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1. Spending Patterns and Defence Budgets

The first factor to bear in mind when consideringdpe’s military potential is the
volumeof current and future expenditure. The EU-15, i02Gpent almost US$170 billion
on defence, more than half the US defence budgeth&d year ($329 billion). That is a
very large sum of money. It is 3.5 times the deéebuadget of the second biggest military
spender on earth (China — at $48,380) and moretttarof thefive next biggest spenders
put together (China, Russia, Japan, Saudi Arabdia). And yet, the EU collectively gets
very little bang for its bucks. There is no mystdrgre. Out of that sum, the EU is
attempting to fund fifteen separate armies, fourtegparate air-forces and thirteen separate
navies. For as long as it attempts to do that, tfeney will be largely ineffectual.
A massiverationalisation of the EU’s defence spending isglamverdue. Hopefully, this
will come about once the discussions over Congiitat arrangements are finalised.
| shall return to this point later. The main les$mne, however, is that it it necessarily
greater spending that is requirdtliser spending would certainly help. But only once the
EU has clearly established what it hopes to achiite what force levels, can it have any
clear idea about how much money is needed to aehteat objective. To that extent, the
current debate over the level of defence experalituia distraction. The point is: nobody
knows. But first, some further general statisties\aorth pondering.

If one includes in the equation the ten accessmmities, the total EU spend rises
to $175 billion, equivalent to thgix next biggest military spenders (the five cited abov
plus South Korea). The only one of the new accassiates with any significant military
clout however is Poland, which weighs in (at $3,400in tenth place out of the EU-25,
marginally behind Belgium (at $3,435 m) and wayahef Denmark, Portugal, Finland,
Austria, Ireland and Luxembourg among the existimggnber states. If one were to be blunt
(which of course is not my style), one might asketly what the overwhelming majority of
EU member states (present and future) believe @heyuying with theinationaldefence
budgets. Twenty-one of the soon-to-be EU-25 arendipg less than Israel (the vast
majority of themfar less tharsrael). Israel does at least have a security prohl

Continuing to be blunt, one would have to note fhst threecountries in the EU
(France, the UK and Germany) together spend 62%heotombined EU defence budget.
That falls slightly — but only to 60% - if the t@xtcession states are put into the equation.
In other words, three states alone spend 60% otdhgbined spend of the twenty-five.
If Italy is added to the trio, the four nations radocontribute 77% of the EU’s collective
defence expenditure (73% of the EU-25 budget)aRather way, and including Italy in the
top four, the remaininglevenEU member states contribute only 23% of current EU
defence expenditure; the remainitwgenty-onemember states after enlargement in May
2004, will be contributing only 27% of the total Idn spend. The average defence
expenditure of those twenty-one states comes t&RI217 m. That is less than the defence
budget of Myanmar! If we analyse more closely thields for per capita expenditure, we
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see that they reveal a number of wealthy memb&ss{aspecially from Northern Europe)
who appear to be spending quite liberally but winoterms ofpercentage of GDRire
clearly not pulling their weight; whereas analysi@PP percentages, we see that
the poorer accession states have been making aeffmat, even though, in absolute terms,
their per capita contribution remains quite smalvill be interesting to see whether, after
their accession to NATO later this year that effwitt be sustained.

| give these figures just to make a simple and @lwipoint: the EU is wasting huge
sums of money...Refusal to rationalise is not onlgre#able: it is irresponsible.
The problem for Europe is not one of limited budggt technological or military potential.
It is overwhelmingly a problem of political direati and political will.

2.  The Helsinki Headline Goal and Genuine Military =~ Capacity

Which brings us to the Helsinki Headline Goal (HH®) theory, we learned at
Laeken, the EU could now muster the magic figufe809000 troops, 400 planes and 100
ships. But there are several major problems wighHRG.

First the methodology itself. Voluntary, bottom-up cdmiitions might (just) secure
the raw numbers. They do not constitute a cohdrginting force. By way of comparison,
we should note that the most efficient and bestppgal unitary member state — the UK —
took seventydays (as opposed to Helsinki's prescribed sixtydléploy a force of 45,000
combat troops (as opposed to Helsinki’'s 60,000)nduthe recent Iraq conflict. We know
what forces have been theoretically committed ® Itelsinki Force Catalogue by each
member state. But we have no real idea to datxisely what such forces could
collectively accomplish. The key concepusability. There are just over 1.6 million troops
in uniform in Europe. Of that number, only abou®d.(160,000) are adequately trained for
serious peace-keeping operations, and of thoseaplpla maximum of 50,000 could be
used for the type of peaceaking operation we see in Irag. When you factor in the
requirements of rotation, then we are down to 20,@@ximum who are genuinelsable
in serious military missions. This is, in part, witnere has been so much agonising over the
EU sending 7,000 troops into Bosnia next year. &peat, bottom-up methodology can
produce raw numbers. But that is not the same #ngenuine military capacity.

The solution to the methodological problem is tovenas rapidly as possible
towards a top-down mode. This could come bothhgaconstitution of a formal Council of
Defence Ministers and via the future Armaments Ageas well as via mechanisms such
as structured cooperation. Only when such a topada@wproach is adopted can we
seriously hope to overcome the deficiencies whichrently vitiate the collective
endeavour. Meanwhile, peer pressure is practictly only tool that will work.
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The statistics suggest how effective such pressamebe in persuading aspirant members of
NATO to maximise their national efforts (look abses for NATO aspirants in terms of %
of GDP). But peer pressure alone will never suffice

This leads us to the second problem with the HH&/0Bd raw numbers, the three
Capabilities Conferences have allowed the EU tatifle the main areas o$trategic
deficiency- currently teh But in order to generate an effective EU capaicitihe area of
unmanned aerial vehicles, or C4l, or strategic¢ diftair-to-air refuelling, it is not enough to
rely on voluntary efforts, or even to appoint adleaation to chair a working group.
These strategic enabling capabilities are, quitgoli, unaffordable at national level, even
for the best endowed nations. The problem is net @nscience or technology. Despite
spending — collectively — less than one third ef t/i& spend on Research and Development
(R&D), the EU faces no serious technological oestfic impedimentto the pursuit of
such high technology programme8ut there has to beollective political agreemertb
drive the process forward towards the agreed tarfeat means top-down. It means
pooling. It means specialisation. | shall returthese.

Thethird — and potentially biggest — problem with the HH®qess is the absence
of real debate abouhe nature of the military operations the EU intentb mount.
The original thinking behind the Helsinki HeadliG®al derived from Kosovo. Since both
the US and the EU said “Never again!” to that edgere, it is fair to assume that what the
EU had in mind — especially in the context of tise,un the Saint Malo Declaration, of the
notion ofautonomoudorces — was the ability to “do a Kosovo” with nmral reliance on
US inputs. But this has two contradictory implicat. The first would be that the EU
could, with its existing capacitymount a Kosovo-type campaign. It would be a ddfife
type of military operation from “Operation AlliecbFce”. It might, for example, involve the
use of pilot skills instead of stand-off weaponoy the suppression of enemy air defences.
It would almost certainly have called on the earge of ground forces. It would have
involved casualties ...and body-bags. Many militanalgsts have insisted that such an
operation was — and remains — within the preseptiudities of the EU. The second
implication of the “Kosovo objective” would be th#te EU would need to develop a
US-style capacity to fight high-level network-ceatwarfare. As we saw not only in
Kosovo, but even more clearly in Afghanistan aralronly the US currently has the
capacity to engage properly in such war-fightingete the UK cannot fully interoperate
with the most advanced US systems. The questishésher it is possible to acquire such a
capacity “with half a loaf’. In other words, evepesiding half of what the US spends, and
spending it with maximum efficiency, would probabigt purchase the capacity to fight
fully integrated network-centric warfare.

1 NBC (nuclear, biological, chemical) defences; Unmed Aerial Vehicle/Surveillance & Target Acquisiti
(UAV/STA) units; Special Operations Forces (SOFiy-ta-Air Refuelling (AAR); Combat Search & Rescue
(CSR); Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence; Headget (OHQ, FHQ, CCHQs); Strategic
Air Mobility/Outsize Transport aircraft, Generahfgo aircraft; Space; Interoperability.

2 Robert P. GranfThe Revolution in Military Affairs: Europe can keiepstep Paris, EU-Institute for Security
Studies, Occasional Paper 15, June 2000
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In any case, it is becoming more and more difficaltimagine Kosovo-type scenarios
which might be fought — autonomously — by the E@nTyears after their inception, some
of the higher end “Petersberg tasks” are begintorigok like yesterday’s operations.

Should the EU even be planning for a US-style Kosssenario? According to one
analysis, the US soldier, trained for high intensity waefacan operate at levels 8 to 10 on
an intensity scale of 1 to 10. If forced to, he caperate down” to level 6 but is
uncomfortable with that, owing to lack of trainingthe art of peace-keeping and nation-
building. Many UK and French troops as well as samaek German, Danish and Dutch
special forces can operate up to level 8 but tle¢ neajority are more comfortable lower
down the intensity scale dealing with irregularckes in a peace-keeping environment.
Most other EU troops cannot operate much abovd fewa the US intensity scale and are
therefore incapable of assuming peace-keeping sistieh as those currently required in
Iraq.

Should the EU not address this issue head-on acidedéhat it needs to equip its
combined forces for missions less ambitious thasehinvolving full-scale network centric
capacity? The discussion of this “what for?” sewégjuestions is all the more urgent in
that the EUhasdecided (Seville and the Solana Strategy Paper)tthashes to engage in
the global war on terrorismlThat war requires very different instruments from those
involved in driving the Serbian army out of Kosovidhese internal contradictions at the
heart of the HHG process require urgent attention.

We should not be unkind to Helsinki. It allowed ¥, in only four short yearsto
be in a position to mount operatio@sncordiaand Artemis.That is no mean achievement.
It took the EU fourteen years to agree on a da&fimiof jam! Implementing the HHG
required the definition and refinement, by the Mily Staff but under member-state
co-ownership, of the crisis management procedutgshaunderpinned both of last year's
EU operations. Whatever the limitations of thoserapions in terms of military footprint,
without those agreed procedures, they could not bhaen mounted at all.

% Julian Lindley-French, Paper at GCSP, Septemh@8 20
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3. Recent breakthroughs
a. Procurement

We are now witnessing some genuine breakthroughsapacity. If the UK and
France, after a thousand years of uninterrupteduahitioodletting and only one hundred
and fifty years of “being allies”, can finally agréo cooperate in the building of aircraft
carriers, then the rest of the EU member statesrad® much more effort to specialise and
to cooperate. Of course it is a huge step for emagn state to agree to hand over to
another sovereign state responsibility for, say fhilitary helicopter provision.
But specialisation works both ways. That membetestahich might find itself vulnerable
on the helicopter front, might well, by the sam®qgass, find itself charged with the
provision of air-to-air refuelling facilities fohe entire UnionDonnant donnant. Without
rationalisation and specialisatiamy member stat@vith the possible exception of two) will
have either helicopters or air-to-air refuellindgheTEU is moving towards the recognition of
“coordination responsibility” for key procurementopects (Germany: strategic air lift;
Spain: air-to-air refuelling; UK: Headquarters; Netlands: PGMs for delivery by EU
F-169). This approach needs further systematisation.

The decision taken at Thessaloniki in June 2003establish aEuropean
Armaments, Research and Military Capabilities Age(EARMCA) is another positive
move. The implications of this development haveeady been subjected to detailed
scrutiny and it is redundant to repeat the findings of teatdy here. However, the
proposed EARMCA raises a number of crucial questiabout European capabilities
which deserve attention. First, and most signifigarthe extent to which any new Agency
can substitute for political will and can shortetiit the powerful forces binding national
governments and domestic clients. Some progressbéas registered in this sphere —
notably with the creation of the European Aerorquiefence and Space company
(EADS) — but the current restructuring problemshaef European armaments giant, which is
seeking to break out of the “dual sovereignty” upitening its foundatioh merely
emphasise the nature of the problem. Hundreds afsdinds of jobs are at stake and no
government is likely to ignore that stricture. liet Agency were to restrict its activities to
lowest common denominator programmes, there woelditde point in launching it.
Second, alternative agencies such as the Westaop&n Armaments Group (WEAG)
embrace member states (Norway, Turkey) which migbin bitter experience, fear
marginalisation rather than closer involvement. r@himost of the major organisms

* Five EU member states use a total of 430 F-164giia, Denmark, Greece, Netherlands, Portugal).
Norway has a further 57.

® Burkard SchmittThe European Union and Armaments: Getting a bidgerg for the EurpParis EU-ISS,
2003 (Chaillot Paper No.63). The author examinedrtiplications for procurement, research and tHerde
market.

® The management structure of EADS scrupulouslyeetspthe need for balance between the company’s
French and German partners.
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promoting armaments cooperation, such as OCCARerLetter of Intent (Lol) group
currently operate outside of any EU framework. Theurrent members would see
EUisation as a form of “dilution” of the musculameaments regime they are currently
seeking to produce. Fourth, any such Agency shaotdhave its remit restricted to the
procurement programmes of the Helsinki HeadlinelGnd should be enabled to cover the
full spectrum of the EU’s present and future pderdrmaments requirements. Fifth, the
“consumer” countries (including all the accessi@ndidates) will need to review their
purchasing policies and recognise the advantagestodducing competition into the
transatlantic armaments market. Although it is kelli that general agreement will be
reached to “buy European”, it should neverthelessifiderstood by all EU member states
that the proposed EARMCA is broadly in everybodgterests. The EU is poised to take a
major step forward towards more rational procurenpdemning. The logic of ESDP/CSDP
suggests that they progressively situate theionatiplans within a European framework.

b. Operational Planning

Another breakthrough has come in the field of openal planning. The UK,
throughout the debate on EU planning arrangemenitsiitised national headquarters as
the most appropriate facility for EU-only operasomlmost certain to be led by a
“framework” nation, as was the case with the Frelechmission in Congo. The model here
is the UK’'s permanent joint headquarters (PJHQ) Narthwood in Middlesex.
This contains elements of a rapidly deployablehgatre Joint Force Headquarters with the
capability of commanding rapid deployment fronteliforces and providing continuity of
experience from the planning phase to the executian operation. It involves some 420
specialist tri-Service military staff who are invetl, inter alia in monitoring designated
areas of operational interest, preparing continggans, exercising operational control of
overseas commands and conducting joint force esescilt is a highly pragmatic joint
headquarters, geared to operationality and readiljti-nationalisable, working directly
with NATO planners at SHAPE.

French operational planning has recently assuntedmranore ambitious objectives,
which are explicitly presented as only being achide at EU level. The previous division
of responsibilities between the planning cell aeilCand the operational unit at Saint-
Germain was scrapped in September 2002 with thatiore of a mergedCentre de
Planification et de Conduiteles Opérations pour la France et 'Europ@own as the
“pre-CPCQO". This is intended both as a strategid as an operational planning facility
enjoying unprecedented access to the necessatiigenee, information and command
structures (C3R) required of a major EU militaryeggdion involving up to 50,000 troops.
Multinationalisation is taken as a given and geaphasis is placed on improvements in
intelligence gathering. This will come via satellibservation through Helios Il, featuring

" The former coordinates procurement and the lagteregulatory framework for the main European
armaments producing nations.
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high resolution imagery and night-time observatiand through a major programme in
theatre reconnaissance drones (UAVSs) of the higtu@é long endurance (HALE) variety.

The arrangements which were agreed at the Euro@eamcil in Brussels in
December 2003 involve a compromise between theseapproaches which has its own
distinctive flavour. They were only given the grekght after prime minister Blair
personally assured president Bush that they warithim entirely consistent with NATO.
Two parallel developments are envisaged. An EU wéllbe established inside SHAPE
along the lines of the UK’s August 2003 proposahisTwill ensure total transparency
between the EU and NATO in preparation for operatitaking place under the Berlin Plus
procedures. NATO will also establish liaison arramgnts alongside the EU Military Staff.
In addition, the autonomous EU planning cell, whigh be overseen by Javier Solana and
will grow from 30 to about 100 staff, will be eslished within the EU Military Staff
facility in the rue Cortenberg. It will feature plaing for both civil and military EU
operations and will work in close cooperation witle existingnational joint headquarters,
which are explicitly recognised as constituting taeility of choice for EU-only missions.
Under “certain circumstances”, the EU Council ofniMters will be able to call upon the
EU cell for missions with both a civilian and maliy component and where no national
headquarters appears either available or appreprighe cell will work in close
cooperation with the NATO liaison officers. It wilhot have a standing permanent
headquarters as such, but will have the abilitydiggo establish an operations centre for a
particular missioh

c. Intelligence

Another potential breakthrough has recently comethia field of intelligence
gathering.The recent agreement between the EU and the Udocoordination of the
Galileo satellite navigation system with the US'®% system potentially constitutes a
major step forward on the road to EU autonomy inteliigence gathering.
| say “potentially” for two reasons. First, becauSalileo is explicitly configured as a
civilian programme. Although it has considerablditary potential, the political decision
to develop that potential has yet to be taken. Sdlgpfor the EU collectively to forge an
integrated intelligence capacity (not to mention iatelligence agency several major
hurdles would have to be cleared — not the leasiviath is the intimate relationship
between the UK and the US intelligence serviceswéi@r, even well short of any
EU-dedicated intelligence capabilities, a recemore suggests that much can be done
vastly to improve the current level of intelligenceordination, including expansion of the
existing SITCEN, extending the competencies of Baraand establishing a European

8 See, on this, 1ISS, “EU Operational Plannin§trategic Commentgolume 9 Issue 10, December 2003
° Gustav LindstromThe Galileo satellite system and its security imgiions EU-ISS, Occasional Paper 44,
April 2003, pp. 7 & 21-22.
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network connecting the National High Authoritiesiofelligence (NHAIs) and improving
cross-agency cooperation at national [Evel

d. Battle-Groups

The recent Franco-British initiative, subsequerjined by Germany, for the
deployment of intervention units or “battle groups”1,500 troops for combat in jungle,
desert or mountain conditions can be seen as amitto move beyond the abstractions of
the HHG arithmetic and to achieve something coecrét is believed that this new
development will become an EU initiative at the timee of EU foreign and defence
ministers in May 2004. The ground units will bened by appropriate naval and air groups.
The battle groups will be deployable within 15 daysl sustainable in the field for up to
30 days. This poses, of course, the $64,000 questioat are they for?

3. What Type of Missions for the EU?

What sort of missionsould the EU take on? Ever since Saint Malo, | have ghose
this question — the question &fenarios- to EU officials in various countries. Barely eve
have | had a concrete response. With the experiehOperatiorConcordiathe EU now
knows that it can send 357 troops (from all EUestagxcept Ireland and Denmark, and
from 14 additional nations — i.e. an average ofr8ps per participating member state
into a small mountainous country such as Macedengnd successfully keep the peace
between small bands of lightly armed irregulars gmedMacedonian “army” which boasts a
defence budget less than half that of Luxembouhis Was an operation high in political
symbolism and extremely modest in terms of militigtprint. Initially expected to last for
a period of six months, it was agreed by the Cdwnci21 July to extend the mission until
15 December 2003, on request of the FYROM govertanidre mission was challenged in
early September by growing unrest in northern géa as well as by bombings in Skopje
and the kidnapping of local policemen. Although yotightly armed for self-defence
purposes, the EU forces moved close to the distedsaand successfully re-established
order*?. By the end of the mission, it was clear thathhggest problem in Macedonia was
no longer armed conflict but criminality — hence thmission was succeeded by a police
operation: ProximaConcordia’s primary value was that it allowed the EU to testrg
aspect of the mounting of a military operationnircommand and control, through use of
force policy, to issues such as logistics, finagamd legal arrangements and memoranda
of understanding with host natidiis

19 Bjorn Muller-Wille, For Our Eyes Only? Shaping an Intelligence Comnyunithin the EU Paris EU-ISS,
Occasional Paper 50, January 2004

™ n fact, more than half the “participating coues sent fewer than ten troops: Finland 9; Portujal
Norway 5; Netherlands, UK and Romania 3; Bulga@aech Republic, Hungary, Latvia 2; Luxembourg,
Canada, Estonia, Iceland, Lithuania, Slovakia, Shia 1.

12 Arie Farnam, “First Test for the new European AnGhristian Science Monitol® September 2003

13 General Graham Messervy-Whiting, Paper for GC®pte3nber 2003
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OperationArtemismay offer even richer lessons about EU capalslitiéhe initial
assessment suggests that the mission, which invoapd force projection to a distance of
6,500 kilometres into unknown and difficult terrawas a genuine success. France was the
framework nation, supplying 1,785 of the 2,200 pealeployed. Sixteen other “troop
contributing nations” (TCNs) were involved, abov# eontributing strategic air lift
(Germany, Greece, United Kingdom, Brazil and Capaslzgineers (UK), helicopters
(South Africa) and special forces (Sweden). Opamat planning was conducted from the
FrenchCentre de Planification et de Conduiles OpérationgCPCO) at Creil, to which
were seconded officers from thirteen other coustribus demonstrating the potential for
multinationalisation of a national HQ. The operatiwas run in coordination with the
COPS in Brussels. It was exemplified by rapid depient (7 days after UNSC Resolution
1484 on 30 May), a single command structure, wedl appropriately trained forces, clear
rules of engagement allowing for tactical evolutionthe theatre, good incorporation of
multinational elements, excellent inter-service geration, a forward logistics base at
Entebbe and adequate communications. NATO procedueee used throughout. The full
report on this operation is still classified. Itrisvertheless clear that the twin challenges of
command chain and logistics were successfully enetn though deficiencies were noted
in certain aspects of secure communications as agettansmissions and manning at the
force HQ in Bunia. First reports suggest that tperation could be used to enhance the
case for establishing a permanent EU operatioaanmhg cell in Brussels.

Next year’s transfer (from NATO to the EU) of reapibility for SFOR in Bosnia
will constitute an even greater test of the EU’ditarly muscle. It ought to be entirely
manageable out of the current Helsinki Force Cgtadowith Britain as framework nation
and with operational planning supplied by the UR3HQ at Northwood. The biggest
difficulty will probably come in negotiating witthe US/NATO the division of ancillary
guasi-political responsibilities — notably for ttracking down of war criminals — and over
issues connected with overall ownership/leadersiiighe operatiotf. But Balkan-style
peace-keeping operations are unlikely to constititiemain model for future EU military
missions. What else is in store?

General Hagglund recently suggested that the Earopad US “pillars” of NATO
will progressively (“over the next decade”) assuragponsibility for territorial defence of
their own areds. Since there is currently no conceivable exteyngdinerated threat to the
strategic interests of the Union as a whole, ctlleadefence assumes a somewhat elusive
or abstract aspect. Withdrawal of almost all USpfrom Europe is now inevitable. Yet
the debate in the IGC over the EU’s assumptionrofadicle 5 commitment was also
characterised by a high level of abstraction. Theppsal, emanating originally from
Franco-German thinking, involved the establishnan& core group of countries issuing
some type of “mutual defence” statement. That tbealll eventually decide on a common

14 Judy Dempsey, “US & Europe vie for control of BiasRorce”,Financial Times08 March 2004
5 Nouvelles AtlantiquesNo. 3542, 21 January 2004, p.2
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defence is written into the Constitutional DfaftMeanwhile, however, the draft suggests
that a core group of countries wishing to antie@psuiich a move should be authorised to do
sad’. The political symbolism of such a statement igengbvious than its practical value.
It is highly unlikely that any member state notally a member of NATO or of the WEU
would be interested in being associated with thizven Since mutual defence guarantees
exist under both those bodies, a third guarantemseedundant. The 28 November 2004
meeting between France, Britain and Germany ageséttle for the Italian presidency’s
proposal of a more limited “solidarity clause” whby all member states come to the
assistance of a single member state suffering faoterrorist attack or a man-made or
natural disastéf. The corollary to this compromise was an explsertion that NATO
remains the body ensuring collective defence fsrntembers. Whether the attacks in
Madrid will demonstrate the validity of this appobaremains to be seen. However, sooner
or later, General Hagglund's proposal will haveb® acted upon. There is virtually no
reason to believe that the collective territoriafehce of the Union is beyond the means of
the current and future member states.

It would be highly regrettable, both in terms oflitary experience and in terms of
political-historical reference, if the EU’s prineipfield of operation were to be restricted to
Africa (as is implicit in the texts accompanyingetimecent launch of the EU battle
groups§®. Regrettable not only because this would limit thege of military experience
and exposure of EU forces, but also because, qallitj there is real sensitivity in the
notion that European colonial powers should be oagain policing their former
possessions. However, the successful example ofa@meArtemis using a framework
nation and a national operational planning HQ, sstgythat missions in Africa under an
EU flag could well become more frequent. Half oé ttivil wars currently raging in the
world are in Africa. We have recently seen suce#ddK intervention in Sierra Leone and
French intervention in Ivory Coast. After Artemisjs likely that these sorts of missions
will operate under an EU flag.

But stabilising failed/failing states in Africa slld not become the principal stock
in trade of ESDP. The potential range of EU missiwill, to some extent, determine the
theatre. The ball-park figure of 4,000kms (from embourg), although devoid of any
official status, has already entered the debat&fams’. In part, this hypothetical range
derives from the technical capabilities of the fatd400M transport aircraft which can fly
between 2,500 nautical miles at maximum payload6(36nnes) and 4,900 nm with a
20 tonne payload. However, the A400M is also capalblin-flight refuelling or stopovers
and one of its promotional mission scenarios isi@admitarian aid operation following an
Asian typhoon, with 20 A400Ms operating out of Aafi and Timor (almost 9,000 nms).

18 part I, Article 40, paragraph 2 goes beyond thedticonditionality of the TEU in this respect toctie:
“The common security and defence polghall include the progressive framing of a common Urdefence
policy. Thiswill lead to a common defence, when the European Couwautihg unanimously, so decides”
(my stress).

" The procedures are spelled out in Articles |-401&214

8 The procedures are spelled out in Articles 1-421231

19 «Appropriate for, but not limited to, use in failj or failed states (of which most are in Africa)”.
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OperationArtemisinvolved a range of 6,500 kms, using C-130 trartsplanes. There is
nothing sacrosanct about 4,000 kms. The “debatelitatange is in fact a good illustration
of the imponderables of ESDP military interventitmthe foreseeable future, for political
rather than technical reasons, it is unlikely that EUper sewould undertake any mission
outside its “near abroad” (South East Europe, tleglilddrranean and sub-Saharan Africa).
Despite suggestions to the contrary in the Decem®@03 Strategy Documéfit
EU military operations in the Caucasus or evenhimtafield are probably out of the
guestion — for political as well as technical reessdmminent scenarios in which some EU
input has been envisaged are in Afghanistan, thddMiEast and even Irag. But these
would all be NATO missions using EU forces. Depending on the fuewelution of
relations with NATO and with the NATO Response ford is conceivable that EU
missions anywhere in the world will eventually beagible at technical/military level.
However the politics of such missions will depemdaohost of other factors which we will
presumably discuss this afternoon.

Interviews with defence officials in London, Paaisd Berlin have elicited a number
of potential mission scenarios which give the flavef current EU potential. Prior to
recent shifts in Libyan policy, an EU interventitmoverthrow Colonel Gaddafi was one
such scenario. Intervention in Algeria, either wm@iate EU citizens in the event of
political collapse or to project interposition fescinto an escalating civil war is another
scenario occasionally evoked. In summer 2003, tbediscussed with NATO and the
OSCE the prospect of sending a peace-keeping midgsioMoldova to assist in the
stabilisation of Trans Dneétr In the event of Romanian accession around 20@iddta
will become a border area for the enlarged Unioowelver, such an intervention was ruled
out last year on the grounds of Russian sensésuitiWithout close cooperation between
Brussels and Moscow, EU intervention anywhere srpériphery from the Baltic to the
Black Sea is almost impossible to imagine.

In the first semester of 2004, the lrish Presidepeayer, Europeans Working
Together stressed the importance of integrating civiliaisgions into the overall ESDP
portfolio. The document draws attention to the taet, in most post-conflict situations, the
priority should be given to policing, the introdiget of judicial and administrative services
and general restoration of civil ordérThe two main current missions of the EU in the
Balkans — in Bosnia and Macedonia — both involvécpw. The assumption of peace-
keeping responsibilities in Bosnia under SFOR o involve considerable overlap

2 The document suggests that the EU should “now aasteonger and more active interest in the problefm
the Southern Caucasus”, although it is not cleagthdr this implies military deployment. In Javieml&a’s
address to the IRRI on 26 November 2003, he weah éurther and spoke of promoting “an arc of well-
governed states in our neighbourhood [...] creatingrele of good governance on the perimeter of the
Mediterranean to the Caucasus. Countries such aggi@eare neither remote nor distant”. Again, tbke of
military forces is discreetly rendered ambivalent.

21 Judy Dempsey, “Troops may play peacekeeping roMdldova”, Financial Times11 July 2003

22 Nouvelles AtlantiquesNo. 3538, 7 January 2004, p.3
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between civilian and military tasks. This aspddhe EU’s international role will become
more and more significant. But it will not be thefiding factor.

Conclusions: from the short to the medium term and beyond...

Any overall evaluation of European military capgditas to be set within a very
clear timeframe. Anyone who had predicted in 1988t the EU would be mounting
autonomous military missions by 2003 would likelgve been laughed out of court.
Much has been accomplished very rapidly. Howeveer dhe next five years (the short
term), the EU will need to absorb the lessonsCohcordig Artemis and other such
operations, concentrate on plugging the gaps iategic assets, develop genuinely
integrated operational capacity and perfect commadadistics and communications
procedures. This will limit actual operations te ttype and style of those we have already
witnessed and are about to witness. During thigogaalso, however, the EU will need to
plan procurement projects for the medium term (owing fifteen years). This will
necessitate tough political decisions about thienale size, scale and style of EU military
ambitions. How far down the road towards US-st@enork centric warfare will the Union
wish to go? How many new generation platforms aherostrategic systems will it require
— for what purposes? How far a field does it aptité intervening? Only two factors
prevent the EU from developing genuinely autonomand seriously credible military
muscle: its ability to cooperate and to integratel ghe political will to implement its
decisions and to act robustly in support of thaigaland interests outlined in its evolving
security strategy. In the long term, the sky —hiea torm of space — could well be the limit.
But then, in the long term, as Keynes noted, mesple in this room will be past caring.
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Tablel

EU Member States Defence Expenditure (2002)

Country US$m USS$ per capita | % of GDP For ces (000)
USA 329,616 1,138 3.3 1,414
1. France 38,005 636 (1) 25 (2) 260.4
2. UK 35,249 590 (2) 24 (4) 210.4
3. Germany 31,465 383 (9) 1.5 (17) 296.0
4. Italy 24,210 421 (8) 1.9 (8) 216.8
5. Spain 8,253 206 (15) 1.2 (21) 177.9
6. Netherlands 7,330 459 (5) 1.6 (16) 49.6
7. Greece 6,154 579 (3) 4.4 (1) 177.6
8. Sweden 3,947 448 (6) 1.7 (13) 33.9
9. Belgium 3,435 332 (11) 1.3 (20) 39.2
10. Poland 3,400 88 (20) 1.9 (9) 163.0
11. Denmark 2,564 483 (4) 1.6 (14) 22.7
12. Portugal 2,945 294 (12) 2.3 (5) 43.6
13. Finland 1,970 378 (10) 1.4 (19) 31.8
14. Austria 1,699 209 (14) 0.8 (23) 34.6
15. Czech Rep. 1,401 136 (18) 2.1 (6) 49.4
16. Hungary 1,083 110 (19) 1.8 (10) 33.4
17. Ireland 718 187 (16) 0.6 (25) 10.5
18. Slovakia 439 81 (21) 2.0 (7) 26.2
19. Slovenia 311 156 (17) 1.5 (18) 9.0
20. Lithuania 233 63 (23) 1.8 (12) 13.5
21. Cyprus 227 245 (13) 2.4 (3) 51.0
22. Latvia 141 60 (25) 1.8 (11) 5.5
23. Luxembourg 193 438 (7) 0.9 (21) 0.9
24. Estonia 93 68 (22) 1.6 (15) 5.5
25. Malta 25 62 (24) 0.7 (24) 2.1
EU-15Totals 168,137 m 1,605,900
EU-25 Totals 175,490 m 1,965,400
EU-15Av 11,209 404.06 1.74

EU-25 Av 7,019.6 284.48 1.75
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Table2

EU Defence Expenditure as % of GDP (2002)

Country % of GDP
United States 3.3
1. Greece 4.4
2. France 25
3. Cyprus 24
4. UK 24
5. Portugal 2.3
6. Czech Republic 2.1
7. Slovakia 2.0
8. Italy 1.9
9. Poland 19
10. Hungary 1.8
11. Latvia 1.8
12. Lithuania 1.8
EU 25 Average 175
EU 15 Average 1.74
13. Sweden 1.7
14. Denmark 1.6
15. Estonia 1.6
16. Netherlands 1.6
17. Germany 1.5
18. Slovenia 15
19. Finland 14
20. Belgium 1.3
21. Spain 1.2
22. Luxembourg 0.9
23. Austria 0.8
24. Malta 0.7
25. Ireland 0.6
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Table3

EU Defence Spending in US$ per capita (2002)

Country US$ per capita
USA 1,138

1. France 636

2. UK 590

3. Greece 579

4. Denmark 483

5. Netherlands 459

6. Sweden 448

7. Luxembourg 438

8. Italy 421

EU 15 Average 404

9. Germany 383

10. Finland 378

11. Belgium 332

12. Portugal 294

EU 25 Average 284

13. Cyprus 245

14. Austria 209

15. Spain 206

16. Ireland 187

17. Slovenia 156

18. Czech Republic 136

19. Hungary 110

20. Poland 88

21. Slovakia 81

22. Estonia 68

23. Lithuania 63

24. Malta 62

25. Latvia 60
EU-25 Average 276




