the French decision to establish a pres-
idential-level domestic Security Council (Conseil de Sécurité
intérieure), alongside the long-standing presidential-level Defence
Council (Conseil de Défense). At the EU level, decision-making
between the existing second and third pillars (CFSP and JHA
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respectively) will have to be integrated in some form.

Finally, civil authorities will have to involve not only the mem-
ber states and the EU as such but also, and possibly even more
importantly, the substate levels of action. In this respect, and
notwithstanding the daunting set of challenges which have been
listed under scenario V, the EU and its members are in a situation
which s, in some regards, more favourable than that of the United
States. In the latter, most of the key actors, public or private, come
under a non-federal authority: the 50 states - the National Guard
is organised at that level, with authority exercised by the elected
Governor of each state; the 5,000-plus counties, involving most of
the police forces; and countless municipalities, cities having their
own police forces, e.g. New York Police Department, not to men-
tion a mostly privatised, atomised, health care system.

Much like the United States, the EU should consider develop-
ing a homeland defence capability, bringing together the collec-
tive assets of the Council and the Commission, including a mili-
tary component with a European equivalent of the recently
created US Northern Command. Such a command would handle
the military aspects of European-wide contingency planning and
exercising against scenario V threats, and could be, if needed,
entrusted with the implementation of the corresponding collec-
tive measures.

Member states will have to make choices on the allocation of
scarce assets for homeland defence and other scenarios. Although
such trade-offs also exist between the other scenarios, particularly
between scenario I on the one hand and scenarios II, IIl and IV on
the other, the trade-offis more acute with homeland defence.

F. Shortfalls

Civil protection is a member-state responsibility. In general, EU
nations lack the means to deal with the consequences of attacks by
weapons of mass destruction. Regarding the prevention of terror-
istattacks, there is alack of IMINT and SIGINT collection; tactical
assets, including theatre surveillance and reconnaissance/target
acquisition and HUMINT. To deal with catastrophic terrorism,
there is a need for more SOF or counter-terror units. The potential
use of air-breathing or ballistic missiles may also require greater
extended air defence capabilities.
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A capacity for
autonomous action

As we have seen in the previous chapters, the deteriorating interna-
tional context, the enlarged Union and the European Security
Strategy underline the need for effective European capabilities,
which are ultimately an essential part of a strong relationship
between the United States and Europe.

This chapter firstly identifies the deficiencies in these capabili-
ties, especially concerning the most demanding aspects of each
scenario, and secondly suggests some ways to correct them. No
attempt has been made to form a hierarchy between the various
scenarios or to establish priorities between the different findings:
such political judgements will be the responsibility of the EU.

EU deficiencies

As noted earlier, the Union is currently able to mount large-scale
peacekeeping operations like those envisioned in scenario I. The
fact that there is an overwhelming majority of European troops in
NATO operations like ISAF and KFOR suggests that Europeans
have developed a real capacity for peacekeeping and stabilisation,
including a civilian component. This is no mean achievement.
Moreover, as Operation Artemis demonstrated, the Union is able to
deploy rapidly close to 2,000 soldiers to enforce and restore peacein
an extremely remote and conflict-ridden environment.

However, its capacity to wage and win wars in a more demand-
ing scenarios is very limited. In such cases the Union lacks capabil-
ities for autonomous actions and must therefore rely heavily on
external actors. Moreover, operations in hostile environments
always carry the risk of casualties, and they demand capabilities
that enhance soldiers’ protection and decrease collateral damage.
The Union does not have sufficient capabilities of these types. In
the more demanding cases, this lack of capabilities decreases the
chances of success while raising the costs to unacceptable levels.
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Since risks are inherent in any war-fighting operation, the ability
to reduce these risks would help military planners and civilian
decision-makers to make a better cost-benefit calculation. Over-
all, there are serious shortfalls that preclude the EU carrying out
large-scale, sustained, out-of-area combat operations.

FINDING 1 - DEPLOYABILITY AND SUSTAINABILITY

The Union cannot deploy land forces quickly and cannot sustain
them, due to the shortage of committed, deployable, combat-ready
forces.

Most European forces are still in-place forces. This explains why
only 10 to 15 per cent of European forces are deployable. The 19
members of NATO, prior to the organisation’s formal enlargement
on 2 April 2004, collectively had 250 combat brigades, including 69
US brigades. Less than 80 of those, including 29 US brigades, are
considered ‘deployable’. Relief of deployed forces is required after
sixmonths;anew deployment of a unitis considered after one year.
Two brigades in reserve are therefore required for each deployed
brigade. Thus, only 15 to 177° European brigades can be deployed
at any given moment. This makes a total of approximately 40,000
troops. Of course, for a one-time deployment for combat missions
the number could be significantly higher.

The reason for the small percentage of forces that can be
deployed in relation to the number in existence is related to the
organisation of many of the armed forces in Europe, which are
either still entirely reliant upon conscription or are in the
process of transition. Improved readiness and availability imply
having more all-volunteer, professional armed forces. Only 7 of
the 15 EU member states have such armed forces;80 the others
have mixed forces with an emphasis on conscripts. For political
reasons, conscripts in most countries can only be deployed for
collective defence and less demanding, classical or first-genera-
tion peacekeeping operations. Other tasks require volunteers.
Thus the number of active forces available for Petersberg tasks is
substantially below EU member states’ combined active
strength.

The basic need for the Headline Goal is to be able to respond to
the range of military activities covered by the Petersberg tasks.
However, it is possible that other tasks will be added in the light of
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11 September and the need to help deal with rising terrorist
threats. In any case, the Petersberg tasks cover a wide range of
engagements, with very different levels of military intensity and
required speed of reaction. A classification of states of readiness
derived from NATO’s rather different tasks may not provide the
best guide for the EU. It is necessary to consider what may need to
be done by EU forces and, in the light of that, to devise realistic
states of readiness, including for rapid response or reaction, to
enable the EU to play a full and appropriate role in security affairs.

Certain missions, such as the evacuation of civilians, will call
for a very high state of readiness, days rather than weeks. On the
other hand, major peacekeeping deployments of the classic kind
may allow for 90 days’ notice or more, but require the investment
of rather larger numbers over an extended and unpredictable
period of time. In other peace support deployments, there may
also be considerable notice, whilst there may be certain cases, as in
stopping civil war or genocide, that require the early and speedy
deployment of, at any rate, lead elements. The EU must therefore
aim to have a choice of forces available for any deployment pat-
tern. It needs to compile a table of readiness requirements, related
to realistic scenarios. It will have to consider in particular the avail-
ability of deployable HQs, and the degree of interoperability nec-
essary when forming effective joint formations.

For the less demanding Petersberg missions, only some ele-
ments of the ERRF would have to be deployed. For the most
demandinglarge-scale, sustained combat missions, the full ERRF
would have to be deployed. A force of 60,000 thatincludes logistics
and combat support cannot carry out these kinds of missions. To
be able to fulfil the most demanding tasks would require at least
60,000 combat forces and, given the ratio of combat to non-combat
troops, this would imply a pool of 150,000-200,000 troops.

As far as sustainability is concerned, at Helsinki, the Union
agreed that the force deployed should be sustained for atleast one
year. Given the nature of contemporary conflicts, it should be
emphasised that a one-year sustainability period is too short. The
international standard for sustainability requirement is three
years, with troop rotation after six months and a gap of one year
between periods of duty. Consequently, for each unit deployed
two should be held in reserve. The present Helsinki catalogue does
not provide for replacement forces.
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D In conclusion, the need is to increase the number of deployable
troops and the capabilities for moving and supplying them. It is
also necessary to create small, rapidly deployable force packages for
quick entry. The Helsinki Headline Goal requires the European
Union to be able to sustain operations under the full range of
Petersberg tasks ‘for at least one year’. However, the present force
catalogue is only 100,000, which indicates that sustainability is a
major shortfall, especially when it comes to larger and longer oper-
ations. Only if member states adapt conscription can this shortfall
be remedied.

Another step is to make the NATO Response Force (NRF),
which is to be capable of rapid deployment at 7-30 days’ notice,
answerable to the Union. Since this is made up entirely of Euro-
pean troops, the fulfilment of the NRF requirements will enhance
the ability of the Union to deploy rapidly.

FINDING 2 - FORCE PACKAGING
The Union has no agreed system for force packaging, which severely
restricts deployability and sustainability.

A European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) would include land, air

and sea components. For the conduct of operations, national units

will be brought togetherin tailor-made force packages onanad hoc
basis. For planning purposes, the following force packages are thus
proposed.

1) Land forces could be structured as a European Multinational
Expeditionary Corps (EMEC) with 60,000 combat forces, from
which European Multinational Expeditionary Task Forces
(EMETF) could be formed. A rule of thumb suggests the follow-
ing composition of armed forces forthe most demanding scenario:
I one-third logistics (however, in the pre-deployment phase

logistics could be as high as 50 per cent);
I one-third combat support forces;
I one-third manoeuvre or combat forces.
The current composition of the force catalogue puts severe con-
straints on rapid deployment. Most of the scenarios place a pre-
mium on rapid response. The Union could adopt a new system
for forming force packages, so that forces could be deployed
more quickly. The first step would be the creation of battle
groups (of around 1,500 men), which will enhance the Union’s
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readiness and deployability. Smaller packages of forces will be
necessary for more rapid deployments and quick entry forces.
So far as air components are concerned, the need is to assemble
deployable packages, comprising effective combat and support
elements, from national units. The ability to deliver precision
guided munitions will be crucial, both for reducing sorties and
for avoiding collateral damage. For planning purposes, the
packages might be organised as European Multinational Air
Wings (EMAW) that could consist of 2 or 3 squadrons. Depend-
ing on the mission, the EMAW should include support ele-
ments such as air defence fighters, tankers and surveillance air-
craft. The right balance between combat and support aircraft s
generally considered to be 3:2. The minimum requirement for
the most demanding missions is 9 EMAW, i.e. 360 combat air-
craft. For less demanding missions, up to 3 air wings could be
deployed, with 6 in reserve. This is sufficient to sustain a mis-
sion for an indefinite period of time. The total number of air-
craft required (combat plus support) would be about 600, and
they would have to be sufficiently interoperable. At the Capabil-
ities Commitment Conference of November 2001, only 400 air-
craft were committed.

The composition of naval force packages calls for a slightly dif-
ferent approach. For planning purposes, a European Multi-
national Maritime Force (EMMF) could be the principal organ-
isational structure. Again, the exact composition would depend
on the mission. The most demanding task is power projection,
consisting of a combination of strike, land attack and amphibi-
ous operations. This requires three broad modules: aircraft,
land attack and strategic lift, all with their own support and
escort forces. The most demanding scenario will require a force
of 2 aircraft carriers, 8 amphibious ships with their organic hel-
icopters, 6 submarines, 20 surface combatants, 1 command
platform, 4 support ships and 10 maritime patrol aircraft.

As far as police missions are concerned, we have seen that each
scenario, except the one for homeland defence, is followed by a
civil-military stabilising campaign. The civil component is
formed out of the EU police capabilities listed at the Géteborg
and Feira summits. Along the lines of the French proposal fora
European gendarmerie, a European Multinational Police Force
(EMPF) could be formed out of the available police forces.
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Although figures will depend on the operation in question, the
most demanding scenario will require up to 1,000 police
officers deployable within 30 days. The force would perform
tasks of strengthening the rule of law and civil administration,
and civil protection.

All these elements must work together efficiently. Therefore,
combined ‘jointness’, i.e. the ability to bring together air, land and
naval components is a prerequisite for a successful military opera-
tion. Moreover, doctrine and training require emphasis on jointness
as well.

Lastly, there is the readiness requirement. Initial entry require-
ments, e.g. in the case of emergencies, demand high states of readi-
ness for specific units. A battalion should be able to move at 48
hours’ notice. Larger, brigade-sized units should be able to move
within 21 days, a division-sized unit within 6 weeks and the full
EMEC in 2 months. Regardingair forces,one EMAW should be kept
on 48 hours’ notice; 3 at7 days’and 9 at 6 weeks’ notice. Finally, one
EMMF should beable to deployat 7 days’ notice,asecond at 21 days’
notice. Elements of an EMMF, such as submarines and maritime
patrolaircraft, should be keptatvery high states of readiness (hours,
rather than days) for strategic intelligence collection.

D In conclusion, the ERRF’s readiness requirements for the
scenarios mentioned are:

Force package
Scenario HQ
land air sea police

Large-scale Deployed within|30,000 troops 1EMAW Surface combatantsand |1 EMPF
peacekeeping 15 days deployed within 60|deployed maritime patrol aircraft

days within 30 form one EMMF

days deployed within 30 days

Humanitarian |Deployed within|10,000 troops 3 EMAWs 1EMMFand 1 MCM 1EMPF
intervention 15 days deployed within 15|deployed force deployed within 15

days including one |within 15 days

battle group for  |days

quickentry
Regional warfare|Deployed within|A full EMEC 9 EMAWs 2EMMFsand2MCM |1 EMPF

15 days deployed within 21|deployed forces deployed within 15
days within 15 days
days

Counter- Deployed within|Battle groupof =~ |2EMAWSs  |Surface combatantsand |1 EMPF
terrorism 7 days 1,500 SOF deployed maritime patrol aircraft

deployed within 15|within 15 form one EMMF

days days deployed within 15 days
Homeland None
defence
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FINDING 3 — RISKS OF CASUALTIES AND COLLATERAL DAMAGE

The Unionis capable of conductinga wide range of operations, includ-
ing high-intensity warfare. However, it runs a relatively high risk of
casualties among engaged forces and collateral damage.

Compared with US forces, the EU relies too much on gravity, non-
guided bombs, whilst precision-guided munitions and stand-off
weaponry will reduce both collateral damage and the risks for air-
crews. More importantly, smart weapons drastically reduce the
number of missions and hence the number of aircraft required and
their supporting elements. The Union has few additional combat-
ready divisions, sea-based air power, and marine and air expedi-
tionary forces available. Consequently, the Union lacks escalation
dominance.

Essential Operational Capabilities (EOCs) provide a useful way
of identifying specific shortfalls when creating expeditionary
armed forces. The EOCs are: timely availability; validated intelli-
gence; deployability and mobility; effective engagement; com-
mand and control;logistic support; survivability and force protec-
tion. Together, these seven EOCs form a ‘military capability’.
Analysis of the scenarios reveals the following shortfalls regarding
the ERRF:
| Timely availability

High-readiness, highly mobile, lethal forces, equipped and

trained for missions in difficult terrain

SOF, for covert and overt search and destroy operations

SF, e.g. air manoeuvre brigades
| Validated intelligence

Strategic reconnaissance (including satellites)

Intelligence cooperation

IMINT/SIGINT collection, and early warning and distant

detection (ISTAR)

Theatre surveillance and reconnaissance, surveillance and tar-

getacquisition and HUMINT
I Deployability and (strategic) mobility

Strategic air- and sealift capabilities; with emphasis on wide-

bodied aircraft and roll-on roll- off ships

Air-to-air refuelling
| Effective engagement

Precision-guided munitions and stand-off weaponry, including

cruise missiles, and attack helicopters
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I Command and control
Secure, deployable C4
I Logistic support
Tactical lift capabilities, notably transport helicopters
Tracking and tracing systems
| Survivability and force protection
Suppression of enemy air defences
NBC protection and detection
Combat search and rescue
Medical support

The first priority is C4ISTAR, which is a critical enabler for any
EU mission. The second priority is lift. A force can only be expedi-
tionary if sufficient strategic air- and sealift is available. A tracing
and tracking system is a prerequisite for effective logistics and
reinforces the Union’s rapid deployment capability. Conventional
and counter-insurgency expeditionary warfare requires force pro-
jection capabilities, including precision-guided munitions, stand-
off weaponry, air-to-air refuelling, and tactical lift. Counter-insur-
gency operations require an emphasis on SOF. The third priority,
in the most demanding scenarios, is NBC protection and detec-
tion for force protection. These elements are minimum require-
ments in order to carry out peacekeeping operations and provide
the framework for more demanding operations.

D In conclusion, in order to meet some of its global responsibili-
ties, the Union needs expeditionary armed forces to conduct high-
tempo, large-scale conventional and counter-insurgency combat
operations far from Europe. These operations must be conducted
with the minimum of risk and damage.

FINDING 4 - FORCE TRANSFORMATION

Out-of-area warfare and new roles and missions, such as counter-
insurgency and counter-terrorism, require a new doctrinal approach
and new training methods. However, the Union has no conceptual
approach to force transformation.

The need for intervention forces requires the Union to spend more
on force transformation. Force transformation requires a doctrinal
context that forms the basis for training and procurement.
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Regarding doctrine, a fundamental shift must be taken into
account, from traditional platform-centric warfare to network-
centric warfare (NCW). Basically, NCW applies information supe-
riority to the battlefield, permitting the extensive integration of
different units. It is based on the idea that timely and relevant
information sharing, in which geographically dispersed military
units form an interconnected network, is the key to success. The
results are increased combat power irrespective of weather condi-
tions, increased speed of command, a higher tempo of operations,
increased survivability and a degree of self-synchronisation. NCW
relies on very advanced C4ISTAR, including satellites, manned
and unmanned reconnaissance aircraft transferring data to units
in the theatre.

The US-led Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom
demonstrated the various advantages of NCW. Land power rein-
forced air power, and vice versa. Logistical support was impressive.
The United States not only managed to fight half way around the
globe; it was able to move ammunition, fuel, rations and water to
manoeuvre units deep inside the theatre of operations. The
United States demonstrated its ability to sustain long advances by
armoured and mechanised forces. At the strategic level, these
operations illustrated that forces applying NCW concepts were
able to achieve military success with remarkably low numbers of
friendly casualties, although at the tactical level results were less
impressive.

The Union’s member states will have to take account of the les-
sons learned in these operations in their defence and operational
planning. There are two ways of adapting European forces to
NCW. One is to become fully interoperable with US forces, being
trained and equipped following the same principles and similar
doctrines. In the other, European forces can acquire a degree of
‘cooperability’ with US forces. In other words, Europeans could
focus on those network-centric capabilities that enable them to
operate with the United States, accepting differences in equip-
ment, training and doctrine, but being able to ‘plugin’ to the net-
workvia highly interoperable C4ISTAR elements. This is the direc-
tion already being taken by some European countries, France,
Sweden and the United Kingdom in particular. Given the defence
spending gap between American and European forces, the second
option is more realistic. In that respect, the NATO Response Force
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(NRF) will constitute a testbed for European forces’ transfor-
mation. As the NRF uses assets from the same pool as the ERRF,
the definition of future European capabilities should take this
revolution in warfare into account.

However, a note of caution must be sounded concerning net-
work-centric warfare. Although the prospects offered by it look
very promising and with significant progress in the art of war
being made, NCW does not represent the ultimate panacea. Like
all technological developments and concepts, this modern way of
warfare is not perfect and there are shortfalls to be identified.
Technology is a means to provide more flexibility and effective-
ness butis not an end in itself.

D In conclusion, a conceptual approach to force transformation
must take into account the advantages and limitations of this
revolution in military affairs. As Europeans are unlikely to achieve
full interoperability with the US, a European transformation con-
cept should be based on network enabled rather than network-
centric operations.

FINDING 5 (SCENARIOS I AND IIT) - OPERATIONAL HEADQUARTERS
The European Union cannot provide the operational framework for
large-scale operations. Although there are sufficient deployable head-
quarters to conduct military operations, there are technical shortfalls
when it comes to operations in distant places.

As stated in the Solana document, ‘In an era of globalisation, dis-
tant threats may be as much a concern as those that are near at
hand.’81 This implies that the EU must be able to conduct and sus-
tain operations in distant places.

The functioning of amodern HQ for the planning and conduct
of operations is a resource-intensive, highly skilled business.
Training and professionalism are important; so are relevant tech-
nical capabilities such as communications, computers and intelli-
gence assets. Effective HQs cannot be established ad hoc. A major
deployable HQ would take two years to set up. Given European
countries’ limited spending on defence, there is an obvious attrac-
tion in avoiding duplication. It would make good economic sense
to use existing assets rather than create thinly resourced EU ones.

The existing HQs that are potentially available to the EU are
those of member countries and those of NATO. The latter are in
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principle capable of dealing with the whole range of military tasks,
up toand including major war-fighting. At present, they tend to be
over-large and not well suited to the tasks most likely to arise in
European security. Most are not deployable. However, reforms are
under way and, if they are successful, NATO HQs should, in prin-
ciple, be able to meet any demand that the EU places on them. If
wholehearted collaboration and cooperation could be assumed, it
would make good sense for the EU to rely on the use of NATO HQs
for anything that went beyond the capability of its individual
members. The question is: will NATO assets be available on the
day? Their provision could be frustrated by, say, a Turkish veto
over some dispute with Greece or the EU in general;it could also be
frustrated by the United States, either because it required the cor-
responding assets for its own needs or because it wished to con-
strain or control a given European course of action. Experience
with the negotiations over ‘Berlin-plus’ and US insistence on hav-
ing its own way over a range of security issues indicates that cau-
tion over the availability of NATO HQs would be in order.

The use of member nations’ HQs is attractive in that they are
more likely to be available, but there are problems. Firstly, the
number of members who have suitable HQs islimited: only France
and the United Kingdom, and probably Germany together with
the Netherlands, could provide a joint HQ suitable for a corps-
sized operation. If one or all were engaged elsewhere, their assets
might notbe available. Moreover, if the operation were prolonged,
there could be difficulties in rotation if only two or three nations
were able to provide a HQ. Secondly, whilst the provision of a
national HQ would tend to provide a measure of coherence and
unity of command, the converse of that might be concern that the
providing nation could have too great a say in the conduct of the
operation. In this case, contributing countries would have to rely
on the lead nation’s tactical options. On the other hand, giving
appropriate political and military weight to all participants might
be difficult for operational command and unity of action. More-
over, given that the HQs would have national roles, some delicate
issues in multinational manning and interoperability could arise.
Intelligence sharing might be a particularly difficult matter. A
delicate balance must thus be found between the national and the
European dimension.

In the longer term, if the EU is to be a serious military actor it
will need assets of whose availability it can be assured. That will
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mean either having its own or having a guaranteed right to use
NATO HQs, shedding personnel from non-EU or non-participat-
ing countries for EU operations. Given that most operations in
which it is likely to be engaged will be relatively modest regarding
the size of the force engaged, the use of lead-nation assets may be
the most reliable and economical way forward. A list of suitable
national HQs and the modifications and augmentations neces-
sary for EU operations should thus be drawn up.

EU-led operations could thus be organised in two ways. The
first option would be to nominate a framework nation, as was the
case with Operation Artemis. A framework nation could assume
responsibility for mounting the operation in accordance with the
Union’s concepts. It would provide the framework for the opera-
tions other nations would ‘plugin’. Thisis the preferred option for
contingencies requiring a rapid response, e.g. 5-30 days. The sec-
ond option would be a multinational EU operational headquar-
ters that could conduct the operation. Politically, the contribut-
ing states would have similar rights and responsibilities, although
the operation would be under the operational control of a senior
commander. Moreover, having an EU operational headquarters
would permit small countries to acquire or improve the expertise
required at that level.

In conclusion, the EU must develop clear command and control
arrangements together with the necessary capabilities to provide the
framework for a combat operation. In the long run, an EU HQ must
be capable of conducting an autonomous operation at corps level.

FINDING 6 (SCENARIOS IT AND IIT) - INTEROPERABILITY
The military-technical gap between the United States and most of its
European allies has grown considerably. This raises questions about
interoperability. There are growing problems between the Europeans
and the United States, and among Europeans themselves.

Despite various defence capability initiatives over the last decade,
the military-technical gap between the United States and most of
its European allies has grown considerably. As demonstrated in the
scenarios, for the time being only the United States is capable of
providing the backbone of large, sustained combat operations.
Furthermore, given the different efforts of member states in the
field of defence, there is also a growing military-technical gap



A capacity for autonomous action

among the European member states themselves. This raises crucial
questions about cooperability with the United States and interop-
erability among Europeans.

In general, interoperability means the ability of forces to train,
exercise and operate effectively together in the execution of mis-
sions and tasks. It is mainly related to command and control,
equipment, structures and procedures, and it encompasses several
dimensions: intraservice where different forces must operate in
unison; between different services, where air, land and naval forces
must be able to communicate effectively; and between different
countries, where the same standards mustapply.

With aview to the relevant scenarios, the synchronisation of all
means and all efforts to reach an objective is unlikely, due to the
lack of interoperability. As a result, a coalition force could lose the
initiative and possibly fail. Unity of effort will be jeopardised if the
EU rapid reaction forces lack technical, doctrinal, and organisa-
tional interoperability. Technical interoperability refers to critical
items such as command, control, communications and intelli-
gence (C3I), but also more basic elements such as the calibre of
ammunition and logistics. The same holds true for regulations
and procedures, which are elements of organisational interoper-
ability. Due to differences in procurement systems, national
industrial policies and national doctrinal preferences, only a
limited degree of interoperability has been achieved so far. Conse-
quently, harmonisation is an urgent requirement.

In the Union, work has been in hand on interoperability issues
for some time, in particular in the context of the development of
concepts (e.g. Command and Control Concept). An ECAP Project
Group and the HTF are also dealing with aspects of interoperabil-
ity. The objective of the most recent initiative to develop new capa-
bility goals by 2010 is a qualitative update of European military
capabilities with a view to achieving full interoperability concern-
ing human resources, doctrine and equipment. This objective will
likely not be achieved before 2010.

Efforts within the NATO framework to enhance interoperabil-
ity encompass the refinement of procedures and standardisation
agreements (STANAGs), doctrine, concepts, procedures and
equipment characteristics. Interoperability plays an important
role in the transformation process of Alliance and European
forces in particular. The NATO Response Force will be central to
ensuring interoperability between Europeans and cooperability
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with US forces. The practical adaptation of forces so that they are
able to operate in a multinational environment will rely on NATO
standards butwill also have to take into account the characteristics
of EU external action, especially its civil and military dimension.

There is another aspect which matters in this context. Limited
resources have for along time encouraged a certain degree of task-
sharing among the military. Even the large European military
powers have increasing difficulties in acquiring the entire range of
capabilities needed to cover the whole spectrum of military tasks.
This trend is likely to accelerate. Furthermore, in the context of
European integration and a globalised world, the scope of purely
national interests and the reasons to act alone militarily is
reduced. Solidarity, efficiency and legitimacy are strong incentives
for acting together. Such an evolution will translate into an inten-
sified need to pool resources and come up with multinational
capabilities, in a variety of areas. So far, progress on interoper-
ability seems to be linked to the amount of political will and
resources member states are prepared to commit in cooperation
with others. The ‘permanent structured cooperation’ system will
provide for a more suitable framework allowing groundbreaking
initiatives and significant progress in the future. In this respect,
the Agency could also provide useful guidelines for enhancing
interoperability among European forces.

The Union may deploy a force as a Combined Joint Task Force
(CJTE), but without sufficient interoperability the CJTF concept
is meaningless. A CJTF operation demands a modular approach,
which should be adapted to the operational requirements. Con-
ventional warfare requires combined arms operations,i.e. the inte-
grated use of armour, artillery, infantry, etc. with a high degree of
doctrinal, organisational and technical interoperability among
national divisions and brigades. Also, air campaigns require a high
degree of doctrinal, organisational and technical interoperability.
Counter-insurgency warfare and peacekeeping do not necessarily
call for combined operations. Instead, small units, such as battal-
ions, companies or even platoons conduct operations.

D In conclusion, since the Union’s operations are likely to include
different services and different countries, interoperability between
European forces is crucial in order to act successfully. To achieve
full interoperability in human resources, doctrine and equipments
must be the long-term goal of European defence reforms.
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FINDING 7 (SCENARIO V) - HOMELAND DEFENCE

Homeland defence presents new military tasks, mostly in support of
civil authorities. These are national and local responsibilities, and
there is little cooperation within the Union. Consequently, the Union
contributes little to meeting this challenge.

As noted earlier, the Union’s draft Constitution foresees the incor-
poration of prevention of terrorist attacks as a Petersberg task. ‘All
these [Petersberg] tasks may contribute to the fight against terror-
ism . .. including by supporting third countries in combating ter-
rorism in their territories.”82 In terms of solidarity with European
member states, Article 15 states that ‘the Member States shall
actively and unreservedly support the Union’s common foreign
and security policy in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity ..
Furthermore, Article 40 introduced the possibility of a member
state requesting aid and assistance when ‘victim of armed aggres-
sion on its territory’. Conflict prevention may also be considered
as extending into the realm of homeland defence. The Solidarity
Clause (Article I-42) is the most explicit in this field, requiring the
Union to mobilise all instruments available to prevent the terror-
ist threatin the territory of the member states, protect democratic
institutions and the civilian population from any terrorist attack,
and to assist a member state in its territory at the request of its
political authorities in the event of a terrorist attack. Homeland
defence is therefore clearly covered by the draft Constitution. Fur-
thermore, since the European Council Declaration of 25 March
2004, this Solidarity Clause in the event of terrorist attacks has
become a reality.

Prevention of terrorist attacks is considered under scenario V.
A major shortfall in creating a credible response remains the
unclear connection between internal and external security. This
requires at the very least close coordination between the existing
second (CFSP) and third (JHA) pillars, e.g. through a third-pillar
representative in the Political and Security Committee (PSC) and
more desirably a form of integration between them, possibly
including the creation of a ‘European Security Council’. The key
question is how to organise solidarity effectively.

Member states might benefit from a European pool of spe-
cialised civilian or military civil protection units undertaking joint
training and intervention coordination programmes so as to facili-
tate more effective intervention in the event of disasters inside
Union territory. This proposal, first presented by the Convention’s
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Working Group on Defence, was further elaborated by former Com-
missioner Michel Barnier. He has proposed a ‘Eurocorps’, which
would be a force made up of national and regional mobile units that
are specialised in dealing with catastrophes, such as storms, earth-
quakes, flooding or fire. As the member states lack the capabilities
to deal with large-scale disasters and the consequences of cata-
strophic terrorism, such a Eurocorps should be established quickly.

The Union should also envisage the creation of stocks of col-
lective resources for dealing with emergencies such as wide-scale
contamination from a chemical attack. Medical supplies such as
stockpiles of the relevant vaccines could save many lives if they
were available on time in sufficient quantities. Similarly, EU stan-
dards of interoperability should be set between the national and
local networks involved in crisis management and consequence
management, e.g. identification/detection networks, communi-
cations networks, response systems specifications.

Finally, the post of coordinator responsible for civil and home-
land defence will enhance the necessary collaboration between the
Union’s members and relevant EU bodies. The already important
activities of the Commission could be better coordinated with
JHA officials. Most importantly, since responsibilities in this field
are mostly subnational, the coordinator could playa crucial rolein
harmonising procedures, setting up common standards and
enhancing interoperability of the above-mentioned civilian units.
The aim is to achieve coherence among all the relevant actors in

the field of homeland defence.

D In conclusion, homeland defence presents the Union with
numerous challenges. Solidarity among member states calls for
concrete measures to make this political commitment effective.
Civilian units, commonly owned medical stockpiles and the post of
coordinator for homeland defence are first steps towards enhanc-
ing the Union’s ability to meet this challenge.

FINDING 8 (SCENARIO IIT) - STRATEGIC DECISION-MAKING AND
CRISIS MANAGEMENT

The Union has limited capabilities for strategic decision-making and
crisis management, partly due to the weakness of Europe’s military
space programme.
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‘As a Union of 25 members, spending some €160 billion on
defence, we should be able to sustain several operations simultane-
ously.”83 The EU’s ambition regarding security strategy is clear,
but its ability to realise that ambition is severely restricted due to
limited technical capabilities for strategic decision-making.

The use of force is a last resort, to be used when other means
have either failed or are inoperative. But simply waiting until other
options have failed could be counterproductive and preclude the
timely and effective use of force, because the initiative could be
lost. Thus, effective crisis management requires proactive strate-
gic decision-makingat the politico-military strategic level. For the
Union, a major challenge is to get used to this new reality and try
to make organisational and procedural changes where possible.
Clearly, there is no ideal solution, in that any coalition warfare
bears the risks of division and disagreements. However, strategic
decision-making is a critical factor. A prerequisite for effective
decision-making is clear and unambiguous command and con-
trol arrangements. Cumbersome arrangements will undermine
unity of effort, credibility and flexibility, and will consequently
resultin loss of the initiative. For combat operations in particular,
this is a serious challenge. The decision to appoint a High Repre-
sentative for CFSP was of great significance: during a crisis requir-
ing the use of military assets he would presumably provide the
EU’s military with political and strategic guidance. A major short-
fallis the size of the staffs in supportof the strategic decision-mak-
ing. Both the PJC and the MC have limited staffs, which would
severely restrict the Union’s strategic decision-making capacity
and coherence in challenging operations.

One of the most serious shortfalls is in strategic intelligence.
The Union has no military intelligence satellites. It depends on
national and commercial capabilities, but there is no assured
access. Moreover, obtaining imagery is usually a lengthy process,
whilst strategic decision-making could require near real-time
intelligence. A neglected aspect of strategic decision-making,
including the strategic command of operations, is space systems,
i.e. satellites for command, control and communications;
intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition and reconnaissance;
early warning; signals intelligence; positioning, navigation and
timing, weather, oceanography and mapping; combat search and
rescue, and space surveillance. Member states together spend
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twelve times less than the United States does on security and
defence-related uses of space (€1.4bnversus $16.5 bn). Therearea
limited number of national space programmes, for observation,
communication and intelligence. As these programmes are driven
by national requirements, interoperability has never been an
objective.

A future ESDP will need a reconnaissance and early warning
satellite system, based on common requirements. Specific mili-
tary systems for command, control and communications; intelli-
gence, surveillance, target acquisition and reconnaissance, and
signals intelligence are required. An immediate solution would be
increased access by the EU Satellite Centre to existing commercial
satellites and the pooling of information gathered by national
military satellites. A longer-term solution would be the develop-
ment by the Union of new-generation, collectively owned satel-
lites. The recommendation in the STAR 21 Report that the
defence staffs of Belgium, France, Germany, Italy and Spain define
common operational military requirements for European obser-
vation satellites is endorsed.84

D In conclusion, the Union and its members will have to devote
more resources to the generally underfunded security and defence-
related space programmes. In particular, intelligence satellites will
greatly enhance the coherence and ability of the current EU insti-
tutions to plan and carry out the most demanding operations.

Ways of correcting deficiencies

There are several ways of correcting the deficiencies in the EU’s
capabilities. Briefly put, the approach can be bottom-up or top-
down. In the first case, the Union’s members make the key deci-
sions and keep sovereign control of management of their defence
capabilities. This approach has so far characterised the process of
developing capabilities inside ESDP. To be effective, it requires
close coordination. For example, the ECAP process, launched at
the Union’s Capabilities Improvement Conference of November
2001, is based on voluntary national commitments to enhance
capabilities, expressed in a coordinated manner by EU members,
who remain responsible for the delivery of these military capabili-
ties. It was established on the following assumptions. The defence
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apparatus of the various EU countries leave considerable room for
rationalisation; therefore enhanced effectiveness and efficiency
through increased cooperation can be achieved. The required
capabilities can be acquired by combining efforts, by initiating
national projects or by developing new projects and initiatives.
Avoiding unnecessary duplication with NATO and among EU
member states, by ensuring cooperation and transparency, will
improve efficiency. Voluntary commitments do not represent dif-
ficulties if capabilities exist. But to fill gaps, and develop pro-
grammes, national willingness is not enough. It was therefore
decided at the Union level that, without changing the bottom-up
nature of the exercise, a ‘road map’ drafted by the EUMS could
bridge the gap between the voluntary basis and the interests of the
EU as whole.

In the top-down approach, at the opposite end of the spectrum,
the Union’s interests take precedence over national preferences.
The reasoning in this case is that the Union is considered to be a
defence entity to which member states contribute, taking into
account the Union’s interests decided either collectively or by a
‘supranational’ authority. Genuine role-specialisation requires a
top-down approach, while other initiatives to achieve more effi-
cient defence spending could be bottom-up. A top-down
approach requires collective and/or supranational policies and a
functioning defence planning mechanism. Given present political
realities within the Union, itisassumed that member states will, at
least for the foreseeable future, favour bottom-up initiatives to
achieve greater efficiency.

However, both approaches require a common understanding
on what the Union’s ESDP should be aimed at. Remedying short-
falls can only be done if there is agreement on its political ambi-
tions and a mechanism for defence planning. The former has now
been well identified by the European Security Strategy; the latter
requires an EU Capabilities Development Mechanism which
should link military and non-military capabilities; formulate
transformation goals; identify shortfalls and link lessons learned
to planned needs.

Both approaches also require investment and adequate budg-
ets. It is well known that Europe does not do very well in that
respect. In some areas the Union’s member states have collectively
only 10-15 per cent of the assets of the United States, although
they collectively spend some 40 per cent of what the Americans
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spend on their armed forces. Nevertheless, correcting shortfalls is
not beyond the Union’s capabilities. Approximately €42 billion
are needed to make the necessary acquisitions. This is not beyond
the Union’s reach since, collectively, the member states spend
€160 billion on defence, even though this last figure also includes
running and personnel costs.

Given limited budgets, the aim is to optimise output. As an
example, the following table sums up the priority acquisitions:

Shortfall Number of systems Acquisition costs in€ bn
Strategic transport (air) 225 A400M 19
Air-to-air refuelling 20-30 5-7.5
Suppression of enemy air|20-40 2-4
defences
Electronic warfare 8-12 1.6-2.4
Air-to-ground surveillance 4-8 1.4-2.8
All-weather strategic theatre | 12 x4 (Predator) 0.3
surveillance capabilities 13 x4 (Global Hawk) 0.45-0.75
Combat search and rescue 12-24 (helicopters) 0.6-1.2
Electronic intelligence/signals | 4-8 2-4
intelligence

Whether or not EU member states’ defence spending increases
over the coming years, it is necessary to reduce deficiencies. The
rest of this chapter outlines ways to address them.

a. Bottom-up specialisation

Each EU member state has a unique historical heritage and geo-
graphical position that heavily influences its strategic choices and
defence posture. For example, it is understandable that Finland
should be more influenced by territorial defence thinking than the
United Kingdom is. In this context, and depending on its political
ambitions and budgetary constraints, each member state could
unilaterally specialise in a specific type of force. Linked to the
Union’s capability for autonomous action, the following options
could be chosen. 85
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Type of force

Military assets

Stabilisation and reconstruction force: con-
tributes to low-end, classical peacekeeping

operations

Light infantry, air- and sealift

Defensive expeditionary force
Contributes with defensive means to an inter-

national coalition

The aforementioned assets, plus reconnais-
sance aircraft, minehunters, air defence, ballis-

tic missile defences

Offensive expeditionary force

Contributes with combat power to an interna-
tional coalition, for all peace support opera-
tions, and conventional warfare. These are

likely to be ‘follow-on forces’

The aforementioned assets, plus surface com-
batantwarships, fighters, submarines, mecha-

nised and infantry units, etc.

Full spectrum expeditionary force. Contributes
to all peace support operations, conventional

and unconventional warfare, including

The aforementioned assets, plus air manoeu-
vre units, special operations forces, marines,

etc.

counter-terror and consequence management
bothathomeandabroad. Theseare likelyto be

‘initial entry forces’

For political and budgetary reasons a member state could have
a narrow interpretation of role specialisation, i.e. unilateral spe-
cialisation on a specific type of force. For example, a member state
could unilaterally decide to specialise on peacekeeping, thereby
abandoning scarce assets that could have been used in more
demanding operations. These unilateral measures could be dam-
aging if not coordinated with other member states.

b. Niche capabilities

Another example of unilateral role specialisation is the focus on
niche capabilities. For example, the Czech Republic has developed
greatly appreciated know-how in chemical warfare. Smaller
member states could thus contribute to a small but important part
of the spectrum of expeditionary warfare. Some assets, such as
special operations forces and mountain units, are scarce assets. The
following is a list of identified niche capabilities:
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specialised forces;

special operations forces;

high-readiness, highly mobile, lethal forces;

human intelligence (HUMINT) for military purposes;
theatre surveillance and reconnaissance;

medical support;

tactical and strategic lift capabilities;

suppression of enemy air defences;

NBC protection and detection;

combat search and rescue (CSAR).

By developing one or several of these niche capabilities,a mem-
ber state could make a significantly greater contribution to the
Union’s autonomy than its intrinsic size would suggest. Clearly,
however, these initiatives also need to be highly coordinated in
order to fulfil the widest possible range of needs at the European
level.

c. Co-financing of national capabilities

A creative way to achieve greater efficiency is by co-financing
national capabilities. For example, one member state could co-
finance the procurement of transport aircraft by another. In return
itwould receive drawing rights. This type of cooperation s especially
promising if member states already possess binational capabilities.

d. Collective capabilities

Another way of advancing the Union’s autonomy is to allow
national capabilities to become collective. In NATO, such capabili-
ties, although limited, exist. However, during the Cold War de facto
role specialisation was developed between EU member states and
the United States. Most capabilities needed to provide the frame-
work for military operations were provided by the United States.
Consequently, most shortfalls are related to providing the opera-
tional framework. Most of the specific shortfalls mentioned could
be remedied through collective measures. Among other things, the
‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements were agreed upon to avoid unnecessary
duplication with NATO and the United States. Nevertheless, some
duplication is necessary for autonomous military operations. The
following areas need further development.



A capacity for autonomous action

Command, control and communications (C3)

Atits 1999 Washington summit, NATO decided to developa C3
system architecture by 2002 as a basis for an integrated Alliance
core capability allowing interoperability with national systems.
The EU countries should harmonise their efforts in this field, to
ensure that this C3 system is compatible or can also be used for
EU operation or force headquarters. This includes electronic
warfare capabilities.

Intelligence, Surveillance, Target Acquisition and Reconnaissance
(ISTAR)

The EU Satellite Centre should have better access to commercial
and military high-resolution satellite imagery and other data
(radar, early warning, etc.) collected by national space-based sys-
tems. The United States possesses some 65 military satellites,
the Europeans only 5. The Union should have more but, if it
appears unlikely that the EU countries can afford to develop a
comparable complete set of satellite systems, they should put
more emphasis on unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) and human
intelligence (HUMINT). Due to the characteristics of contem-
porary conflict, HUMINT is of equal or greater importance
than satellite imagery. The EU countries could, to some extent,
provide data gathered by UAV and HUMINT in exchange for
satellite imagery collected by the United States.

Logistics

During the NATO summit it was decided to begin implement-
ing a Multinational Joint Logistics Centre concept by the end of
1999.In addition, EU nations could rationalise, harmonise and
pool their logistical assets, such as strategic lift capability. As it
is unlikely that Europeans will procure additional lift capabili-
tiessoon, the EU could prepare the establishmentofa European
transport command, ‘Eurolift’, which should review and
improve arrangements for military use of commercial strategic
lift assets. Europe lacks heavy airlift capabilities, such as the
American C-5, C-17 and C-141 aircraft. Moreover, the Euro-
peans have limited military sealift capabilities, such aslarge roll-
on roll-off ships (US 12, Europe 2) and fast sealift ships (US 8,
Europe 0).86 As the Europeans will focus mainly on contingen-
cies on their own continent they should put more emphasis on
road and rail transport capabilities and transport aircraft such
as the C-130. Tactical lift capabilities, including transport heli-
copters, are also required. Tracking and tracing systems could

86. Figures are taken from ‘A
Common European Military Pol-
icy’, Strategic Comments, vol. 5,
no. 6, July 1999.
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be included as well. European forces also lack sufficient engi-
neers and deployable medical units.

| Sustainability and logistics
To sustain their forces effectively, European nations should give
high priority to logistic support capability requirements,
including shore-based facilities. Logistics include enhanced
interoperability through increased standardisation of materiel
and procedures, and the implementation of common stan-
dards, with special emphasis on medical interoperability.

I Combat search and rescue
During Operation Allied Force most of the CSAR capabilities
were provided by the Americans. In Europe, only the French
have any CSAR capability. The EU could establish a European
CSAR capability.

| Airto-air refuelling
Operation Allied Force demonstrated that Europe has very lim-
ited air-to-air refuelling capabilities. Most of these were pro-
vided by the United States. Sustainability requires enhanced
European capabilities. One option is to develop a European
tanker capacity of the required 350 aircraft. As a first step, Euro-
peans should pool their 52 tankers.

I Suppression of enemy air defences and support jamming, includ-
ing associated stand-off weapons and electronic warfare.

I Airdefence systems, including ground-based air defence capabil-
ities and a more effective capability against theatre ballistic
missiles and cruise missiles. Acquiring sufficient theatre mis-
sile defence thus requires emphasis.

I All-weather precision-guided munitions (PGMs) and non-lethal
weapons to reduce collateral damage and risks for own troops.

I Stand-offweaponry, such as cruise missiles.

Under the European Capability Action Plan, the shortfalls
relating to these collective capabilities have been identified. The
framework for dealing with these shortfalls thus exists. It remains
necessary to step up progress in the project groups and to create
these collective capabilities.

e. Top-down specialisation

The measures mentioned above are essentially based on a bottom-
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up approach. Top-down specialisation implies combining capabil-
ities for collective use, which entails a collective decision-making
process or a supranational authority. This option offers some
advantages which deserve consideration. A European defence
based on collective or supranational decision-making opens up the
perspective of role specialisation and commonly owned capabili-
ties. In this framework, member states may be more willing to pool
scarce resources and create more collective capabilities.

Consider the following example. Country x specialises in air
power, country y in land forces and country z in naval forces. In
this case, a supranational authority has the power to combine
force elements of these countries into one Combined Joint Task
Force.

With the resulting economies of scale, this type of role speciali-
sation would enhance Europe’s efficiency in defence spending
dramatically, and costly overheads would be reduced. Obviously,
this revolutionary method for improving the EU’s military effec-
tiveness does not correspond to present-day political realities
within the EU. However, the potential added value of this method
if the situation were to change should not be disregarded.

[- Standing nucleus force and permanent operation headquarters

Alast approach to enhancing the Union’s autonomy is to set up a
permanent force at the Union’s disposal. In order to meet the readi-
ness requirements suggested by the scenarios and to increase the
level of common standards, training and doctrine among the Euro-
pean member states contributing to the ERRF, a permanent core
force would be necessary. This emerges from the lessons of scenario
I. In parallel with this standing nucleus,an EMPF of approximately
250 police personnel is necessary to improve civil-military cooper-
ation and interoperability with the permanentforce. Inaddition, as
finding 5 has argued, a permanent operation headquarters (OHQ)
has to be created. While the concept of framework nation is suit-
ableasaninterim solution until2010, inefficiencies arise due to the
lack of standardised force packaging. The permanent OHQ should
be tasked with determining EU planning assumptions and facili-
tating the creation and training of force elements to plugin to the
standing nucleus.
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g Preparingthe future

Europe has highly competent research centres and a competitive
industrial capacity to address technological requirements in the
field of security. Yet the absence of a genuine framework for secu-
rity research at the EU level and insufficient cooperation among
member states have undermined Europe’s investments in defence
technology. The Union needs to increase its funding in R&D pro-
grammes and activities, and to coordinate national and European
efforts. Obvious synergies, increased coherence and new technol-
ogy transfer rules could significantly enhance the technological
level of Europe’s defence capabilities.

In March 2003, the Commission launched several initiatives
aimed atimproving R&T funding in the Union in the field of secu-
rity. The role of the Commission, as is the case with the Galileo pro-
gramme, can be critical. Since nationally based funding is too nar-
row,and since the duality of these technologies is growing, the gap
between civil and defence research is decreasing. The Commis-
sion’s Preparatory Action in the field of security-related areas has
recognised this urgent need to bring a more coherent and inte-
grated approach to R&D in Europe. The Agency could also play a
significant role in identifying needs and harmonising co-funding
of R&D programmes among member states and with the Com-
mission. The EU’s future defence posture depends on today’s
investments.

Last but not least, an effective CFSP is a condition for Euro-
pean defence. This was the basiclesson from the tragedy of Bosnia.
The best military tools are useless if the Union members disagree
among themselves as to why, when and how to use them. With the
Solana document, the Union now has a genuine framework for the
protection and projection of its interests and values around the
world. An effective CFSP is also a condition for initiating radical
defence reforms such as pooling of forces. Trust remains the basis
of effective collective action. Without it, a capacity for auto-
nomous action will remain elusive.
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Conclusion and
recommendations

With the European Security Strategy document, a real and genuine
strategy framework does exist for the Union. In the document, it is
acknowledged that ‘the European Union is inevitably a global
player [and] it should be ready to share in the responsibility for
global security’. This ambition must be backed by adequate capa-
bilities. Even if the use of force is a last resort, peacekeeping opera-
tions, including police operations, could encounter a hostile envi-
ronment. The readiness and effectiveness of European forces
remain crucial to fulfilment of the Union’s strategic objectives.
Lessons from the scenarioslead to the identification of general and
specific shortfalls. To achieve the necessary transformation of
European capabilities, the following measures should be taken.

1.

Deployability should be increased. Up to 50 per cent of European
forces must become deployable at any given time for operations
outside the EU or to face consequences of catastrophic terrorism.
This objective should be fulfilled within 10 years. At the moment,
only 10 per cent of the committed forces within the Union are
deployable. European countries have almost 1.5 million men
under arms but can only deploy 150,000 troops.

2.
Sustainability should be improved. The Union must be able to sus-
tain 60,000 combat troops for 3 years. At present, the Union’s mem-
bers are unable to sustain a 50,000-troop operation (20 brigades)
over anumber of years.

3.
The highest priority should be put on C4ISTAR, which is a critical
enabler for any EU mission.
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4.
The EU force projection capability should be enlarged with new
force packaging. The EU political and military authorities must
firstbeaware of forces in Europe that remain outside the catalogue.
This would give them a clearer picture of the overall reality of Euro-
pean forces. These authorities should secondly set up a certifica-
tion mechanism of EU forces according to the different missions
that these forces could be called upon to undertake. This certifica-
tion must be given at the EU level.

5.
To enhance deployability and sustainability, a standing strategic
headquarter is deemed necessary. A mobile deployable operation
headquarters should similarly be set up. This headquarters should
be able to call upon standing EU forces for peacekeeping and peace
enforcement operations.

6.
A nucleus of standing joint combat forces at the disposal of the
Union will greatly facilitate the military planning and political
decision-making processes when launching operations. This
standing force should be organised at the level of battle groups, i.e.
1,500 men, complemented by air and naval components.

7.

Planning at the European level should include network enabled
operations, which are key to European military transformation. So
far, only a handful of countries have begun to incorporate this rev-
olution in military affairs in their defence planning. The EU Mili-
tary Staff could be tasked with deepening and coordinating these
efforts towards European network enabled capabilities, based ona
European transformation concept.

8.
In order to increase the harmonisation of doctrine among EU
members, a doctrine centre is necessary. A European Defence Col-
lege could bring together military and civilian personnel from all
EU countries in order to promote a common strategic culture that
incorporates new doctrines and concepts. A common European
security and defence culture is also an indispensable component of
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a common strategy for Europe. Since European operations do
exist,a common doctrine should underpin them.

9.
In the interest of harmonisation, a European fund for forces trans-
formation could be set up in the Agency. Economic incentives at
the European level must support national efforts. National
reforms and transformation must follow European guidelines and
procedures. At a minimum, co-financing of national capabilities
should achieve better efficiency.

10.
Permanent structured cooperation in defence matters must be
developed. This will allow the indispensable flexibility among EU
members to maximise the necessary reforms.

11.

Research and development activities must be better funded and
coordinated. The Galileo satellite system is a good example of suc-
cessful cooperation between member states and the Commission.
The Commission’s European Security and Research Programme to
co-finance research on technology should be fully operational by
1 January 2007, with funding levels in line with the recommenda-
tions of the Group of Personalities’ report (€1 bn-plus per year).
Moreover, the Agency could advise Union members on how to
tackle capabilities needs and technology programmes. The Agency
should receive an autonomous budget for conducting its own
capabilities-related research projects.

12.
At the European level, a Council of Defence Ministers should be
considered. Only regular meetings will be able to provide the neces-
sary continuity and coherence in defence policy in the Union.

13.
Priority must be given to homeland defence. Civil protection, med-
ical supplies, logistics and emergencies must be coordinated at the
European level. In this respect, the post of European coordinator is
necessary.
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14.
As far as the NATO Response Force is concerned, it should be avail-
able for either NATO or the EU. In its current plans, this rapid reac-
tion force is made up entirely of European forces, and it is mainly a
mechanism for developing European military forces in qualitative
terms.

15.
EU member states, together with the EU’s political and military
authorities, should consider the drawing up of a fully-fledged
European Defence White Paper in order to set priorities and collec-
tively to identify corresponding capabilities shortfalls and
remedies.
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AFSOUTH
AIDS
C3

C3l
c4
C4ISR

C4ISTAR

CBRN
CENTCOM
CFsP
CIMIC
cis
qTF
COPS
CSAR
DCl
DRC
DSACEUR
EBO
EC
ECAP
EDC
EDF
EMAW
EMEC
EMETF
EMMF
EMPF
EOC
ERRF
ESDI
ESDP

Allied Forces South Europe
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome

Command, Control and Communications (Consultation,
Command and Control also found, e.g. in NATO)

Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence
Command, Control, Communications and Computers

Command, Control, Communications, Computers,
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance

Command, Control, Communications, Computers,
Intelligence, Surveillance, Target Acquisition and
Reconnaissance

Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear
Central Command

Common Foreign and Security Policy
Civil-Military Cooperation

Communications and Information Systems
Combined Joint Task Force(s)

French abbreviation for PSC (q.v.)

Combat Search And Rescue

Defence Capabilities Initiative

Democratic Republic of Congo

Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe
Effects Based Operations

European Community

European Capabilities Action Plan

European Defence Community

European Development Fund

European Multinational Air Wing

European Multinational Expeditionary Corps
European Multinational Expeditionary Task Force
European Multinational Maritime Force
European Multinational Police Force
Essential Operational Capability

European Rapid Reaction Force

European Security and Defence Identity

European Security and Defence Policy
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ETA Euzkadi ta Azkatasuna (Basque: ‘Basque Homeland and
Liberty’)

EU European Union

EUMS EU Military Staff

EUPM EU Police Mission

FARC Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia

FYROM Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GPS Global Positioning System
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IFOR Implementation Force
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IRA Irish Republican Army
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JHA Justice and Home Affairs

KFOR Kosovo Force
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KLA Kosovo Liberation Army

MAPE Multinational Advisory Police Element

MC Military Committee

MCM Mine Countermeasures

MONUC UN Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo

MPF Multinational Protection Force

MsuU Multinational Specialised Unit
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RAF
RMA
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SARS
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SF
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SIGINT
SOF
STANAG
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UN
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level.
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