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1. Introduction

| do not intend to celebrate and complement the &b its excellent
performances during the past years. Besides, Il ginateed fairly pragmatically:
coming from the military, | would like to see if ghpoliticians can still tell me
something. I've taken them at their word. That rbaynaive, but it gives me some sort
of criterion on which to base my defence planning.

Over the past years, we have seen a lot of dynamit® policy field, but when
it comes to actually improving our military capdtidls, | see more turbulent stagnation
I.e. a lot of things are moving around, but we rawegetting anywhere in particular that
quickly.

| shall be switching between the EU and NATO eaailyg very comfortably, as,
from a military perspective, it doesn’t really neatthat much for more reasons than just
a pragmatic one, because there is convergence dretthese two institutions in the
field of policy, too.

2. My basic argument is that our new_ambitions _, both in
NATO and the EU, will exacerbate old problems

The transatlantic gap will continue to grow and a@ma problem for the
foreseeable future, especially as we continue lioae Berlin + arrangements for the
EU. This has to do with Europe’s failing or faltegiinterpretation of what the cost of
the transformation means.

There is also a gap between macro-policies at tn®fean level and their
translation to the national level MoDs, where decis are actually being made on what
to spend the money on. That is an aspect thayreatin’'t been much touched upon yet,
as, in most European Ministries of Defence, yod mot see a proper institutionalized
joint process of military innovation. Innovation ®nducted on a service-oriented,
system-oriented basis, not on the basis of a cacor proper lessons learned from the
past decade.

Turning to_Solana’s Strategy Papere seenew missions,because we notice a
dangerous world out there with new risks and tiste@his will take us beyond the
Petersburg tasks.

It will also provideclarity, whereas the Petersburg tasks were previously quite
ambiguous: we had different appreciations of whed exact scope and range of
ambitions of the Petersberg tasks were.
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In the EU, we acknowledge that there are Black #&idte the world; EU
expansion will bring us closer to problem areas egilt in longer borders. This is
already happening on the eastern flank of the EaopJnion, where we will have
4 500 km of border.

We now have global responsibilities and more exteonientation, and this will
probably lead to a more activist and even preverdipproach in the EU, in which hard
(military) power will be considered a more equastiament to the more civilian
instruments.

We can expect deployments up to 10 000 km awaytheoMiddle East, Africa and
even beyond.

Black Holes in the World

This is the map we have to focus on, no longerlypdohe European continent,
but far beyond it. If that is the ambition of th&) Ewe will see a widening gap in terms
of capabilities vs. ambitions.

In NATO, we see the same process: in Prague 2082jagided to transform NATO
into a world-wide operating alliance in the figlgaanst terrorism and weapons of mass
destruction.
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So, in terms of policy, missions and tasks, wecss®/ergence between the EU
and NATO; and what is really required, NATO saysproper military transformation
to give operations expeditionary capabilities amdreate this NATO Response Force.
This process is heavily dominated by the US.

Within the EU, we see a shift away from the Pet@rgltasks as they were
defined; our ambitions still include the Petersbtasks, but we are now moving away
from them into expeditionary operations and hometldefence. And there is the match
then. The core of the capability gap, whether iINKTO or EU, lies in this area :
we need early entry forces, light mobile forcepjdly deployable, able to operate on a
network-centric basis and able to operate withiiBe these tend to be air-heavy : heavy
air support, lots of air transport, lots of flyingelligence assets.

@

The old gap, with new significance:

no early entry, no mobility, no info

US versus Europe
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We have known this since Kosovo, as this recemtesfrom NATO shows.
The exact numbers have been removed, but this givemugh comparison between
European and American assets. It means that weotgen where we want to in the
time we want to and that, if we get there, we ladkrmation to act upon. So, we don't
know exactly what is going on. So, the old gap gaiew significance for us and this is
also the list that NATO employs to see what Europa®eed to solve if they want to get
the NATO Response Force.

This is also the basis of the Defence Capabillti@gative and the capability gap
that prevented us from getting th8 Betersburg task in order.
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We knew from Kosovo that, for every offensive Ewrap mission, we required
three American support missions. That gave us dication of our dependency on the
US. And if we talk about autonomous military capisibs and action, that is the thing
that we should solve.

That is exactly the thing that the Prague Capabibmmitmentdeals with.
This is what we signed up to in Prague. We warsiolge this capability problem and to
solve it rapidly. It is quite ambitious. Solvingetltapability gap also means solving the
air power gap. We also realize that, so far, théebme Capabilities Initiative, has
failed.

The “micro-macro gap”.

At a political and diplomatic level, we have deyedd excellent new structures,
policies and initiatives. We see distinct militazgpability shortfalls. The challenge is
now to influence national level MoDs to change theiays of spending money.
And that is a very hard thing to do. So far, wedralvsucceeded. Anybody working in
MoDs knows that national decisions are only to gy Vienited extent influenced by the
EU or NATO agenda. Other priorities prevail. Bureatic politics tend to prevalil.

All these initiatives were meant to speed up thecgss of acquiring new
capabilities. We began launching them in 1999, inoimg throughout the past years,
but, so far, in terms of speeding up the processhaven’t had that much success.
We got used to debating military affairs and deéendthin the EU and that is a very
useful change towards gaining the strategic culveaeed, but in terms of getting new
capabilities, we haven't succeeded that much.

Where are we currently? This is an almost arbitdésiyy 5 years after the
excellent Summit of the UK and the French, whichllyegot the ESDP going, we still
have to acknowledge that only very few countries aatually conduct expeditionary
operations. I'm not talking about American moderarfare, but about expeditionary
operations, i.e. getting to the target area andgleomething worthwhile, with limited
risk in terms of casualties and collateral damage.

It also indicates that, as far as peace-keepingatipas, stability operations are
concerned, we are doing quite well. When it coneegdwer projection — let alone
theatre missile defence and other homeland aesviti we are really facing severe
shortfalls.

Most people say “it is the money”, but it isn’t. wWle acknowledge that we are
spending 160 to 170 billion dollars a year, we $thcae able to come up with the
42 billion dollars we would need to acquire thogstems. Spread out over of a period
of ten years, that amount of money should be fortling. But that means that nations
have to come together and spend at European legakynthey wouldn’'t spend at
national level on a European level on systemsttieat do not require per se at national
level.
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The real heart of the problem is what Lord Robertsas already referred to, is that we
still have a Cold War orientatiome still have.

- We still have 18 000 TANKS in Europe, which are @lent, but not very
mobile in terms of rapidity of deployment, espdgialonsidering our lack of
strategic transport.

- We still have twice as many people working aroundreen uniforms as Navies
and Air Forces combined. That is excellent for geleeping as we have seen
the shortfalls in deployable forces, but it alscamethat a lot of the money goes
to green uniforms: in some countries, 60 to 70%hef budget is devoted to
personnel costs. It means that very little mondgfisfor new investments.

- We cannot sustain more than 50 000 people.

- We are facing declining budgets.

- We are also adding new countries, which adds muaa 85% extra territory,
but only 2.5% extra to the NATO or European budget.

- A very important point is that we don’t see anylreapra-national defence
planning, or any European doctrine/model of wartdneen innovation or any
military transformation. That is what | mean bytulent stagnation.

When we look at military innovation, the main drivie the service-oriented
buying of equipment: a fighter should be replacgdlighter, a tank with a tank. We
are into technical change and techniqu&® are innovating and modernizing on a
service-oriented basis, not on a joint-orientedid)asot on a European basis.
The services determine to a large extent wherenttreey will go to.

This contrasts with factors of change within the tdiitary, which innovates on
the basis of a different doctrine, on lessons kedifnrom the past decade.

David Gompert from the RAND-corporation said, in9I9that this is the way
the US will go forward: it is a culmination of acgle of learning lessons that started in
Desert Storm and continued in Deny Flight, Delidefeorce, Desert Fox over Iraq.
It culminated in Afghanistan and now also in Ir&geedom. That is the model the US
armed forces are transforming to.

That is what etwork-centric means: a network force, with pinpoint accuracy,
launching from platforms beyond the range of en@agpons, with all-seeing sensors,
distributing its small, light forces. They leartfrom the Scud hunts and hunting SAMs
and small units. That is their model.

One of the fathers of Network Centric Warfare, vidhmow actually leading the
transformation efforts, Admiral CEBROWSK]I, is talg about getting special forces
working in Afghanistan on a donkey, getting him #le information he needs and
ordnance on target at the moment he requires.

This is a sincerelyjoint effort, a sincerelyjoint model, with every service
bringing its own expertise, its own capabilitie®it lbased on territory, on strategic
bombing theory myths, but trying to get the thirape with adding the capabilities of
each service.
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That is what, in the US’ eyes, real transformatiogans, i.e. change is not only
in systems, but in doctrine, organization, capaédj training and logistics. It is as
much a technical as a cultural and intellectuatess. It really means adopting a new
model of warfare. That is what the Americans aymty to teach us, what they think we
are trying to do with creating this NATO Responsedeé. That is what some European
countries like the UK and the Netherlands are grytim implement within the EU when
we talk about the EU Readiness Force.

As far as the intangibles of military innovati@ame concerned, we have been
modernizing in the past decade, downsizing, casininige peace dividend and focusing
on peace-keeping.

We haven’t done any restructuring or expansionhaeen’t looked at the way
we conduct high-intensity war based on the lessdri3esert Storm all the way up to
Iragi Freedom. It would require breaking the oldutdg and also breaking bureaucratic
political practices. It would require breaking seevinterest to a certain extent.

An overview of factors that a few very notable taiy historians have
identified that would need to be present if youlyeaant to implement radical change
in the military shows that: You need open debag¢dibdrate study, critical thought and
to be failure-tolerant. You want to have clearitnsibnal conceptions and be interested
in developing a new form of war. (This is basedcase-studies of the past century.)
You should show no doctrinal rigidity and no ingtibnal bias against feedback that
contradicts doctrine conceptions or existing fatractures.

I’'m not sure, but | suggest to you that, in mostDdan European nations, those
conditions are not actually present. And as lonthase conditions are not present, real
radical budget changes in priorities will not occur

3. Conclusion

Increased distances and ambitions will exacerbdtproblems. We can conduct
a wide range of operations — to Africa, peace-keppnd stability operations — but
when it comes to rapidly deploying initial entryrdes, fighting their way if necessary,
we are facing severe shortfalls. And if we lookpmady at EU and NATO documents,
that still is one of the ambitions.

One of the reasons for this mismatch is the cortinmalfunctioning of military
innovation at national level MoD'’s.

The capabilities we have in Europe will thereforevg but the capability gap
vis-a-vis the US and our own ambitions is likelygtow faster.



