EUROPEAN UNION 

-European army-

Following the Second World War, the world was politically divided into two spheres. As the new world order gained shape, Western Europe depended on North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and mainly on the nuclear and conventional military prospect of the United States of America, to ensure its defence against the lingering Soviet threat.  The agreement on founding a European Defence Community (EDC) in order to form a ‘European Army’ in 1952 was not ratified by the French Parlement in 1954 and defence of Europe remained in US hands.
With the fall of the iron curtain and the liquidation of the Soviet Union, the first proposal for building a military force consisting of contributions solely from EU Member States was made by France and Germany in October 1991. “Eurocorps” was formed with acceptance of the proposal in 59th Franco-German Summit held in La Rochelle in May 1992. Belgium, Spain and Luxemburg later joined Eurocorps, which now is a force of 50.000 soldiers. However, this force is essentially for humanitarian assistance and low intensity combat fighting missions.
In the nineties, Europe Union was a political entity with a desire to become an autonomous and independent actor in the international arena whwreas not having a military force projection capability of its own. The impossibility of attaining the status of the first without havin the means of the latter was proved once again by the tragedies in the former Yougoslavia. The crisis in Bosnia between 1992-1995 and in Kosova in 1999 revealed the incapacity of the Union to act as a political power even in the face of concentration camps and mass murders of civilians which occured in its ‘backyard’.
Petersberg Tasks defined new military responsibilities for members of the EU and urged them to increase their preparedness for undertaking missions of peacemaking (negotiating the resolution of a conflict between people, groups, or nations), peacekeeping (prevention or ending of violence within or between nation-states by keeping the warring parties apart)
, combat forces in crisis management and humanitarian and rescue missions.     

The ambition of the European Union to increase its political weight in the world is manifest in the European Security Strategy. This document adopted in December 12th, 2003 at Brussels admit that EU, which “brings together 25 states and 450 million people and produces one-quarter of world’s Gross National Product”
 has to develop its own capability of projecting its military power in order to share its responsability for world security as a global actor. An objective for attaining a more efficient military power was already set by the Helsinki Headline Goals (agreed upon in 1999) according to which EU must be able to deploy a force of 60.000 (European Rapid Reaction Force-ERRF) capable of the full range of Petersberg Tasks and sustain this force for at least one year.

This is no easy task however, since EU currently lacks deployable units, financial spending and equipment necessary for meeting these goals. EU who doesn’t want to depend on NATO assets is another discussed point in the issue since this will raise questions on the future of NATO. This paper presents briefly the main deficiencies of the EU military capabilities and the discussions on EU army- NATO balance.

Deployable units: Helsinki Headline Goals trigger the creation of a force of 60.000 troops. Given the fact that EU countries have around 1.6 million troops
, this should pose no problem for EU. But most of the European forces are in place forces prepared for home defence against an invasion army, thus only 10-15 percent of all active military personnel is deployable.
 The other problem is that a unit has to be relieved after 6 months of deployment and 1 year must pass before its redeployment. Thus 2 additional units are required for each deployed unit, increasing the necessary amount to 180.000. These forces will be earmarked for being used in the ERRF. 100.000 deployable troops are already committed in one way or another which obliges the Union to either earmark troops spared for other commitments such as NATO or UN operations or adapt conscription.

At the November 2000 Military Capabilities Commitment Conference, the Union’s members’ contributions of military personnel reached 100.000: Clearly insufficent for the creation of ERRF. Moreover, Petersberg Tasks require higly trained professional armies since conscripts are unsuitable for deployment in foreign countries for political reasons and they generally lack the necessary training for conducting operations with high-tech equipment.
 Nevertheless, there are not enough volunteers to meet the demand for both home defence and deployment abroad. Adaption of conscription may be necessary but the trends show otherwise: 

Belgium, France, Ireland, Luxemburg, Netherlands, United Kingdom and Spain (despite its lack of required number of troops) have professionel armies and Italy, Czech Republic and Slovakia will abolish conscription. Many new EU Member States are going to have professionel armies as well. At this time, Sweden and Finland (due to their geopolitical facts) are unwilling to abolish conscription. Germany, Greece and Austria are not considering building an all professionel army neither.
 

Defence spending must be increased and coordinated. European Union claims to be a global actor which has to increase its military capacity, spends on defence less than half of what the United States (which is the only political actor that can conduct operations in any part of the world) does.
 To project its military power to remote areas of the world  as ably as the United States, EU must certainly spend more on strategic airlift and sealift capabilities that have high level of costs.

For conducting operations without taking large numbers of casualties, the EU needs to make huge investsments on precision weaponary, command, control, communication, computer, information, reconnaissance and surveillance (C4IRS) systems like the USA did. But numbers show the great gap between the two sides of Atlantic: In the year 2001, United States spent 39.3 billion dollars while EU’s spending remained at 9 billion dollars.

25 countries in the EU have not developed a co-financing system for a common armed force so each has its own procurement policy thus leading to duplication of military assets. 

Another problem in Europe’s military spending is that it is spread unevenly between European States. The six biggest arms producer countries of the Union (United Kingdom, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Netherlands) covers 80 % of EU defence spending and 98% of military research expenditure. For this reason, France, which has doubts on the willingness of the new NATO and EU members to pay their membership fees have urged all EU states to spare at least 2 % of their Gross Domestic Product (GDP) for defence.

Enough or not, European spending is likely to increase in the future: Germany will stabilise its defence budget at €24.4 billion  per year until 2006 but United Kingdom is likely to increase its defence budget by 1.2 % per year in real terms in 2005/6 and France announced its intention of raising its equipment procurement budget to an average of  €14.6 billion until 2008 (from €11 billion in 2002).  

Operational Headquarters (HQ) provide the operational framework for conduct of operations. They require a highly trained professional staff and technical capabilities such as communications, computers and intelligence assets. An HQ capable of dealing with all range of operations can be set up in two years. The costs of setting up an HQ give European States a just cause for avoiding duplication with NATO HQs. 

EU can use HQs of member states and those of  NATO. Use of European HQs seems to be a better choice but there are problems: Only France, the United Kingdom and Germany together with Netherlands have HQs suitible for corps sized operations. If they are spared for use elsewhere, there will be no European HQs available. In the case of a prolonged mission, there could be problems in rotation. Moreover, a national HQ can give the providing nation too much influence in the conduct of operation. On the other hand, giving other states equal political and military weight can cause problems in unity of action. 

NATO HQs can be used for any kind of military operations, including major war fighting. But they are too large and more importantly are unsuitible for deployment. If the reforms are successful however, those HQs will be suitible for EU needs. 

Strategic airlift and sealift is another shortcoming of EU. During the Kosovo war, deployment of 40.000 troops to the area took five months which can be identified neither as ‘rapid’ nor as a ‘reaction’. 

Europe has no heavy airlift capability, such as American C-5, C-17 and C-141 aircraft. The first deliveries of A-400Ms (future large aircraft) are scheduled to 2009. Current airlift capability of EU is limited with light and tactical transport aircraft. 

Military sealift capabilities are also very limited: EU has only two large roll on roll off ships (United States has 12) and no fast sealift ships (US has 8). In the 1990 Gulf War, 95 % of military equipment used by the US and other coalition forces were carried to the theatre by sea. Therefore, for rapid deployment of 60.000 troops, a competent military sealift capability is a must. 

Because of the magnitude of deficiencies, the EU will continue to depend on NATO assets available to it by the ‘Berlin Plus’ agreement. But availability of those assets are not guaranteed: No European military operation on a large scale can take place without NATO consentment so EU access to NATO assets can be prevented by a Turkish –yet a non EU-member NATO party state- veto because of some disagreement with Greece or EU or by United States who sees the EU operation contrary to its interests. In addition, those assets necessary for the operation can be already in use by NATO. 

The EU wishes to be more independent on security issues and on the use of its own armed forces, but for United States this would be the end of NATO. What Washington wants is the development of the military power of European countries in order to share its responsability in NATO more evenly with the other side of the Atlantic. In Washington’s perspective, it must be NATO who has the prerogative of taking decisions on whether EU forces will be responsible for a given operation or not. EU however is aware of the fact that in order to develop a truly independent European Security and Defence Policy, it needs to reduce its dependence on NATO (and mainly US) assets.

In October 2003, European Union undertook its first military operation in its history: With an agreement signed with the Bosnian authorities the EU Police Mission, charged with “monitoring, mentoring and inspecting Local Police upper/mid management”
  and with “raising current Bosnia and Herzegovina police standards”, began fulfilling its mandate which will end at the end of 2005. Another 2 operations were launched by EU in 2003; Concordia in the Former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia, which aims “contributing further to a stable secure environment and to allow the implementation of the August 2001 Ohrid Framework Agreement”
 by “patrolling and monitoring Albanian-populated regions of Macedonia bordering Albania”
 and Artemis in Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), which is entirely taken up by the EU capabilities, without recourse to NATO assets. Operation Artemis was conducted in order to “contribute to stabilization of security conditions in Bunia and to the improvement to the humanitarian situation to ensure the protection of the airport, displaced persons and the civilian population”
. 

These 3 operations show that EU has the capacity to deploy troops outside its borders (even to areas which is beyond its immediate periphery like DRC, more than 6000km away from Europe) for purposes of disarming local militia, safeguarding the return of refugees, border patrolling, aiding to establishment of law enforcement structures.

Will Europe have an army capable of dealing with various types of missions stated in the Petersberg Tasks outside NATO assets? And if it does one day, what will be its implications on NATO which is the main instrument of defence of the EU for more than 50 years?
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