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Introduction: EU Security and Defence in the IR Context

When the notion of an EU Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was first floated in February 1990
, sceptics asked where the “S” component of the acronym lay hidden.  The EU, since the early 1970s, had been attempting to coordinate  a common foreign policy – mainly in the guise of European Political Cooperation (EPC). However, there was not, in the early 1990s, any serious attempt among the then EU-12 to coordinate security policy. The Western European Union (WEU), a little-known and even less-understood body which, since its creation in 1955, had informally acted as a security and defence liaison mechanism both between France and NATO and between the UK and the EU, had been “reactivated” in the 1980s (Deighton, 1997).  Its Ministerial Council asserted in October 1987 that “the construction of an integrated Europe will be incomplete as long as it does not include security and defence”, but it then proceeded to define WEU’s mission as “to strengthen the European pillar of the Alliance” (WEU 1988: 41).  The main institutions of WEU (the Council and the Secretariat) were relocated in 1992 from London to Brussels to enhance coordination with NATO. Although WEU carried out some joint European minesweeping actions in the Gulf in 1988-1990 and monitoring or police activities in former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s, it did not presume to deliver EU “collective defence”. That remained, throughout the greater part of the 1990s, the exclusive role of NATO. What was true of WEU was even truer of the EU itself. Although  some European states – again mainly through the WEU – sought to create a European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) from inside NATO, any notion of an autonomous EU role in the field of security (let alone defence) was virtually unthinkable for most of the 1990s. 

Mainstream international relations theory would regard this situation as entirely normal. For neo-realists, state actors alone can engage in security and defence – that is, military – activities,either individually, or as part of a military alliance. A body such as the European Union, in this conception, is not only inappropriate for but also quite incapable of engaging in security and defence (Bull, 1983).  Liberal institutionalists have similar difficulties in conceptualising such a role for the EU. The characteristic of intergovernmental institutions, in this theoretical approach, is that they bargain in the currency of national interest and, while they may strike deals (primarily in the field of trade and economics) which can produce a positive sum game, they are not in the business of pooling – let alone abandoning – “sovereignty”(Moravscik, 1998) .  The notion of the European Union as a security and defence actor is hardly catered for in mainstream IR theory. And yet, as the present chapter will chronicle, from 1999 onwards the EU made enormous strides towards grasping the nettle of security and defence cooperation (and even integration) confounding the theorists from both mainstream schools.

To the extent to which the recent wave of constructivism has addressed these issues, it has been to suggest that international relations can be “socially constructed” in more value-based or normative terms (rather than as a clash of interests), and that in this sense EU security integration is theoretically unproblematic. Yet constructivists are, for the most part, somewhat ill-at-ease with the EU as their focal point
.  However, this school has, since the mid-1980s, succeeded in broadening national concepts of security (Buzan et al 1998) with the result that there has been some measure of convergence between mainstream approaches on the one hand, and the newer, sociologically-derived theories of international relations on the other, not least because constructivism has made some significant concessions to rationalism (Smith, Steve, et.al. Review of International Studies, 26,1, 2000). There has also been a convergence between the IR security literature and the EU’s civilian power mentality (Whitman 1998). The EU is increasingly being conceptualised as taking part in the processes of IR and is even being perceived as a “power”.  It is perhaps too soon to see it as a coherent system of IR in its own right.

As far as EU integration theory is concerned, both liberal intergovernmentalists and supranational institutionalists have striven to stake out a territory fenced by a dominant or mono-causal explanatory factor for European cooperation (the former) or integration (the latter):  on the one hand the sovereign state as a unitary actor involved in political bargaining; on the other hand supranational institutions with diverse actors at multiple levels involved in functional integration. The key element here is that each of these two camps believes that its dominant explanation trumps that of the other.  However, it is not clear why scholars would wish to detect mono-causal or even dominant drivers behind complex political and historical processes.  When, in 1958, the UK prime minister was asked by a young journalist what can most easily steer a government off its chosen course, Harold Macmillan replied: “Events, dear boy! Events!”  Since 1989, and especially since 11 September 2001, “events” have run way ahead of the capacity of politicians – even strong ones – to determine their course. In the area of security and defence, events have also ridden roughshod over most of the established theories of European integration.

In an early study of ESDP, I coined the concept of “supranational intergovernmentalism” (Howorth 2000: 36 & 84).  By that I meant the phenomenon whereby a profusion of agencies of intergovernmentalism take root in Brussels and, through dialogue and socialisation processes, reaction to “events” and a host of other dynamics, gradually create a tendency for policy to be influenced, formulated and even driven, from within that city.  This is close to the idea of Brusselsisation used by other commentators, including in this volume (Nuttall). Governments, often against their wishes, are being forced in directions they had not anticipated. Vivien Schmidt (2002: 63-67) has outlined a variety of “mediating factors” which help explain such changes in government policy on major issues.  Although her factors were devised for the European political economy, they are easily adaptable to other policy areas. Vulnerability – in strategic terms – is a factor which, in the last fifteen years, has risen dramatically to the top of security policy-makers’ agendas. It is largely exogenous and a prime example of “events”. Political-institutional capacity – an endogenous ability to impose or negotiate change – has also evolved markedly in the field of ESDP. European statesmen, even the most powerful, have demonstrated time and again that national institutions are inadequate to the task of driving forward a coherent European response to the external environment. New European institutions and agencies have recently popped up like mushrooms to fill the gap.  Policy legacy and preference – the extent to which long-standing approaches remain valid – is likewise a factor where even the most powerful statesmen have been forced to adapt
. Above all, discourse – the ability to change preferences by altering actors’ perceptions of the available options – has proven to be an immensely powerful factor in driving forward the ESDP process (Howorth 2004). Policy preferences which, only a few years previously, would have seemed unimaginable to many a leading actor, have in recent years and in this crucial policy area, rapidly been embraced, constructed and integrated into the mainstream. It is here that constructivism comes into its own as a theoretical lense (Katzenstein 1996).   In Article I-40 of the EU’s 2004 draft Constitutional Treaty, it is even stated that:  “The common security and defence policy shall include the progressive framing of a common Union defence policy.”   However, while policy can be constructed, impact cannot.

The moves towards pooling that last bastion of “sovereignty” – security and defence policy – with all their limitations and caveats, constitute a sea-change in the way the EU and its member states will henceforth relate to the outside world. The reality is deeply empirical and lends itself awkwardly to theoretical speculation.  It belies the prescriptions of both main EU integration schools of theory. Liberal intergovernmentalists have long assured us that, especially in this area of “high politics”, such developments cannot and should not happen (Moravcsik 1998). Supranational institutionalists, on the other hand, can scarcely begin to explain such major progress in a policy area which is overwhelmingly associated with the European Council and its agencies (Sandholtz & Stone Sweet 1998). And yet, by any measure, it seems to be working. The process is worth keeping under review.

1. From Foreign Policy Coordination to a European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)

By the turn of the century, the EU had begun to ride roughshod not only over IR theory, but – rather more importantly – over its own previous diffidence in the field of security and defence.  No longer content with the quest for a security and defence identity from inside NATO, and no longer prepared to use the WEU as a proxy, the European Union itself now sought to generate a European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), which, as it arose from the Saint-Malo Declaration of December 1998, explicitly called for the “capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces”.  The story of how the EU got to this point has been told (Howorth 2000; Hunter 2002; Quinlan 2002). But some milestones in the shift from ESDI to ESDP – and above all their explanations – seem appropriate.  Two important explanatory sets of variables underlie the EU’s move towards assuming a security and defence remit. The first set, of exogenous factors,  derives from the shifting tectonic plates of the international system in the aftermath of the Cold War.  The second set,  of endogenous factors, derives from the internal dynamics of the European project. When combined, these explanatory variables amount to a forceful drive towards ESDP. 

When the Berlin Wall fell on 9 November 1989 , it brought down with it a Euro-centric reading of international relations which had been unquestioned since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648.  Europe had been the fulcrum of world history since the sixteenth century as its internal wars and external expansion dictated the fates of countries and peoples around the globe. The very discipline of IR was built around analysis of European conflicts. All of that came to an end in 1989, even if it was not immediately apparent.. For the United States and for much of the rest of the world, the “dawn of peace in Europe” (Mandelbaum 1996) shifted the continent to the margins of the international radar screen where it featured as little more than a blip.  In particular, the focus of policy-makers and military planners in Washington DC switched to Asia, to the Gulf, to the Middle East. Europe (with the irritating but hardly strategically significant exception of the Balkans) was simply no longer a problem.

The corollary to this realisation was that US troops were  not best employed sitting about in tens of thousands in bases in Germany training for a  war which now could never happen. The security of the European continent should logically be delivered through Europe’s own resources. In the first instance, that involved efforts to define a European security identity (ESDI) from inside NATO. Why was this problematic? The biggest difference between US forces and European forces as they emerged from the Cold War derived from geography. The Europeans, perched on the front line of the Iron Curtain, were configured for static line defences, based on mass mobilisation of conscripts, artillery and tanks. The Americans, coming from across the ocean, were configured for distant force projection involving strategic transport facilities, rapid mobility and sophisticated “stand-off” weaponry.  

The crisis management missions of the 21st century required specific kinds of assets. The US possessed them; the Europeans did not. Europe suffered from a “capabilities gap”.   While the Europeans discussed ways to convert their lumbering militaries into useful – and usable – instruments (in “out of area” places like the Balkans), it seemed sensible that they should seek access, through NATO, to available US assets which would allow them – temporarily – to plug the capabilities gaps between their past and their future. This would take the pressure off US forces more urgently needed elsewhere, and would allow EU forces, pending their professionalisation and modernisation, to take over peace-keeping missions in areas such as the Balkans where the US had no identifiable interests. The drive to force European militaries to take responsibility for their own back yard began unequivocally in Washington DC. Unless the Europeans “got serious” about rendering their armed forces usable, the message from DC read, the Atlantic Alliance was finished. Two powerful exogenous forces then combined to galvanise that seriousness of EU purpose: the prospect of US disengagement and the re-emergence of insecurity and instability on the EU’s periphery
.

The second set of explanatory variables behind ESDP stems from the dynamic processes unleashed within the EU itself by the developments of the late 1980s and early 1990s.  However long delayed may have been the community’s embrace of “actorness”, there was never any doubt that the European project was a political project. Its fundamental objective was the resolution of a double conundrum: how to bind together the fates of Europe’s core nations in a way which would both render intra-European war unthinkable and maximise European influence in the outside world.  Indeed, the European project began with this same defence conundrum. The Treaties of Dunkirk (1947) and Brussels (1948), the Anglo-French plan for a Western Union in which Europe “should be independent both of the United States and of the Soviet Union” (Gaddis 1985:78), the debates over the European Defence Community (1950-1954), all aimed to provide solutions. Failure in those endeavours produced NATO – which took the issue of  European security autonomy off the agenda for almost 40 years.  Yet the notion that the European states might look to their own interests – in contradistinction to those of the USA – predated the fall of the Berlin Wall, as nervous European leaders pondered the security dilemmas posed by a US president who, in 1981, appeared to be contemplating nuclear war and then, in 1986, appeared to have converted to unilateral nuclear disarmament
. As European integration gathered speed in the late 1980s, impelled by the Single Market project, by plans for a single currency and by the Schengen process, the internal forces behind foreign policy convergence (the majority of “foreign” policy being commerce-related) meshed with those suggesting the need for greater security policy autonomy. These dynamics were intensified after the fall of the Berlin Wall by the growing awareness of the strategic challenges posed by enlargement to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE).  Moreover for some enlargement presupposed deepening – itself charged with political dynamics.

The immediate European security challenge in the 1990s was essentially twofold. Institutionally, it involved thinking through the complex relationship between the European Union itself (which several member states, led by the UK, wished to deny any active involvement in security or defence discussions), the WEU (which was too small and increasingly too diverse in membership to be effective) and NATO (which most analysts were declaring obsolete if not moribund). Militarily, it involved developing a serious EU military capacity which would allow the Union to assume responsibility for crisis management tasks. At a meeting at Petersberg, close to Bonn, in June 1992, the WEU had defined three such tasks: “humanitarian and rescue tasks; peacekeeping tasks; tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking”. The latter might even include war-fighting such as the Kosovo operation of 1999 – that is, ‘high-end Petersberg tasks’.

The EU’s initial attempt to meet these challenges involved using the “good offices” of the WEU to work with NATO in generating European Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs –  Terriff 2003: 39-59) drawing on ear-marked NATO troops  (Howorth & Keeler 2003: 3-21). This involved the so-called “Berlin Plus” arrangements [See Box] whereby the EU could enjoy “assured access to NATO planning”, “presumed access to NATO assets and capabilities” and a pre-designated Europeans-only chain of command. This awkward process proved unsatisfactory in several ways. First, the WEU was too insignificant a body to be entrusted with the major political responsibility for oversight of European military operations. Second, the unresolved nature of the political relationship between the EU and WEU failed to demonstrate who owned the process.  Third, the mechanics of Berlin Plus proved extremely difficult to nail down. 

By the spring of 1998 (as Kosovo was poised to erupt) Tony Blair, whose first year in office had been dominated by domestic politics, began to look seriously into defence issues. A group of senior officials in Whitehall, liaising with their opposite numbers in Paris, had come up with a solution (Howorth 2004). Since the inadequacies of WEU were clearly a large part of the problem, they suggested that the organisation, whose fifty-year treaty base was up for renewal in 1998, should be scrapped.  The EU should take on direct political responsibility for deciding on and overseeing military operations. And, in the hypothesis (which the experience of Kosovo rendered increasingly likely) of an EU-only operation in which the US wanted no part, it should develop autonomous forces in order to escape dependence on complex borrowing arrangements such as Berlin Plus.  That was the Rubicon crossed by Tony Blair at the historic meeting with Jacques Chirac in Saint Malo in December 1998
.

Saint-Malo raised a number of challenges which the EU collectively and the member states individually have been grappling with ever since. The institutional implications were rapidly resolved and the EU has successfully implanted in Brussels a raft of new bodies – the High Representative for the CFSP (HR-CFSP – Javier Solana) and his advisory Policy Unit (PU); the Political and Security Committee (COPS from the French acronym) comprising ambassadors from each member state’s permanent representation in Brussels; the European Union Military Committee (EUMC) formally made up of the Chiefs of the Defence Staff of all member states; and the EU Military Staff (EUMS) comprising some one hundred and fifty senior officers from across the Union. This institutional nexus, modelled largely on NATO, has already demonstrated its ability to work and to work well. It is set to be fine-tuned by the institutional innovations of the EU Constitution (Duke 2003).

More problematic was the resolution of the EU’s working relationship with NATO. This involved two interlocking issues. The first was the implementation of the “Berlin Plus” arrangements for transfer to and from the EU of NATO (meaning US) military assets. [see Box 1]  The second was the involvement in ESDP of non-EU NATO members such as Turkey and Norway. The latter problem dominated the headlines, while the former was tackled  behind closed doors. Turkey was particularly disturbed by the ESDP project for three reasons. First, while , Turkey had been fully involved in intra-European security discussions as an associate member of the WEU from 1992, ESDP offered no such facility. Indeed, the six non-EU European member states of NATO
 not only found themselves excluded from the EU’s institutions but forced to watch as four former neutral countries (Austria, Finland, Ireland and Sweden) assumed full membership. Second, Turkey feared that it was witnessing a process whereby the US (in which Ankara had enormous faith) transferred responsibility for European security to the EU (in which Ankara had very little faith). Thirdly, this was all the more unpalatable for the Turks in that most scenarios for armed conflict and crisis management in the European theatre were situated in the South-Eastern parts of the continent, which Turkey regarded as its own “back yard”. In particular, Ankara feared the use of ESDP military assets to intervene in Cyprus in support of Greece.  Turkey therefore decided, in spring 2000, to block the entire Berlin Plus process by threatening to veto the transfer to the EU of those indispensable NATO assets without which the EU could hardly embark on any military operation. 

It took almost three years of high level negotiations  to reach an agreement acceptable both to Ankara and to Athens (Tofte 2003). This involved mutual guarantees of non-aggression between NATO and ESDP, agreement on intensive consultation procedures between the non-EU NATO states and the COPS, acceptable arrangements for the involvement of such countries in EU-led military operations and the exclusion from such operations of both Cyprus and Malta (Haine 2003: 136-140). On 16 December 2002, the EU and NATO issued a “Declaration on ESDP”, announcing their strategic partnership, and asserting that, while the EU would ensure “the fullest possible involvement of non-EU European members of NATO within ESDP”, NATO, for its part, would guarantee the EU “assured access to NATO’s planning capabilities”. On paper, at any rate, the EU had finally solved the conundrum of its complex relationship with NATO. This opened the way to the launch of EU military operations in 2003.  However, the fine print of the EU-NATO relationship remains highly classified and the specific details of the Berlin Plus arrangements have never been made public. Many analysts believe that, in the event of two crises arising in the world simultaneously, one vital to the US and one vital to the EU, the likelihood of the latter being able to count on the availability of key military assets belonging to the former is slim indeed. Such a situation stimulates the European drive for genuine autonomy in the area of military capacity.

2. European Military Capacity: the Rhetoric and the Reality

· 2.i. Spending Patterns and Defence Budgets

The first factor to consider when analysing Europe’s military potential is the volume of current and future expenditure. The EU-15, in 2003, spent almost US$200 billion on defence, almost half the US defence budget for that year – $404 billion (Annexe 1). That is more than three times the defence budget of the second biggest military spender on earth (Russia at $65,200 bn) and more than that of the five next biggest spenders put together (Russia, China, Japan, Saudi Arabia, India - $198,238 bn)). And yet, the EU collectively gets very little bang for its euros.  Out of that sum, the EU-15 attempted to fund fifteen separate armies, fourteen air-forces and thirteen navies. If one includes in the equation the ten accession countries, the total EU spend rises to $208 billion, equivalent to the six next biggest military spenders. But that sum funds twenty-five armies, twenty-one air forces and eighteen navies.  The only one of the new accession states with any significant military clout is Poland, which ranks (at $4,095 m) in ninth place out of the EU-25, ahead of Belgium, Denmark, Portugal, Austria, Finland, Ireland and Luxembourg among the existing member states. Of the armed forces of the EU-25, only seven are fully professionalised, the others relying to varying extents on conscripts, even if the trend is clearly towards the abolition of the draft. Furthermore, just three countries in the EU (France, the UK and Germany) together spend 62% of the combined EU-15 defence budgets and 60% of the EU 25. . If Italy is added to the trio, the four nations alone contribute almost 75% of the EU-25 budget. The average defence expenditure of the lowest-spending twenty-one states comes to just $2,705 m. That is less than the defence budget of Vietnam! One might ask exactly what those nation states believe they are buying with their money.  

For as long as this situation exists, return on investment will be sub-optimal. A major rationalisation of the EU’s defence spending is overdue. It is not necessarily greater spending that is required, as is so often asserted. Wiser spending would certainly help. But only once the EU has clearly established what it hopes to achieve, with what force levels and with what state of equipment, can it have any clear idea about how much money is needed. Other problems require urgent resolution if the EU is to maximise the impact of its defence spending.

· 2.ii. The Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG) and European Military Capacity

The HHG, established at the European Council in Helsinki in December 1999, was conceived as a broad “force catalogue” from which would be drawn appropriate resources for a range of hypothetical European missions, including the three levels of “Petersberg Tasks”. The force catalogue envisaged 60,000 troops, 100 ships and 400 aircraft, deployable within 60 days and sustainable for one year. Via a series of “Pledging Conferences” – Capabilities Commitments Conference  (November 2000) and Capabilities Improvements Conference  (November 2001) –  this pool of resources was refined and deficiencies identified.  A third conference took place in May 2003 at which the package was fine-tuned and the precise contributions of participant states agreed.  The European Council meeting in Laeken (December 2001) boldly declared that the EU “should be able to carry out the whole range of Petersberg tasks by 2003”. It went on to note, rather less assertively, that it “will be in a position to take on progressively more demanding operations as the assets and capabilities at its disposal continue to develop” (Rutten 2002: 120-122). This declaration of “operationality” was severely criticised by most serious strategic analysts. 

There were several basic  problems with the HHG. The first  was the methodology itself.  Voluntary, bottom-up contributions might (just) secure the raw numbers. They do not guarantee the delivery, still less the mobilisation, of a coherent fighting force.  By way of comparison, we might note that, for the 2003 Iraq conflict, the most efficient and best equipped unitary member state – the UK – took seventy days (as opposed to Helsinki’s prescribed sixty) to deploy a force of only 45,000 combat troops.  The list of forces notionally committed to the Helsinki Force Catalogue by each member state is known (Venusberg 2004: 67). But we have no real idea to date precisely what such forces could collectively accomplish. The key concept is usability.  There are almost 1.7 million European troops “in uniform”. Of that number, about 10% (170,000) are adequately trained for serious peace-keeping operations, and of those probably a maximum of 50,000 could be used for the type of peace-making operation needed in a conflict such as that in Iraq.  Factoring in the requirements of rotation, the number falls to a maximum of 20,000  who are genuinely usable in serious military missions (Venusberg 2004: 27).  Bottom-up methodology can produce raw numbers. But that does not equate to genuine military capacity.  The solution to the methodological problem is to move towards a top-down mode. This could come both via the constitution of a formal Council of Defence Ministers and via the future European Defence Agency as well as via mechanisms such as structured cooperation. 

The second problem with the HHG has to do with the division of labour for procurement of strategic systems. Beyond raw numbers, the three Capabilities Conferences allowed the EU to identify the main areas of strategic deficiency – currently ten
 (Missiroli 2003: 94).  But in order to generate an effective EU capacity in the area of unmanned aerial vehicles, or strategic transport, or air-to-air refuelling, it is not enough to rely on voluntary efforts, or even to appoint a lead nation to chair a working group. These strategic enabling capabilities are unaffordable at national level, even for the best endowed nations. The problem is not one of science or technology.  Despite collectively spending only one third of the US spend on Research and Development (R&D), the EU faces no purely technological or scientific impediment to the pursuit of such high technology programmes (Grant 2000). But there must be collective political agreement to drive the process forward towards agreed targets. That means top-down, pooling and specialisation. The EU is moving towards the recognition of “coordination responsibility” for key procurement projects (Germany: strategic air lift; Spain: air-to-air refuelling; UK: Headquarters; Netherlands: PGMs for delivery by EU F-16s). This approach needs systematisation.  Five years after Helsinki, in December 2004, progress had been slow.

The third – and potentially biggest – problem with the HHG process is the absence of clear debate about the nature of the military operations the EU intends to mount. The original thinking behind the HHG derived from Kosovo.  What the EU had in mind – especially in the context of the use, in the Saint Malo Declaration, of the notion of autonomous forces – was the ability to carry out a Kosovo-type operation with minimal reliance on US inputs.  But this has two different implications. The first would be that the EU could, with existing capacity, mount a Kosovo-type campaign. It would be a different type of military operation from “Operation Allied Force”. It might involve the use of pilot skills instead of precision-guided weaponry for the suppression of enemy air defences. It would almost certainly involve the early use of ground forces and the acceptance of significant numbers of casualties.  Many military analysts have insisted that such an operation was – and remains – within the capabilities of the EU. A second implication of the “Kosovo objective” would be that the EU would need to develop a US-style capacity to fight high-level network-centric warfare (Arquilla & Ronfeldt 2001) 
. As we saw not just in Kosovo, but even more clearly in Afghanistan and Iraq, only the US currently has the capacity to engage properly in such war-fighting. Even the UK cannot fully interoperate with the most advanced US systems.  The question is whether it is possible to acquire such a capacity “with half a loaf”. European experts are increasingly promoting the cause of “network-enabled” facilities
. However, there is considerable debate as to whether such a compromise would actually work effectively on the battlefield. 

This poses the crucial question of the type of warfare the EU intends to fight. According to one analysis (Venusberg 2004: 68), the average US soldier, trained for high intensity warfare, operates at levels 8 to10 on an intensity scale of 1 to 10. If forced to, he can “operate down” to level 6 but is uncomfortable with that, owing to lack of training in the art of peace-keeping and nation-building.  Many UK and French troops as well as some crack German, Italian, Spanish and Dutch special-forces can operate up to level 8 but the vast majority are more comfortable lower down the intensity scale dealing with irregular forces in a peace-keeping environment. Most other EU troops cannot operate much above level 5 on the US intensity scale and are therefore incapable of assuming peace-keeping duties such as those required in 2004 in Iraq.  The discussion of this “what for?” series of questions is all the more urgent in that the EU has decided that it wishes to engage in the global war on terrorism. Article III-210 of the draft Constitution extended the Petersberg tasks to include “joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces undertaken for crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilisation”. It added that “these tasks may contribute to the fight against terrorism, including by supporting third countries in combating terrorism in their territories”.  Yet the war on terrorism requires different instruments from those involved in driving the Serbian army out of Kosovo.  Can Europe afford both when currently it seems unable to afford either? These internal contradictions at the heart of the HHG process required urgent attention. Some initial progress was made in 2004 with the announcement of a new “Headline Goal”.

· 2.iii.  “Headline Goal 2010”

At the European Council meeting on 17 June 2004, the new Headline Goal 2010 (HG 2010) was adopted. Building on the HHG, the HG 2010 commits the Union “to be able by 2010 to respond to a crisis with rapid and decisive action applying a fully coherent approach to the whole spectrum of crisis management operations covered by the Treaty on the European Union”.  Inter-operability, deployability and sustainability are at the heart of the project and the member states have identified an indicative list of specific milestones within the 2010 horizon, including the establishment of the European Defence Agency (EDA) by the end of 2004; the implementation of an EU strategic lift joint coordination by 2005; the ability by 2007 to deploy force packages at high readiness broadly based on the EU “battle-groups” concept
; the availability of an EU aircraft carrier by 2008; and “appropriate compatibility and network linkage of all communications equipment and assets” by 2010. The project was accompanied by a Capability Improvement Chart which detailed progress on meeting the main capabilities requirements in every area.  HG 2010, by focusing on small, rapidly deployable units capable of high intensity warfare, shifted the objective from quantity to quality. It also resolved (at least partially) the contradiction between a Kosovo-style capability and the requirements of the “war on terrorism”. The newly created battle-groups, of which from seven to nine are projected for 2007, can be used for both types of operation.  The battle-groups model was inspired by the first ever experiences of the EU in armed combat, which took place in 2003.

· 2.iv. 2003: The EU becomes a military actor

On 31 March 2003, the EU launched its first military operation – a peace-keeping mission in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), taking over from a NATO force. Operation Concordia deployed 357 troops (from all EU states except Ireland and Denmark, and from 14 additional nations – an average of 13 troops per participating  member state) into a small mountainous country and successfully kept the peace between bands of lightly-armed irregulars and the Macedonian “army” which boasts a defence budget less than half that of Luxembourg.  This was an operation high in political symbolism and modest in terms of military footprint. The mission was challenged in early September 2003 by growing unrest in northern villages but the EU successfully re-established order. By the end of the mission, it was clear that the biggest problem in Macedonia was no longer armed conflict but criminality – hence Concordia was succeeded on 15 December 2003 by an EU police operation: Proxima.  Concordia’s primary value was that it allowed the EU to test its recently agreed procedures covering every aspect of the mounting of a military operation – albeit on a very modest scale - from command and control, through use of force policy, to issues such as logistics, financing and legal arrangements and memoranda of understanding with host nations.

From June to September 2003, the EU launched its first ever autonomous operation. Operation Artemis, in the Democratic Republic of Congo offers even richer lessons about EU capabilities than Concordia (Cornish 2004). The initial assessment suggests that the mission, which involved rapid force projection to a distance of 6,500 kilometres into unknown and non-permissive terrain, was a success.  France was the “framework nation”, supplying 1,785 of the 2,200 troops deployed. Sixteen other “troop contributing nations” (TCNs) were involved, above all providing strategic air lift (Germany, Greece, United Kingdom, Brazil and Canada) engineers (UK), helicopters (South Africa) and special forces (Sweden).  Operational planning was conducted from the French Centre de Planification et de Conduite des Opérations (CPCO) at Creil, to which were seconded officers from thirteen other countries, thus demonstrating the potential for multinationalisation of a national HQ. The operation was exemplified by rapid deployment (7 days after UNSC Resolution 1484 on 30 May), a single command structure, well and appropriately trained forces, clear rules of engagement allowing for tactical evolution in the theatre, good incorporation of multinational elements, excellent inter-service cooperation, and adequate communications. NATO procedures were copied throughout. The twin challenges of command chain and logistics were successfully met, even though deficiencies were noted in certain aspects of secure communications as well as transmissions and manning at the force HQ. Artemis demonstrated conclusively that the EU can undertake a peacekeeping operation, and on a significant scale, even at some distance from Europe.

The transfer (from NATO to the EU) of responsibility for the Stabilisation Force (SFOR) in Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH), in December 2004, represented an even greater test of the EU’s military muscle.  The initial NATO force deployed in BiH (IFOR, December 1995) involved some 60,000 troops. This was scaled down constantly to a January 2003 total of 12,000. Projections for 2004 foresaw a further reduction to about 7,000 troops centred on ten battle-groups of around 750 soldiers each. It was in part this reduction in scale which made it possible for the EU to consider taking over the peace-keeping role from NATO in late 2004. Over 80% of the troops in NATO’s SFOR were already from EU member states. Operation Althea is the EU’s most ambitious military mission to date. 

Through these missions, the EU has demonstrated its ability to break out of its self-imposed conceptual paralysis concerning military operations. Despite the weaknesses and deficiencies discussed earlier, the EU is clearly not without considerable potential in relation to the use of force. In addition to the ground forces which have been – and will increasingly be – deployed in overseas missions, the EU could with no difficulty take on naval or air-combat missions against any conceivable adversary.  Officially, the EU’s agreed strategy involves the ability to intervene – essentially on humanitarian grounds and at the invitation of the UN – anywhere in the world.  But before that can happen, the EU needs to resolve a range of political dilemmas.
3. Political Developments and Dilemmas

· 3.i. The December 2003 “European Security Strategy” Document 

The European Security Strategy (ESS), approved by the European Council on 12 December 2003 (Solana Strategy Paper 2003), was an initial attempt to think through the real political objectives behind ESDP.  It aimed to harmonise the different views of the current and future member states without falling into lowest common denominator rhetoric. The Strategy, entitled “A Secure Europe in a Better World”, inevitably constitutes something of a compromise between different cultures and approaches among the EU's member states. However, it also reflects the humanitarian intervention theses which have long been associated with UK diplomat Robert Cooper, a key influence in shaping the document (Cooper 2003). Overall responsibility for developing the ESS lay with Javier Solana. 

The Strategy begins with the recognition that Europe has never been “so prosperous, so secure nor so free”. This derives both from the benefits of European integration and from the US security guarantee delivered via NATO. It identifies five key threats: terrorism, weapons of mass destruction (WMD), failed states, organised crime, and regional conflicts. The document has been criticised in some quarters for its alleged alignment, via this focus on threats, with US security policy. But it is nevertheless more nuanced than its US equivalent ([US National Security Strategy, 2002]), paying greater attention to the root causes of poverty and global suffering, and stressing the “complex” causes behind contemporary international terrorism. It recalls the destabilising effects of regional conflicts such as Kashmir, the Great Lakes and the Korean peninsula, all of which feed into the cycle of terrorism, WMD, state failure and even international criminality. Nonetheless, it is unequivocal in stating that the EU faces the same challenges as the United States. The main differences are that the ESS explicitly states not only that the United States cannot solve these problems on its own, but also that the only solution is what it calls, echoing President Bush,  “effective multilateralism”.

The second section outlines the EU's “strategic objectives”, asserting at the outset the EU's existing record in tackling the new threats. Two features of the strategy are also stressed: that “the first line of defence will often be abroad” – via conflict prevention; and that none of the new threats is “purely military” or manageable through purely military means.  The strategic objectives rest on two main pillars: building security in the European region, and creating a viable new international order. The former is absent from US policy, the latter only fleetingly entertained. The EU document is strong in its assertion of a commitment to upholding and developing international law and in recognising the UN as the main source of international legitimacy. However, the most innovative aspect of this section is the new emphasis on using its powerful trade and development policies in a conditional and targeted way. The final section addresses the policy implications for the EU, which needs to be “more active, more capable and more coherent”. One of the boldest statements of the document (which guaranteed applause in the US) was the need to develop a strategic culture that fosters “early, rapid and, where necessary, robust intervention”. 

Intervention implies the entire panoply of instruments at the EU's disposal, including political, diplomatic, military, civilian, commercial and developmental tools. The document also insists that the Union be able to sustain several operations simultaneously. In order to do this, greater capability implies more defence resources, more pooling of assets, greater intelligence sharing and joint procurement – a central challenge as the EU attempts to develop its security and defence policy. The document concludes by insisting on partnership – with the United States and NATO first and foremost, with Russia as a second priority, and with all other regional partners throughout the world. The strategy, it is claimed, will contribute “to an effective multilateral system leading to a fairer, safer and more united world”
.  This document is already an important milestone in the EU’s move towards a coherent security and defence policy. It must be understood in the context of the parallel  political dilemmas  addressed by the Convention on the Future of Europe, that is, the issues of political coordination, effectiveness and solidarity.

· 3.ii. The “Union Minister for Foreign Affairs” (UMFA)

The EU’s constant quest for greater political coordination led to the creation of the post of Union Minister for Foreign Affairs.  The UMFA emerged in 2004 from the Convention and the subsequent IGC as – at least potentially – an immensely powerful figure
.  The post-holder will combine the current responsibilities both of the HR-CFSP and of the Commissioner for External Relations, thus having one foot in the Council and one (as Vice-President) in the Commission.  This will allow him or her
 to coordinate the two main thrusts of the EU’s external policy: security and overseas aid.  The UMFA will also contribute both to the preparation of and to the implementation of CFSP/ESDP and will chair the new Foreign Affairs Council (FAC).  S/he will represent the Union in international organisations and at international conferences, will “conduct political dialogue” on the Union’s behalf, and can convene an emergency meeting of the FAC within 48 hours (or, in a real crisis, even sooner).  The post-holder, elected for a five year term, will replace the previous semestrial rotating Presidency, thus accumulating even more authority.  Moreover, the UMFA will preside over an EU Diplomatic Corps – the “European External Action Service” – which is intended to be introduced within one year after entry into force of the Treaty (Duke 2002).  If delegation can be properly organised, the advantages of having this central pillar of cohesion will out-weigh the disadvantages of inter-agency complexity. But the bottom line is clear. The requirements of coordination in the broad field of CFSP and in the more critical field of ESDP are now so urgent that the creation of this post practically imposed itself. The crucial issue raised by the very existence of this post is whether the urgency of coordination necessarily implies the inevitability of integration. The UMFA seems like the first genuine incarnation of “supranational intergovernmentalism”. 

· 3.iii. “Structured Cooperation” and the “Solidarity Clause”

Two further issues were tackled by the Convention/IGC:  how to maximise the political coordination of military capacity, and whether to move towards some statement of European collective defence. A new instrument which emerged from the Convention/IGC was “structured cooperation”.  This involved an attempt, promoted by France and Germany, to go beyond “enhanced cooperation” as provided for in the TEU and to allow a small number of militarily well-endowed states to drive forward ESDP in the name of the entire Union.  The Draft Constitution specifies that “those member states whose military capabilities fulfil higher criteria and which have made more binding commitments to one another in this area with a view to the most demanding missions shall establish structured cooperation within the Union framework”
.  While this would allow the more “muscular” member states to forge ahead with coordinated EU military capacity and even to form coalitions with a view to mounting EU missions, the procedure was seen by many member states, including the UK, to carry two main dangers. The first was that membership of “structured cooperation” would be restricted to a small band of self-selected countries and would be overtly “exclusivist”. The second was that it would be seen as an alternative to NATO.  

As a consequence of Britain’s desire to mend fences with its European allies after Iraq, a trade-off was reached in September 2003 between France, Germany and the UK whereby the latter dropped its objections to structured cooperation in exchange for explicit commitments by the former two countries that the scheme would be as inclusive as possible and that it would work in harmony with NATO.  The smaller EU and NATO countries, especially the new accession states, were reassured by the lead taken by the UK and objections to structured cooperation effectively vanished. Some EU neutrals may well have continuing reservations about their own eventual membership, but most EU member states will probably aspire to join.  This is all the more likely in that the capabilities required for membership have been identified as either a specialist “niche” contribution or participation in one of the battle-groups currently being planned under the new Headline Goal 2010.  Most EU member states, given the political will, should be able to find a way of joining.

What this means in practice is that the EU has given itself the political wherewithal to organize, from among its member states, a number of high intensity combat units for intervention overseas in crisis areas calling for rapid response, normally at the behest of the United Nations. The emphasis is on inter-operability, deployability, sustainability and concurrence.  These military operations will attempt to spread the load among the EU’s member states, through the instrument of structured cooperation, which aims to maximise the number of member states which aremilitarily “up to speed”, and as rapidly as possible. It is all about capacity. What use the EU makes of that capacity is entirely up to the Council, acting unanimously. No member state will be forced to do anything. But the potential to act – in the name and under the flag of the EU – is considerable. This is a minor revolution in EU affairs.

It was complemented to some extent by another innovation: the introduction into the Constitutional Draft of a “mutual assistance” clause stating:

“If a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory, the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by all the means in their power, in accordance with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter”. 

This was a highly sensitive issue. An early version of this arrangement had been vetoed by Tony Blair as his first act of security policy at the Amsterdam Council in June 1997. The Atlanticist states feared it would lead to a downgrading of the Alliance. The ‘neutral’ states feared they would be sucked into something they did not agree with. On the other hand, the Europeanist states had hoped for a much more robust statement.  The final text was a largely common sense recognition that, in the event of attack against a member state, the others will do what they feel they can (or wish to) do to help out. It is a small step towards the recognition of common interests, rights and responsibilities. In the context of a Constitution which has already enshrined structured cooperation, the very fact that a specific clause on mutual assistance is included in the text at all acquires real political significance. At the same time, a new “solidarity clause” in the event of a terrorist attack or a natural or man-made disaster, was also introduced into the Treaty. The EU is explicitly attempting to pullever more closely together, even in these areas which were once the last (and indeed the first) bastion of sovereignty. 

4. Operational and Planning Issues

· 4.i. Procurement and Defence Planning

Armaments cooperation has hitherto taken place rigorously outside the EU framework. Two main reasons lie behind a 2004 decision to change tack. The first is the relative failure of previous attempts to coordinate procurement and armaments cooperation. The second is the accelerating reality of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) agenda and the concurrent perceived need to link capabilities to armaments production. It is increasingly recognised that national defence markets in Europe are too small to sustain a viable defence industry, and that there is a need for more transparency and intra-European competition. The urgency of these drivers is reflected in the fact that, at the Thessaloniki European Council in June 2003, it was agreed to establish a European Armaments, Research and Military Capabilities Agency, commonly known as the European Defence Agency (EDA). The agency was to be created immediately. In early 2004, an Agency Establishment Team set about clarifying its objectives and role and narrowed down four basic purposes:

· To work for a more comprehensive and systematic approach to defining and meeting ESDP’s capability needs;

· To promote equipment collaboration, both to contribute to defence capabilities and to foster further restructuring of European defence industries;

· To encourage the widening and deepening of regulatory approaches and the achievement of a European defence equipment market;

· To promote defence-relevant research and technology (R&T), “pursuing collaborative use of national defence R&T funds” and “leveraging other funding sources, including those for dual use or security-related research”. 

The EDA is subject to the authority of the Council and guided by a Steering Board meeting at the level of the twenty-five Defence Ministers, nominally headed by the High Representative-CFSP (Javier Solana). It is managed by a Chief Executive, Nick Witney, the former head of the UK MOD’s International Security Policy Division.  The EDA offers the first real opportunity for the EU to bring its defence planning, military capability objectives and armaments coordination in line with the urgent tasks it is facing on the ground. Nobody expects the Agency (at least in its early years) to engage in radical restructuring of key sectors such as fighter aircraft. Rather, it will have to be highly pragmatic, concentrating on creating synergies through which it can make a real difference.  The EU governments are poised to take a major step forward towards more rational armaments and defence planning. The dynamics of ESDP suggest that they will progressively situate their national plans within a European framework.  The seven nation project for the construction of a European heavy transport plane – the A400M – is a case in point.

4.ii Operational Planning

Another 2004 breakthrough came in the field of operational planning. The UK, throughout the debate on EU planning arrangements, had always prioritised national headquarters as the most appropriate facility for EU-only operations almost certain to be led by a “framework” nation, as was the case with the French-led mission in Congo.  The model here is the UK’s permanent joint headquarters (PJHQ) at Northwood in Middlesex.  This is a highly pragmatic joint headquarters, geared to operationality and readily multi-nationalisable, working directly with NATO planners at SHAPE.  In addition, the UK argued in favour of an EU facility to be integrated into SHAPE.  French operational planning assumed rather more ambitious objectives, explicitly presented as only being achievable at EU level. In September 2002, the Centre de Planification et de Conduite des Opérations pour la France et l’Europe known as the “pre-CPCO” was launched. This is intended both as a strategic and as an operational planning facility enjoying unprecedented access to the necessary intelligence, information and command structures (C3R) required of a major EU military operation involving up to 50,000 troops. Multinationalisation is taken as a given and great emphasis is placed on improvements in intelligence gathering.  In addition, France, together with Germany, Belgium and one or two other countries, pushed for a dedicated EU planning facility to be sited in Brussels.

The arrangements which were agreed at the European Council in Brussels in December 2003 involve a compromise between these approaches which has its own distinctive flavour.  Two parallel developments are envisaged.  An EU cell will be established inside SHAPE ensuring total transparency between the EU and NATO in preparation for operations taking place under the Berlin Plus procedures. NATO will also establish liaison arrangements alongside the EU Military Staff.  In addition, an autonomous EU planning cell, which will be overseen by Javier Solana and will grow from 30 to about 100 staff, will be established within the EU Military Staff facility in Brussels. It will feature planning for both civil and military EU operations and will work in close cooperation with the existing national joint headquarters, which are explicitly recognised as constituting the facility of choice for EU-only missions. Under “certain circumstances”, the EU Council of Ministers will be able to call upon the EU cell for missions with both a civilian and military component and where no national headquarters appears either available or appropriate. The cell will work in close cooperation with the NATO liaison officers. It will not have a standing permanent headquarters as such, but will have the ability rapidly to establish an operations centre for a particular mission ([IISS 2003]). In short, in 2004 the EU acquired planning facilities for every conceivable type of mission – in principle.

4.iii Intelligence

Another potential breakthrough in 2004 came in the field of intelligence gathering.
The agreement between the EU and the US for the coordination of the Galileo satellite navigation system with the US’s GPS system potentially constitutes a major step forward on the road to EU autonomy in intelligence gathering (Lindstrom 2003).  I say “potentially” for two reasons. First, because Galileo is explicitly configured as a civilian programme. Although it has considerable military potential, the political decision to develop that potential has yet to be taken. Secondly, for the EU collectively to forge an integrated intelligence capacity (not to mention an intelligence agency) several major hurdles would have to be cleared – not the least of which is the intimate relationship between the UK and the US intelligence services. However, even well short of any EU-dedicated intelligence capabilities, a recent report suggests that much can be done vastly to improve the current level of intelligence coordination, including expansion of the existing SITCEN, extending the competencies of Europol and establishing a European network connecting the National High Authorities of Intelligence (NHAIs) and improving cross-agency cooperation at national level (Muller-Wille 2004).

· 5.  Towards a Long-Term Vision?
A longer term vision was proposed in May 2004 by the “Venusberg Group” of strategic researchers (Venusberg 2004).  The new proposals call for the EU to develop “a holistic, strategic civil-military vision that combines achievable means and ends”. The EU, it argues, must be able to carry out “a far broader range of missions than currently envisaged, over far greater distance, at potentially higher levels of conflict intensity and for longer periods”. New institutions such as an EU Security Council, an EU Security Minister, and an EU Homeland Security Agency are envisaged. This would require intensive cooperation with NATO and the US but also robustly autonomous EU facilities such as operational planning, including an EU Permanent Combined Joint Headquarters, as well as satellite-based intelligence “eyes and ears”, jointly trained special forces, and the development of a 10,000 strong European Gendarmerie
 to bridge the gap between combat soldiering and policing. It calls for an EU Joint Intelligence Committee as well as a European Security and Defence College, a common research and technology budget coordinated through a robust European Defence Agency and even a “Buy European First” strategy for the procurement and rationalisation of existing spending through a Defence Business Affairs Programme.  These radical and sweeping proposals, published as this chapter was going to press, are likely to constitute a major sounding board for the debate on European security and defence developments over the next ten to fifteen years
.

They were complemented by the proposals of a private group reporting to High Representative Solana, in a document entitled “A Human Security Doctrine for Europe”. The proposals  built on ESDP’s traditional care to combine civilian and military instruments.  Noting that “Europeans can no longer feel secure when large parts of the world are insecure”, the report defines human security as “freedom for individuals from basic insecurities caused by gross human rights violations”. The doctrine comprises three elements
. 

• Seven principles for operations in situations of severe insecurity: the primacy of human rights, clear political authority, multilateralism, a bottom-up approach, regional focus, the use of legal instruments, and the appropriate use of force. The report puts particular emphasis on communication, consultation, dialogue and partnership with the local population in order to improve early warning, intelligence gathering, mobilisation of local support, implementation and sustainability. 

• A “Human Security Response Force”, composed of 15,000 men and women, of whom at least one third would be civilian (police, human rights monitors, development and humanitarian specialists). The Force would be drawn from dedicated troops and civilian capabilities already made available by member states as well as a proposed “Human Security Volunteer Service”. 

• A new legal framework to govern both the decision to intervene and operations on the ground. This would build on the domestic law of host states, the domestic law of sending states, international criminal law, international human rights law and international humanitarian law. 

The Human Security Response Force would be under the direction of the new Union Foreign Minister. If implemented these significant proposals would help clearly to distinguish the EU’s security strategy from that of the United States.

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

Any overall evaluation of European military capacity has to be set within a very clear timeframe. Anyone who had predicted in 1999 that the EU would be mounting autonomous military missions by 2003 would probably  have been laughed out of court. Much has been accomplished very rapidly. However, over the next five years (the short term), the EU will need to absorb the lessons of its military missions, concentrate on plugging the gaps in strategic assets, develop genuinely integrated operational capacity and perfect command, logistics and communications procedures. This will limit actual operations to the type and style of those we have already witnessed and are about to witness. During this period, however, the EU will also need to plan procurement projects for the medium term (the following fifteen years). This will necessitate tough political decisions about the ultimate size, scale and style of EU military ambitions. How far down the road towards US-style network centric warfare will the Union wish to go? How many new generation platforms and other strategic systems will it require, andfor what purposes?  How far afield does it anticipate intervening?  In parallel, the Union will have to develop a holistic Strategic Concept along the lines of the proposals discussed above. Without clear guidelines as to its ultimate objectives and purpose, progress will be stalled. In the longer term, only two factors prevent the EU from developing genuinely autonomous and seriously credible military muscle: one, its ability to cooperate and to integrate, and two the political will to implement its decisions, by acting robustly in support of the values and interests outlined in its evolving Security Strategy. That is the challenge facing the next generation of Europeans.

Endnotes





� The concept was first used by President François Mitterrand and Chancellor Helmut Kohl in February 1990 in a joint letter to the Irish Presidency of the EU. It was incorporated into the Maastricht negotiations (and, later, Treaty) as a new chapter in EU policy-making.


� It is not insignificant that two of the major tomes of constructivist theory (Wendt 1999 and Katzenstein 1996) fail to address the European Union as such.


� Consider the irony of it being a Gaullist president, Jacques Chirac, who reversed his socialist predecessor’s inhibitions about bringing France back into the NATO fold in 1995; or of it being a British prime minister, Tony Blair, who, at Saint-Malo in 1998 acted as midwife to European defence integration. 


� In fact, it should be noted that the territory of former Yugoslavia is situated within the spatial boundaries of the EU, between Greece to the south, Austria to the north and Italy to the West. The issue of the Eastern boundary remains open.


� In October 1981, Ronald Reagan, in response to a journalist’s question about NATO’s plan to deploy a new range of nuclear missiles in Europe, stated that he could imagine fighting a nuclear war in Europe without it spreading to the territories of the superpowers. In 1986, at Reykjavík, he informally agreed with Mikhail Gorbachev to scrap all nuclear weapons from the face of the earth.


� The text of the “Saint-Malo Declaration” of  4 December 1998 is published, along with other  “Core Documents” of ESDP, in Rutten 2001: 8-9. Further Core Documents of ESDP in Rutten 2002; Haine 2003; & Missiroli 2003


� Turkey, Norway and Iceland – joined in April 1999 by the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland.


� Air-to-Air Refuelling; Combat Search & Rescue; Headquarters; Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Defences; Special Operations Forces; Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence; Strategic Air Mobility; Space; Unmanned Aerial Vehicle/Surveillance & Target Acquisition Units; Interoperability


�  “Network Centric Warfare enables the military to leverage extensive information to their advantage in an effort to dramatically increase combat effectiveness and efficiency through self-synchronization across the host of entities operating on the network. […]The real-time theatre-wide battlefield management system coupled with intelligent collaborative scenario planning systems will create the ability to retask units or division in seconds.” (Coleman 2004)  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.iwar.org.uk/index.htm" ��http://www.iwar.org.uk/index.htm� for full details on information warfare.


� This would simply allow EU forces to “plug in” to certain segments of the US network  (Venusberg 2004: 43)


� Battle-groups are units of 1,500 troops for combat in jungle, desert or mountain conditions and will be deployable within 15 days and sustainable in the field for up to 30 days. 


� Two good analytical critiques of the Solana document are Biscop & Coolsaet 2003 and Haine 2003a


� The post-holder’s basic functions are laid out in article I-27 of the Constitutional Treaty


� In fact the first post-holder – Javier Solana – was appointed in June 2004 before the post itself had been created. 


� Constitutional Draft, I-6. & III-213.


� In September 2004, this proposal became a reality with the establishment of the European Gendarmerie Force (EGF) involving cooperation between France, Spain, Italy, Portugal and the Netherlands.


�  Another forward-looking report was published in June 2004 (White Paper 2004), analysing scenarios for EU troop deployment and methods of combating capabilities deficiencies.


� The following extracts are taken from  A Human security Doctrine for Europe: the Barcelona report of the Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities , presented to EU High Representative Javier Solana in Barcelona, 15 September 2004. The document can be found on-line at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.lse.ac.uk/Depts/global/Human%20Security%20Report%20Full.pdf" ��http://www.lse.ac.uk/Depts/global/Human%20Security%20Report%20Full.pdf�
































Table 1


EU Member States Defence Expenditure (2003)


Compiled from


Military Balance 2004-2005 (19 October 2004)








Country�
US$m�
US$ per capita�
% of GDP�
Forces (000)*�
�
USA�
404,920�
1,391�
3.7�
1,427�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
1. France�
45,695�
765   (1)�
2.6   (2)�
259.0�
�
2. UK�
42,782�
722   (2)�
2.4   (3)�
212.6�
�
3. Germany�
35,145�
426   (10)�
1.5   (18)�
284.5�
�
4. Italy�
27,751�
481   (8)�
1.9   (10=)�
200.0�
�
5. Spain�
  9,944�
242   (15)�
1.2   (22)�
150.7�
�
6. Netherlands�
  8,256�
509   (7)�
1.6   (16=)�
  53.1�
�
7. Greece�
  7,169�
671   (3)�
4.1   (1)�
177.6�
�
8. Sweden�
  5,532�
618   (5)�
1.8   (14=)�
  27.6�
�
9. Poland�
  4,095�
107   (22)�
2.0   (8=)�
163.0�
�
10. Belgium	�
  3,923�
379   (11)�
1.3   (21)�
  40.8�
�
11. Denmark�
  3,334�
619   (4)�
1.6   (16=)�
  22.8�
�
12. Portugal�
  3,173�
311   (13)�
2.1   (6)�
  44.9�
�
13. Austria�
  2,488�
309   (14)�
1.0   (23)�
  34.6�
�
14. Finland�
  2,300�
441   (9)�
1.4   (19=)�
  27.0�
�
15. Czech Rep.�
  1,871�
183   (19)�
2.2   (5)�
  57.0�
�
16. Hungary�
  1,589�
157   (20)�
1.9   (10=)�
  33.4�
�
17. Ireland�
     803�
204   (17)�
0.5   (25)�
  10.4�
�
18. Slovakia�
     627�
 117   (22)�
1.9   (10=)�
  22.0�
�
19. Slovenia�
     378�
192   (18)�
1.4   (19=)�
    6.5�
�
20. Lithuania�
     342�
  99   (24)�
1.8   (14=)�
  12.7�
�
21. Cyprus�
     294�
382   (12)�
2.3   (4)�
  10.0�
�
23. Luxemb.g�
     233�
520    (6)�
0.9   (24)�
    0.9�
�
22. Latvia�
     194�
  84   (25)�
1.9   (10=)�
    4.9�
�
24. Estonia�
     172�
  127  (21)�
2.0   (8=)�
    5.5�
�
25. Malta�
        95�
  237  (16)�
2.1   (6=)�
    2.1�
�
[** Romania]�
   [1,313  (17)]�
    [59   (26)]�
[2.3   (4=)]�
  [97.2]�
�
EU-15 Totals�
198,528 m�
�
�
1,605,900�
�
EU-25 Totals�
208.185 m�
�
�
1,863,600�
�
EU-15 Av�
  13,235�
485�
1.91�
�
�
EU-25 Av�
    8,327�
361�
2.2�
�
�



* Forces figures are 2002








Table 2


European Armed Forces


2002/3





Country�
Prof/Consc�
Army�
Navy�
Air Force�
Total�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Austria�
Conscript�
  34,600�
  *****�
  6,850*�
  34,600�
�
Belgium�
Professional�
  24,800�
  2,450�
10,250�
  39,200�
�
Cyprus�
Conscript�
  10,000�
  *****�
 *****�
  10,000�
�
Czechy�
Conscript�
  39,850�
  *****�
13,100�
  49,400�
�
Denmark�
Conscript�
  14,700�
  4,000�
  3,500�
  22,700�
�
Estonia�
Conscript�
    2,550�
     440�
     220�
    5,000�
�
Finland�
Conscript�
  19,200�
  5,000�
  2,800�
  31,800�
�
France�
Professional�
137,000�
44,250�
64,000�
260,000�
�
Germany�
Conscript�
191,350�
25,650�
67,500�
296,000�
�
Greece�
Conscript�
114,000�
19,000�
33,000�
177,000�
�
Hungary�
Conscript�
  23,600�
  *****�
   7,700�
   33,000�
�
Ireland�
Professional�
    8,500�
  1,100�
      860�
   10,500�
�
Italy�
Conscript�
116,000�
36,000�
48,000�
216,000�
�
Latvia�
Conscript�
    4,000�
     620�
     250�
    5,500�
�
Lithuania�
Conscript�
    7,950�
     650 �
   1,150�
  13,500�
�
Luxembourg�
Professional�
        900�
  *****�
  *****�
       900�
�
Malta�
Professional�
    2,140�
  2,140**�
  2,140**�
    2,140�
�
Netherlands�
Professional�
  23,150�
12,130�
11,050�
  49,600�
�
Poland�
Conscript�
104,050�
14,300�
36,450�
163,000�
�
Portugal�
Conscript�
  26,700�
10,950�
  7,250�
  43,600�
�
Slovakia�
Conscript�
  13,700�
 *****�
  7,000�
  26,000�
�
Slovenia�
Conscript�
    6,500�
 *****�
     530�
    9,000�
�
Spain�
Professional�
  95,600�
22,900�
22,750�
177,900�
�
Sweden�
Conscript�
  13,800�
  7,900�
  5,900�
  33,000�
�
United King�
Professional�
116,670�
42,370�
53,620�
210,400�
�
Norway�
Conscript�
  14,700�
  6,100�
   5,000�
  26,600�
�
Turkey�
Conscript�
402,000�
52,750�
60,100�
514,850�
�






*   Austrian air service is part of the army


** Maltese armed forces cover all three services





Of EU-15, Austria and Luxembourg have no navy and Luxembourg has no air force


Of EU-15, eight still field conscript armies (although Italy is phasing it out)


All EU Accession states (except Malta) have conscript armed forces











Table 3. World Military Expenditure


2003





Milit Spend ‘03�
Expend.$millions�
$ per capita�
% of GDP�
�
1.United States�
 404,920�
 1,391�
 3.7        (�
�
2. Russia�
   65,200�
    455�
 4.9        (�
�
3. China�
   55,948�
     37�
 4.1        (�
�
4. France�
   45,695�
    765�
 2.6        (�
�
5. Japan�
   42,835�
    337�
 1.0        -�
�
6.United K’dom�
   42,782�
    722�
 2.4        -�
�
7. Germany�
   35,145�
    426�
 1.5        (�
�
8. Italy�
   27,751�
    481�
 1.9        -�
�
9. Saudi Arabia�
   18,747�
    832�
 8.9        (�
�
10. India�
   15,508�
      15�
 2.6        (�
�
11. South Korea�
   14,632�
    305�
  2.8       -�
�
12.  Turkey�
   11,649�
    165�
  4.9       -�
�
13.  Australia�
   11,758�
    591�
  2.3       (�
�
14. Israel�
   10,325�
 1,544�
  9.5       -�
�
15. Spain�
     9,944�
    242�
  1.2       -�
�
16. Brazil�
     9,274�
      53�
  1.8       (�
�
17.  Netherlands�
     8,256�
    509�
  1.6       -�
�
18. Taiwan�
     7,479�
    336�
  2.7       (�
�
NATO�
 626,033�
    773�
  2.8       (�
�
[NATO Europe]�
[221,113]�
   [426]�
 [1.9]      (�
�
[EU 25]�
[208,185]�
   [365]�
 [1.9]      (�
�
ME & N.Africa�
   54,148�
    165�
  6.0        (�
�
C.& S. Asia�
   24,388�
      16�
  2.6        -�
�
E. Asia + Austra�
 164,379�
      79�
  2.1        -�
�
Carib + C/S Am�
   25,145�
      47�
  1.4        (�
�
Sub-Sah. Africa�
     7,716�
      11�
  1.9        (�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�



US expenditure ($405bn) = 	


The next fourteen combined (Russia to Spain = $408billion)


“Axis of Evil” states + Russia + China + Japan + NATO Europe (= $395 bn)


The rest of the entire world (minus NATO Europe) (= $371 bn)


NB: US expenditure in 2007 = $470bn





Source:  The Military Balance 2004-2005, pp.353-358





( or ( = budget rise or fall as % GDP (2002-2003)
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