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ABSTRACT

Brian Maves: The European Union as a Military Actor
(Under the direction of Graeme Robertson)

Since 1999, the European Union has strived to develop a more holistic foreign
policy apparatus. The EU has always prided itself on its efeectse of ‘soft power’
means of achieving foreign policy goals; but strife in the Balkaade clear the need for
‘hard power’ options as well. This paper examines the development BiXseability to
conduct military operations in crisis situations. It looks at tireifin policy goals set
forth in the 2003 European Security Strategy and what steps the Etdkdea to attain
them from a military standpoint. The potential benefits of the Beemt Structured
Cooperation clause in the Treaty of Lisbon are addressed. As are thedimaifdaced on

any potential CSDP military operation due to the lack of a whd@mmand and control

infrastructure in the EU.
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| ntroduction

In the modern international system, the European Union occupiesqgaeuni
position. Its integration of civilian and military power gives hetability to act as a
multilateral strategic actor for the promotion of human secdritidowever, the
organization itself has many hindrances keeping it from itspotential. What are these
hindrances and how has the EU begun to address them? This papdye walh
examination of the EU’'s Common Security and Defense Policy (T8BdPits ability to
conduct military operations.

The CSDP was founded in 1999 in response to the inability of the EU to handle
the war in Kosovo. The EU had originally intended to take the ileadabilizing the
situation in the Balkans and assert itself independently of NAd®Dtlae United States.
After repeated failures to reach consensus on appropriate actionadildy to muster
the necessary military capabilities, the EU was forced tp omce again on its
transatlantic relationship with the US to handle a crisis siudocated ostensibly in
Europe’s backyard. The CSDP was created to address theseostiogs: proving the

EU with the necessary cohesion and tools to handle high-intenditgrynsituations.

! Human security is a rejection of the view of séguespoused by realist theory. The EU and its CRDP
not a defensive security organization; it leaves thsponsibility to NATO. The CSDP is organized to
improve European security by stabilizing the ‘néigthood’ surrounding it. This is accomplished tlglou
the generalized goals of promoting human righis stbread of democracy and the rule of law.

2 Matlary 2006: 108
% Formally known as the European Security and Deféualicy (ESDP). Interesting, at the time of its

founding, many of the member-states explicitly veainio avoid the term “Common” from appearing in the
titte. The proposed name had been Common Europeeuri§ and Defense Policy (CESDP).



How far has the EU progressed in this regard? In ten yearst pased the strength
necessary to have acted in the Kosovo crisis?

This paper will argue no. The CSDP has progressed much ssawiginal
founding, but it is still not capable of operating as a autonomoasegic military actor.
This is not to say the EU is incapable of acting militarifycdrtainly can and has done so
successfully several times in the short history of the CSDOR, thhese have all been
relatively low-risk operations with small personnel deploymentsliamted goals. Steps
have been made in improving the ability of the EU to engage in Hkghanilitary
operation$ but the fundamental problems in the institution and its capabiliteepr it
from doing so presently.

Chapter 1 will outline the general goals and strategies of GR8P/CSDP
developed in the European Security Strategy. It will also &eanthe complex
institutional process that must be conducted in order to conduct rynibfzerations.
Chapter 2 will examine the current status of the EU’s mylitapabilities, demonstrating
the shortcomings that prevent the EU from being an autonomous auotsr far, the EU
has been able to act militarily; but only through close associataths international
organizations like NATO and the UN. For the EU to be an autonomonis achust be
able to conduct these missions independent of assistance. This papdsavdddress
how the EU is attempting to develop those capabilities to bera affective actor in the

international community.

* A high-risk situation would be intervening in actige war zone or civil conflict.



Chapter 1

European Security Strategy — What is the Purpose of CSDP?

The European Security Strategy (ESS) was drafted in 2003 and adoptibe
European Council later in that same year. It sets forth assafrigecurity challenges facing
Europe and outlines a strategy in which to address them. Sindejaa, it has formed the
template on which all further development in the CSDP has been based.

The document outlines a series of global challenges that faopd=today. Among
these are poverty, disease, environmental degradation, and confligt. dlghese are not
challenges that actually exist within the EU itself, butdbetinent is still vulnerable to the
problems they can cause. The world is becoming increasingly glebbadind Europe is a
large factor in that transition. Gone are the days when crisisarpart of the world could be
effectively quarantined from having an effect on another. Europetisiyparly vulnerable: it
sits in close proximity to some of the more turbulent regions of the world.

Europe faces its own challenges as well. It has experiemoett conflict on its
periphery and has seen the devastation it can cause. It is pluddat on other regions of
the globe in order to sustain its way of like. Europe is the woldai¢gest importer of oil and
natural gas, most of which comes from turbulent areas of the'gibhis dependency is

projected to grow in the coming decades, which may require Eurdpke@n more active

1ESS 2003: 3



role in addressing the challenges facing these vital regiohsvishes to provide a secure
future for itself.

It is interesting that the ESS does not stress the posstfilierritorial threats for the
continent. Yet, Europe does face a number of tangible threatsiderydine proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), regional conflicts, stdteeaand organized crime.
Many of these threats are directly related. Regional cordlid failed states can create
environments that give rise to terrorism, organized crime, and ¢hiéeption of WMDs. In
turn, terrorism and organized crime threaten the internaliseofiEurope. These are threats
that move across borders, conducting illegal activities and subvérenapility of the state
maintain law and order. The proliferation of WMDs makes the needmbat terrorism all
the more important, as the damage that could be inflicted by ask atbuld be enormous.
The integrated nature of these threats requires the Elke¢oat@omprehensive and varied
approach to address international security.

In order to effectively handle crisis situations, the ESS rmslia series of policy
objectives that will allow the EU to “develop a strategic celtilvat fosters early, rapid, and
when necessary, robust interventidrThe first is to pursue polices that make the EU more
capable. This includes military forces that are more flexilmbile, efficient and
resourceful. It identifies the need for pooled and shared miligsyets to reduce

redundancies, overhead, and increase capabilities.

2 Recent activity in Libya may attest to this.

3 ESS 2003: 10



The ESS also claims the need to develop more coherenceSR @Rd CSDP,
claiming “we are stronger when we act togetfeiThis includes the need to increase
coherence between EU institutions and member-state governnmeresase coherence
between various EU institutions, and developing a unity of command whikchliw for
the EU to effectively respond to crisis situations.

Unfortunately, the ESS is a vague document. It recommends gotalhe¢h&SDP
should try to achieve, but not how to achieve them. It does not recomemgnsbpecific
policies that should be pursued, nor how its recommendations could shdhémselves in
reality. The rest of this chapter will be dedicated to exangi the process the EU must

undertake in order to commit itself to military action.

How Does the CSDP Military Action Work?
CFSP decision-making and the choice to use military actioneirCSDP are based

around the prerogatives of the 27 individual member-stats of the rElthel European
Council, votes are taken amongst representatives of the memiesrtstdecide what actions
will be taken to address emerging crisis situations. For thetd&Etonduct any military
operation, there must be unanimity among the member-states in dawamtion. A vote
against the use of force by any member-state will scattle planned military operation.
There is some flexibility in this arrangement: membetesta@an chose to abstain from the
vote. By abstaining, a member-state agrees that the missiobecaonducted under the
banner of the EU; but they will not lend any support to it. Thiamaghey are not going to
provide personnel, equipment or funding. They are simply agreeing not to stand in thie way

what the majority of the member-states are willing to do. So long as tghteeivotes of the

4 ESS 2003: 13



abstaining member-states does not eclipse 1/3 of the total voteditaay action can
proceed. Before the Council even begins to deliberate on votingilitary action, there is
an complicated institutional apparatus providing the national représestawith the
information necessary to make an informed decision about the situation.

The build-up to the vote in the Council is largely an informal prooessecially
when it comes to launching a military operationhis is due to the questions surrounding
EU capabilities and competences. EU operations are alwaysumedtonad hoc basis. The
first discussion must always be whether the EU has the ayttmtaunch an operation. The
EU has sought both legal and political legitimacy for any pldraotion. The United Nations
Security Council grants legal legitimacy through the approva &N mandate. This has
been a pre-requisite for all EU action thus far. This vote giants a international political
support, which is bolstered by the multinational nature of the Edlf.iBepending on the
theatre, the EU may also seek the endorsement of the ArgneASEAN, or the African
Union. Multinational support is one of the guiding principles of the H®& is especially
important because most EU military operations have taken plamaintries that were once
a part of European empires. EU military actions could be viewerkrmewed imperialist
efforts if they lacked international support

The second discussion is whether the EU is the proper organizattmmdact the
operation. The EU will defer to the UN in terms of military @iems. The UN has the

backing of a much larger portion of the world’s governments and peoplé) ighits greater

® Missiroli 2005: 66
® For instance, the EU received Arab League sugporhilitary action in Libya.

" These charges have been leveled despite thentedEU operations had a UNSC endorsement.



legitimacy to its actions. It also has more resourcetsammediate disposal than the EU,
which is dependent entirely on what the member-states are widlipgovide. The EU is
more than willing to play a supporting role in UN operations and has stome the past;
including the continuation of peacekeeping operations after the perldd afvolvement in

a region has expiréd

The EU will also defer to NATO. As a result of the Beffitus agreemehtNATO
has the right of first refusal to carry out UNSC mandateseturn for this concession, the
EU is granted access to NATO assets, capabilities, and plammfragtructures. This
arrangement is shrouded in uncertainty about when NATO will act aed W will not; but
it really is a matter of what the priorities of the Unitethtes are. NATO is more likely to
become involved in operations conducted in the Middle East, Asia, or te@rP&ulf
because of the priorities of Washington in those regions. In othes, grarticularly Africa, it
is likely that NATO will differ to the EU in conducting opeiais’. Once NATO declines to
carry out a UNSC mandate, it becomes the prerogative of theo Eldnduct the military
operation.

Once it is decided the EU will conduct an operation, a complexfsetformal
negotiations are conducted to determine the details. The Etd figare out which member-
states will participate, what resources they are willingrawvide, and who will take the lead.
Several committees and institutions within the EU itself laesé informal negotiations. The

Political and Security Committee (PSC) delivers opinions to thienad representatives on

8 EUFOR RD Congo in 2006 was a military operatiostpport of UN forces already in the country.

° Originally between the Western European Union latet incorporated into the EU itself.



the European Council concerning the international political situatiwawding the crisis. It
also helps define the EU’s response. The PSC assesses thmtEk#sts and objectives in
the crisis and recommends to the Council a proper course of athisnmainly concerns
whether the EU should launch an operation at all and whether it shouttvileen or
military.

The European Union Military Committee (EUMC) becomes involvedhiénpianning
for a potential military operation. It is staffed by miliarepresentatives from the member-
states and gives military advice to the PSC. This advigec@porated into the PSC'’s final
recommended course of action. The EUMC also provides militaggtchn to the European
Union Military Staff (EUMS), which provides advice on the techniaapects of pre-
planning a military operatidh

These committees are coordinated by the High Representatitiee dfJnion for
Foreign and Security Policy (HR). The HR chairs the PSC¢lwtiraws upon the advice of
the EUMC. It also receives direct consultation from the EUMSs allows the HR to draw
upon the military and political expertise within the EU to coordnatith national
representatives from the member-states and the European Commids®ns important
because only the Commission and the member-states themselvabehaght of initiative
to propose a military operation in the Coutfcil

Other than the right of initiative, the Commission has vetig lfurther influence on
CSDP military operations. It does have control of the CFSP bualgeig with the European

Parliament; but the EU does very limited direct budgeting fortamyli operations. EU

M These institutions generally house liaisons wikil®, allowing for better coordination between thet

12 The Commission has never exercised this right.



funding only concerns the pre-planning stages of a military oparatihich happens at the
EU level anyways. This lack of control from both the Commission #&edBuropean
Parliament has led to concerns over the democratic legitigadycontrol of EU military
action; but this is a complaint inherent to the EU in general. idlegs, national
representatives, voted for indirectly by the citizenry, are timldmental planners and
executors of EU military policy.

Organizing a EU military operation is an extremely diffictask because of this
informal process. The potential operations the EU has a choice to tanelusually the less
desirable ones politically because of NATO'’s right of firsfusal on UNSC mandates.
Therefore, there is a lot of hesitancy from the member-statesrds conducting military
operations. This made even more difficult because of the unanimitig tlegjuired to launch
an expedition. The 27 member-states have 27 different sets ofnfquelgy goals and
preferences. Finding a common platform among them is extrenigtyilldj especially when
something as divisive as military operations is considered.

Recently, the EU has attempted to address these difficulties with ity ©fd.isbon.

It has created new institutions and positions designed to inctkaseoordination and
cohesion amongst the EU and its member-states in regards tofpadicy. It has expanded
the powers and responsibilities of the High Representative oUthen for Foreign and
Security Policy, created the new position of President of the Eamopeuncil, and founded
the European External Action Service. All of which are designenigate a more coherent

and cohesive foreign policy agenda for the EU.



Chapter 2

Military Capabilities of the CSDP

The EU has three major obstacles in trying to conduct a tslghmilitary operation
from a capabilities standpoint. First, it does not have adoeb® personnel and equipment
necessary to project intense force outside the European thdasrés @ue in part to the lack
of capabilities of the member-states themselves or theirillingmess to make those
capabilities available for EU operations. Second, member-sihtari@s are inadequate for
conduct operations outside of their territorial boundaries. Most of nrestdite personnel
and equipment is designed for territorial defense rather than foojection. This is a
holdover from the Cold War era, but still has a predominant pladeeimindset of most
member-state military establishments. Third, the European dafehssry is fractured and
disjointed. The state of the European defense industry causesfulvagtending and
redundant development programs; leading to inefficient and ineffectfensk budgets that
are not improving the military capabilities of the continent. Thadblgm is doubly important
for member-state militaries attempting to transition fromdOMar era forces into modern
armed forces.

The EU has no army with which to the conduct military operatiorteedofCSDP. It
also has no direct mechanism to fund long-term military reseancth development,
equipment procurement, personnel training, or personnel deployment ¢omststotally

dependent on its member-states to fulfill these roles and maké® GHtiatives a reality.



Since 1999, when the CSDP was first established, the goal otthedbeen to increase the
coordination of its member-states so that they might bettereutilefense spending and
increase the efficiency of operational deployments. This chaplieexamine the changes

that have occurred since 1999. It will also address the long-tephications of a possible

build-up of EU strategic military capabilities. Leading into thecussion of how the Lisbon

Treaty has positioned the EU to become a more strategic actor in the future.

Skeptics have long claimed the EU is incapable of effectivéanyilaction. This
belief is founded on the declining defense budgeting in EU membes;dfag@ inability to
keep pace with the technological curve, and the growth capabgdgdetween them and
the United Statés They claim that without NATO, the EU lacks the capabilitis
infrastructure to launch successful military campaigns. At tomemt, the EU does lack the
ability to operate many of the missions NATO was originallgigiged to conduct. Yet, the
EU is not trying to duplicate NATO's mission prerogativédotuses on a different set of
crisis management situations and tries to resolve them in ahaays distinctly separate
from that of NATO. The two organizations certainly have overlagpmoals and concerns,
but the founding of the CSDP made it quite clear that it was otecned with maters
regarding Article 5 of the NATO charter (the collective etefe clause). Rather, EU is
interested in conducting the tasks concerned with peacekeeping aaditauian concerns;
tasks, which do not require the same level of military advanceameinsophistication, found

in the United States or NATO

! Biscop 2004: 510

2 Biscop 2004: 511
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The United States has been consistently urging European menibB&TO to
develop more sophisticated military technology and training. Washingtimred of footing
the bill for European defense and desires a partnership in whidpé& provides its own
security. It would also like Europe to shoulder more of the burdendoaging crises in the
international community, especially in zones of EU interest. Hléhas more than adequate
personnel to accomplish the tasks it has established for itselfgdédstion it must address in
the future is: how can it modernize its military in ways thatrease capabilities,
effectiveness, and maximize budget spending?

The EU has no central budget for military operations expendiflineshas proven to
be a major deterrent to conducting crisis management operationathlrsfead of the EU
funding the costs of crisis management operations, there is a falbstdhere they may'
system that places all financial onuses on the individual mestéer- In this system, the
member-state must pay for everything they are individually reggenfor in anad hoc
manner. It should be apparent why member-states would not want to tandis
management operations with such a system in place. Currently, narertlyey responsible
for providing the troops and equipment necessary to conduct EU operatiotie\bate also
directly responsible fopaying for those operations as well.

The current system creates a disjointed EU that is incapélpejecting solidarity
during military operations. Member-states are unwilling to foobildor their portion of an
operation simply opt-out, leaving others to cover all operational costs.thbse member-
states that do opt-out still reap the benefits of increasedityethat CSDP operations are
designed to achieve. This creates a potential free-rider prablemhich there are actual

incentives for statemot to participate in CSDP operations. This generates animiostte

12



EU when some member-states feel as though others are takingativantage of them. It
also weakens the multilateral legitimacy of EU operationenvimember-states opt-out of
involvement.

) In a way, the individual member-states that do participaist pay for EU operations
in three different ways: the political fallout from sending persbnn conflict zones, the
wear and tear on all equipment provided, and the actual cost of conductiaionyze In this
setting, it is no wonder that many states have been unwillingotmluct any CSDP
operations, placing the burden on others in the Gnibhis system is currently capable of
working with states like Britain and France willing to cover mosthe costs of CSDP
operations, but this may not be the case in the future. As fistedirgs weigh more heavily
on European states, more balanced burden sharing may becomgak$se the future
conduct of CSDP military operations.

The EU has attempted to address this problem, but the solution isgvdnt2005,
the Athena mechanism was created to help offset some of tleeasssiciated with CSDP
operations. These funds are typically used for pre-deploymenttiasticreated command
and control infrastructure, etc.) and only cover about 10 percent of thecostaof an
operation; these are costs the EU would have to provide for anyWays, they have not
proven to be an incentive enough for member-states to be more walihgipants in CSDP
activities. They also do nothing to address the more hidden costsoffersd¢ions: political

liabilities (which cannot be overcome with money), equipment degoadand personnel

costs.

% Or choosing to simply not conduct an operatioallat
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The Athena mechanism also does not provide any funds for the emuanir of
necessary equipment; this is left solely to the discretion aintraber-state. This paper will
discuss the various capabilities the EU needs to acquire in ardee &an efficient and
effective strategic actor; but as of yet, the EU has natdivay to acquire these capabilities.
Even if the EU can convince member-states to acquire thesecheapabilities, it must then
convince them to allow the EU to have access. This is easier said than donpu#sti@sing
expensive military hardware, the last thing most member states want tado istb the EU
for a peacekeeping mission someplace far from European bordersiafgatce it will be
the member-state that must cover the costs of operating andimagthat equipment. As a
result of these funding concerns, CSDP missions have tended to be very linhiteld scope
and deployment.

Collectively, the 27 member-states of the EU have accedsotd 2 million military
personnel; however, only around 100,000 are available at any given tindedimyment
outside of Europe. The shortcomings with these available troops areausmEirst, many
of them are conscripted members of the military: part-timaesgmmel who lack the
experience and training to conduct CSDP operations. Conscripted treogsrarally less
effective and more costly to maintain than a volunteer army.rifaty European countries
still use conscription as a means of bolstering the personndiansrof their armed forces.
This is a holdover from the Cold War era, when it was believadalhahass numbers of
troops would be needed to defend against an invasion from the Sovief.Urfiese huge
troop numbers are simply not needed to conduct the modern interventioonsissnducted
by Western countries. Even if they were, conscripted soldiergesxerally unfit to conduct

anything but rudimentary territorial defense, which has becomentiquated pursuit. It is

4 Witney 2008: 29
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also extremely expensive to pay for and maintain such a huge nwmpersonnel. This
means that many European countries are spending large portiong diefease budgets to
maintain soldiers that are incapable of conducting the securitgtapes required of them in
the modern world.

Second, most of the personnel available on paper have skills that dogdndrom
the Cold War mentality of Europe: focusing mainly on territodelense. These skills are
unsuitable for peacekeeping operations. Military personnel neede te-tvained with
policing, administration, and construction skills in mind if they areb#o useful for
international CSDP operations. Thus far, most European countriesuseeling or unable
to re-train their personnel adequately. As of 2008, the EU wasahbtedter less than 3000
military personnel with the training needed to conduct police-trgimissions, despite the
previously stated need to train more. The complications, which fesmtpersonnel that are
under-staffed and under-trained, can be seen in the political fallogolafe-training
missions in Bosnia where corruption, improper behavior, and inefficieninggabecame
widespread. These redundancies also complicate the abilityrednmel from different
member-states to work in unison as a multinational force.

Third, many of them lack the equipment necessary to conduct effanel effective
operations. As of 2006, the average EU member-state spends 20 002 elgolsliperon
equipment. 21 member-states actual spend substantially less per. Sotanpare this to the
United States which spends well over $100 000 on equipment procurementHoofats
soldiers. There is also a huge disparity between what the top threedaurapuntries spend

per soldier and the rest of the Union, exacerbating the fefneefriding held by some

® Witney 2008: 20
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member-states. Much of the equipment that is procured for mBBEuropean soldiers is
outdated and incapable of interoperating with the equipment used byraghdser-states. If
the EU wants to be able to field a cohesive and effective myilitacce in the future, it will
need to standardize the training and equipment European soldieve rétcisi impossible for

a military force to be effective if there are largepdisges between the each soldier or field
unit.

The Europe must address all of these deficiencies in itsargildapabilities in order
for the EU to become an effective military actor. It must ds ithian environment in which
budgetary constraints are decreasing defense spending while the coditanyfasquisitions
continue to increase. To be successful, the EU must better coondlititdey planning and
procurement between its members to extract the most value pespant. Most of CSDP

policy changes since 1999 have been designed to foster this needed cooperation.

Attempts by the EU to Assemble an Available Militar  y Force

The first step in assembling a usable EU military force wstablishing a set of
'Headline Goals' at the Helsinki European Council in December of T@@3eadline Goals
set to establish the capabilities and infrastructure needatiddfU to be able to deploy a
military force of 60000 troops within 60 days, which could be sustdorean entire year. A
series of councils and committees were established to dhsetypes of capabilities the EU
would need to have access to in order to conduct such a militarytiopefidhen a call was
put forth to the member-states asking them to volunteer the fancesquipment needed to

fulfill those capabilities. The result was the Helsinki Foregaldgue: a literal catalogue of

16



100000 personnel, 400 aircraft, and 100 naval craft the EU could draw upon to atsxduct
military operations.

However, these forces are insufficient to achieve the benchnerf@th in the 1999
Headline Goals. As of today, Europe still does not have the aloilitgld a 60 000 member
military force and sustain them for 60 days. Rather than continaibgild toward that goal,
the response of the EU has been to lower expectations; while ingpgreater military
integration with an unending series of committees designed to address the problem

Perhaps in response to the realization that fielding the Eurdpepid Response
force is nothing more than a pipe dream; EU leaders have turagdhttention to smaller,
more reasonable forms of European military integration. Thestyang to be addressed in
the 'battlegroup’ initiative created as a part of the 'HeadBoals'. These battlegroups are
intended to create easily deployable military personnel witbsacio necessary air and naval
equipment. Each would contain 1500 personnel, along with the air and refvaleaded to
support them, would be able to launch an operation within 10 days and e sid¢ain that
mission for 120 days

These battlegroups are designed to be small because it is hapsthaller units will
be more manageable and foster increased integration between ithe Tiney are not
designed to actually handle an operation on their own; rather, theyhbuU time to
assemble the forces adequate to actually handle the situatiohisttwy of CSDP military

intervention has demonstrated that it takes the EU quite a Himef to assemble the

® Witney 2008

" Thus far, there are two operational battlegrowsiable to the EU. Neither has ever been deployed.
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necessary personnel and material to respond to a’cfi$is allows the situation on the
ground to deteriorate even further, making any intervention that muach diticult. The
goal of the EU battlegroups is to respond to a situation rapidly, kefepm falling any
further into chaos, and buy the EU the time necessary to assemble a task force.

EU battlegroups can be formed in three different ways. Thaditisat a country with
enough military resources can create one. At the moment, onlyeFaalcBritain have the
requisite military personnel, equipment, and funding to do so. The sectma@llsw for a
‘framework’ country to provide the foundation for the creation cdtdegroup. This would
allow a country like Germany or Italy to provide most of the neadai@rials, while smaller
countries fill in the personnel and equipment gaps. The third optionssV¥eral countries to
cooperate in order to complete a single battlegroup. Battlegadlgys for the EU to more
rapidly, and completely, deploy the forces necessary to conduSD& ©peration. Without
their creation, the EU must approach members iracaimoc basis, which is both times
consuming and ineffective. Since battlegroups are pre-made, tHeyhecapability gaps
that are created when the EU is forced to assemble a new flmreeach operation. In
addition, two of these options require the interoperability of EU meshbuelitaries in order
to be successful. This helps to build cooperation among membemnstiseies and helps
address some of the European capability shortfalls: each camhs¢aesources the other

lacks and can work jointly to address and develop them.

8 |t took more than eight months for EU leadersssemble the 2400 personnel needed to assist thia UN
monitoring elections in the Congo.
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EU Equipment and Capabilities Shortcomings

The equipment and capabilities shortcomings in the EU are numeriosts. Bt
member-states have far too many tanks and combat aircraif &sday, there are still
around 10,000 operational main battle tanks and 3000 combat aircraft in Bk, in
the eastern edges of the EThese numbers are redundant and far exceed the actual number
needed for territorial defense. This is a result of the ditgdi and nationalistic approach
European member-states have taken towards defense planning. Wbmhent, there are
more than a dozen separate armies, navies, and air forces @peratire contineht Each
is designed to have the same basic capabilities and achiegartieebasic goals. If there
were more pooling of defense resources, many of these redundardouhitde eliminated.
This would free up personnel and financial resources, allowing thebe tapplied to
updating European militaries to meet the challenges of the modern world.

Second, there is an overwhelming lack of transport planes avaitatile EU. This
makes it difficult for the EU to behave as a strategic dmornuse it cannot get the necessary
troops and equipment into the theater of action. The EU has been forgedt C-17
transport planes from NATO and the Ukraine at huge costs, typioalte than $250 000 a
day for each plane. The European states are attempting to all@kiat problem by
purchasing A400M transport planes from Airbus; but frequent delays i@vented any
aircraft from being deliveréd It is thought that the earliest any of these planes couildtgo

service will be in late 2012, at the earliest. Until the EU bggeadequate resources for the

° Witney 2008: 30
% Howorth 2004: 10

1 Regan, Hepher 2009

19



transport of troops and equipment, it will always be at the merftyr@fyn powers to project
power outside of the continent. This problem is exacerbated bgck®1 air-to-air refueling
planed’. The EU also lacks capable helicopters with which to conduct-timetre
operations. Although there are plenty of military helicopters iropirvery few of them are
capable of operating outside of the contifiénih an embarrassing display of the EU's lack of
equipment, it took weeks of negotiation between Javier Solana amdditaelual heads of
state for the EU to acquire the 10 helicopters it felt weressary to conduct operations in
Yugoslavian crisis. Each of these shortcomings hinders the atfilihe EU to project force
into the necessary theatres of operation outside of Europe.

Third, the EU lacks access to capable naval vessels. AlthoutdinBand France
have jointly provided an aircraft carrier, there is a distiack of the full-range of vessels
needed to maritime operatidfiS. More effective pooling of military equipment could
increase the effectiveness of peacekeeping operations wdhileimg the costs of deployment
and maintenance of those forces.

The problem centers around the distinctly national-focus of EU nrestdttes’
defense planning and spending. EU members only spend roughly 20 percemntadfdrese
procurement on collaborative proje€tsThis results in massive redundancies, which reduces
military effectiveness and results in incompatibility betwgssrsonnel from different

countries. Since the CSDP must operate as a multinational fbiges ta major burden in

2 5ome EU members possess air-to-air refueling tanket they have not made them available for CSDP
operations.

13 Grevi, Keohane 2010: 78
14 Grevi, Keohane 2010: 78
15 An example of which is EU NAVFORAfalanta), a mission to combat piracy off the African coast

18 Grevi, Keohane 2010: 81
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any attempted operation. For instance, a 2005 study found that Ebersespend roughly a
third of what the United States does on buying equipment; but speadsraughly three
times the number of programMsBetter coordination between EU member-states would allow
them to allocate resources on equipment and development programsuidingrease the
interoperability of their militaries, reduce the cost of R&D, asetrease the cost of
procurement.

One example of the waste and redundancy in European militaearchs and
development is the creation of the next generation combat fighteafti In Europe, there
are three different types of combat aircraft being developed:rénech Rafale, the Swedish
Gripen, and a four-nation collaboration on the Eurofighter. These ame shparate R&D
projects designed to create an aircraft with similar cajpiabiland purpose. They have cost
an estimated 29.93 billion euros thus far and have received orders for 1dlffutunits
combined (The Eurofighter has received the most: around 620; followée Rafale at 294
and the Gripen at 204) All this for an aircraft that has limited application for tgpes of
military operations that Europe is currently conducting. Espgaaice the EU lacks access
to the air-to-air refueling planes necessary to conduct lorgeraim missions; including the
enforcement of no-fly zones. Without air-to-air refueling plaresnbat aircraft are only
suited for limited-range territorial defense.

Concurrently, the United States is also developing a next gemefajidger aircraft
known as the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). This project has cosstamated 31 billion euros,

slightly more than the three European projects combined, and dexs éor more than 3000

17 Grevi, Keohane 2010: 82

18 Hartley 2003: 110
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units, more than the three European projects. If all the European nagidrc®mbined their
programs together, there would have been savings in terms of IB&Ding, and economies
of scale. The cost per unit of purchasing 1000 combat aircraft wowddbdstantially lower
than the cost of purchasing limited units of three separate fair¢na addition, the
conglomeration of industry would allow for the European defense marl@tei@te on a
closer scale with that of the United Statedhis would provide valuable learning for a
European defense industry that desperately needs to modernize to cgloipaity with the
United States.

The separate combat aircraft projects are just one exampleumipean R&D
redundancy, but there are multiple just like it; for instance, theeeover 20 different
programs currently operating to develop the next generation of dightred vehicle. 20
redundant R&D operations designed to create a vehicle thatlixgkérve the same essential
purpose with the same capabilities. This type of wastage iseptabte if the EU is going to

be able to modernize its military to fit the needs of modern armed conflict.

The European Defense Agency

The European Defense Agency (EDA) was created in June of 20@RItess the
equipment shortcomings in EU military capabilities. The EDA Haset primary tasks:
“harmonizing military requirements; coordinating defense resemrdidevelopment (R&D);
and encouraging the convergence of national procurement procéduties designed to

create a comprehensive framework through which member-stateeti@r cooperate on

¥ Hartley 2003: 110

2 Grevi, Keohane 2010: 84
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cross-border military equipment projects while reducing the @dgisocuring and operating
it. The major shortcoming of the EDA is that it has no abtlityorce countries to abide by
the framework it establishes; it can only recommend and guidewire given stronger
powers by the member-states, it could help coordinate joint R&Deqisj These joint
projects could help eliminate the wasteful redundancies appardm¢ combat fighter and
light armored vehicle programs that permeate Europe. The Eidd @lso help target
funding towards projects that actually address the capabiltgssaies of the EU; rather
than the current system, which caters to the desires of the metates. It is an important
step forward towards better CSDP coordination despite this major weakness.

The EDA could also help in creating a single defense marketrope. Despite the
fact the EU was originally founded to create a common, singl&anhar Europe, this has
never been applied to the defense industry. As a result, defensetsneggknain fiercely
nationalistic and inefficient. With a more open defense industmgeucould save billions
by promoting open competition between bidders on national contracts. yEhesnscould
even be spread to allow international firms, allowing even more fionbid on contracts and
reducing the price of equipment for European states. Thereguisecadent for this in the
western world: the United States has recently allowed intenatfirms to bid on defense
contracts and even awarded Airbus the contract to build air-to-air refuafikers'?2

The EDA has attempted to lay the foundation for a common defeng®tmaéhe
most notable example for this is the creation of a webpage in vehgtlect portion of

national defense contracts is listed, allowing for firms ackag®pe to bid on them. In its

21 BBC 2008

2 Interestingly, there was vociferous condemnatibthis contract from some members of the US Corsgres
They believed that they United States should oohtract with domestic defense firms.
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limited scope, the website has been successful: listing conivadts more then 300 million
euros across Europe since its creation. However, this is a mambon of the over 200
billion euros EU member-states spend annually on defense. Applyinfyaimework to all
defense spending would be beneficial not just to the EU, but the mstabes themselves:
allowing access to better technology at cheaper costs.

The problem is that there is no monopoly on defense spending in Etitepeare 27
monopolies. For this to work, EU member-states will need to surresmlereignty over
equipment procurement to the EDA so that it can force European éefens to
consolidate from a position of strength. With a monopoly on defense speémdingope, the
EDA could force defense firms to consolidate to improve efficiesywas done in the
United States following the collapse of the Soviet Union in they é&30’s. Many European
defense firms are able to survive because they are protectibibyational government.
This allows them to survive despite inefficient business jexctit also prevents them from
accruing the necessary resources to conduct cutting-edge Ré&dpaprs. Vesting more
power and responsibility into a supranational organization like the EBAb@a one way of

consolidating the European defense market and ‘trimming the fat’ of ineffioims.

Military Reforms in the Lisbon Treaty

The most important innovation in the Treaty of Lisbon regardingva aefense
policy concerns @&manent Structured Cooperation (PSC). The permanent structured
cooperation is a collection of the member-state governments irutbpdan Union “whose
military capabilities fulfill higher criteria and which haweade more binding commitments

to one another in this area with a view to the most demandisgians' (Treaty of Lisbon,
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Articles 28A.6 and 28E¥®. This should allow the EU to more effectively execute the
Petersburg tasks through the use of military intervention when sagedhe Petersburg
tasks are the types of military actions the EU has deenvedl land appropriate. They
include: joint disarmament operations; military advice and assistaasks; conflict
prevention and post-conflict stabilization missions; as well asbatng terrorism by
providing development support to third-world countites

The PSC’s main strength is its flexibifity Each member-state can chose to opt-into
the program. This could allow the PSC to grow in a piecemshida: picking up countries
in an ad hoc basis. This will allow those countries that wantaeenfiorward with greater
defensive coordination to do so, despite the protestations of the tradpgawet players in
Europé®. The hope is that smaller countries will join at first whideger countries, like
Britain and France, continue to maintain total sovereignty over sieeurity. Once enough
of the smaller countries join into the PSC, its benefits and impmetam the EU will become
apparent to larger and larger countries.

Eventually, there is the potential that the PSC could becomensfidial that even
Britain and France could not afford to stay outside®f @ountries participating in the PSC
will save massive amounts of money due to increased coordinatioadretihem. Increased
coordination will allow them to eliminate redundancies and decretaddrces: by pooling

their militaries, these countries can defend themselves athéep. The pooling of military

% |SIS Europe 2008: 5
24|SIS Europe 2008

% Hougardy 2008: 11
% Algieri 2008: 20

" Biscop 2008: 17
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spending will also allow for the creation of economies of sct@yiag the EU to purchase
more capabilities for less morféyAs countries throughout Europe are desperately looking
for ways to decrease government spending, the ability to save nmodefense may be too

tempting for them to pass up.

Command and Control Infrastructure

The reforms in the Treaty of Lisbon do not go far enough to enabkelthe act as a
true strategic actor militarily. The treaty does not establish agresmt command and control
(C2) infrastructure in the EU. Without such organization, it islgiginlikely that the EU
will be able to respond quickly and robustly to emerging crismutjitout the world. There
are numerous benefits for the member-states in creating apeninC2. This section of the
paper will examine what those benefits are and how they witllertiae EU to become a true
strategic actor.

It is important to note that the creation of a EU C2 would not underrar
supplement NATO as a defensive security organizati@espite the fact that they would
have similar global security objectives, an EU C2 would havewts “format, rationale and
legitimacy to act for security’. The EU and the United States have shown different
preferences for courses of action when dealing with stramgis, as well as different
methods for stabilizing trouble zones. As a result, the EU needsvitsautonomous C2

structure in order to properly pursue its own vision of strategic action.

% Hougardy 2008: 12
2 Hochleitner 2008: 28

%0 perruche 2008: 23
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At the moment, the EU is handicapped from action due to its lackaharand and
control infrastructure. If the EU identifies a crisis, itsheeveral options for setting up a
temporary C2; but there are major downsides to these approaches. The fitghis Eih can
use existing NATO command and control structures as part of thien Béus agreement.
These two organizations have different decision-making processhe planning for any
intervention, which can cause costly delays for any attidime EU utilized this approach to
intervene in Bosnia in 2004 and it took nearly eight months for any aidide made.
Utilizing NATO C2 structures also places any potential EBD@ decision into the undue
influence of non-member-staté¥’ It also gives NATO the right of first refusal on any
UNSC mandate, which puts the EU in the odd position of having its mefehoice of
action being subjugated to a similar international organiz4tion

The second is a framework nation option that relies on one of thedifrdeclared
members (France, UK, Germany, Italy, and Greece) to takedden setting up a C2 in its
capital. Each of the five countries has taken steps to alldwmiassets needed to establish a
C2 at a moments' notice, but this is a costly option nonetheless. Mtiehapst comes from
the redundancy of positions, personnel, and assets that must be maimdimefivie major

capitals. Activating one of the framework nation options also Ihas possibility of

31 perruche 2008: 24
32 Grevi, Helly, et all 2010: 409
% This has been an issue before because of theiog fgud between Turkey and the Cyprus.

% This is especially true since NATO lacks input @enatic legitimacy. The EU is more responsiblehi will
of the European citizens.
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weakening the host country's ability to act in that personnel mystllesl from within the
national ranks in order to shore-up deficiencies in the framework C2 infrastficture

Framework nations have been unwilling to take the lead irE&hgperation for just
this reason. They are also unwilling to act because of the respionsbibeing the lead
nation in a military operation. One only needs to look at the experiehthe United States
in Irag and Afghanistan to see why being the lead nation in itarpibperation that loses
public support could be suicidal for an incumbent, democratic governmeist.isTlune
reason why having a permanent C2 infrastructure in place in Bsugeald allow the EU to
act more freely than the member-states in conducting ryildgerations. It would allow
national governments to play a two-level game: allowing therotdribute to European
security and pursue foreign policy interests, while shielding tmem the public criticism of
leading an operation.

The final option is for the EU's Operations Centre to cred®® an Brussels for
“autonomous operations of limited size (2000 troops) at short notice (5 tdayf),
particularly in cases where a joint civil-military responseaequired and no multinational
national headquarters has been identified to conduct the opetatibimé limited size of this
option means it cannot muster the forces necessary for anythinghéusmallest of
operations. Also, at the end of these conflicts, the C2 is dismethbrckstaffers are sent
back to their home countries. This limits the ability of the Ehstitutionally learn from the

mistakes of previous operations and apply the lessons to future cdhflicts

3 perruche 2008: 25
3¢ perruche 2008: 25
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There are numerous reasons why the member-states and theu#t)sork together
to replace these lacking forms of C2 creation with a more pemhatreicture. The first is
that EU operations are so varied and diverse that they requirenarmeet C2 in order to
coordinate them effectivel§; This is even doubly important for the EU, which coordinates
both military and civilian responses to crisis (as opposed to NAMM;h only conducts
military operations).

The second is that current options for creating temporary C2s ddlowtthe EU to
react to emerging crisis in a rapid marinefhe EU has admitted that the delay in handling
the crisis in Bosnia only made the situation more difficult oncernfeevention was actually
started. Many of the reforms of the Lisbon Treaty have beenrsbitp decrease EU
response time to these crises. The problem is that many efréfesms will be for naught if
there is not a permanent C2 that can eliminate the delays inbertiet present methods of
coordination.

This increase in coordination also applies to the relationship eéetwalitary and
civilian aspects of any EU PSO. Civilian operations alreadg bgpermanent C2 structure in
the EU; if the military operations could create a permanerth@2mirrored it, there would
be the possibility for greater exchange and coordination between tfe two

The third is that it would be much more cost-effective for both Ebkeand its
member-states. It would eliminate the redundancies that smeditthroughout the current

system. It would end the need for each of the 27 member-statesritain liaison teams in

3 There have been six total CSDP military operatitws far. They have performed a wide-range ofsask
including: airport security, election security, az@wmbating piracy off the coast of Somalia.

3% Hochleitner 2008: 27
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each of the five-framework nation's capitals. It would allow fortdpetoordination of

information, expertise, and resources; eliminating redundanciestifirfding missions and
military capabilities that tend to slow and handicap the alwfitye EU to act. It would also
eliminate the burdens placed upon the framework nations in the facerisfs, allowing the
EU to act in a position of greater strength as a truly muidinak coalition. It could also
allow for better cohesion with NATO, as each would have permanera|gbgrositions

through which joint-action and responses could be coordinated.

The EU would be better able to behave as a military actiborwere to develop a
permanent command and control infrastructure. Unfortunately, the mesalbes-themselves
have been unwilling to cede such power to the"#UThere is hope that through the
Permanent Structured Cooperation, such an infrastructure can be brmoghxistence. The
benefit to the EU comes through increased effectivenesssomilitary and civilian
capabilities. Member-states reap the benefits of increasedtiopaftacapacity (pooling
forces and expertise) as well as cost-reducing benefits ftomnating unneeded and
redundant aspects of their national defense. It would also drbstiakase the visibility of
EU military operations and increase the legitimacy of thetioa. Without the creation of a
permanent C2 infrastructure, it is highly unlikely the EU willdide to become an efficient

strategic actor.

“! Hougardy 2008: 12

*2The United States has traditionally been agaips&rananent EU C2 as well. However, this positios ha
softened recently
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Possible Implications of a Militarily Strong EU

A militarily stronger Europe may be a double-edged sword. On the one hand, it would
increase the ability of Europe to conduct the objectives set forteifcuropean Security
Strategy. At the present, Europe has the ability to conduct huni@miteatervention,
promote the spread of democracy and the rule of law, and coentwatdm; but it comes at a
high cost. The lack of ‘smart weapons’, advanced intelligence, @nebrk communication
capabilities places the lives of military personnel and andiin greater danger during an
operation. Gaining these capabilities would help keep European pdrsafenand help limit
the collateral damage to civilians on the ground.

It could also help strengthen the trans-Atlantic relationship vimghUnited States.
There are those in the European community that have heard theotriee USA for a
strengthened ability of Europe to defend itself and believe sumnastneeded to preserve
and strengthen the transatlantic relationship. The pooling of sgnBreand resources
necessary to achieve these improvements could also becomeving @srce towards a
more deeply integrated European Union. Finally, it would allow for agguthat is no
longer dependent on a foreign power to insure its own defense.

There are several negatives aspects of a remilitarizexp&urhe most prominent is
that it could totally undermine the claim of CSDP initiativeaasxercise of ‘good’ power.
The EU has founded its claims as being a ‘good’ international aottine fact that it uses
soft power rather than hard power to achieve its goals. It useariot rather than the stick.
Promising aid, support, and trade incentives are the traditional niea&$) has used to be a
international normative power. A remilitarized Europe has the pbtssibi threatening the

EU’s image as a soft power, thus undermining its legitimacy as anatitaral actor. Europe
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currently occupies a position as an alternative to the milgavyer exerted by the United
States. A massive re-arming of Europe could erode this position.

A militarized EU could also put the organization in more danger external
enemies. Since the end of the Cold War, there really has not lbegjorathreat to European
territorial security. Part of this may be due to the fact Enaope has not become a major
military power. If Europe does remilitarize, there is andeait could involve itself in a
security dilemma with those countries on its periphery. Theysaayhe rearming of Europe
as a threat to their own security and respond in kind. Both Russiahand @ay not be
threats at the present, but they could become ones in the futey gee a rearmed Europe
as a threat to their own security.

Even the United States could become a potential rival for Europeresult of
remilitarization. This is one reason why the United States been so adamant about
preventing the EU from undermining the role of NATO: it wouldl ditike control over
European security. At the moment, this is guaranteed by the Bduknagreement. Yet, one
cannot ignore that there is an inherent contradiction in asking Europeatries to take
control over their own defense, while still wanting to maintain heggnover defense on the
continent. While Europe and the United States will most likely neeer themselves as
threats to each other’s security in the future, a rivalry cdelklop between the two that
could threaten the stability of the transatlantic relationship.sBleels of this possible future
have already been sewn in the aftermath of the Iraq invasiorouldwe better for the
international community as a whole if both parties worked togethgurévent it from

devolving any further.
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If any of these events were to happen, would the EU’'s CSDRdageally be
served? The CSDP was established to address crisis situatiaresas of interest to the EU.
It is designed to protect human secdritinternationally with the idea that a more stable
international community will generate greater security farolge itself. If the capabilities
necessary to intervene in the more large-scale operationsealsmate new, potentially more

dangerous enemies; then remilitarization will have the oppositdsoiniended effect.
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Conclusion

This paper has examined whether the European Union is capableoohibg a
strategic, military actor. The CSDP still faces substftitnitations in its ability to conduct
high-risk military operations. Most of these limitations averfded in the member-states’
refusal to cede substantial sovereignty over military anddgorpolicy matters. These areas
of sovereignty are the last important bastion of European stateegpg and may never be
fully under the umbrella of EU jurisdiction.

In the current system, the member-states themselves mustlling to conduct
military operations and the incentive simply is not there for m@sttainly, traditional
powers like Britain and France have expressed more willingnessnduct these types of
operations; but it is not in the interest of most to do so. When onedeanshe political
fallout of losing troops in combat situations, one can see why deticogoernments would
be unwilling to commit personnel to dangerous situatiof®r a political leadership
dependent on the will of the people for power, the loss of public support generated by combat
deaths would be particularly undesirable. Especially for catisgsare not immediate or
even direct threats to the state itself: it would be diffituitonvince the general public that
genocide in Rwanda actually poses a direct threat tostateity. This may be exacerbated

by the fears of multi-national forces; where national troops Mayplaced under the

! The controversies surrounding the recent lossesfr@n troops in Afghanistan can be seen as an deahp
this.



command and leadership of other countries. The lack of control over nontaomiisary
leaders is a risk many may well want to avoid.

The have been attempts to strengthen the military capabilities obtired®nducting
military operations, most notably through the Permanent Structuegetation. The PSC
introduces increased flexibility in security pooling: allowing #adlsat are willing to move
forward towards greater integration without being stalled by trsiages unwilling to
surrender such sovereignty. It is an important first step fogrineth of the EU as a strategic
actor. Once PSC gets moving, there is hope it could transform pghbiliges of the EU in
such a way that it could become a stabilizing force in the international gesmmmunity.

Finally, this paper has demonstrated where the reforms hawe taistrengthen EU
military capabilities. The EU has not create a permanent @drand control infrastructure.
Without such an infrastructure, it will be impossible for the Elftwiently coordinate its
initiatives as a military actor. The breadth and depth of EUvertgions are so varied, that
without a permanent coordinating force, any action will continue tmibed in inefficiency.
Even steps forward, like the PSC, cannot overcome the bigger problem thatvoid of
central command in EU military operations today.

With these limitations in mind, it is impossible to conclude ttheg EU is an
autonomous military actor. It is not autonomous in that it is toonteba the choices of
others in order to decide on a course of action. In some ways, thipasitive for the
organization: limiting itself to carrying out UNSC mandateslpsiestrengthen the
international community. In many ways, this reliance on otheasisgative: it has no power

to lead its member-states and it is subservient to NATO in terms of ynop&rations.
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For the moment, this partnership with NATO serves a purpogere$s the EU access
to military capabilities and command infrastructure that mnod generate on its own.
Perhaps in the future, if European member-states surrender diiereignty over national
security, the EU can develop the capabilities necessary tont@e equal member of the
transatlantic relationship. Once this occurs, the partnership betine &t and United States
will be of tremendous benefit to the international community. Yetbeéoome an equal
partner with the United States in terms of security, Europe an&lhenust develop the
capabilities to defend themselves and project power efficiantliyeffectively. It remains to
be seen whether Europe and the EU are willing to shoulder the aodtdHurden of

developing those capabilities, and whether it is in their best interest to try.
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