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Introduction

The following paper is based on the author's “Conditions and options for an autono-
mous ‘Common European Policy on Security and Defence in and by the European
Union in the post-Amsterdam perspective opened a Cologne in June 1999°, written
after the decisions by the European Council in June 1999 and published by the Center
for European Integration Sudies in Bonn.! In addition, it is supplemented by a new
andysis of the problems raised by the later agreements in the context of the EU sum
mit decisons & Helsinki and Nice on European security and defence policy, the Euro-
pean crigs reaction forces and the “Headline God” for their strength and compaosition.

The quedtion is asked, whether these decisons and guidelines as wdl as the Headline
God for the forces meet the conditions posed by the European security Stuation, the
requirements of the European military contribution to Nato as well as those for an
independent European military criSs response. This paper discusses the main aspects
of the planned security, defence and crids response policies in the limited European
context againg the background of criss and conflict redities on the European periph

1 SeeZEl Discussion Paper C 54/1999.
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ery and beyond. It deds in particular with six centrd issues and problems of a generd
nature;

» the issue of politica-military dructures and  intergovernmenta  decison
meking inthe EU,

» the problem of force dructuring between paticipants for military operaions
outside Nato,

» the issue of dandardisation, interoperability and readiness of criSs response
forces,

» the problem of “European options’ for independent use of EU forces in crigs
and conflict,

> the issue of “European Armed Forces' and European military integration in the
EU - the problem of harmony in the Atlantic dliance for an enlarged “Euro-
peanrole’.

These sx subjects are interredlated and must be seen in the general context. They are
being dedlt with in this discussion paper in three parts.

I. The necessary politica-military dructures and politicd decison-making in the EU
on security and defence policy for crigs response, including the requirements for
flexibility in exercise of internationd missons and mandates under changing condi-
tions.

[I. The requirements for force dructuring, including interoperability and standardisa-
tion, readiness of forces and sudtainability of deployments in crigs contingencies as
conditions for “European” options of criss response.

[Il. The problems of harmony within the dliance, compatibility with US forces und of
the creation of “European Armed Forces* for a “European defence® within the aliance
as the hidden agenda behind the EC programme of 1999/2000.

l.  Political-military structures and political decision-
making in the EU on security and defense policy
for crisis response

1. The decisons of the European Council on the planned common European security
and defence policy at the end of the armed hodtilities with Serbia over Kosovo in June
1999 have made obvious the need for going beyond the origind concept of the “Pe-
tersberg Tasks' for the WEU, decided in 1992 in a different Stuation and later worked
into the Amgterdam treety, as well as further than the limited vison of the Maadtricht
and Amgerdam tregties on common European security policies. This is, however, not



Structures, possibilities and limits of Europe

the purpose of the Helsinki and Nice decisions in the year 2000 by the EC nor the &
Sue addressed by the further decisons of the Foreign and Defence minigters of the EU
patner daes on force gods and generd military missons for the European criss
reaction corps, to be created by 203. The officid European agenda is narrower than
the tasks, which could, a least by the Bakan experience, confront the EU in case of
American inggence on “European action® for conflict prevention (one of the explicit
missons in the “Petersberg Tasks’ and in the EU documents) and an ensuing escala-
tion of the crigs without US and Nato participation - a contingency, which cannot be
sysematicaly excluded, certainly not in view of the ongoing American debate on the
use of US forces in European criss stuations, i.e. in former Yugodavia Since the US
dly is nather interested in a European “Nato light* subdtitute for a robust “European
Rlla* within Nato nor in a separate European military organisation with its own
force, duplicating Nato functions, but unable to replace Nato with US participation and
dependent on Nato assets, while detracting resources and capabilities from Nato, a
wider European responghbility with a larger military growth potentid has to be envis-
aged for the future. The problem fas been clearly posed by the Clinton and - recently
a Munich in the Intermationa Security Conference February 2001 - by the Bush I
Adminigration in the daement made by Defence Secretary Dondd Rumsfeld
(3.2.01). Washington has held a continuous “red ling* not to be crossed by the “Euro-
pean Security and Defence Identity” in ddimiting itsdf by its own military forces
from Nato or even within Nato from the integrated “Allied Command Europe®: No
duplication, no detraction from Nato capabilities. Priority for Nato missons and for
alied military capabilities.

The European Nato dlies do not question this priority nor the necessty for meaningful
conaultation with the US within Nato on possble separate European criSs manage-
ment operations outsde Nato. They adhere to the principle “Nato first”, which aso
means, that Nato in a criss in Europe would, as a matter of fact, have “the first
choice® for intervening in the dtuaion with its dlied forces, and this with active par-
ticipation of the Europesn dlies as in the Bakan contingencies, with “the collective
Nato missons' there, cited as examples , as did Nato Secretary General George
Robertson a Munich in his statement on 3rd February 2001, mentioning, that “the US
maintains only 15 percent of the tota peacekeeping force committed in the Bakans - a
far cry from the preponderance one might expect‘. while French Defence Minister
Alain Richard promised (on the same occason and date) that “the European capac-
ity..will enrich the range of tools avalable to the transatlantic community for criss
management”.

If this is redly to be the case, the EU needs for joint military action in support of n-
ternational peace and security not only autonomous military structures and capabilities
for the use of European forces as well as procedures for independent decision-meaking
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in time of crigs, but foree mos the politicd commitment to build up and maintain the
necessyry military forces a the required level of operationd capabilities and profes
sond qudity, induding the technicd assets and stocks of arms, munitions and equip-
ment. This requirement can only be met by a responsble and coherent political author-
ity a the highest leve, independent from the North Atlantic Council. Otherwise, “dra-
tegic autonomy*, as the political god is sometimes caled, could not be achieved vis-a
vis Nato and the United States, which means that the EU could only become a true
“globd player” in internationa politics and security on this essentid condition: Cer+
tra politicd (intergovernmental) authority on security and defence with the ultimate
responghbility for the decisons on criss response and the commitment of forces, made
avalable by the member dates after agreement in Nato with the non-EU dlies. Com-
mon commitment for joint action under European command and control, if there is no
joint Nato/EU operation under Nato command and control (to be exercised in this case
by the European Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe, as envisaged in the d-
ficid documents).

For he sake of argument, it is supposed that the European Council of Chiefs of State
and Government can provide this authority. It is, however, not certain that this author-
ity can be discharged in a timdy and effective way in a sudden criss. But such deci-
gons are aways subject to circumsances and the politicd congtdlations including the
domestic gdtuation of each nationd government. There may be political condraints to
acting early in a crisSs or to commit the necessary forces for fear of risks to them and
for fear of losses in action. These are legitimate concerns for any government and
parliament, but the may jeopardise precisdy the timey action and frusrate the
political goas set by European security policy. For this reason, the Heads of State and
Government must be persondly involved in the politicdl assessment of a crigs, in the
risk-teking and the decison-making from the beginning. This means that the European
Council of the EU mugt be adle and willing to ded with a crigs a& an early sage and
must be sufficiently informed, asssted and advised to do so. This politica priority has
consequences for the procedures and organisms the EU needs, to be effective for crisis
management. This has not been 0 in the pag, the most recent past of the Kosovo con
flict incduded. The internationa examples, the Gulf War, the Somdia Crids, the Bos
nian War and the Kosovo Conflict have clearly shown that not only internationa or-
ganisations such as the UN or the OSCE are hard put to react both timely and force-
fully to meat the challenge, but that the member dates themsdves find it difficult to
respond by action in good time to prevent the criss from escdating or to limit the con
flict by approprite measures, if and when sanctions and demondrations of force re-
man ineffective Vis-avis the Yugodav conflict from 1991 to 1995 and agan in
1998-99 in the Kosovo criss EU policies for a negotiated settlement by compromise
were ineffective, EU responses were weak, telated and ingppropriate for the solution
of the problem, that had to be addressed. The reasons for this continued failure are
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known: There was no agreement between the European governments on ether the
nature of the conflict and the gravity of the crigs Stuation in each case or on the nec-
essary and available means to em-ploy, let done on the political objective to be per-
sued and hence on the preferred outcome of any concerted European effort towards
conflict resolution. There was no drategy and not even a concept shared by dl the EU
members on how to ded with the Stuaion. Therefore, no European action beyond
communiqué rhetoric, procedural proposals for a diplomatic moderation to reduce the
tenson between adversaries or for compromise solutions by mediation with a politica
impact on the crises and a chance of success, came under way. This was particularly
obvious in the gpproach to and the dedlings with the Bosnian criss in late 1991 and
later in 1992-95 with the Bosnian War. Outstanding examples were the faled Carring-
ton initiative with a conference between the parties to the Yugodav war of secession
and the beginning Bosnian civil war without agreed results and the Western plan for
the divison of Bosnia, put forward by the Anglo-American mediators.

The reasons were many, above dl the refusal on the pat of the warring parties to
come to terms for a territorid compromise. But the obvious reluctance of the Western
governments, to commit forces for an eventua intervention to block escaation of the
amed violence and military confrontations on the ground in over four long years,
convinced the adversaries in Yugodavia that no outsde actor would step in to separate
them and end the armed conflicts. Thus, the lack of deterrence power, which is as
much of a psychologicd as of a physicd naure, left the Western governments without
a credible dternative to diplomacy - and as Henry Kissnger had remarked when try-
ing to mediate between Israd and the Arab enemies of the Yom Kippur War in 1973,
“diplomacy without the sword is without an dternative®, hence powerless and without
influence on determined opponents. In terms of drategy: If there is no capability for
appropriate military sanction in case of refusd to come to negotiated terms, there is no
deterrence. Policy is deprived of the option for punitive action, hence diplomacy of
the ultimate means of persuason. This applied fully to Yugodavia and in particular to
Bosnia. As to the EC partners with their long-standing “European Political Coopera-
tion“ (EPC) for concerted action in internationd affairs, they were unable to agree on
more than principles and procedures or to forever demand cease-fires, dthough in the
end of the day 123 of those concluded were broken again or smply disregarded by the
local combatants. Their ingtitutional weakness was lack of unity and lack of resolve.

During the French referendum campaign over the Maadtricht treaty in the midth of the
Bosnian catastrophe, with French, British, Dutch and Itdian troops prominently en
gaged in Bosiia for the faling UN peace-kegping mission, the then French Foreign
Minigter, Roland Dumas, ventured the argument (in a debate on French TV), tha if the
Maedtricht tresty with its clause on the European foreign and security policy had been
in effect in 1992, the Bosnian War might have been prevented or ended by a joint
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European initiative. At that time, the European governments, with Paris as leading
example, tried to temporise in order not to commit amed forces for decigve action,
which would have meant offendve operations in Bosnia, and were even divided over
the dropping of relief goods by parachute to the besieged enclaves of Szrebrenica and
Tuzla, cut off on land by the Serbs. French genera Morrillon, in command in the e
gion for the UN “protection force’, publicly advised agang such relief from the ar
for fear of provoking the Serbs to shoot at the trangport arcraft and escalating the
Stuaion on the ground. “Escalation* was the sum of dl fears to the European partners,
and this to the extreme that a the moment of the Croa and Mudim offengves in
Western Bosnia in the summer of 1995, which turned the tide of the war againgt the
Serbs and offered a new opportunity for ending the conflict be resolute armed inter-
vention on the ground and from the air, the German Defence Minister Volker Rihe
declared that “the worst” that could happen and must therefore be avoided, was “esca
lation* of the war. This paliticd opinion on the date of the Bosnian conflict and the
issue of military escaation from the ousde flew in the face of the evidence on the
ground, which strongly suggested only military power, brought to bear by the dlies
agang the Serbs, could findly end this devadtating war, which had escdated dnce
1992 after amost four years and 300.000 dead victims with up to three million dis-
placed persons. On this crucid point of policy and drategy in conflict, dl the Euro-
pean governments agreed with the German defence minister, who had stated the con
ventional wisdom of Europe on war, conflict limitation and risk-taking in crigs This
misunderstanding of both the dtuation and the drategy of controlled escdation by
military intervention to end the war (which was done a few weeks later by Nato under
American leadership with dlied ar atacks from Itdy and the deployment of an alied
rapid reaction force, composed of British, French and Dutch conbat troops, close to
Sargevo) shows the red problem of policy-making and reaching common decisons
on how to act in adifficult and dangerous Situation:

Policy-meking in criss aways means acting under the pressure of events, which may
be beyond control or may be used to advantage, with time for measured responses
running out fadt.

For this reason, governments find themselves close to the cutting edge of power to be
used in order to make an impact on the dtuation and confronted with considerable
risks to the success of ther criss response, to their forces engaged in conflict and even
to ther own politicad dtuaion a home. This goplied to the dlied governments in
1993-95 and again over the Kosovo in 1998-99 as it applied to the UN and the EU
from the beginning of the wider Bdkans crigs in 1991 with Yugodavia dissolving in
four wars of secession againg the central Serb authority in Belgrade. It has to be e
caled thet a the beginning , in early 1991, the Luxemburg foregn minister Poos, then
in the chair of the intergovernmenta EC “troikd’ presidency, addressed the developing
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criss as an occason for European politicd initiatives to settle a conflict in Europe,
and cdled out “the hour of Europe® to act. His assessment was quite right, but the EC
partners could neither act individually as European Powers, as France and Britan
might have done, a least initidly, nor as a group of daes or a “community” , for lack
of agreement and of ready forces to be used in a joint military intervention to prevent a
war from spreading to Bosnia. Europe as a whole was unable to enforce either UN
resolutions or the rules of the CSCE. Russa was threatening to block any vote in the
UN World Security Council which would authorise the use of force againg Yugoda
via or the Bosnian Serbs, the CSCE (later OSCE) was dependent on unanimity; it had
no mandate before the end of 1994 and no means or organisation before 1996 to act as
provider of security in a crigs Stuaion and gill has no right to intervene in member
countries or any foreign territory. The West European Union (WEU), while present
with a flatilla in the Adridic to observe compliance with the UN embargo on arms,
military equipments and oil to Yugodavia, did not have the military means to do more,
and its members did not want to egage further. The EU, a that time 4ill the old EC
with its intergovernmenta political cooperation in internationd affars and an dabo-
rate, wdl-organised consultation mechanism, lacked a politica objective, a dSrategy
for success, the meansto carry it out and the coherence to act effectively.

2. This inability, prolonged beyond 1995 to 1999 with the Kosovo affar, shows that
the main problem of policy-making and decison-taking lies with the naiona govern
ments and legidatures, not with the EU as such, snce there is no European supra
national politicadl authority with competence and respongbility for security and de-
fence, let done with jurisdiction over armed forces and “European” military opera-
tions. This basc problem of politicd authority and responghility for internationa ac-
tion cannot be solved by organisation and procedures, by diplomatic consultations and
by committees, snce it is fird and above dl not a management problem but one of
politica vidon, unity and resolve. The other dde of this case dso proves the point:
When the resolve was there in late summer of 1995, three or four governments agreed
to send troops together to fight and al the dlies agreed in Nato to commit the ar
power assembled in Italy to end the war. This led to the armed mediation by the US at
Dayton and to the Paris Peace for Bosnia The EU was indirectly represented in the
Dayton negotiations by tree of its members, but it was no actor itself. For Dayton no
set-up of committees and consultation procedures was necessary nor was there time to
do it in. Understandings between “the able and willing* on the ad hoc tasks and the
appropriate means at their digposal was al, what was needed. The interdlied ad hoc-
cadition organised itsdf in a practicd manner without relying on ether EU or Nato
procedures or committee machinery. Russa was engaged for the negotiation by the
US, without which nothing would have been accomplished. To end the Kosovo war in
June 1999 the EU was useful, but again it was represented by the governments, and
the European Council acted more as an internationd Notary Public to enregister the
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provisona solutions negotiated by dhers, i.e. the US and Russia, endorsed by the G8
Summit and presented to Europe without an dternative as they had been presented to
Belgrade by a “take it or leave it* chdlenge in the form of an “ultimate proposa” ur
der the threat of continued ar attacks on a widening scale and with an incressing i+
tengty of bombing. It is true that the Finnish President represented the EU as partner
to the mediation in Belgrade, which was based on an international podtion, hammered
out manly by the US in negotiations with a recadcitrant Russa, itsdf outmanoeuvred
and isolated, even by Ching, a the UN and margindized in Europe by the dud track
advance of Nato towards the East with the extension of the treaty area and towards the
South Eagt on the Bakans with the engagement of dlied forces, establishing Nato
military structures, offering security and defence guarantees to neighbours of Serbia
and cregting a politica-military prefiguration of a Nato sphere of interest wide beyond
the former Yugodavia, englobing virtudly dl of South Eastern Europe.

3. It stands to reason, that Nato's part in the ending of the acute Kosovo crisis and in
gabilisng both Macedonia and Montenegro, contralling Albania and the Kosovo it-
sdf, was more important to the provisond conflict resolution than that of the EU. It is
equaly obvious that the European governments at that time had a common politica
interest in acting together for peace in Europe by heping to end the conflict and to
demondrate European initiative, which was done a Cologne with the “Stability Pact
for South-Eastern Europe‘. The decison on the common security and defence palicy,
which had been prepared since 1998, i.e. by the Franco-British initigtive of S. Mdo in
December, was timely to put the EU on the politicd map of Europe and on the Euro-
pean security agenda after the participation of most of its members in the Naio opera
tion “Allied Force*. The Cologne Summit decison on security and defence policy for
the EU was a logicd, even a compelling concluson to the chain of events on the Bal-
kans and in the “transatlantic partnership® since the beginning of the Balkan conflict in
1991/92. It was the consequence of the Kosovo experience with Nato in action under
US leadership and control, if the EU was to come into exigence as a “globd player a
al.

But the entire experience concerned mogly the dlied governments in Nao, which
were related to each other in ever wider circles of active participation in decison
meking before and during the conflict: The first or “inne® cirde conssting only of the
US and Britain as in the Gulf War, a second one with France as the third partner, a
third with Italy and Germany as deployment countries for the US and Nato arcraft in
Europe, active paticipants in the “ar campaign® with valuable assets and as “Dayton
patners' of the “Internationa Contact Group® (its membership extended to Italy and
its scope beyond Bosnia onto the entire Bakans) for the diplomatic operation as addi-
tiond associaes in auxiliary roles, findly the “outer” circle of al Nato partners, repre-
sented by the permanent Nato council in Brussals under the chairmanship of the Secre-
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tary Generd, who was directly connected to Washington and to the US Commander-
inChief in Europe as the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), who com+
manded operation “Allied Force® in his H.Q. a Mons. The heads of the national dele-
gations acted on their ingructions from home (and several of the Heads of State or
Government used ther direct contacts to the Presdent in Washington). The rest of the
Nato politica-adminigrative mechinery in the politicd H.Q. in Brussds was only in
volved a the consultative level and had to present the operation to the public. The er
tire set-up offered a far example of dassc codition wafare, as the “solidarity be-
tween dlies® and the “coheson of the dliance® were congantly invoked by the Nato
authorities as the overriding concern. In the end, generd Wedey Clark resumed the
success of the military srategy and operationd tactics, imposed by his politicd mas-
ters on operation ,Allied Force®, with the sober assessment, that it worked and that it

had “maintained aliance cohesion®, one of the four objectives of the “air campaign®2.

4. The Bdkan example is no argument againgt proper procedures of consultation and
decison-teking nor againg the organisation, without which no common policy-making
Is possble in the long run between a dozen let done two or three dozen governments.
But it shows that organisation and procedure cannot replace politica union and author-
ity, policy and dtrategy. It aso shows that coalitions between partner states and at least
an internd “bdance of power* 4ill exig within the Wedern inditutions, both in Nato
and in the EU as they exig a the UN and in the OSCE. Intra-dliance and intra-
community policies may act on a patern of drategies of limited conflict of nationd
interests on mgor policy issues such as going to war together or smply applying pres-
sure on other countries or intervening in a hogile environment. Findly it shows that
the declared politicad solidarities and hence the forma dsructures and boundaries of
treaty areas between partner dates in the EU as in Nato can be dretched, over-
extended and over-ridden by understandings of some of the members with each other
and with states outside, accepted as externd partners in ad hoc coditions for specid or
dominant purposes in a given dtuation, as was the case with Russa both in 1995 over
Bosnia and in 1999 over the Kosovo. This pattern is apt to re-emerge in internationa
crigs management and conflict resolution in the future, whenever the stakes are high
and the odds ominous, and, of course, when it would be necessary “to engage Russid’
in the common security interest, one day possbly China outsde Europe and certainly,
for the EU in operations outsde Nato on the European periphery, Turkey - which
means that the entire European discusson on the “European Security and Defence
Identity“ with the proclaimed “Common European Policy on Security and Defence” is
in redity subject to the American connection and to Turkey as it is on Norway for con

2 See Pdlitische Studien, Hanns Seidd  Stiftung, Minchen, 4/2000, Die USA und
Europa, S. 96.
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tingencies in Northern Europe. Cross-influences will play across the outer borders of
the EU as they will across the Nato boundaries, wherever these boundaries will be.

EU dructures will, therefore, have to be flexible, if they are to hold the ill loose but
widening union together in internationa action and if they are to withstand the pres-
aures of crigs from the outsde and of dissent from the indde. They must provide for
active participation of European Nato dlies, which are not members of the EU, but are
In a geo-drategic position, which could not circumvened for a criSs response opera
tion by EU forces This is a criticd point in rdation with Turkey and a possble cause
for intra-dliance controversy dso with the US. A conflict on this point could pardyse
any military response by the EU on the Southern periphery of Europe or in the Black
Sea region. It could block Nato consent to the use of Nato force and command struc-
tures, Nato bases and other Nato assets by the EU for outside purposes.

5. The common foreign, security and defence policy, especidly dl criss management
and conflict control policies with the use of force or even only of cetan militay
means such as transport arcraft, relief convoys on the ground or teams for water drill-
ing, road/bridge and power-line reparation, mine-clearing, distribution of food and
medica assdance in theetres of amed hodilities (such as in Somaia or Bosnia and
Kosovo), will remain concerted operations between nationa contingencies and ser-
vices, eech one under the ultimate authority and the nationd jurisdiction of ther re-
spective governments. Hence the firg and last word on such commitments, deploy-
ments and employments will be reserved for the nationd authorities as will be the
military missons and the “rules of engagement” to be agreed upon beforehand by the
participating countries. On this capitd point there will be politicd and ideologica dif-
ferences from member to member, which becomes obvious when one congders the
neutraity policies of some EU gdates such as Sweden and Austria outsde Nato or the
different conditutional regimes with the German one, even dnce 1994, dill a particu-
lar case.

From the Nato experience the generad lesson can be drawn, that by and large arising
differences of opinion and even of nationd interets in criSs management can be over-
come or a least limited by mutud moderation. However, Nato ist a military-politica
dliance, based on intergovernmental cooperation adone with the aliance organisation
no independent entity but the prolongation of an aliance of sovereign daes. This has
established the pre-exiging politica hierarchy between the dlies at the creation as the
underlying redity of the transatlantic partnership induding the “specid rdationship*
between the US and Britain (even if the latter has changed due to the loss of power
and internationa influence of Britan in redion to the US) and the Anglo-American
predominance in Nato as a fact of life The US as the protective power of Europe
during the Cold War has remained the politicd leader and the moderator of the
dliance. American draegic supremacy and technologica-economic superiority as

12



Structures, possibilities and limits of Europe

materidised in the US forces and globa military organisation above and beyond the
transatlantic connection englobing Europe with the complete drategic control of Nato
border on a benign hegemony, which is dl but formaly complete, determines dliance
policies and drategy, even if the US could not rule Nato againg the will of its Euro-
pean dlies The US-German rdationship, grown out of West Germany’'s dependence
on American power and commitment for the defence of the FRG after 1945 and until
the end of the East-West confrontation, on America's good will and political support
for the nationd reunification of 1998/90, reinforces both the exiging politicd hierar-
chy in Nato and the internd codition politics within an inner circle around the US as
the centrd power of the dliance, conssting of Britain, Germany and France (as far as
the latter participates in Nato affairs) and, to a somewhat lesser degree, dso of Itay as
the other important basing-country for US forces in Europe and the centrd power in
the Mediterranean.

6. The Nato members in the internationd “Dayton group” on South-Eastern Europe
reflects this post-1990 gStuation in the dliance. Spain aspires to a Smilar postion in
the inner circle as that of Itay since 1996. Turkey however on the politicd margin in a
geopoalitica-drategic key pogtion as one of the most important “srategic dlies’ (Hol-
brooke in 1994) of the US for the control of Europe from the Mediterranean to the
Black Sea and Caucasus in the North to the Qulf in the South. This sst-up inside Nato
is the hard core of the dliance as an internationa player. The formd equdity of its
sovereign members in treaty terms under internationd law is not operationa in politi-
cal-drategic terms under crigs and corflict conditions. The nucdear dde of redity
again changes this set-up by privileging Britain and France among dl European dlies.
But snce nuclear arms are “wegpons of last resort“ and with Soviet power gone, Rus-
sSa geogragphicdly removed from the center of Europe and no forward defence neces-
say agang an immediate military threet on the continent, Nato drategy does no
longer address confrontation risks in Europe proper nor rely on ready nuclear forces
for regiond deterrence, the “nuclear status privilege' is no longer of the same impor-
tance in favour of Britain and France. It is, however, Hill a political status symbol and
offers the advantages of a privileged legd postion in the NPT as a support of nationa
veto power in the WSC of the UN. For the EU it has not been an obgtacle to a common
security policy so far. But as the EU develops into an inter-nationa unity of action,
based on arrangements between its member sates and lately on the union tredties, the
nuclear issues of politics and strategy will come under consideration.

Britain and France, dready in a specid podtion as secondary nuclear powers and
privileged permanent members of the UN security council with veto power, used to
military intervention policies outsde Europe, reflecting their past as centers of over-
sess colonid empires with gill active dientde politics and interests in Africa and in
the Middle East, can dways rey on their specid internationa Status in reserving spe-
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cid rights in the security and defence domain as well as for ther reations with the US,
Russa, Chinaor India

In Nato these specid dStuations are controlled by the dominant US interest in Europe
and in control of aliance forces by US dominated Nato authorities, by US economic
interests in the armaments markets and the Nato programmes on “standardisation” of
equipments for “inter-operability” and improvement of dlied forces (as has become
clear again in the conclusons of the review “Lessons leant® from the operation “Al-
lied Force® 1999 and the ensuing defence improvement initiative of Nato, to which al
European dlies have agreed in principle and have made commitments for force gods).
The French redrictions on participation in the military cooperation in Nao diminish
France's podtion in Nato and limit French influence, thus indirectly upgrading the
German postion in the dliance. But outsde Nato and in particular outsde Europe
France and Britain hold their post-Great Power postions above al other European d-
lies and hence, their EU partners. What will this Stuation mean for EU dructures and
policy-making on criss reaction and conflict prevention by the use of military forces?
As far as the structures and procedures are concerned, the Nato example has been fol-
lowed by the architects of the EU common security and defence policy. The Military
Committee (MC) of Nato, composed on the highest level by the National Chiefs of
Saff of the Armed Forces or Chiefs of the Defence Staff, with a working levd in
Brussels of Permanent Representatives of these chiefs, and a permanent Internationd
Military Staff, military counterpat of the politicdl Council in Permanent Sesson,
which is composed by the heads of the nationd delegations to Nato (the so-cdled
“Nato ambassadors’, representatives of their governments) has been copied. This had
dready been done for the reactivation of the WEU, where a military committee of
permanent delegates (for some partners as in the German case the same generd offi-
cers in double function) had been crested. This pattern has been transferred to the EU,
which now had its own MC and internationd Military Staff. The Political and Security
Policy Committee of civil representatives of the governments has been set up accord-
ing to the Nato example of the permanent council. The Secretary General and High
Representative for the Security and Defence policy of the EU may st in the chair of
the committee. A dtuation center for criss management as a politica-militay re-
sponse and coordination cel has been added, in order to give the EU an operationd
criss reaction capability. A drategic reconnaissance satdlite center is to follow, in
order to create the desired “independent” European cepability for the acquisition, ex-
ploitation and evauation of draegic inteligence by space-based sadlite systems in
the common possession of the EU partners.

All in dl, this rudimentary and possbly provisond dructure for the EU security and
defence policy with the planning, coordination and control functions for a European
criss reaction force a the higher politica-military level and down to the operationd
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headquarters for the planning and command and control of force components deployed
for and employed in non-Nato military missons in the sarvice of the EU or by the EU
for the UN or the OSCE appears to be adequate for the stated purpose of covering the
entire spectrum of the 1992 “Petersberg Tasks' for WEU, which have been assumed
by the EU, reaching from humanitarian reief action with militay and cvil means via
peace-kegping missons with interposing troops to separate adversaries, deploy troops
to secure open roads and free traffic under internationa control, police contested or
unsafe aress, disarm opponents, neutrdise threats to security, to peace enforcement
with the use of military force including combat operations to achieve the missons
objective.

This objective would be in generd to extend protection and project ability in criss
Stuations to the advantage of the populations or the threstened legd authorities, pro-
tect or restore the internd peace of countries, to which EU forces would be deployed
on request by the legd government with a mandate, possibly by the UN or the OSCE.
Casss of intervention by offensve use of armed force may arise, but such cases were
not expressively included in the 1992 Petersberg missions for WEU forces. They may,
however, emerge as the consequence of a peace-keeping operation or even, as in -
mdia, of a humanitarian rdief misson, which would have to be protected or con
ducted by a military force of the EU, running into amed resstance or being attacked
for booty. The objective of the misson could, therefore, require not only defensive but
counter-offendve use of force including of heavy ams, i.e. to overcome road blocks,
to cross a river under fire, to bresk a Sege or an encirclement by a hostile armed oppo-
gtion, in order to go on with a rdief convoy. Missons may change by themselves un
der the influence of unforeseen events.

Therefore, the politicd and the military dtructures of the EU security and defence
group from the European Council (EC) to the Foreign Minigers Council, eventualy
completed by the De-fence Minigers, down to the Politicdl and Security Committee
and the Militay Committee with its Militay Staff must be prepared, organised and
daffed to be cgpable of swift decisons for a timey and effective criss reponse - this
Is the whole reason for the entire operation and the ambitious EU programme for a
common security and defence policy outsde Nao in non-Nato contingencies. Obvi-
oudy, here lies the critica point, on which everything would turn in an acute criss and
during an ongoing, protracted conflict with EU forces or force components engaged in
their missons. In this point the procedures are important for speedy decisions on a-
tion after fixing the objectives, which can be achieved with the avalable means in
time for a successful outcome, evauaing the risks and defining which would be ac-
ceptable, the same for costs and eventud losses, eaborating an exit-srategy which
would not confound the purpose of an operation and frustrate the political ams
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7. One essentid condderation is when the heads of governments should be involved,
dnce minigers cannot decide for themsdves on military force, sanctions or other
means of pressure. In the EU foreign policy domain, the politica directors of the min
isries of foreign affars are the key figures for consultations on important matters and
for submitting decisons to ther minigers. Any safe procedure must include, not by-
pass them. The participation of the defence ministers will be necessary on any decison
to commit military forces or assets, to deploy troops abroad and to use foreign bases,
whether indde Nao or outsde. Without the defence minisers no meaningful agree-
ment on dlied forces and joint force dtructures is possble, and without the defence
minisers the defence budget cannot be loaded with additional costs for deployments
and operdions added for internationa security or foreign policy reasons. The defence
part of the new policy cannot be managed or decided upon by the foreign minisers.
Since military or “hard” security is dways linked to the use of force and to defence
consderations, it is a capital error not to associate the defence ministers on a perma-
nent bads with the foreéign minigers in the minigerid council on security policy. In
this respect, the EC has faled in his sdf-given task of setting up an appropriate struc-
ture for political decisons on security and defence. As long as the foreign minigers
may decide on therr own, when to consult with the defence ministers and cdl them in
for a common sesson of the council, their deliberations on the military aspects of cri-
s management and conflict prevention or termination will be too far off from practi-
ca military and technicad consderations and tend to make “incremental employment®
decisons of the kind that commits forces piecemed, with light ams be preference, in
gndl units with narowly limited missons and rules of engagement, forcing them to
alow themsdlves to be fired upon firgt if not attacked outright with deadly use of ams
and bound to irredigtic perceptions of danger and threet in the theatre of criss as well
as to an interpretation of internationd law to the disadvantage of regular forces ex-
posed to guerilla fighters or sreet fighting and sniping, road-blocking and harassng
military posts and camps.

Too redrictive mandates or interpretations of rules of engagement and rules of interna-
tiond law by the lawyers of the foreign services and diplométic representatives have
led to the sdf-inflicted debacle of UNPROFOR in Bosnia between 1992 and 1995.
“Incremental”  engagement of forces with the misson to control a criss gStuation al-
ways carries a nontcdculable risk againgt unknown, often hidden odds and in Stua
tions, which may change rapidly and hence confront the deployed internationa troops
with a violent runaway criss, with which they later cannot caich up, so that the one-
sded escdation of the conflict escapes their grasp, piles up serious risks to their opera
tions at little cost to the authors of organised violence, inflicts losses without any red
chance of diminaing the source of danger let done of establishing control. The Brit-
ish and French contingents of UNPROFOR together lost more than 70 men dead with-
out any decisve action. This is why the internationd “protection” force in Bosnia
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could not even effectively protect itsdf, let done the populaions and locdities under
their repongbility for security.

8. The defence minigters and chiefs of the armed forces bear the respongbility (in Ger-
many the conditutiond responshility of the miniser as commander-in-chief) for the
forces and their soldiers vis-avis the government and the parliament, but ultimatdy
before the people. No foreign minister can replace them in this and the foreign minis-
tries do not have the competence and expetise to andyse a dStuation from an
operationd point of view, evauate the risks, the requirements and the st of an opera-
tion, least a dl of a belated or weak response in a developing criss, where the odds
are againg the insertion of forces without the necessary strength, sup-port and supplies
over a longer dretch of time. There are no safe “preventive deployments' of forces in
a theatre of criss, where an armed conflict may erupt and the “prevention” force has
the task of suppressing the forces of violence in time before they can act. It follows
from there, that the foreign ministers cannot make an assessment done, whether a
given potentia crigs dtuaion warants only a smdl and light force for “preventive
deployment” or whether a stronger and heavier armed force should be deployed as a
meatter of caution to be able to keep the causes for an eruption of conflict under con
trol. This is, anyway, one of the mog difficult and most risky decisons to meke at the
beginning of an involvement. “Policy” decisons cannot be safely dissociated from
military “drategy” decisons and from operationd-tactica considerations of imple-
mentation, since the execution of policy determines success or falure and the “misson
impossible’ for amed forces often results from a congraining mandate for the incre-
menta use of light forces in Stuations, that have been ill observed or perceived by the
political authorities and ther diplomatic advisers, where the risks have been underes-
timated by the policy-makers. After Bosnia for the UN, the Kosovo has offered les
sons to Nato and to the dlied governments, advised and represented by their Nato an
bassadors and the secretary genera of Nato in the permanent council: Their assess
ments and evauaions before the implementation of the exclusve ar drategy of “Al-
lied Force® in March 1999 were proven inaccurate and on the time axis wide off the
mark. Their predictions of how Milosevic would react to the “phased® ar campagn
and what it would take to bend or bresk him were wrong, and their interpretations of
the Serb reasoning during the conflict was not better. It is true, that they had ample
militay advise in Brussels and in ther capitds, which they ligened too, once the
amed hodtilities were opened. But before tha, during the politicd phase of criss
management by diplomacy and with the OSCE observers in Kosovo, while prevertive
force deployments were made in Macedonia across the border and the “Extraction
Force" was assembled there to evacuate the observers in case of a threat to their secu
rity, the alied governments via the EU “troika’, did not persuade Milosevic to change
his policy nor did they bring him to honour the various agreements they had made
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with him. All missons faled, findly the Holbrooke misson in the fdl of 1998 and
ultimatums were not followed up with the threstened military action.

The former charman of the Nato Militay Committee, German generd Klaus
Naumann, who with generd Wedey Clark negotiated in October 1998 in Belgrade
with Milosevic the withdrawa of the bulk of Serbian forces from Kosovo and tried
during the ultimate last misson to Belgrade in January 1999 to persuade Milosevic to
comply with the Western five demands for a settlement of the Kosovo, has criticised
the Wedtern “criss management* in 1998-99 before the break-down of the Ramt
bouillet negotiation. He has argued that the spring of 1998, when the escaaion of vio-
lence started in the Kosovo, would probably have been “the right point in time to show
resolve’, but a tha time, “many Nato countries looked upon the Stuation as an inter-
nd afar (and the US was bound into a severe interna conditutiond criSs over
Presdent Clinton). Therefore, the criss management missed the proper opportunity,
when escdation into war with Serbia over Kosovo might still have been avoided?
Generd Naumann has drawn as lesson from the falled Kosovo diplomacy before
March 1999 that “crids management can achieve its primary objective to avoid war
« 4

only by winning the initiative early and if possible by preventive action* ™.

“Winning the initigtive® is more than taking an initidive. It is a drategic term which
means tha the object of the initiative is to deny the opponent to set the conditions of
the conflict, to reduce his freedom of action until he is blocked from reaching his gods
and secure freedom of action for onesdf in order to determine the evolution of the
conflict and findly its outcome. “Winning the initigive® is about winning control of
the gtuation by bringing superiority over the adversary to bear. For any codition or
dliance, hence for the EU as a community of dates, the lesson for its criSs manage-
ment policies is to bring in sufficient military force early, a least on stand-by, ready to
be deployed and engaged, capable of a sustained effort to exercise physica and tech
nica control of the crigs dtuation and impose the conditions of conflict prevention,
conflict limitation or conflict termination, in sum: establish drategic dominance of the
thestre. This basc requirement limits the time for “incrementdism* and sats the dage
for a timdy deployment of a military force or para-military police force (or both to-
gether).

8. EU security structures and forces for criss response must be tailored to this re-
quirement. This asks for a standing combinaion of palitica-diplomatic and military

expertise for the early recognition of danger, proper use of the avalable warning time
for analyss and assessment of the Stuation, the correlation of forces and risks of a-

3  See Klaus Naumann, Kosovo - Moddl fir die Zukunft?, In: Erich Reter, Der
Krieg um das Kosovo 1998/99, Mainz 2000, p. 24.
4 1bid., p. 25.
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tion before the criss erupts into open violence and escaates into armed conflict. The
examples of Bosnia and Kosovo, discussed above under this aspect, are cases in point
?77?. The EU authorities and associate governments should mind these examples and
use the experience for the architecture of their security and defence policy: A closay
knit fabric of cooperation between foreign affars and defence with the intdligence
and security services across adminidrative departments and politicad domains as well
as across the nationa frontiers between the participating countries. This consideration
clearly pleads for both a common council for the foreign and defence minigers and a
danding committee with representatives from both as wel as for a permanent inter-
change between the PSC and the MC with the Military Staff under the authority of the
Secretary Generd/High Representative for Security and Defence Policy of the EU. In
this politica-military context the criss response cdl and the Stuation center would
give optima service to the process of assessment and policy-making for eventudly
necessary preventive deployments in support of preventive diplomacy and the intro-
duction of military force into the equation of the means for action. The Military Staff
could coordinate its , drategic planning” with the policy planning, based on the same
intelligence and on a joint assessment by exploitation of the results of ,early waning®.
This is necessary on any account, since the MS figures in the EC document Annex to
the Conclusions of the Presidency on the Nice EC session 7/9-11-2000°) as “linkage"
between the EUMC (the military committee and the military forces, made available to
the EU, and as advisory organism of the competent authorities of the EU, i.e. the Ro-
litical and Security Committee, the Secretary Generd, the Council of Ministers of For-
egn Affairs and ultimatdly the EC of the Heads of State and Government.

9. Any architecture or assemblage of sructures for politica decison-making, military
planning and coordination of forces , daboration of criss response options both politi-
cd and economic as well as military must provide for the participation of nonEU d-
lies and of willing candidates for EU membership, once these are recognized and asso-
ciated to EU political consultations or even in a forma partnership with the EU. It
must a the same time secure the integrity and auonomy of EU planning, decisont
making and the implementation of politicd decidons and drategic plans by the EU
organisation for security and defence, i.e. for criss response. This subject is an old
theme of the relations between Nato and Russa since 1994 with Moscow aways ce-
manding more access than Brussds can give, if Nao is to continue as an efficient mili-
tary-political  dliance, capable of internationd action by itsdf and not hindered by
others. This principle of sdf-determingtion in crigs and criSs response even in coop-
eration with externad security partners should be vdid for the EU as wdl. Otherwise
the EU Security and Defence Policy organisation would risk to degenerate into a sec-
ond OSCE without impact on hard security problems. For d candidates to EU mem-

5 See SN 400/00 ADD 1 Rev 1, p. 77 (German version).
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bership, which would not yet be Nato members in case of a criss contingency, the
same criteria for autonomy and integrity of the EU as an internationa player in secu
rity matters must apply. Otherwise the EU would acquire a loose fringe of associated
and participating partners, not redly bound by solidarity and discipline on the basis of
contractual obligations and an “acquis commun® of common practice in the exercise of
policiesin theinternationd field.

.  The force structuring and the options for Euro-
pean crisis response with military means

1. The adopted “Headline Goa“ for EU criss reaction forces, based on the “Peters-
berg Tasks’ for the WEU in 1992, sats a requirement for some 115.000 soldiers in
ground forces, of which not more than 60.000 in one contingency force, 300 combat
arcraft and 75 navad vesds plus a arlift/sedlift capability of 188 trangport arplanes
and 61 transport ships for longer range deployments in the contingency of use of force
with possble combat missons. Such a contingency could materidize in a gStuation,
where the misson would be “separation of parties by force®, in other words: deploy-
ment of an interposition force to separate two adversaries, opposing each other on the
terrain. This is supposed to be the most demanding of the “Petersberg Tasks® for EU
forces, the others being “conflict prevention® i.e. preventive deployment of troops in a
crigs aea and “humanitarian assstance’, which has two parts “humanitarian ad‘ (as
in Southern Turkey to Kurdish refugees from Northern Iraq in the spring of 1991, in
Eastern Bosnia or in Somaia) and “evacuation operation” (as in Northern Irag in 1991
or from flooded or devastated areas). The nationa contingents announced by the par-
ticipating countries in 2000 for the “Helsinki Force Cataogue’® (HFC) added up to
more than 100.000 soldiers for ground forces, 400 combat arcraft und 100 navad ves
sels. Non-EU dates, which are members of Nato, and therefore admitted to participate
in EU “Petersberg Task® operations, announced additional force contributions in No-
vember 2000 a Hegnki. This means that on the quantitative scde the force require-
ments are dready fulfilled on paper. As to military qudity, which is recognized as the
esentid  criterion, the wel known deficiencies in European Nato forces subsist and
limit the operationd vaue of the commitments made by the concerned EU partners at
Helsnki: Strategic transport, strategic reconnaissance, command and control capabili-
ties, logigtica support over larger distances, readiness of units, combat search and res-
cue (CSAR) assets, precisonguided munitions (PGM) and other high accuracy weap-
ons such as ar-to-ground, ground-to-ground, sea-to-surface missles, orientation and
target acquigtion equipment etc. In Nato, the military authorities and the US defence
miniser have identified additional deficiencies in Allied Forces Europe after the Kos
ovo operation: In generd terms standardisation and interoperability of the various na
tionad components of dlied forces i.e. in tdecommunicaions communications secu
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rity, inteligence assts and andlyss, dectronica survellance and air-space control,
friend/foe-identification of flying arcraft and night combat capabilities in the ar and
on the ground. The “Defence Capabilities Initiative® (DCI) adopted in Nato by al &
lies has identified the deficiencies in detall and spelled out the remedies. It has dso
been adopted by the EU partners as the yard-gtick for measuring military requirements
for the EU force. On November 20, 2000 the participating EU governments accepted a
lig of initiatives for upgrading EU crigs response force components and the European
organisation to be st up. The sysem of divison of labour by sharing roles was
adopted, in order to avoid duplications and optimise European options by joint capa
bilities. The results need to be verified for eventua correction or completion. Judging
by past experience with European efforts in the defence domain, perfection is not to be
expected but adequate resuits could be achieved.

2. The wesk point in the politica-adminidrative architecture lies in the absence of the
Finance Minigers or a least the budget directors of the finance ministries and in the
falure to creste a Committee on Technology, Arms and Equipment, composed of the
armaments directors in the national defence ministries. But these errors could be cor-
rected, snce cooperation in the aimaments domain with the harmonisation of planning
and procurement of military equipments is an explicit objective of the new European
Security and Defence Policy and a measure of practica cooperation does exist. If the
politicd will prevalled to build up a solid European criss response cgpability with
military force, which could indeed “enrich® (in the words of the French Defence Min-
iger) the collection of tools for crigs reaction and conflict prevention/ termination
and, at the same time, address the tasks of the Nato DCI with results, that could satisfy
the military authorities of Nato and above dl the US, the Sructurd deficiencies in the
concept of Helsinki and Nice could well be diminated.

The synergetic effects of European force structuring and Nato force gods in the new
dlied forces dructure, to be organised in Europe, could materidise by the build-up of
the multilatera “Eurocorps’, to which France contributes forces together with Ger-
many, Spain, Belgium and other dlies, however some of them only with token forces
of dubious avalability let done operationd readiness, to a full-fledged Nato “crigs
reaction corps’, in this case the 3rd one of high readiness, with the “Franco-German
Brigade' (a this time the only immediately avalable one in the corps) as the “spear-
head“ of a repid criss reaction force. This will be effective only, if and when both
France and Germany make one operationa divison with three brigades each and the
necessary complementary troops for support and supply avalable, ready for opera
tionad employment with mobile command and control, long range ar trangportation,
mobile ar defence assets and logistics packages for ar trangport, dl in interoperability
modes and with consderable standardisation & least for the use of ammunition and
fud, dectric aggregates and communications equipments. The troops would have to
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be trained in compatible skills and tactics (one of the mgor deficiencies the US forces
observed in thelr European Nato dlies in Bosnia since 1995 was the inability to use
US-compatible equipments in communications and American trangmisson formas,
language, ciphers, etc as generals Joulwan and Clark noted).

A European Air Transport Command, Reconnaissance, Strategic Intelligence and As
sessment Command and Control of EU forces as common functions with common
organisations - al force gods aready envisaged by the WEU before 1995 - are to con+
tribute to the upgrading of rea “European options' for criss response. The generd
rule is a “single set of forces’ for Nato and EU, as 14 of the 15 EU partners participat-
ing in the planned joint crigs response capability are bound in the Nato military coop-
eraion with its long-existing force goa planning process. However, a separate force
planning subject is evacuation of people in emergency Stuations beyond the opera
tionad search and rescue, snce Nato does not plan for emergency evacuation of civil-
ians on a large scde as a military function (it has, however, accomplished this task by
improvisng in March/April 1991 between Northern Iraq and Southern Turkey in the
Kurdish contingency).

3. Force dructuring for criss response is by nature provisond and must be as flexible
as possble to adapt to changing contingencies and Stuations on the ground. The EU
and Nato have identified 149 different operationd capabilities to meet the various
challenges posed be the three main generic tasks of humanitarian assistance, conflict
prevention and interpodtion of troops for forceful separation of opponents in a criss
dtuation with armed violence threstening or having dready occurred. The 115.000
soldiers of the land or ground forces will have to be divided into various operationa
components, in “packages’ for the various identifisble contingencies. Since never
more than one expeditionary force of up to 60.000 soldiers shdl be deployed on the
ground in one contingency and this for up to 12 months, on cdl for readiness within
60 days, the 115.000 force level offers severd options for rotation in deployment: on
average either three times 35-40.000 for four months or up to 55.000 in two periods of
sx months each. The force packages could be smdler, i.e 15-20.000, which would
leave an operationd ready reserve with three contingencies covered a the same time.
These figures show tha the force sructure should be extremdy flexible, in order to
lend itsdf to rapid adaptation of “packages talored® to given Stuations with limited
tasks in each case. If, however, one large operation were to become necessary, such as
Bosnia in 1995-96 or Macedonia-Kosovo in 1999, the authorised expeditionary force
of up to 60.000 strong would have to be used. In this case it would have to be -
ployed to the theatre for the time necessary up to 12 months without relief or rotation,
unless ready reserves stood by. The 115.000 overdl leve for land forces in the EU
criss reaction corps would probably alow such a sretched-out deployment, if the
logistical support and the money to pay were on hand. But Bosnia and Kosovo with
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Macedonia show that the required time for peace-keeping or even more for peace-
making may well lagt longer than the dlotted 12 months. This is even likely in such
cases, where internationa forces would be inserted into an crisis area with the misson
of ether to keep the adversaries gpart or to enforce the peace by offensve deploy-
ments for control, which isimplicit in the “ Petersberg Tasks".

4. In such cases, the development of the dtuation can change both the misson and the
required forces or qudity, equipment, operationd capabilities of the forces. This hap-
pened in Somdia and in Bosnia between 1992 and 1994: In Sorrdia from protection
of the humanitarian assgtance via trangport and didtribution of rdief goods and other
ad (which had become objects of competition between rivds in the ethnic civil war
for the control of the territory by control of hungry populations and at the same time
prizes of looting by banditism) to the needy to suppresson of banditism and findly
enforcement of UN decisons with the atempt of disaming warring factions, hunting
“war lords® and securing control of the territory by force and occupation. In Bosnia
with a gmilar development from smple watching over demarcation lines, to protect-
ing relief convoys and individuds, opening blocked roads, guarding abandoned vil-
lages or towns, creating UN proclaimed “safe havens' for refugees and dfending (or
rather not redly defending) such areas as Szrebrenica or Tuzla (abandoned with the
people to the Serbs). In the end in 1995, the UN “Protection Force* did not discharge
its responghbilities and could not even help itsdf , not even with Nao air cover, be-
cause of the lack of heavy ams, armoured transport heicopters for mobility over
longer distances and a UN mandate with appropriate rules of engagement to open fire
not only when under attack but aso to protect villages or traffic on the road and gener-
dly to cary out thar missons with the use of force The result was generd helpless-
ness and disorientation, loss of time and effort, high cost for no re-turn in security. The
Canadian soldiers of UNPROFOR chained to bridges or gates of military inddlations
of the Bosnian Serbs as living shidds to deter Nato air attacks and atillery fire be-
fore the late summer of 1995 were the sorry symbol ?7?? of internationa incapacity to
cope with the problems and magter the criss. The Dutch beattalion handing over Szre-
brenica, one of the “safe havens’ hed open for Bosnian refugees, with severd thou
sands of civilians to the Serb military of generd Mladevic, since wanted as a “war
crimind*, was the more dramatic symbol of thisincapacity.

In the end, the UN soldiers stood in the way for Nato air attacks and Nato ground ce-
ployments such as the insertion of the alied rapid reaction force close to Sargevo to
counter the Serb atillery fire barrages. The converson of such troops to a fighting
force is possble, but not dways and everywhere under dl circumstances. In the Bos
nian case, part of the UNPROFOR dements were upgraded in arms and equipment for
enlarged missons including readiness for combat, in other cases they were replaced by
fresh Nato frces from Europe. In genera terms Nato first stood in for the UN, where
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it was dlowed to do this, then replaced the UN forces for the occupation and control
of Bosnia The change-over meant the end of the UN military presence in Bosnia and
marked the beginning of a cooperation between Nato and the UN under the opera
tiona and physcd control of Nao with firs about 50-60.000 dlied soldiers in the
Ifor/Sfor. By the year 2001 the level of Sfor has been reduced to about 33 % of the
origind one. Bosnia has been, at least on the surface and for the mogt, been pacified
without further bloodshed or armed violence on a recognissble scde. Is the replace-
ment of the UN force by Nato the modd on which the EU bases is provisond criss
respond for peace-enforcement with the use of strong and active military force?

5. The officdd German interpretetion of the Helsnki and Nice EU documents men-
tions that “only possble developments of a criss will tell, whether the EU or Nato will
act militarily* and that therefore , consultation and cooperation® between the two or-
ganisations condtitute “a key function®, i.e. “in times of crigs’, in order “to involve the
dliance comprehensvely in the decison-making process, which can lead to an EU
operation”. The American partners did ask during the last years, whether this could
mean that US forces might be cdled in beaedly to finish off the busness sarted by
the Europeans? This is, of course, one of the key questions, that the US Congress
would ask in the course of events, leading to a request by the EU or European Nato
dlies for US forces in a European contingency. Here lies one of the reasons for the
obvious American sceptidsm vis-avis European criss control operaions, dthough
the US has for a long time demanded such European capabilities to ded with Euro-
pean contingencies without cdling in US forces until they would be redly needed. The
ambivaence of the American debate and officid policy on this matter reflects the an
biguity of such crigs gtudions and ther incaculable evolution, for which the Stua
tion in Southern Serbia bordering on Kosovo and on Macedonia gave an example in
the spring of the year 2001 with the Albanian violence bresking out in that region.

6. Such posshilities point to the criticd nature of force structuring and armaments for
crigs response, conflict prevention and termination as wedl as to the inherent and
modily hidden risks of “incrementalism® in deploying and engaging forces in order not
to intervene too soon too heavy-handed and to keep al the options open for controlled
escalation and de-escaaion. The old French adage “qui peut le plus peut le moins',
meaning that he who can do more, can aso do less - but not vice versa In other words:
Larger and better armed forces can be used successfully in different ways than smdler
and lighter ones, when the tide changes and new chalenges arise. Force structuring for
criss response must therefore create adaptable force components for various combina
tions, which dlow different options, above dl a spectrum of options by changes in the
compostion of rgpidly avalable dements without having to exchange whole force
dructures or fidd formations such as brigades and divisons (in Bosnia Ifor was com-
posed in 1996 of three alied divisons with severd brigades each, under the command
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of the then Britistled ARRC from ACE). The “Head Quarters® structure adopted by
Nato offers the ad- vantage of various eements to be inserted into one frame and i+
terchanged in the course of the operation without a generd change-over and loss of
continuity. The EU dructure has adopted this system, which aso makes it easer to
cooperate with Nato and change operationa responsihilitiesin the theetre.

The latest example of the redity on the ground changing rapidly and by surprise was
the rebellion of Macedonian Albanians on the border of Kosovo around the town of
Tetovo, where on March 14, 2001 a group of the newly organised Macedonian
Albanian UCK opened fire on the postions of the Macedonian army and border o-
lice, collocated with 1200 German soldiers of the former internationa “Extraction
Force® for an emergency evacuation of the OSCE observers from Kosovo ill under
Serb control in 1998 before the outbresk of the Kosovo war. This German contingent
and other international dements were held in reserve for the logisticd supply and pos-
sble reinforcement of the German sector in the South Kosovo since the Kfor deploy-
ment in June 1999. They had not seen any action or been under hodile fire until mid-
March 2001: All of a sudden they found themsdves on the front of a beginning fire
fight across the border with mortar impacts close to their barracks. 200 of them were
immediately withdrawn back to security and German Leopard tanks were deployed
from Kosovo to the Tetovo garrison in Macedonia as a back-up by heavy armour and
as deterrence of aggresson by what the German defence miniser Rudolf Scharping
caled “Albanian terrorists‘®. His troops in Tetovo were garrisoned in a Macedonian
border town with an Albanian mgority population and Stuated between three different
“UCK*" guerilla forces The one in Kosovo, a second one in the Presovo region of
South Serbia and a new one near the border in Macedonia - quite an unforeseen Stua-
tion two years earlier, when the internationa force had been deployed to Northern
Macedonia, a country with one quarter to one third of its population being Albanian
Mudim.

A few days earlier, US troops had to open fire in the South Serbian Presovo valey
border sector to Kosovo on UCK partisans in order to restore security. A cease-fire
was negotiated with the UCK groups in Presevo, Medvedja and Bujanovic under the
monitoring survelllance by a Joint Security Force Headquarters a Bujanovic. Later the
Yugodav amy was dlowed back in regimentd drength into this border region, a 5
km wider buffer zone, to maintain order. With the returning troops came general Ne-
boga Pavkovic, former commander of the Yugodav army corps in Kosovo during the
conflict of 1999 - a 180 degree change in the politicdl Stuation on the terrain as well
as between Nato and Belgrade, due to the UCK activities in South Serbia and to the
change of power in Yugodavia (generd Pavkovic, however, was one of the leading
supporters of Milosevic in the Yugodav army).
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Both new contingencies demondrated the need for international insertion forces to
aways be prepared for a sudden deterioration of conditions and crises concerning their
missions, which might then be changed from one day to the other, with even the oppo-
nent changing: The assumption, widdy made snce 1991, tha forces for criss man-
agement and peace-keeping, in paticular for , preventive deployments’ like the origi-
na one to Macedonia, do not need heavy arms such as atillery and even less offensve
means such as armour and armoured combat helicopters, let done fighter-bombers to
accomplish their missons, but should be lightly amed as to be inoffendve and highly
mobile for policing their sector and inspiring confidence in the populations, reducing
tensons between adversaries, has again been proved wrong by these events. Heavy
ams, especidly armour, artillery and combat helicopters are essentid to military secu
rity even in a dationay defensve podure of internationd “sabilisation forces’ such
as Sfor in Bosnia, Kfor in the Kosovo or the international back-up force in Macedonia

7. This requirement limits the necessary dructurd changes of security forces com:
pared to de-fence forces in Europe. The answer to the problem posed does not lie inan
dterndive “light* indead of “heavy” or in the dubious digtinction between “offendve’
and “defendve’ but in griking a proper balance between both types of equipment,
capabilities, hence force structures and force levels. It stands to reason that more
infantry is needed, but so are arborne and heliported combat units with engineers,
dgnd and medicd components and light highly mobile armoured units to accompany
the infantry, which itslf must dso be mounted on light armoured and whedled combat
vehicles and battle-field transportation. The heavy armour must ill be avaldble a
short distances as back-up and fire support in case of need. The training and menta
preparation of the soldiers has to take into account the various contingencies which
may arise during a misson and prepare the troops for more than one kind of service in
the field. But the ideg, that an entire “new type* of “light* military force, bordering on
the para-military police could replace the exiding force Sructures, a least below the
divison levd, is an illuson. Brigades may be composed of a mix of light and heavy
battaions with artillery. Or each battdion may have two light companies an one heav-
ier company with some fidd atillery support and light armour, but in addition the
heavier amoured and amed fighting vehides of the mechanised infantry and ar-
moured battalions with ther medium or heavy man battle tanks must be deployed
with the lighter units as an insurance againg a bad day. The combinaion can be opti-
md at brigade or combat group level. Severd variants are possble and flexible force
dructures with flexible command and control permit changes in the compostion of the
battalions for specid purposes and for the adaptation to changing contingencies and
missons of the same units.

6 SeeMathias Rib, Report from Tetovo, In: FAZ 17.03.2001, pp. 1, 3.
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8. The programme of the German army for a new, brigade-oriented structure of the
land forces with two mobile divisona headquarters for command and control of func-
tiona force dements or “tallored packages' in specific deployments for specific mis-
sons, each cgpable of commanding and supporting three to four brigades or brigade-
Sze combat groups in internationd security contingencies, the whole laid out for up to
150.000 soldiers, in Nato roles and for non-Nato roles with an EU force, an OSCE
force or an UN force, shows the way to go beyond the narrow limits of the 1992 “Pe-
tersherg Tasks', if the need to do so, were to arise.

The pledged German contingent to the EU crigis reaction corps of 115.000 soldiers in
land forces for the crisis deployment of up to 60.000 in one contingency misson and
one year at 60 days notice on call, would be composed of a tota of some 18.000 sol-
diers

- one “nucleus’ operationa joint headquarters for amy, navy and ar force components
in joint command and control,

- land forces component:

- around 14.000 soldiers land forces

- avalablewithin 5to 30 days,

- one “nucleus’ land component command or headquarters for the ground forces
in the deployment arealarea of operations ( the German-Dutch corps is ear-
marked as afuture “criss reaction corps’ in Allied Forces Europe of Nato),

- adivison headquarters with supply and support troops for one division,

- a brigade headquarters with 6 combat battdions plus supply and support units
for the brigade,
- ar force component:

“nucleus’ ar component command or headquarters to command the air force
unitsin the area of operations

- around 6.000 soldiers,

- avalablein5to 10 days,

- 6 combat squadrons with 79 aircraft,

- 8 sguadrons (companies) of ground-to-air defence systems,
- ar trangport and genera support units,
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- nava component:

- “nucleus’ maritime component command or headquarters to command the na-
vd forcesin the area of operations and control other maritime movements,

- around 4.000 soldiers,

- avalablein 2to 20 days,

- 15 combat vesss,

- 1 naval combat air squadron with 12 aircraft,
- maritime surveillance assets and units,

- support forces,

- centra medical service:

- around 2.800 soldiers,

- avalablein 20 to 30 days,

- 2fidd hospitds,

- 6 medica rescue centers,

- 1 sea-based medicd ingdlation (hospita ship),
- joint forces base service:

- around 3.500 soldiers,

- avalablein 20 to 30 days,

- nationd logigtic support dements,

- reconnaissance and military intelligence dements.

The German example shows that with less then 20.000 military personnel, one Euro-
pean country could fill a third of the hill for the 60.000 strong European crisis reaction
force component in one contingency misson. This means that if conditions and avail-
ability as wel as sudanability were equd in dl three countries, Britain, France and
Germany with about 20.000 soldiers each in “taillored packages® on the German
model, could field the 60.000 soldiers in operationd units with their organic support
and above with the necessary generd support and headquarters organisation for mo-
bile command and control, ground-to air defence, communications and transport, ar
cover, ar transport, sealift and generd logidics induding the home base ingdlaions
and assets within 30 days. This consderation leads to the concluson, that there would
be a least a second possible multinationa force package of another 60.000 soldiers
within in 30 days for a period of up to 12 months, if dl the other participating EU
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patners would fidd their nationd contributions on this modd, of course of varying
personnd and equipment strength. Italy, Spain, the Netherlands and Portugd could
certainly do that, Poland, Czechia and Hungary as EU candidates and associates could
contribute, as they dl do in Bosnia to Sfor and in Kosovo to Kfor under Nato com-
mand and control. Turkey offers to contribute as it does with two battaions to Sfor
under Nato authority in Bosnia.

What Audtria and the two Nordic EU members Sweden and Finland would do in a
serious criss with regard to the deployment of a EU force with an offengve or at least
active military misson is not certain and would depend on the circumstances and the
domestic political congtellation. But dl three countries have participated in UN peace-
keeping operations with military eements, Sweden with Norway, Denmark and
Finland has integrated smal Bdtic units in a “Nordic battdion” in Sfor after having
contributed to UN forces for several decades as the other Scandinavian countries and
Finland. Denmark is not part of the ESDI and does not participate in the common &
curity and defence policy. Norway, gill not a member of EU, is free as a Nato dly to
contribute or abstain. The decisons of dl of these countries probably will be taken
case by case on the merits of each case in their repective nationa perception.

Therefore the drength and compostion of the European criss reaction corps and its
deployable force components should not pose any red problem within 6 to 12 months
and within a limited EuropeanMediterranean dimension. However, Sx months peri-
ods of sarvice in a crigs gtuation, as currently in the Balkans, may pose problems of
sustainability and require rotation of personnd and equipment, if not of entire units.
Volunteers may not adways be in abundance. Professond soldiers of high qudity may
sometimes be in short supply. The equipment has to be maintaned and repaired,
which means exchanged according to its having been used on rough terrain or in com
bat. Whatever the plans and rules, the red-time utility depends on the way, soldiers
and equipment are being employed and cared for. If the EU were to assume the entire
respongbility for the dability of the Bakans with its own means incduding the mili-
tary security function, the 60.000 limit for personne a one time in one sngle deploy-
ment would have to be rased by at least hdf, probably doubled to 120.000. Since
115.000 soldiers in land forces are the total agreed upon, even this force goa could be
met for one year; afterwards rotation of units and personnel in headquarters and ser-
vices in the operationd area would definitdy have to begin. But with this maximum,
which would dlow for ether two successve deployments of 60.000 each for two
times sx months or of three at 40.000 for a rotation over one year, the human e
sources would be sretched to the extreme sustainable. The Chief of the German De-
fence Staff (Inspector General of the Bundeswehr), generd Harad Kujat, is on record
gnce March 2001 with the public warning that the limits of the personned reserves for
crigs deployment of German units have been reached with what is now in the Bakans.
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The European criss response possihilities are therefore not as grand as it may appear
by mere counting of the numbers of military personnd in service in dl EU member
dates. The cost of such deployments is such that two billion D-Mark have been set
asde annudly in the defence budget to cover such operations. The amount may just be
adequate, as long as there is no large and continuous expenditure of ordnance and fud
and no mounting kepair requirements are to be expected by wear and tear in the field.
But dready, the ministry of finance in Berlin has sent an ingpection to the Bakans in
order to find out, whether it is , necessary” to offer 180 D-Mark a day to every soldier
sarving there. Pay is directly linked to motivation and hence to volunteers to go into a
crigs zone. This is treacherous ground for bureaucrats with only the budget in mind
and inexperienced in looking at risks, hardship and hazards associated with service
outsde the office This example shows again, how necessary it is, to engage the
budget directors of the ministries of finance directly, sysematicdly and persondly in
the planning for and the funding of crigs reaction policies in the service of interna
tional security.

9. In the generd view, autonomous EU operations without reliance on Nato would
rather be the exception, EU operations relying on Nato assets (bases, force structures,
capabilities) and procedures, the generd rule. This is the basic concept adopted at Hel-
sinki and elaborated a Nice by the EU partners. However, the Bakan experience since
1991 shows tha such assumptions, while reasonable and practical, may have given
way in medting the redities of a thegtre of conflict. The main problem does lie with
the ar cover, survellance from the ar and ar-space control, air transport, armed and
armoured helicopters, drategic-operational reconnaissance and intelligence, red-time
operdtiond information, navigation and identification of locaions dl sadlite-based,
findly with night-fighting capabilities of arcraft and armour on the ground. Nato can
offer assts, the EU has few. In Bosnia in 1995-96 mogt of the communications, navi-
gaion and information assets were US (above 90 %). It is in this critical and costly
domain, that the EU partners will have to prove their abilities to carry out ther inter-
tions and sugtain their efforts over time,

[Il.  Harmony within the alliance, compatibility with
US forces and the issue of a “European Army* in
the future

The quarre with Ankara over Turkish participation in EU peace support and criss
response operations is but one aspect of the problem posed: How can the European
Security and Defence Identity and the exercise of a European security and defence
policy by EU criss response with military force be made compatible with Nato re-
quirements in a criss? How can the EU and the US with the rest of the European dlies
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make satisfactory agreements of practicd value and be efficient both outsde and in
sde Nato? How can “the single set of forces* for EU and Nato of the European dlies
be used to mutud satisfaction in the perception of the best interest of both Europe and
the dliance?

All US forces in and earmarked for Europe have out-of-area contingency priorities.
All operationd European forces in Nao will have a least some norntNato missions
envisaged for them in international security contingencies. Ten years after the end of
the Eas-West confrontation in Europe and of the Soviet Union, this new priority-
stting is norma and indeed unavoidable. The cregtion of the European criSis reaction
corps within the limits set by the EU governments seems to be a reasonable response
to the new needs and chdlenges, but dso to the long-standing American demand for
more European efforts in the field of security and defence,

“Collective defence” behind the border-lines of the Nato parameter with a firm posture
of forces in Europe has given way to “collective security” as the immediate concern
and the firgt priority as long as there occurs no new gppearance of a direct military
threat in Europe againg Nato. Turkey lies on the border between European defence
and internationa security in an area of unrest and potentid thrests around the Euro-
pean periphery, including againg Europe itsdf from the South. Hence the Nato area is
unevenly exposed to security hazards from its environment running from the Caucasus
and the Black Sea via Centrd Asa and the Middle East dong the Southern coast of
the Mediterranean to the Maghreb in North Africa. But this wide “Southern arc of ten
sons’ , which englobes Europe and the entire Mediterranean, dso marks the larger
drategic-geopalitical unity of this vauable, unevenly populated and developed world
region, spanning three continents and bordering on two oceans in the South and in the
West: The Indian Ocean and the North Atlantic. As Nato and the EU expand to the
East on the European continent and come closer to Russia, the European security
agenda changes and with it the scope, scde and drategic Sgnificance of “collective
defence” by Nato in Europe. Will the Bdtic and the Black Sea become - in drategic-
political terms — “Nato lakes’ as the Mediterranean has become over time in the last
fifty years ingpite of the fact, probably strange in the classcd perception of Admird
Mahan, that Nato does not control the opposite coast in North Africa, at least not with
naval and ar bases and certainly not politicaly? Will the environment around Europe
reman dable or will the volatile Stuaion escdate into permanent danger? The answer
to this quedtion lies in the possble undergandings with Russa, in Russas pogtion in
the Caucasus, in Georgid's relations with Nato and in Turkey's rddions with Russa,
with Syria, Isad and Egypt, ultimady with Americals podtion in the Middle East
between Igad, its client, and the Arab world, hogtile to the existence of the Jewish
State as the dominant regionad power with gill coloniad festures on Arab land. Haf a
dozen countries in the region have missles of ranges reaching Southern Europe, mis-
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dle technology and possbly the nuclear wegpons option plus a part in the spread of
other dangerous means of mass destruction.

In this dtuation the defence of the European Nao perimeter changes its drategic
meaning: Defence in the drategic sense must be forward defence beyond the perimeter
of the Nato area by the means and drategy of denid of aggressve options aganst
Europe and the American presence in the region. The equirements for such a drategy,
both political-economic and military, are stabilisng forces on the periphery and orge
nizing mutud politicd support based on common security and interests. What role
could a separate “autonomous’ European criss reaction force play under such condi-
tions in this specific peripheral environment and what role, that Nato with US leader-
ship could not play? Wha will be the drategic objectives of the autonomous Euro-
pean security policy and could they be achieved in “draegic autonomy”. How will the
EU governments define thar common long-term and immediate security interests for
example vis-avis Turkey, a “drategic partner* both for the US and Europe, and how
visavis lsad? In order to use criss response forces anywhere, the EU mugt firg
have a clear view of the politicd picture and the drategic conditions for the use of
force or for “preventive deployments’ of a peace-keeping force to a crisgs Stuation.
This was neither the case in Somdia nor in the Bakans, dthough the disntegration of
Yugodavia in a series of wars, which were each a combination between a civil war of
ethnic-religious as wdl as politicd texture and a war of se-cesson on the part of the
non-Serb peoples, while for Belgrade it was each time a war of domination as wel as
of presarving the politicd unity of Yugodavia, forced Europe to atend to the conflict
in a murky Stuation. The peace-keeping and peace-enforcement roles could not redly
be assumed let adone played with success without the deployment of superior military
force and an internationd mandate to act with force ether by the UN or by the OSCE
(the latter ill being subject to authorisation by the UN WSR). This meant that it could
not be played againg Russa's resstance a the UN, unless one would forego an inter-
nationa mandate to use force, as Nato findly resgned itsdf to do with no other politi-
ca option left. Could the EU have acted in this way and could it have succeeded, even
to the point of Nato's in- complete and precarious success in June 1999 &fter the Kos-
ovo war? Could it now consolidate the new Stuation under more favourable circum:
stances than those in early 1999 before Nato intervened with operation “Allied Force’
agang Serbia’Yugodavia? The answer is negative to the firs question and dubious to
the second.

The general wisdom of European policy-makers after the not yet ended Kosovo con-
flict has been expressed in the summary assumption, that there would not be a repeti-
tion of an interventionig military policy in the Balkans, of course not in the Caucasus
or in North Africa and the Middle East: “Allied Force® aganst Serbia and the Kfor
experience, ill of an open outcome in politica terms, are no modd for future Nato
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and EU policies of crigs management. If that is so, what will the consequences be in
new crises on the periphery of Europe? Service of EU crigs reaction forces in amal
numbers to the OSCE or the UN, which means with Russan consent and participation
in the deployment in any serious contingency in a region,. where Moscow has an i+
terest, is one posshility. But would the EU members want to do this together with
Russia and without the US? Would Britain even be prepared to take part in such po-
liticd operation without the Americans? Should Germany be prepared to do that and
rik the adverse politicd consequences? If such an dl-European operation of criss
management by “preventive deployment® to a dangerous region or “insertion* of
forces into criss Stuations of open violence were decided with the US and Nato not
participating, would it then be likdy that Washington would dlow this with a Russan
connection of the EU and the use of Nato assets? If it were to the South in the Eastern
Mediterranean, for example on Gyprus, or in the south-east to the Lower Danube and
Black Sea or again in the Bakans would Turkey suffer such a EuropeanRussan
combination without American control and Nato responshbility? Would Israd, if the
theatre of crids management were Lebanon or Paedtine, tolerate an al-European i+
volvement with or without military force, but without US control? While European
military observers and even interpostion forces are welcome to stand wetch of demar-
cation and disengagement lines in the Near East between Isradi and Arab forces and
while such dements have dready been deployed under the UN flag and control, such
deployments could hardly serve as confidence-building presence if they represented a
“European” operation. Israd would aways ings on a solid US military presence and
participation in any internationa set-up.

Wherever one looks, the political possbilities for a “drategicaly autonomous® Euro-
pean security presence or criSs management role, seem to be rather limited - which is,
what the European governments have dways maintained and seem indeed to expect
from the foreseedble future. But in Washington the picture across the Atlantic looks
different. In mid-March 2001 US defence secretary Rumsfeld repested his warning,
given in February in Munich in the presence of Nato secretary genera Robertson, EU
security and defence high representative Solana and various European defence and
foreign ministers, by saying to a London newspaper’ that the American concerns about
a weakening of Nato by the EU policies were Hill vivid and the hec ?72? would remain
LVigilant as to European policies in this matter and their repercussons on the Atlantic
dliance. Therefore, it must be assumed, that the problem of harmony in the aliance
has not yet been solved and not even adequately addressed on both sdes of the Atlan
tic. The EU partners are not united behind the facade of their European Security and
Defence Identity - in principle accepted by the US since 1996 - and they do not yet
have a common perception of the ultimate purpose of their proclamed European

7 SeeDally Telegraph, March 18.
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Common Security and Defence Policy, ingpite of dl the reassurances offered to the US
and the dliance, to which they belong. There is a hidden agenda a least in Pais for a
“European defence” and the issue of a “European army“ for the future (expresson
used by French Defence Miniger Alain Richard), while ill undefined, looms behind
the rhetoric as it has done for the last three decades in the plans of various palitica
ambitions in European capitas, especidly in Paris.

The idea of a European army is not accredited in Berlin or in the Hague and it is
openly countered in London with the Blair government clearly in disfavour as are the
Conservatives. This ambiguous concept of “European army“, refused by Britan but
dill propagated in France, and the equaly ambivaent and not plausble concept of a
“European defence" by the Europeans in “drategic autonomy“ (aso a French concept
vis-avis the US) will continue, if not swiftly abandoned and laid to rest, to confound
and frudrate dliance politics without any advantage to Europe's autonomy, dtrategic
or otherwise, nor to a red EU capability for meaningful military criss response in
international  security support insde or outsde Nato, with or without US participation
and with or without “Russia on board”.
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